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Marketing costs are a mystery to many grov;ens. .;:;xpen­
ses involved in making sales often are unknown unless ~.; :·1e ;;rov1er 
er.J~Jloys a sales agent who 9 for a specific charge, undert:::.~;es sales, 
deliveries, collections, losses from uncollectible accounts, etc., 
and renders itemized ret urns. L1a:1y producers v1ho do their own 
;:;elling do not keep cost accounts, or else keep records inadequate 
to sho·:: all iteli1s of exr;ense whicl1 properly should be cliar::;ed to 
the marketing operation, Growers selling farm produ..:e Ln l'ela• 
tively small units in retail and \~Lolesale curb maxl:ets .::'incl it 
es~)ecially difficult t;o :~1easure their costs of mar!:eti:1g. 

The present study was undertaken, (1) to aocerto..in the 
costs of gro;vers selling locally-grown fruits and' ye::;et<J.c,los in 
-Lhe municipal ':Jholesale curb l-:Jarket in Columbus, ( 2) to deter .. 
;,;i;1e the labor income of these grov1ers for the til.ie spent in 
Llarl:et ins.; and {3) to compare their costs with the customary 
charged r'or the sarne functions wb.en performed by established uiiolt:J­
saling and jobbing agencies in Columbus. 

Forty-three groi-;ors who appeared rather rq;uL::.rly on the 
1.;holesale curb market cooperated in the .study. Tho ju:1io1~ a·.xLhor 
visited the market lot oach r.1orning during tho six-r.:onths pcrioi 
.July 2 to December 31 inclusive, 193'±~ and recorded f.'or eaci1 of 
these r:rov1ers: 
(a) The ~mount of 
(b) 
(c) 
(d) 
(e) 

(f) 
(g) 
(h) 
(i) 

each kind of produce offered, 
Returns from the goods sold, 
T i.rae elapsed between arrival and departure, 
Number of helpers, if any? acco1~panying the t;ror;ers, 
Zxpenditures for delivGry~ if any, to buyers' vehicles or 
places of business 9 

i;';xpend it ures for space rental and sanitation )Ol'r:Jit 9 

Late, year of manufacture and weight of trtlck, 
Number of miles between the r.1arket and the e;ror:er~ o i'ar. 9 and 
Number of hours spent enroute. 
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Values of the goods solcl as :;-ep~rted by the ;;ro·,·;ers 
,-;ere checked constantly by reference to prices quoted in t'ne 
daily reports of the Ohio Division of Iviarkets~ whose r:Jad~et 
ne·,s reporter covered this market each morning. The:' ,-:ore 
o.lso compared each day ·iiJith vall!es of s:irdlar ;;oods offcn~d 
by the Columbus Fruit and Vegetable Cooperative Asso...:iation, 
:.mel by other wholesalers and jobbers in Columbus. 

_ Sales values oi' t:1e goods sold by these. 43 c;rorJers, 
ag::;;regat ing $56,361.56, vJere recorded and their costs a:·la­
ly2ed. Total raarl<et ing costs, for pur poses of o.nalys is, wene 
divided into t.vJo classifications v;hich~ for convenie~1ce~ r.1ay 
be te:cr,Jeq hauling costs and se,lline.; costs. 

The first of these consisted .of a proportionate 
part of the expense of operating and maintaining the tn.1clc 
l)lus an allov~ance .for the tir,;e of the grower while enroute. 
Ho po.rt of the allov:ance for helpers, if any, was charged to 
l1c.;.1lin=• These helpers~ though accortlpanying the gro·wer :::·rom 
the fo.rm~ vc'ere not needed enroute but after arrivo.l in tbe 
Lo.r::et •. Their enti.re tiue r1hile WJay. from the farm r:as 
cba.rged to selling. Had the produce been offered ·t;1rou:;h ot ;1-::r 
cho.nnels the h,elpers would not have been needed. Hav.linc 
co.sts of any gro1-.er would have boon ussent ially the sw-:1e 
rer;u.rdl.ess of the E:ethod of sale er:iployod by t ho.t ~::;ro1·;or. 

Selling costs wore made up of a pro port io:1o.te chv.rgo 
i'or the true k 'Nbile in uso o.s a pl(.:..ce of bus inoss on t!1o 
;,o.r::ot lot, space rontal, so.nito.:tion punuit foe~ ho:·_lJCr ~md 

delivery oxponso 9 o.nd o.n alloYJo.nco for the growo1~'s t ~ .. :o ~Jo­
tv;ccn v.rrival in o.nd dep:.rturo fror.1 the mo.rkot. Since )ro.c-
t ico.lly o.ll salos vwro mo.do for co.sh~ no account y.:o.s. ·C.;J.::cn 
of any uncollectible accounts which any of these [;rOY:er:J may 
h~ve· nad ~ nor ':1as. allowance Dade for any other tmusuo.l losses 
or eXjJEll1G8S 0 
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HAUL.llJG ccsr s. 

Truck operation and wr'. intenance costs varied r;itl1 the 
:Jakes year of manufacture 7 and ·,-Je ic;ht of the tJ~ucL Incor.w and 
e;::c;ens~ reports of 78 trucks on file \lith the Chio Public Utili­
·cies Corm:::Jission served as the basis for the charges al;plied to 
each of the trucks operated by the 43 growers coo perat in;; in the 
study. The records selected from the Commission's files were 
of trueks engaged primarily in hauling farm produce, opera·c ing 
in cencral Ohio, and of the sa~ne \ypes used by these gro1·Jors. 
;~,pplicat ion of those charcos to tho individual trucks follo¥Jed 
tho practice of the International Harvester Company of "luneric.a.? 
the General Eotors Corporation? and the Chrysler Aut01~wbile 
CO!:J)any, und vJ&.s approved by an official of the Ghio Fo.r;-.J Bureo.u 
Lutual Automobile Insurance Co~npany and by the growers. 

The follov•ing table shows the typo of vehicle operc.ted 
by each grovver, the dista•1ce from 1arm to market, the avcrat_;o 
one vmy driving tL1e~ the nuraber of trips made during the six­
'-'Oi1ths period 1 ani the hours spent enroute. These data. ·.:ere used 
in c ow put ing ho. u ling costs. 

TABLE I 

T R.'>.iJSFCI\T AT ICN DA'I' A USED Il'J D:i!,"T3I\.LINING HAULING COsr S C7 "=3 G.:.c-.7:H.S. 

Miles from Average Cne- No. of Hcurs 
y:~n£__of_'I!:.~.£!s. Farm to Wo.y Driving 1'rips in Spent 

Gro\J(Jr i .. a.J:e Year ·;feivht lliarket Tin:e 6 months Enroute ---.--------... ---------~-----.. ---·------------------·· .. ---·-
l 
2 
3 
!J: 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
l!± 
15 
16 
17 
15 
19 
20 

rorcl. 
Ford 
Ford 
Dod t;e 
Chev. 
Ford 
Ford 
Ford 
Ford 
Chandler 
Ford 
Ford 
Ford 
Ford 
:B'ord 
Fo1~d 

Chev. 
Ford 
Chev. 
Dodge 

192~1 

192!_;, 
1926 
1928 
1932 
1921 
1926 
1929 
1926 
19;~8 

1927 
1925 
1923 
1928 
1925 
1933 
19:29 
192'6 
1327 
1932 

2540 lbs. 
1400 
2i_,_.QQ 

3900 
3400 
2500 
2700 
2440 
1790 
SeciM 
3400 
2500 
1800 
Sedan 
2600 
4500 
34t.tO 
2600 
3100 
4.-500 

5 
3 
3.5 

20 
40 

3 
20 

5.5 
8 

16 
2 
7 
2 
3 

16 
20 
2L_i. 

28 
20 
21 

20 minutes 
10 
15 
60 

105 
15 
60 
20 
30 
45 

7 
10 
15 
15 
45 
4-5 
60 
60 
60 
45 

61 
20 
50 
32 
34 
60 

9 
43 
73 
39 
49 
42 
50 
43 
44 

7 
30 
7 

33 
46 

40.6 
6.7 

25.0 
6'.!:.0 

119.4 
30.0 
18.0 
28.5 
73.0 
58.5 
11.1 
L-.0 
25.0 
21.5 
66.0 
10.5 
60~0 
l:} .• 0 
66.0 
69.C 
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TABLE I (Continued) 

