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The autiiors wish to express appreciation
to all who have contributed tc this

study. Cooperation of the 43 growers who
sold on the municipal wholesale market

lot, essential to the collection of the
data, was given without reservation. Cf=-
ficials and employees of the Columbus Fruit
tnd Vegetable Cooperative Associat ion free-
ly permitted access to their records. The
Chio Division of larkets was consulted fre=
quently in checking sales values with their
market ncws reporting service. The Ohie
Public Ut ilit ies Commission and the Ohio
Farm Burcau kiutual Automobile Insurance
Company furnished informatbion needed to
computo certain costse



COSTS OF WARKATING ¥.2UITS JND VEGETABLAS
- IN THE
COLUMBUS WHCLESALSE CURB LARKZT

Ce W. Hauck and H. E. Larzelere

February, 1935

Market ing costs are a mystery to many growerse. axpen=

ses involved in making sales often are unknown unless the grower
empleys a sales agent who, for a specific charge, undertolies sales,
deliveries, collections, losses from uncollectible accountsy etcCaey
and renders itenized returns. lsany producers who dd0 their cwun

selling do not keep cost accounts, or else keep records inadecquate
to show all items of expense whici properly should bLe charged to
the marketing operation, Growers selling farm produce In rela=
tively small units in retail and wholesale curb markets Iind it
especially difficult bto measure their costs of marketing.

The present study was undertaken, (1) to ascertain the
costs of growers selling locally-grown fruits and vegetables in
the municipal wholesale curb market in Columbus, (2) to deter=-
mine the labor income of these grouers for the time spent in
parlket ing; and (3) to compare thelr costs with the customary
charges for the same functions when performed by established wholg=
saling and Jobblng agenciles in Columbus.

Forty-three growers who appeared rather rcgularly on the
vuholesale curb market cooperated in the .study. The juaior author
visited the market lot cach morning during the six=months period
July & to December 31 inclusive, 1934, and recorded for each of
these growverss
(a) The amount of each kind of produce offered,

(b) Returns from the goods sold, ;

T ime elapsed between arrival and departure,

Number of helpers, if any, accompanying the grouvers,
Expenditures for delivery,; if any, to buyers' vehicles or
places of business,

Lxpenditures for space rental and sanitation permit,

l.ake, year of manufacture and weight of truck,

Number of miles between the market and the grower's [lar:, and
Number of hours spent emrcute,
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Values. of the goods sold as reported by the grouers
were checked constantly by reference to prices quoted in the
daily reports of the Ohio Division of lMarkets, wnose market
ne.s reporter covered this market each morning. They were
2lso compared eacn day with values of similar yoods offecred
by the Columbus Fruit and Vegetable Cooperative associatilon,
and by other wholesalers and jobbers in Columbuss

.. - Sales values oi the goods sold by these 43 prowers,
agoregating $56,361.56, were recorded and their costs ana-
lyzed. Total marketing costs, for purposes of analysis, wene
divided into two classifications. which, for convenience, may
be termed hauling costs and selling costse

The first of these consisted of a proportionate
part of the expense of operating and maintaining the truck
plus an allowance .for the time of the grower while enroutcs
No part of the allowance for helpers, if any, was charged to
naulinge These helpers, though accompanying the grovwer Irom
the farm, were not needed enroute but after arrival in th
narlets. -Their entire tiwe while away. from the farm was
charged to selling. Had the produce been offered through other
channels the helpers would not have been needed. Hauling
costs of any grower would have been essent ially the same
regardless of the method of sale employed by that grovers.

Selling costs worce made up of a proportionate charge
ior the truck while in usc as a pluce of business on the
market loty space raental, sanitabtion permit fec, helpcer wnd
delivery cxpensc, and an allowance for the growor's t lLic bo-
tvccn arrival in and degrturc from the market. Sincc mrac-
tilcally all sales werc made for cash, no account was talun
of any uncollectible accounts which any of these growers may
have nad, nor was. allowance made for any other unusual losses
Or expenses,



HAULING GCSTS.

Truck operation and wo intenance costs varied with the
make, year of manufacture, and weight of the truck. Income and
expense reports of 78 trucks on file with the Chic Public Utili-
tiles Commission served as the basis for the charges applied to
each of the trucks cperated by the 43 growers cooperating in the
study. The records selected from the Commission's files were
of trucks engaged primarily in hauling farm produce, operating
in central Ohio, and of the same types used by these growerse
application of these charges to the individual trucks followed
the practice of the International Harvester Company of "