Ivi i1e s fro!lll!l .hverage One- No. of L~ uur s 
~~~d of__±E.uck Farm to Way Driving Trips in S peat 

Q,££):!~_I.:a1~---..--.12 ar Weight Iv~g_ k et __ _T inl e _____ £_ r::o nt hs _ Zl~£. o ui~ 

21 
2·2 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 

35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 

Tar.AL 

C i1ev. 1928 Sedan 3 20 minutes 36 2t.::-.0 
Ford 1926 23601bs. 3.5 20 70 46.6 
Ford 1921 2400 7 30 37 37.0 
Ford 1925 2500 5 20 82 54.5 
Ford 1933 4470 23 45 98 1L~7 oO 
Dodge 1929 3940 16.5 45 61 eo.s 
Ford 1923 2200 1.5 15 60 30.1 
Ford 1928 3400 6 20 86 57.1 
Packard1926 Sedan 14 30 1Z 12.0 
Ford 1932 3820 3 15 77 38.G 
Gro.hrun 1926 3700 3 10 85 cv <) 

~"-" •"-.# 
Dodge .1925 3600 10 15 72 36.1 
Ford 1933 4500 26 45 74 111.1 
Dodt;e 1924 2860 9 30 19 E.O 
C;lOVo 1931 3200 
·:hev. 1027 2820 6.5 10 113 37.6 
Chev. 1930 4070 30 60 62 124.0 
Ford 1924 2350 5 25 34 :::8.5 
Dodge 1922 2800 5 15 123 61.5 
Ford .1925. 2600 8 15 52 78.1 
In"~er. 1926 ~'.t240 7 15 50 25.0 
~nter. 1931 4750 6.5 20 79 35.5 
Dodge 1922 2690 5 20 93 62.1 
Ford 1924 2800 14 30 35 35.0 

2282 8738.5 

Truck operation and ma :iJ.1tenance charged to hat1lin8: 
consisted of gasoline, oil, :co pairs and re:p1a.cemento of t jres 
D.lfcl other parts, interest on il:vestr.wnt, insurance ar.U clepre­
ciation. 
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Interest was computed for t.he total time that tl1e 
trucl~ vms required to be away from the farm, and o..lthough this 
was an insignificant iteru of cost it was broken down into haul­
ing time and selling time and a proportionate po.rt was charged 
ago.inst each of these operations. It vvas computed by dividing 
7 per cent of t~~ pr~sent trade-in value of the truclt '.:Jy 3,006 
hours, then multJ.ply~ng the result ant hourly interest charge 
by the number of hours the tn.1 ck v~as engaged • The present 
tro.de-in value of each truck wo.s tal<en fran the Official Used 
Gar G·uide of March 10, 1934 published by the National .Automo ... 
bil.e Dealers As soc iat ion. Thre-e thousand hours v:a.s est bated 
to be a reasonable average of the number of working hours per 
year for trucks used by fruit and vegetable growers. 

Insurance was charged at the rate of $ ,.001 per ·lilile 
uniformly against all trucks ~~ithout regard to make, o.ge, or 
weight. This was a minor element of cost, c;n:i wc.s charged 
entirely against the hauling operation. 

Depreciation was charged only against trucl:a manu­
fo.ctured in 1928 or lator. The depreciation charge per r.1ile 
was cletermined by dividing 15 per cent of the original factory 
price by 5000 miles, 15 per cent being considered the average 
annual depreciation and 5000 ho'.lrs the average annual uiloage 
of farm trucks used in this type of business. The original 
factory price of each truck YIO.S secured from the Off'icio.l Used 
Car Guide of Iv1arch 10, 1934. The entire depreciation v>as 
charged to hauling. 

The time of each grov1er while enroute to c.nd from 
the r:;arket was charged at $.30 per hour. This was tl1o pre­
vailing rde for commarciul truck dr ivors in Columbus and 
vicL1ity during tho six-months period of tho study. L1 

Hauling costs for each of the 43 gro wars are itor:Jizod 
in the following table. 

·--------·-----
See discussion on pagos 8 and 9. 
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5 
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7 

9 
10 
11 
12 
L3 
14 
l c, 
-0 

I" - .) 

17 
1L 
19 
20 
21 
22 

25 
26 
27 
28 
2S 
30 
31 
32 
33 
3·~-

35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
4l 
42 

• (J2 

• Cl 
.C.3 
.os 
.83 

') 
• ·- N 

o ~..}z 

•. -_, 7 
0 (_ ~ 

• ,_)G 
( . ·- ...._., 

• '-.1 
r-- .._.';.,_ 

0 06 
.6~ 

0'--'.L 

• j_ ..-' 

0 u, 

-.-13 
. Cl2 

.30 

1 .. !_,'/ 

.so 

• uj 

• o~l 
0 02 
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TABLE II 

:-Li.lJLING COSr S OF 43 GRCi1ERS FCR 6 EONTHS 

• 61 
.12 
.35 

1.28 
2. 72 

.36 

.36 

.~7 

Ll7 
1.25 

• 20 
r:;r 

0 J., 
~-· .~u 

• 26 
1.76 

.22 

') i 
0 ..J ~-

"l 'J') 
.L 0 ,0{...., 

1.93 
.22 

"" .ol(. 

4.51 
2. 01 

.18 
1.03 
.3~ 

0 1'"6 
• 51 

1.1-4-
3.G5 

.34 
L~'r7 

L23 
.G3 
• 'iO 

1.03 
.S3 
• s·s 

35.36 

10.81 

3. 74 
25.92 

36.6? 

76.67 
3:~. 16 

12.36 

7.36 

65.45 
2.89 

66.86 

---

20.60 

396.[!5 

23.18 
4-.56 

13.30 
79.36 
B1. '62 
13.68 
13.68 
1::). 6 7 
14.37 
Gl.l2 

[; .t; 3 
H.40 

7 0 6L'.c 
8.'16 

65.12 
'4o 78 

J7 oLj_!_t 

l.4-. 8 '7 
38.2C 
88.'78 
~:.13 

12.56 
1~.68 

31.15 
89.% 
S6.62 

6.(35 
34.05 
23.18 

9.22 
18.85 
60.47 
76.97 
12.16 
38.l7 

lll. 68 
12.86 
51 .• 6/r, 
31.61 
39.90 
~8.06 

39.04 
4Ll6 

15 95. Ol 

Total 
Growers Hauling 
Time Costs 
(dolliJX's) "(dollars) 

l2.1C 
2·.co 
'7 •. 50 

19~20 
35.80 

S.GO 
·- ·' (" J .l __ v 

0 • ._.;) 
·zL~C 

17. s::, 
') •; 
...J 0 ,-) ..J 

/)_ c:' -. •-' ,_; 

'I o =· ~· 
'6. '· 5 

3.15 

'! , .... ,-

'"l o '"u 

'7.~:; 

lc~ e l,// 

ll.lC 
15.~5 

35.9S 
6.69 

2l-.l8 
S9.S3 

153.38 
43.06 
19.46 
35.57 
6'7.53 
SS.98 
l2oC4 
24.20 
1:). 36 
:-.:).53 

E.SJ 

19.48 
SS.44 

lL~S.44 

l5.60 
3._). C7 
.:::l 0 32 
L~G 0 3'7 

4-;.lJ ~16.65 

;27. :~.-: 150.16 
s.u2 15.07 

17 .l2 6 1~. 6 s 
3.60 2'7.19 

ll.:Jf] .28.S2 
8.1.:6 2'7' 86 

lJ. d !2. '77 
3..J.33 lC:J.67 

:J. 7C 21.15 
llo2L 5!.].SS 
37.2:) .. lS.~6 
c..::s 21.77 

U:. -:-5. Tl .• 36 

1 c • r s s C'· 0 s 2 
lC .• 63 58.G<'r 
lJ~~!~ 52.66 

51:2. ~- 2655.E6 
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SELLING ccsr S 

Interest on the present vo.lua of each vehicle tJc.s 
cor;>utcd as· described on page 4, and a proport iono.to part 
of tl1is oxponso was charged for -oach hour the truck ',-;us in 
usc C:s a place of bus inoss on tho w1rkot lot. This 1;c.s the 
o:1i.y -~·ruck cxpo'nso included in selling costs as distinguished 
fro .. ; hauling costs. Oporn.ting costs, insurance and dc..xccia­
t ion vJ<.rc ch(;..rgcd ont iroly to hauling. 

R.ento.ls for space on the 1:1arket lot t>ere charged 'Dy 
tho mUi1icipality at the rate of $6.00 ~very three \r,JOntl";s for 
one vehicle each I,Ionday, 'Jednesdo.~r and Friday, and r.t the rata 
of OS. 00 every three months for ·one vehicle each Tuesday, 
T:·mrsday, nnd Saturday. The higher rate for use of the lot on 
Tuesday's, Thursday's and Saturday's accompanied the ;:;reatc:c 
denai1d for space op. these tro.dit~ona.J..markat dc.ys. Trvnsic;nt 
veLicles vJere charged at the rato&l of $.50 per do.y on Londay, 
·.redi1esday a;.1d Friday, and $.'75 per day on Tuesday, Thursdo.y 
c.nd Sat urdu.y, though these transient rutes did not D.PlJly ·cc 
o .. ay of the 43 growers po.rt icipc:t ing in this study. 

A sanitation permit feo of $2.00 a yon.r is rec,uired. 
of o.ll stores, institutions and iildividw;:tls hc.ndlin~ pcrbh­
able food products in Columbus 7 und it is not pro ra.tcc.i ::·or 
periods less than a year. Each gro\~er paid this fcc beforo 
bc:b;; :;i'ven access to the 1iihOlesalo IilG.rkot. Since the six 
~~w~rGi1s pariod of t)1is study covered either the rJbole or i.lr,jor 
pc.rt of the selling seo.son of these grow9rs, tho entire cost 
o~' -t;;,is penJit \·:us charged to tho selling oxponso of O:.lch. 

Cons idorable variation existed in tho ~~1;10unt c.nd 
·i; /PC s of n~.; lp employed by tho 43 grov10rs. Four classi?ico.t ions 
\lore used in ovo.luati,.ngthis help. 
(u) Boys 12 to 16 yoars of ~gc, usuo.lly sons of the ~ro~~r, 

were valued at $.10 an hour. No value wo.s assigned to tho 
time of boys under 12. 

(b) Hired farm laborers accompanying tho gro·;vor occadono.liy 
r1orc valued ·at $.125 an hour, this being a corJr.io:~ly 1;rc­
vailing rate of pay for tpat typo of labor. 

(c) Enpa.oyees or relatives v1ho al:companied the gro\~·er rei_;'-llar­
ly or occasionally and r1ho 1;ere competent to substitute 
for the gr<)·)ver 1ivhen necessary~ com.ing to the r.1::.r~:et alone 
as his salesman or representative at various times, were 
valued at $.30 an hour. This was a commonly prevailL1g 
rate of pay for skilled farm labor and other l..:<bor of 
th.at general nature during the period of the study. 
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(d) Some use vJas made of a porter or de liveryman '-'J:1o fre­
Quented the marLet lot and delivered goods frou seller:3' 
irucks to buyers' vehicles or nearby stores. Grouers 
using this service paid usually $.25 a day. 

In applying these rate<J the first three \·Jere charged 
for the total number of hours the helper vias a·,Jay from the fan~1~ 
t.hat is~ for time enroute as well as for time in the ;:1v.rl~et. 

The entire amount wc<s included as part of the-selling costs. 
nclpc:rs \·;ere not need-ed for hauling, and \JOuld :1ot have been 
n0eded had tl1e goods been delivered to tho warehouse or store­
room of an established salos agency inste~d of baing offered 
on the gro\vers' lot. Payments to. the fourth typo of helper, or 
1!0d'-r ~ \"Jere added to tho selling costs of' those grO\iiOI'S r;ho 
used h.is services. An average of ~.2·5 a day \las added ~·or 
each day he was us ad. 

Evaluation of the gro'.ver' s time is perhaps more ccn­
·crovercial than any other factor entering L1to these ccstc. 
Gro·.,c>rs contributing to t;1is study, and others, ha.ve estL,Jc.ted 
vr.riously the vaiue of their tiue while engar;ed in mo.rke·c in;; 
t ;lei r l'r od uce. 

Some have ma intccined that those saJ:Je hours could not 
ho.ve been used in any other r;ay to produce revenue 9 either 
clirectly or indirectly~ and therefure were free hours, if net 
leisure hours. Enjoyment of temporc,ry escape frm:1 the routine 
of regt1lar fc.rm \ijOrl; a.nd opportunity to visit \vitl1 friends and 
::.c:i=;l1bors lis difficult to ovccluo.tc in dollars and ce:Tcs. In 
the Opinion of these growers no pi.~ice at all, Or at the DOSt 

c. very lo~ price~ should be set on their marketing time. Others, 
c::u~.lly i';_,luctant to c.ssign a definite monetary valqe co ciiL'ir 
uo.r ::ct ing hours, held tho viov; that trw value is hi~;:i. Tlwy 
rou.so:ncd that koepinc:; in touch frequently \Vith buyers o.nd other 
scll'-rs ons..blos thom to ::no1·; nmrkot conditions bettor ·;; ~-;c."1 thoy 
could otherwise~ o.nd conso(lucntly thoy are :;.blo to JlC.l1 trh.. ir 
.roc~uction and sales pr.ogro.rns moro cff'octivuly.and to rco.lizo 
hi~~hcr roturns. 

Still others believed that any time spent by the 
;::;ro-,-Jer either in producing or irt EJarketing his produce r.ot 
o:1ly should justify itself by a substantial return for t~w time 
t ic.:e and labor required 9 but should be valued at \;hatever it 
\,culd cost to hire a competent substitute to perform t;w sa:-.1e 
...fu~1ct ion. This' philosophy c-;as adoptfld as ths baSis for a'\"'al"" 
uating trw gror;ers' time in this study. 
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Two principal types of tasks were perfon.1ed by these 
43 t;rowers. First, the res pens ibilhy of driving the t1·ucl: · 
betr;een the farm c.nd riiarket. · Seqond, displaying, sellin[£, 
co1leGting for and in some cases delivering the produce·to 
'.Juyers in such a manner as to c;et the maximtUl'l return possible. 
L: Columbus and vbc inty during the last six months of lS34 
cor,J~Jetent men could have been hired to perform these functions 
at 0.30. an hour for the first and ::,.75 an hour ;for the seccnd. 
T:i.rl;y cents an hour was an average rate for commercial :c.ri1ck 
(rivers engaged in ::;imilar YJ.Ork, r,nd $.75 an hour v1c.s ru.1 r:.v­
crc:.[!;c rate for cor.1;nis sion h9use salesmen ·whose di,Jt ies pc:.n~l­
loled th.osc of thi.. grower while in tho rnarb;;t. Therefore 
t:10so rutos have b.iJon apr:lic9- in coml;uting labor costs. L± 
T;1c c.1acunt of tiwc charged to selling is shown in Table. EI~ 
Vc:.lucs o.f tho sovcJ."al itums comprising svlline; costs ;1c~v;,: 
be.,_ n ccr.J.!-lUtcd for each of the 43 growers, and ~lrc stor;n in 
'l'c:.blc IV .• 

TABLE. III 

T U·.:Z OF GRC.ER.S AND HE.LF:;:;:;Rs CH.ARG::;]D TO SELLING 

TL;c of G:rpwor 
01:1 -1-~"lr··t I:ot 
-~~.!. 

Ti-m€ of Helpers T Llo of 
~~~!!L£!! !iar kct __ ~£i Do : i v £r.Y.!!!.9:!'! 

Grower Hrs ® • 75 Hrs@ .10 firs CG .125 Hrs.G .3Q_ ___ i_?_p.;t:s G .25 ---------·------
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
1.2 
13 
14 
15 

267.5 
71.0 

146 • .5 
133~ 
133 •. 0 
225.0 

28.5 
167 •. o 
256.5 
166.5 
153.0 
155;,5 
191.5 
166.5 
187.0 

28.8 

24.69 --

84.5 

----------·-----

-.. 
157.0 

252.5 

34 

20.4 _ ... 

293.8 

--. 
-'!"' -... 

-­.. 

34 f.g 

7 
3.1± 
38 
17 
49 
40 .. -
43 
44 

But sec also discussion of Labor Income, pages 14 to 17. 
Cha.rgcd at $.50 per day. These growers used dclivcry1i1c:n 
;Jorc than the a.vcragc. 
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'rABLE I:tl ( Cont inued) 

T il.1e of GrovJer Time of Helpers Time of 
on r .• ar ket Lot Enroute and on lviarket Lot . De li_yer,y!:£!! 

fi!:~~._::):!!'s G~:f§.= __ ._Hrs -G .10 Hrs G :-:12~-Hrs @ .3 Q__~Y.Q~.~-!.25 

16 20.5 - 31.0 
17 119.5 148.1 ...... 
18 24.0 38,0 -- --
19 116.5 182.5 .... 
20 123.0 -- 46 fl. 
21 155.0 45 .. .,. ...... 18 
22 286,0 ... .,. 25 
23 130.0 ...... ..... -· lS 
24 267,5 Sl.6.l •"!' ..... 
25 459.5 ..... 588.5 ... .. ...... 
26 292,5 - 200.0 84.2 _.., 
27 252,5 ..... -- .. .. 60 
28 320.5 ..... -- 86 
29 33.0 8,8 ..... 10 
30 328e0 -- -!"' 59.2 77 Ll 
31 442.0 ..... -- 420.l --
32 275.0 26,5 72 
33 317.5 ...... 45.6 - 74 
34 87.0 ..... 106 
35 408.0 277.0 .. .,. .... 
36 242.5 -- 24.4 ..... 62 
37 123,0 ..... sa., . .,. 
38 3!±7 .s -- 123 
39 232,0 ...... 881.2 --
40 249,5 ..... .. .. 178,0 --
41 269.5 ...... 23.2 - 60 
42 :205.5 148,3. . .. .. ... 
43 166.0 .. .,. 200 10.5 8 

TOTAL 8841.5 965.39 2985,30 l045,80 1045 .. 00 

__ ... ______________________________ _ 
Ll See note No. 2, .. page 9, 
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TABLE IV 

SELLING CC sr S CF 43 GRC'JERS FOR 6 MONI'HS 

Helper and Value of Total 
Interest Space Sanitation Delivery Gro\"Jer' s Sell l..'4g 

Grov;er on Truck Rental Pen1it Fee Costs Time Costs _ 
----·--·· (dc;ll~;-s) (dollars) {dollars )'ldoT1ars)-{d.oilars}TciOrr;rs) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
l~ 
15 
16' 
17" 
18' 
19 
20' 
21' 
22' 
23 
24' 
25' 
26 
27' 
28' 
29' 
30 
31' 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 

TCTAL 

.16 

.04 

.19 

.19 

.ss 

.14 

.04 

.42 

.34 

.16 
1.13 

.14 

.12 

.43 
1.80 

.03 

.30 

.0'3 

.07 

.6'4 

.32 

.2·9 

.08 

.2'4 

.41 

.1'5 

.71 

.19 
;~.5'6 

.58 

.25 
3.04 

.28 

.74 

.97 

.08 

.27 

.14 

.30 
1.40 

.12 

.10 

24.93 

12.00 
18.00 
18.00 
20.00 
12.00 
30.00 
8.00 

12.00 
22.00 
12.00 
12.00 
18.00 
12.00 
18.00 
20.00 
8.00 

12 .0'0 
12 .oo 
12.00 
20.00 
18.00 
12. 0'0 
8.00 

ao.oo 
30.00 
18.00 
18.0'0 
30.00 

6.00 
30.00 
30.00 
18.00 
30.00 
20.00 
30.00 
30.00 
18.00 
30.00 
26,00 
18.00 
30c00 
30.00 
20.00 

838.00 

2·.oo 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2;oo 
2 .• '00 
2:oo 
2 .no 
2;oo 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.bo 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.-oo 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 

86.00 

88.14 
2.88 

19.62 
24.69 
17.00 
.31. 57 

1.75 
8.50 
9.50 
9e50 
12 .'25 
12.55 

8.45 
10.75 
1LOO 

3.88 
14 .. 81 

4.75 
18,.25 
23.'00 

9.00 
6.25 
4.50 

39.'51 
73.57 
50.26 
15.00 
21.'50 

3.60 
60.'95 

1:?.6.03 
20.65 
24.20 
13.25 
2 '7. 70 
18.55 
6.06 

30.75 
77.15 
53.L'.c0 
17.90 
14.83 
30 .. 15 

1077.60 

200.63 
5S.25 

109.88 
100.13 

99.75 
168.75 
21.38 
125.~5 
192.38 
124.88 
114.75 
116.63 
143.63 
124.88 
140.25 

''15.38 
89.63 
18.00 
87.38 
92.25 

116.25 
214.51 

97.50 
200.63 
'344.63 
219.38 
189.38 
~40.38 
24.75 

24.6.01 
331.51 
206.25 
238.13 

65.25 
306.00 
181.88 

92.25 
33 5. 63 
174.00 
187.13 
202.13 
154.13 
124.50 

6631.27 

302.93 
76.17 

149,69 
147.01 
131.73 
232.46 

33.17 
148.17 
226.22 
148.54 
142.13 
149.32 
166.20 
156.06 
175.05 

Z'S.29 
118.74 

36.78 
u·s.7o 
137.89 
145.57 
23'5.05 
112.08 
272.38 
454.61 
2J0.05 
22'±. 53 
294:.59 
36.54 

341.52 
490.12 
247.15 
29"7. 3'7 
10'0.78 
36'6 .·14 
233.40 
118.39 
390.65 
279.2 9 
:::60.83 
253.43 
201.08 
176.75 

8657.85 
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Costs of hauling and costs of selling have boon 
co;;llJtled :Lor reaQ.y reference in Table IV? together ,-;itb 
sc,1cs vah1es of tho goods sold by each gro'i;er. These costa 

a.ro 'f'cls6 e:x:~ressed ·here in terms of purccntr:~ge of tDe sc.los 
value. It \-;ill be noted that selling costs ranged r;ith ono 
cx·.:cpt ion from 4.88 per cont to 55.22 pel' cent of tho value 
of the produce sold. f1"0ro than four-fifths Of thcso c;ror;crs 
hc.d selling costs exceeding 10 por cont. 

TABLE V 

REI'URNS AND Llk'1KEI'ING CCsrS CF 43 GR0',1ERS 

_ H au llgg_Q o s!_2.._ _...§!E.l.HillLQ. o st s _ _..1_ ot_ a~ __ g_?.f'.i.§__ 
Value of Pct.of Pct.of Pct.of 
Goods 'Value Vaiue Value 

Grower Sold Amount of Goods Amount of "Goods Awount of Goods 
----·--czc::no.r:z;·----TCfona!;"Tl"Pct.) --( cfo nQ;"S)T pet. }{cto_llar~-~-----Cct:}-

. ' 

l l5S,C3 35.99 4.19 302.93 35.26 3.38.S2 39.L15 
2 ~'2S7.14 ~o9 2.25 76.17 25.64 82.06 2'7. 8 <J 
3 10S2. G 5 21 .. 18 1.94 149.69 13.70 170.87 15.64 
4- SLO.:JC S9.93 . 10.19 l47.01 14.99 24 G. S·1 25.18 
c; 17'7l.S4 156.38 . 8.83 131.73 7.43 288.11 1G.:26 .., 
6 528.62 23.06 4.36 '232,46 43.98 255.52 •:G.::J4 
7 117.29 19.t;,6 16.59 

. 
33.17 28.28 52.63 t.r·l-.87 

8 300 uu 15 35.57 9.16 148.17 38.17 l83 0 7 L_l. t.\-7.33 
9 (j!~Q. 77 67,53 10. 5L1.:: 2:26.22 35.31 2'93.75 4 ~:i. 85 

10 < t;,G. 62 99.98 22.39 )AS. 54 33.26 2-1l~.~)2 5:5.65 
ll :::57.38 12.04 :}.. 68 l~'o:2.13 55.22 lS~'ro 17 ;~~'.SO 

12 1151.11 24.20 - 5.36 149.32 33.10 173.52 3~~.~~c 

13 301. 3t1 15.36 166.20 ' SS.66 :s .05 54.61 1Sl.56 
14 l35.Gl 15.53 - 11.4-4 if;?: 06 11!J,.91 1'11.5S' 1~6.35 .._, ·.J· 
15 lS~:J.OO 87.31 4. 5·1 175.05 9.09 262.J6 13.63 
16 2:cl.28 11.90 5.63 2S.29 l3.86 ~l.E lS.49 
17 ~15.8S 82.95 - 10.17 lls. 7t.~: ~4.55 20l.GS .2 .• 72 
'c =-~J.(~Q 19.48 . 10.07 36.78 19.02 5G.~5 ;~;J "cs iu 

lS l6C:}.1:J 59.t,A 
. 

3.57 119.70 7.20 l7S.l:: U.77 
20 . .. 

2Ec:27 .GO 148.44 5.25 137.89 1.r. 88 2~)6.=>3 10.13 
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TABLE v (Cant inued) 

H au lin a Co st s --------0..---- Se 1:l:l:t'Hi_ Cost£_ -· T£t_c;].__Q£--.~·cs __ 
Vc:.1ue of Pet .of Pet .of r ct .of 
C'cods Value Val1.1e Vc:.lue 

Gro1::er Sold .?.mount of Goods Amount of Gooas .A,;.Juunt o:: Goods 
--·-:-···-·-ccf0T:c;~i;;y--1d" o 11m:-;)"- ( pct:)"1 do l.l.m)""(pc-t-:r·-fci o ~i~:rs;-T}c:.G :r 

21 4~J9. 24 16.60 3.39 lL'J:5. 57 29.75 162.17 33.14 
22 ~' .. 25 .74 33. 0'7 7. 77 235.05 55.21 26[;.12 62.98 
')'J 
f....J• .. J 673.09 31.32 4.65 112.08 16.65 H3 .·~0 21.30 
211" ,:092.18 48.37 • 99 272.38 5,57 320.75 6.56 
25 73 26. f.J:2 216.65 2,£6 45L'.c. 61 6.21 6'11. 26 s.17 
26 l,:.cc. 9'1 158.16 10.77 290.05 19.75 ~:1-·'~ c;. 21 30.52 
27 GG 6. S S 16.07 1.85 22'~. 53 25.90 2'~-0. 50 27.75 
28 32:2;~.16 6'1. 69 2.01 29fi-. 59 9,1t1J: 359,28 11.15 
29 ?6. 77 27.19 35.•12 36,54 47,60 63.73 83.02 
30 17~4.76 28 •. 92 1.61 3<.-1. 52 19.03 370,·~( 20.6£.1-
31 1:>:6.93 27.86 1.t.:.-3 ,~90.12 25.17 517. so 26.60 
32 l59:Jo89 72.77 '~• 57 21..:7,15 15.51 31£- • S2 20,08 
33 2132,39 180 .• 67 8,L1.7 297.37 13.95 f.r78.0'~ 22 ."..-2 
34 474.53 21.15 4,46 100.78 21,24 121.93 25,70 
35 2018. n; 50.99 2.53 366,44 18.15 Ll.r17 .43 20.68 
36 1593. 9L'.J: 219.96 13.80 233.40 14.64 453,36 28 ,•±4 
37 GG3.29 21.77 3.19 118.39 17.33 140,16 20.52 
3G 2SGJ.L'.9 71.36 2. 3·9 3 9G. 65 13.36 4-?0.01 15.75 
39 1557.00 55.92 3.59 279.29 17.94 335.21 ;?}..53 
40 '~17.98 48.13 5.24 260.83 28.41 30C.S6 3.J.65 
41 1126.64 90.52 8.03 253.43 22.49 3'~3. C5 30.52 
4·2 1:215.70 58.64 4.82 201.08 16.54 2 c 0 rJ~) 

:J ;;, I"' ;21,36 
43 sn. 70 52.66 5 ,t}l 1?6.75 18.17 22S.(.1 ;23. 58 

TCTftL 56' 361.56 2~655.86 ( 4. 71) 8,657.85 (15.36) 11,313.71 (?,0.0'1) 
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LABOil. INCCi,:E GF GT:.c',-lERS 

Unless a given mot hod of markot int can be shor;n to 
)l'Od uce higher pric0s than another~ then the hourly lc.Jor 
inco;,w ec..rrred by the grower rJhile engaged in market in;__; serves 
c.s a ;Jeasure of the efficiency both of the rilethod a~1d of the 
il'lC:.ividual. Thest~ 43 growers were not faced vvith the sL-,J)le 
alternative of doing their own sell.ing or leaving the ,:;oods 
t::1sold. They h,ad the c,Poice of scvoral other sales out lc·cs 
b Columbus, cowpeterrt ,and vJilling ;to handle their cntir..: 
output. Cbviously they chose to do,thoir oym sollint; _either 
bccc..u,so they coliovcd the returns tp bo higher, the costs 
loy;er., or for other less material c_ons ide rat ions, 

Viere ,the ret urns higher than they v;ould have been if 
anot i1cr met hod .of sale pad been use\1? Were these grou~rs able 
to se.cure higher prices. for a given. quantity and quality of 
pre c~u.ce than was being secured for the same kind of goods by­
:;rv:;o_rs ,-;lsowhc;ro in th,o v;holc;salc (ilD.rket? . In f..;Cn.::.T<:;.l 9 '~ :lCy 
-.·,ore ;:1ot. C bso.rvat ions. of tho au tl1ors and .of capable ,obser­
vers .in the Co],umbus vJh.olesale procJ.uce market area ind,icate 
ti1at no seller or group_ ·of sellers .vJas able to maintc.d.)'la 
hit_;he.r unit pri.ce on a ,given grade pf goods. than a"1Y ot hGr 
seller offering. the same service. ;I'his bel.ief is sho:..recl by the 
offic.ial reporter of the Stc:..te-Fede,ral I~iar~et Ne\·Js Service in 
Cohu.bus. 

Throughout th.e six uonths, period .of the stud.y chere 
rJere no meas urablc pric.o ad vantages. gained by any of ~.he '1:-3 
gro,:;ors. It is. bolicve.d that tho goods sold by those i::ro(lucors 
G.nd v;i1ich brought them c. gross ret urn of $56,361.56, rJOuld 
have sold i'or o,.pproximo,.tcly the sar:JP amount if offcrecl. in 
other VJholosalo and jobbing channels. Truo, superior s<J.lcs 
8..:Jility of ccrtc~in ;srov1ors may c~1::.,blo those individuals at 
~;ices to secure a higher pr icc for a gi von grade of ;_:;roduco 
'Chan if offered by other [;ro\;ors or by a selling agc.ncy ether 
thu.n the grovJOr, although such advantages usually :::rc insi;::;­
ni~'icant c..nd short-lived. On ti1o other hc..nd 9 a sollin~; or·g~n­
izc.l; ion v;ith ·;;archousc fc:.c ilitics and adequate ::'inc.:1c£o.l 
su~lport often can c.vGid distress sales at c.lc~.n-uj_-: r>riccs ·,::ich 
the grower on the market lot 1.1igi1t be :,:'orced to acce;y[; <J.S an 
c.Hern<J.t ive to returning home with part of his load 1.msolcl. 
The influence of these tuo opposing factors would tend to o~;­
set each other in the sales of ;iJOre than $50,000 wortl1 o:~ )l'O­

duce by 43 individuals. ·,/hether one factor or the other -.;iolds 
the greater influence on the s<J.los of any individuc.l uus~ be 
left to the opinion of that grower. 
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If it be granted, then, that sales made by those 
Drocluccrs on the market lot aro comp3.rable with similar sales 
Zlse:v;hcre' a meu.sure of' the labor ~ncome of these grO'ivCr'S 

r;l1ilc selling will serve as a guide to the efficiency 0.1:ad c .. 
conor:1y of this method of marketing. Recognizing the controvcr• 
si;:,_l nature of any fixed value arbitrarily and uniforr.1ly as­
sit;nod to the time of all growers, an attempt has bo~.;n Dc.dc 
to determine the rate of pay earned by each seller during the 
t irac he· was engaged in that function. 

To make this doterminat ion there has· been cc.lculc.tcd 
for each grower tho amount Z)f his costs had he delivered the 
sc.i.;c .;oods t ~ any Columbus commission firm for· sale at the 
i_Jrevo.il'ing commission rate bf 10 per cent. The differcmco 
bct\;con· his total costs of barl:ot ing through u comr.1iss ion 
~in:~ ana the sum of all cost Hems except the grower's tir.1e 
r.Jay be taken o..s representing the value of the groncr' s t imc 
\Jhilc selling on tho market' lot. This may be much or little, 
bu:t La any case would sccr,J "Go furnish u fu ir m'cans of cval­
ua:~ in0 his time while so cngngcd~ since he o.t a.ll tir:Jcs had 
the apport unity of ad opting: this alternative rr.ethod of sale. 

To illustrate, the total of all items of hauling 
Md selling expense exclusi-ve of an allowance 'for grower's 
tiL1e YJhile selling was $4,682.44 for the 43 growers. Had 
these srorJers employed a sellL1g agency at 10 per cent cam­
J:~ission instead of doing their ovm selling their total costs 
for hauling and selling would have been $8,454".05o (Costs 
of hauling ':.ould have been identical in either' case~ except 
for a very slight int erost 'charge mded to truck eocpe11se for 
unloading time at the commission house.) The 'difference 
bd:;y;oon these amounts, then, may be considered· as the vo.lue 
of· t;1e ·growers' time \i:hile 'so lling, or a labor incowJ of 
~3,771.-61 for 884-1.5 hours of selling ... an average of 6.4266 
o..n hour·. Tho rate of $.30 'an hour for hauling tir:Je c-;as kept 
ccnst::liit throughout tho study~ and no attempt ·made to fix 
vc.ryh1g values on tho timo 'of the several gro\ters \Jhilo so 
engaged. 
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TABLE VI 

LADCR. INCG.i.E C:i! 43 GR.C':IJZS -ll-iiLE SELLUG 

Total l.iarl:eting 
Costs Q 10fo 

Gro~er Commission 
----· -------(doli~rs y--,......, 

l 126.15 
2 37.73 
3 134.11 
Llr 200.39 
5 336.18 
6 80.30 
7 31.87 
8 77.36 
9 136.·15 

10 147.56 
ll ·':-:1.46 
i? 72.18 .......... J 

13 49.23 
14 32.30 
15 283.22 
lG 33.56 
17 166.81 
18 39.34 
19 228o23 
20 11-34.73 
21 68.17 
22 30.30 
23 101.4.-2 
24 543 .so 
25 956 .48 
26 309.63 
27 107.01 
2() u 392,64 
20 35.79 
30 213. [_,£_:_. 

31 228.27 
32 237.01 
33 399.10 
34- '10.04 
35 260.33 
~16 324.04 
37 0'"'' h ..... __,::,.;);) 

38 378.07 
39 215.51 
L_:_-0 143. ,:;_.s 
n 208.33 
42 186.87 
43 152.56 

TOTAL 8454.05 

Diffel·ence ~ 
Actual i.iar:cet- or Value of 
ing Ce:st less Growers Sel- Sellin~ Value 
Selling T ime ______ 1ing_~l.2!3 ____ T iu~---:-\· -?er __ flr. 

(dollars) (dollars)' (i·Jct~rc; 1 ~dolsJ 

138. ~~9 - 12.14 ';_, 67.5 - .05 
29.61 8.12 n.o .11 
60.99 73.12 l~~G. 5 .so 

l/c6,G1 53.58 133.5 .40 
188.36 147.82 UJ.O 1.11 

86.'17 6.47 ~25.0 .. .03 
31.25 .62 28.5 • 02 
58.4.-9 18.'27 107.0 .ll 

101.38 35.07 256.5 .14 
123~64 23.92 16(). 5 .14 
39~42 2.0!.:.: l-5J.O .01 
56.89 15.29 155.5 .10 
37.93 11.30 E1.5 .06 
4-6.71 - 14.41 165.5 - .os 

122 .ll 161.11 lCri • 0 .86 
25.81 7.75 20.5 .38 

112.06 54.75 119.5 .46 
38.26 1.08 .>1. 0 .05 
91.76 136.47 lJ.6. 5 1.17 

194.0E.i 240.65 l~~ :J. 0 1.96 
45,S2 <) I) C) r:.: 

.:...o.:.. {..JJ 155.G .14 
:!3. G1 26.69 203.0 • 09 
L_l-5 0 90 55.52 1::;(J.J .43 

120.12 4:~3. 3C 2~) r:· • 5 1.58 
326.63 629.85 iJ: .. -·, ~-. 5 1.37 
22 5.83 ss.~ ~ C :; r· 

r,.J.., ,,, • .;) .28 
51.22 ~;5.7S 

r) :..:_ ~~, " f)t"'r 
~ .... .._... ' '-'. 0 .IJ~ 

118. so 273.7(. ~r~.u. 5 nt:: 
eUJ 

38.98 3.1S J~~;. 0 .10 
l2t1,_.. tJ.-2 :: c ·1 ') u .,.,. '±~-..~ z;~o.o • -::..? 
186.47 -11.80 ' 1 ') --, 

'- ':J:• )•'-· .10 
113. 6? 123.3 ': ~7~) .0 .45 
2~9.91 15S.lS'· ~)~ I e._; .51 

56.68 13.36 C'I.O .15 
111.43 1<18. 90 -:oc:,.o .37 
2 71,t'r8 11~.56 ;~/: ~-~ • 5 ,46 

!J.-7. 91 4_-L', .• 6?. 1 ') .-... (I 
.1-(.J o). "'-' .36 

134.-,38 243.69 (,·~~ 7. ~) .5~':~: 

161.21 5"'.1:· 30 ~~ 3: ..• 0 .23 
121.83 21,62 24'.,. 5 .09 
141.82 t36.5l 20S.5 .25 
105.59 ~;l,2D ,_,05.5 •'10 
104.91 4-7.65 1GC.O .2 9 

4-682 .41;.- 3771.61 GC(-1.5 .4266 
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Roturns of these i:i1dividuals for· the tiEle s·)o11t 
o:1 the rJarkot thus ran8ed from an earning of $1.96 m1-hcur 
down to a loss of $.10 an hour. Tho o.vol~ago rata oc.rnod \?a.s 
8.•1:266 an hour. Only 7 of'thoso farmers carried ·a.s l'.),"UCh us tho 
o-t;;.:1do.rd rate of $.75 a.n· hour paid to produce salesmen. 
~i;::.;htocn oa.rnod loss than $.20 an hour. 

TABLE V'II 

LABOR JNCOL.iE PER HOUR EliRNEJ -~JHILE .SELLING 

:gg_g~~r Hour" li.£.:..-£f Gro·:;o~!!_ 

1.00 a.nd over 5 
{"'!('\ 

• (J '•-' to .99 2 
.60 to .79 .Q 
.40 to .59 9 
.20 to .::l9 9 
.oo to .20 14 

loss than .oo f} 

TCTi\.L {f. 

Of some significance is the distribut iOJl of each 
t;roncr's time bct\JOcm the tuo functions of ho.u;l,ing <md 
3C:llin~;o The time s~flCnt in selling ma.y thus be sor,;pc.rcd 
oith tl1o tirnc spent in ha.uling, thereby giving a.n c.ddi·cich .. 
a.l u·cf?-suromont of the efficiency of ea.::h of the gror:e1:~s 
us inr; this method of marketing. To illustrate, if t,i;o 
;_;rO\iers ';hose average loads are <;.bout equal in vc.lue e.r::; 
locded at equal distances from the market and require ·i:.he 
sa.1 e t irile for hauling, but one t al~e s much longer to sell 
than tl1e other, then the one reqllirillg the lesser tiuc ~-:ay 
be considered more efficient. To provide moans of 
ready comparison tho follor;ing table has been prepared, 
sllO\J in::; for each gror;er the average value of his loads and 
-~he auounts and percentages of tirile S:tXJnt in hauling and 
selling. In TABLZ I -.1ill be found tho average ono rJay 
driving time of aach gro·;;or. · 
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Hauling Expense 
$2,043.86 

HaulinE, E:x:l-'ense 
~ 2 ,043. 86 

L______ I 
0 1 

Figure 1. 
,,. 
.'.l 

~·.!f.ARf"STING COST,S OF 43 GRO:'.lERS SELLING tS6,361.)6 ~'-'ORTH OF 
:t·RODUCE mi TfiA}(KH_;]' ;LOT, JULY 2 - DT<;C. 31, 1934 

(Compared v:ith costs of selli:rlg same goods by coiJ1..rr.issio~ 
to determl~e value of growers' selling time) 

Unloading 
Expense $162.03 

-~~ewers' 
· lme 
nroute 

1$612~001- •I 

Growers' Helper and 
1ime Delivery 
Elnroute Cost 
~612.00[ ~1077 .60 

I l 

2 3 

10~:~ Commission Charge 
$5,636.16 

Let Ren-
tals and Value of Growers'Seiling Time 

$;J, 771.61 ' Health 
Permit 

t-924.00 j 

4 5 
Thousands of Dollars 

_ ___L___ 

6 7 

---, 

I 
I 
I 
I 

i 
' 

8 

Cost of Sales 
by Commission 

Cost of Sales 
on Market Lot 

9 10 
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TABLE VIII 

DISTRIBur ION CF b~uczr ING 'I'Ii.:E OF 43 GRO'."J'ERS 

:~vcragc Val- ~~1ling_ Time Sell ilw 'l' :L.'l1e --==.::.o---Gro\;or uc o~· Loads Amount J2.0..of total ;\,mount :ect.of total 'l'c-'Go.l Timo 
---------Tuoii~::s)-1 l:lO urs)- "Ti)'Ct":}-- --Tho UrsJ -fpct:;-- ·--n1o""lirST-

1 1'~ • 00 40.6 13,18 26'7.5 86.82 3CJG .1 
..., 

11:.85 6.7 8.63 71.0 91,37 77.7 r.:, 
.... 21.85 25.0 14.62 146.0 85.38 1'71.0 . ..> 

4 30.64 64.0 32,41 133.5 67.59 1S7,5 
5 52.12 119,Llr 47.31 133.0 52.69 ;252.4 
6 8.81 30.0 n·.76 225.0 88.24 255.0 
7 13.03 18.0 38.71 38~5 61.29 ·1·6.5 
8 9.03 28.5 14.50 167.0 85.42 ·1~5.5 

9 s;7o 73 .o 22.15 256.5 7"1. 85 . 3;~ 9. 5 
10 ll. 115 58.5 26 .oo 166.5 74 .oo 225.0 
11 5.25 11.1 6,76 153.0 93.24 16~'xol 

12 10 o 711r 14.0 8.26 155.5 91.74 169.5 
13 s.os 25.0 11.55 191.5 88.45 216.5 
14 3.16 21.5 11.4~'± 166.5 88.56 lGL.O 
15 4.S. 7 5 66,0 2 6,09 187-;.0 73.91 >253.0 
16 30.18 1C.5 33.87 20.5 66.13 .. n.o 
:p ~~7.20 60.0 33.43 119.5 66.57 l7S. 5 
18 27.62 14.0 36.84 24.0 63.16 :5c. c~ 
19 50,40 66 .o 36.16 116.5 63.84 lG2. 5 
20 61. !J:7 69.0 35.94 123 .o 64:.06 1S2,0 
21 lJ .59 24.0 13.4·1 155.0 86.59 l7:::.o 
22 6.08 4·6· 6 l4. CJ1 286.0 85.99 332.6 
23 j_G.19 37.0 22.16 130.0 77. 8·4 lG7.0 
2t} 59.66 54.5 16.93 267.5 83.07 3~2 .o 
25 7ii. 76 147.0 24,24 459.5 75.76 606.5 
26 24-.08 90,8 23.6 9 29<2.5 76.31 3G3.3 
27 14.45 30 .. 1 10,65 252,5 89.35 282.6 
28 37.46 57.1 15.12 320.5 84.88 377.6 
29 6.,10 12.0 26.67 33 .o 73.33 45.0 
30 22~.31 38.6 10.53 328 .o 89.47 36 6.6 
31 22.91 28.2 6.00 4lJ:2.0 94.00 ·~?0.2 
32 22.14 36.1 11.60 275.0 88.4·0 311.1 
33 ~0.82 111.1 25.92 317,5 74.08 4:28.6 
34 2L1. 98 19.0 17.92 87,0 82.08 106.0 
35 17.86 37.6 8.44 f::.-08 .o 91.56 'lS.-5. G 
36 25,'71 124~0 33;83 242 .5·. 66·.;17 366.5 
37 20,10 28.5 18.81 1<33. 0 81.19 151.5 
38 2t..o.2G 61.5 12.08 447.5 87.92 509.0 
39 29.94.- 78,1 25.i 9 232 .o 74.81 310.1 
teO 18.36 25.0 9.11 249 ~5 90,89 274.5 
Ln 1~.26 35,5 11. 6lr 269.5 88,36 305.0 
11·2 l3 .07 62,1 23.21 205.5 76.79 2G7. 6 
!±3 2'7.79 35.0 17.41 166.0 82.59 201.0 

TOTAL (2 1~. 70) 2040.2 ( 18.7 5) 884J ... 0 (81 .. 25) 10)CC1.2 
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Tii~ C.E1Ctint of produce sold )<..r trip as indicated by c::'- :·.v_l'­
;::.gc lo,.d vo.lucs bore o. close relet ionship to the. lc.:~·or· L:cu:'c 
ro.tcs of _th.: indivi.duc:..l gror;ors. J'his_ r'()lo.tionship iJCLY :JC c.z­
j_X~.-·ssod mo.thsmo.tic,~lly by o. cod'fich11t of corrcl::t :Lc~1 c:..' .S4 
or a coefficient of dutcnnimttion of .88. Figure 2 ~~:o.,s c::. lJ.:10 
cZ regression CLpplic.d to the paired. vc:.ri;;,blcs. /1. 

This figure and the caJcu:J.ations.on \ihich it is 
~Jz,sed may be interp:r;oeted roughly .af.- meaning that '.i!le:: .the v,.lue 
of' ·;;he load is kno·;m. the rate emmcJ ~'er hl1ur i'or selli:1[; :Jay 
be est ir::ated approximately. To. illustrate, loads 1.o:·th ~8.75 
or less probably v;o1.1ld not permit the gro\·;er to ecTn oAy-t:1ing 
;·o1· his selling time. The gro·;;er ·:JOuld probauly ee.rn 2.bout 
8.25 an hour if his.loads averagild $18.75, .$.50 an :1ou1· Li. t:wy 
o.veraged $28.00, and. $.75 an hour i.f they averaged $%.50. 

In general the conclusion may be.drarm tha.t.o71l~· ·L:ose 
grovJel~s having a la:r;-ge volume of-})l'Oduce p!jr load cr:.l1·o.::·~ord 

to o..cloiJt tt..e vJholesOJ.le curb ;;;arkcrG. as a sales outlet,. L.l~l:.::ss 
they place .an unusually high vo.11.1.o \.lpOn the into.nc;ible o..civcm­
tG.:;es oi tnat method. 

l:c1uat.ion of lin.e of regression iss 
y-.389:(.94)(.0279)(x-23.69) . 

. Y=• 026~x-. 2317 
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Figure 2 

RL::;L;l.TIClJSHIP CF v;~.LUE GJ.' GP..C.7Eil 'S SELLii:~G TilliE 
·rc VALUE CF AVERAGE LOAD 
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RETURNS AND CC Sl'S CF 108 CTI-tm Gii.OWERS 

In add it ion to the 43 gr.o\7ers 11ho:>e ret urns :..~nd 
cases have i:Jeen reported in ·~he preceding pages similai' re­
cords ,_.Jere compiled for 108 gro\;;ers ,_;hose produce r;as sold 
b; the Colur1bus Fruit and Vegetaule· Cooperative il.ssocic:..tion, 
Incorrorated during the sar.>e six months period. T:1ircy-one 
of ·cl1ese r1er·e members and 77 r1ere non-members of ti1nt organ­
ization. Produce sold for t bese n;er,Jbers aggregated $5<.- ,4C8.81 
in value, and for these non-members $20,478.22. 

Costs of hauling r;ere comlJUted. for each of th cce 108 
gro\wrs in the same manner as for the 43 \Jho sold on the L;uni­
cipal ·c:iholesale curb mar::et. Costs of sollinr; •.,oro co vored by 
dedUctions or cor.u:lission ~haq,;c;s assessed by the associo.tion 
;JJJount ing to 12·~- per cent of tho sales vo.lue of tho produce 
offered by membors o.nd 10 per cent of that o fforod by non­
ucmbcrs. 

Ton per· cent is the prevailing rata char god by old­
line commission firms in Colwnbus and tho association believed 
it could not secure any apprcciablo volumo of non-mombor pa~ 
"GronagG if it charged more. On tho other hand, r.1or:1bers c.;_:;rcod 
to t:1e higher charge of 12-~- per cor .. t in ordor that tho i10CCG-
3J.ry capital and oporat ing funds for this no-.-;ly-ore;o.nized 
o.ss oc io.t ion might bo provided in po.rt through gro.duz:-.1 dod uc-
-~ ions in.steo.d of through somo·.-;h<..:.t lo.rgor initial c o.sh oontl'i­
out ions. Deductions from morabcrs' returns arc subject to 
jJdr ono.go dividends in the event dividends o.rc just ii'j_cd by 
e~.r nings of the o.ssoc io.t ion, but non-members \Jill not po.rti­
cipc~te in such d isburscmcnts. The orgo.nizat ion opcnc.cl for 
business l.io.y 21, 1934, ther>ii.~'orc results of the first soo.son's 
O;_Jcro.t ions arc not yet kno-.n .• 

Costs CJf the t·vw groulJS of gro1~ers arc )resented J.n 
ti;e f'ollov1ing table. Thoug:; com1~uted in the same l!JCcni1er t•1ey 
r.re n.ot sot for.th here in· as gre:::ct. det::il as in the case of 
the 43 crowers -;Jho sold on the :·.unicipal wholesa:t.e l~ktr::ot let. 
It ·,;ill be noted that O.g[:;regate h::.uling costs both o;' 1;;c.:Jbers 
c.nc.l of noa-menJbers represt..nted ~.art..;er percentages of t:1o v~clucs 
of -~he ;:soods sold thet~1 did ;·1u.ulin~; cost~3 of those 1.-:ho Jol:~ Gn 
[;i2l.' lot~ clue primarily to greo.tt-r ho.uling disto.nces. Lo·;;cr 
sclJ.in;~ costs, hOWtiVor~ ;aorc thr:.n COh1pensatod for thic c";tra 
:..x)u;1s~.- in the case of members of tho associo.t ion~ sc tiF•.t · 
co·~~-l i.;c:.rkot ing costs of that groulJ actually woro J.o-"cr. 
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'l'AI3LE IX 

J.JTURNS ;.N!) M.Af\I :ET IN G COSTS CF 31 l\iEhBZRS OF 
cooP..:;Rxr r VE ASSCCI.AT ION ?OR 6 l .• Cl\J'THS 

__ Jiau1ing_Qosts _s e 11 i ng C 9.E:!!E_ Totc.l Costs 
Value of . Pet. of Pd.of -----· ''p c::; 0 f-
Goods Value Value Value· 

Grower Sold Amoun~oods Amount of Goods AJ,;Jount of Goods 
( dollc.rs) (dollars (~et:}"Tclo11ars) -(pet.) (doll al'G) (f1cc.} 

1 ~~731.00 73.61 2.70 3Llr1e45 12.5 4Li .06 15.20 
') 
N 14 S4 .81 29.55 1.98 186.85 12.5 2).6.40 E .'1·8 
3 2977.16 66.09 1.22 3?2.30 12.5 438.3 9 13.72 
4 59,1. 98 28.92 4.86 74.41 12.5 103.33 17.36 
5 4·12 .20 3'7.49 9.10 51.53 12.5 • 89.02 21.60 
6 128 .4·4 16.18 12.60 16.06 12.5 '32.24 :z!::.10 
7 15S7.85 53.48 3.35 B9.?3 12.5 253.21 15.85 
8 . 463.25 17.21 3.72 57.91 12.5 . 75.12 16.22 
9 1503.66 55.96 3.72 187.96 12.5 243.92 1b.22 

10 1~25.60 79.93 5.24 190.70 12.5 270.63 1'7.'74 
11 3493.60 86.23 2.47 LJ.-36. 70 12.5 5 r,') c ~ 

N>-.~e ";)~ 1(.97 
14 2SSS.96 231.12 7.70 375.00 12.5 606.12 20.20 
13 3S79.97 75.80 1.90 4S7.50 573.30 

., 
12.5 H.40 

14- 5534-.SS 347.50 6.28 .691. 87 12.5 1039.37 1(;, 78 
15 G36.58 105.21 16.53 '19. 57 12.5 i8t.r. 78 2S.03 
16 ~355.55 712.06 21.22 419.44 12.5 1131.50 3~.72 
1'7 .~;)10.22 ios.32 4.56 ;2(38. 78 12.5 3St.c.10 17 .OG 
18 27?.35 33.52 1{2.09 34.67 12.5 6C.1S 24-.59 
19 S5S#G3 42.87 4.47 119.95 12.5 1.62.82 16.97 
20 ~25GG .57 58.41 2.27 320.32 12.5 ~ns.23 1!::.77 
21 '990.50 85.88 8.67 123.81 12.5 20S.69 2~.17 
22 1S65. 67 57.31 2.92 2-G5. 71 12.5 303.02 15.42 
23 67.35 5.99 8.89 0.42 12.5 14.41 21.39 
24 h;t ') ,... '") ·- 20.33 6.31 40.29 12 .s 60.62 ui.s1 ;:_;""',::::; . .::.)~ 
25 'C>i·3. 50 40.15 4.76 105.44 12.5 145.59 l.7.26 
26 3577.26 62.37 1. 'l!J: 41-'7 .16 12.5 50S: .53 -1£1~.24 
27 3:~20.89 58.15 1.81 ;:.o2. 61 12.5 460.'76 1l1 .31 
28 1353.13 54.95 t.r. 06 169.14 12.5 22~'uOS l(j.56 
29 Z377.97 . 

180.77 '7.60 297.25 12.5 478.02 2Q.10 
30 161.83 18.46 11.41 20.20 12.5 38.66 2~.91 
31 64.99 4.74 7.29 8.12 12.5 ,12.86 20 •. 19 

TCTAL 5fil :c.s1 2845.56 ( 5.22) 6811.35 {12.5) 9656.91 ( 17 .~72.) 
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TABLE X 

HETURNS AND MARKETING CCSTS OF 77 NON~lv'~!1iB..:::RS 

SELLING THROUGH CCOPERAT IVE ASSOCib.TION FCR 6 l:v!OHI'iiS 

_Hau;h_ir..g_r;_os::!:_.§__ -~ li!!g_.Q~i~ __! ot a1._QQ:'i-G s __ 
Value of Pet .of Pet .of Pet. of 
Goods Value Value Vu.lue 

Grower Sold Amount of Goods Amount of Goods Amount of Goods 
----( dollar~T-( dolla;"S}-(pct:-)(dou;~)(pct .)-""(dolla;;)-(pct.) 

1 30.45 17.64 57.94 3.05 10.0 20.69 67.94 
2 78.70 1o.oe 12.E;1 7.87 10.0 17.9:? 22.81 
3 145 .so 9.6Q 6,60 14.5~ 10.0 24.15 16.60 
4 92.45 24,24 26.22 9,25 10.0 33.49 36.22 
5 145.15 6,00 4.13 14.5~ 10.0 20.52 14.13 
6 617.90 86.40 13.98 61.79 10.0 148,19 23,98 
7 37.13 11.71$ 31.1:)7 3.7:L 10.Q 15,47 41.6'7 
8 904.55 28,56 3.4.6 90.46 10.0 119.02 13.16 
9 143.25 17.40 12 .. 15 14.33 10.0 31.73 22.15 

10 167,59 126.3~ 75.40 16.7Q 10.0 143.12 85,40 
11 43,3!? 28,oe 64.'{8 4.31 10.0 32,42 74.78 
12 51,8Q 14.24 27.49 s.1e 10.0 19,4~ 37.49 
13 9,10 9.48 104.18 .9~ 10.0 10,3~ 114.18 
14 138,50 14.64 10.?7 13.85 10.0 28.49 20,57 
15 60.29 11.7~ 19.~3 6.02 10.0 17.78 29.53 
16 95.2~ 12. 0~ 12. 1?8 9,53 10.0 21,61 22.68 
17 228.0~ 9.60 4.21 22,81 10,0 32,41 14.21 
18 16,20 3.00 18.52 1,62 10.Q 4.62 28,52 
19 48,30 5.28 10.93 4,8~ 10.0 10.11 20.93 
20 161,5$ 55,44 34.~1 16.16 10.0 71,60 44.31 
21 51,59 7.68 14.91 5,15 10.0 12,83 24,91 
22 316.80 42.36 13.37 31.68 10,Q 74.Q4 23.37 
23 245,55 14.28 5,82 ~4.56 10.Q 38.84 15.82 
24 21.40 13.20. 61.68 2.14, 10.0 15.34 '71. 68 
25 289,50 24.0Q 8.2 9 28.95 10.0 52. 9,5 18.29 
26 306.05 96.96 31,6.8 30.6:1, 10.0 127.5.7 41.68 
27 12 .so 12. 00, 93.75 1.28 10.0 ] 3,2,8 103,75 
28 435.2 5 117 .oo, 26.8,8 43.53 10.0 160.53 36.88 
29 386.70 26.31 6,80 38.67 10.0 64.98 16.80 
30 2152.85 130.56 6.06 215,29. 10.0 345.85 16.06 
31 8.00 .60 7.50 .so 10.0 1.40 17.50 
32 507.€'5 36.00 7.09 50. 77, 10.0 86,77 17.09 . 
33 875.85 '4.80 • 55 87.59 10.0 92.39 10.55 
34 214.95 50.04 23.28 21.50 10.0 71.54 33,28 
35 1415.55 23,97 1.69 141,56 10.0 165.53 11.69 
36 7.25 6.00 82.76 • 73 10.0 6.73 92.76 
37 391.18 27.36 6.99 39.12 10.0 66.48 16.99 
38 288.50 25.20 8.73 28.85 10.0 54.05 18.73 
39 3tilr. 92 61.20 16.77 36.49 10.0 97.69 26.77 
40 3:5.70 13,92 38.99 3.57 10.0 17.49 48,.99 
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TABLE X ( Cont L1ued) 

Haulin~~ Sell il~g Costs Total _f.QE_t s _ 
Value of Pet .of Fet .of Pet .of 
Goods Value Value Value 

QE:_£y.:er Sold .MJount of Goods Amount of Goods Amount of Goods 
(doTE;:;; (dollars) (pet.) (dollars) (pet:) (dollars) (pet.) 

41 308.15 12.23 3.97 30.82 10.0 43.05 13.97 
LLr; 
l,l(, 410.15 360.00 86.09 41.82 .lQ.O 401.82 96.09 
43 5.40 1.44 26.67 .54 10.0 1.98 36.67 
L14 73.85 12.12 16.41 7.39 10~0 . 19.51 26.41 
45 n.oo 2.76 ·25.09 1.10 10.0 3.86 35.09 
46 579.85 84.24 14.53 57.99 10.0 142.23 24.53 

· flr7 132.08 31.68 23.99 13.21 10.0 44.89 3::>. 99 
48 34:1.25 33.12 9.71 34.13 10.0 67.25 19.71 
49 267.35 5.34 2.00 26.74 10.0 32.08 12.00 
50 1331.05 12.90 .97 133.11 10.0 146.01 10.97 
51 92.70 28.80 31.07 9.27 10.0 38.07 41.07 
52 1£,;,4.25 14.40 9.98 14.43 10.0 28.83 . 19.98 
53 301.40 12.24 4.06 30.14 10~0 4~2. 38 ltr.06 
54 34.03 24.00 70.53 3.40 10.0 2'7.40 80.73 
55 H.l5 5.52 39.01 1.42 10.0 6. 9"~ ,;9.01 
56 ll30.21 42.86 3.79 113.02 10.0 155.88 13.79 
57 342.819 84.24 24.57 3fl.ce 29 10.0 118.53 34.57 
58 10.00 14.04 14-0.40 '1.00 10.0 15.04 150.40 
59 62.53 28.08 44.91 6.25 10.0 34.33 54.91 
60 411.52 126.36 30.71 41.15 10.0 167.51 L.:0.71 
61 128.31 58.56 1±5.64 12.83 10.0 71.39 55.64 
62 7.00 2.64 37.72 ,70 10.0 3.34 47.72 
63 85.30 8.40 9.85 8.53 10.0 16.93 19.85 
64 233.36 135.72 58.16 23.34 10.0 159.06 68.16 
65 'l-.05 s.oo 222.22 .41 10.0 9.41 232.22 
66. 19.50 5.28 270.77 1.95 10.0 7.23 280.77 
67 22.50 6.60 29.33 2.25 10.0 8.85 39.33 
68 303.30 11.04 36.40 30.33 10.0 41.37 46.40 
69 392.65 2.L10 .61 39.27 10.0 41.67 10.61 
70 ~!0. 94 6.00 6.60 9.09 10.0 ·is .og 16.60 
7l ·G.f1,5 14.40 223.26 .65 10.0 15.05 233.26 
72 1D43.l0, 122.88 11.79 104.21 lO.tO 227.09 21.79 
73 82.~5 4.80 5.79 8.30 10.0 13.10 15.79 
74 17·1.iC 4.80 2.74 17.4-9 10.0 22.29 12.74 
75· 68,.25. 14.12 20.69 6.83 10.0 20.95 30.69 
76 70.15 24.20 34.50 7.02 10.0 31.22 44.50 
77 191.75. 45.10 23.52 19.18 10.0 64.28 33.52 

TOTAL ·20470.22 264'7.39 ( 12.93) 2047.98 ( 10;0) 4695.37 ( 22.93) 
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This stuiy was undeftaken, (1) ·to -a.scert.ain the costs~ of 
gro\·Jers selling locally-grown fruits and vegetables. in the munic i-. 
pal v~holesale curb market ~ Columbus, (2) to determi:."le the labor 
income of these growers for the time spent in rna_rket ill~h and (3) to 
compare their co.sts with the custocary charges• for t.he sa;:Je functions 
r;hen .POTformed b.y established wholesaling and. 'jobbing -agencies in 
ColuubU'S. 

Record.s of costs and returns were compiled and- analyzed for 
43 growers selling ~56,361.56 worth of produ~4 from J~ly 2 to December 
31 inclusive, 1934. 

Hauling costs consisted o!' .. a proportionate part of the 
ex;::>ense of operating and ~ intaining tho truck plus an allowa;.1ce for 
ti1e time of the grower while enroute, and aggregated 4. 71 per cent 
of the value of the goods sold. 

Selling costs were made up of a proportion~te charge for 
the truck while in use as a place of business on the ·:Jarl;:et lot. 
Space rental, sanitation permit fee, helper and delivery expense, and 
an allowance for the grower's time between arrival in· and departure 
from the market. Selling costs a~unted to.l5.36 per cent of the 
value of the goods sold •. More than four -fifths of those growers had 
selling costs (exclusive. of haulini: costs) exceeding 10 per cent. 

Labor income for the til:ie spent in~ sellin[~ varied from a 
gail1 uf $1.96 ·an hour, to a loss of $.10 an hour. The average rate 
earnc'd was $.4266 an hour. Only 7 of these farmers ·earned as t1uch as 
the standard rate of $.75 an hour paid to produce salemnen. Eighteen 
earn~d less than $.20 an hour. 

The average amount of produce sold per trip bore a close 
relationship to the labor incor.1e rates of the individual groYJers. 
The larger the load the greater was the incor.1e per huur. Loads 
uo1~h $8.75 or less usually did not permit the grower any earning for 
his selling time. Grow~rs earned about $.25 an hour >>hen their loads 
averaged $18.75, $.50 an hour when they averaged $28.00, and $.75 an 
hol.ir VJhen they averaged $38.50. 



27 

Simila.r records of costs a.nd returns were cou~Jilcd during 
tho sa.r.1o six-months por iod for 31 mombors of tho Coluubus Fruit a.nd 
~rogut a.blo Coopora.t ivo As so cia.t ion, solling $54,488.81 vJorth of 
prod uco, and 77 other growers, not members of that org.:..:'lizc.~-[; ic:-1 for 
rJhom tho a.ssocia.tion sold goods va.luod o.t $20,478.22. Sellin;; costs 
of those two groups of growers v1oro rcprosentod by deduct ions from 
returns, umounting to 12i per cant of the gross so.lcs va.lue in tho 
co.so of members o.nd 10 per cent in the co.sc of non-Llcmb·:l·s. The 
o.mount of patronage dividends~ if o.ny, to be rcpo.id to ucLbo's is 
net yet known, since the associ::tion ha.s been in business onlv 
s inc;o !J-.y 2lt 1934. 

Ho.uling costs both of members o.nd of non-r,wr.Jbers represented 
la.rr;er percerrto.ges of the vo.lue of the goods sold tho.n did hc~uling 
costs vf those wl1o sold on the mo.dcet lot, due primo.rily to grec.ter 
ho.uJ_ing disto.nces. Lower selling cost~ however, r.1ore tho.n co;Jpensa.ted 
i'or this extra. expense in the co.se of rnowbers of the o.ssoc ic~t ion, so 
-Gha.t tot:~l marketing costs of tho.t group o.ctuo.lly \1ero lo\~er. 
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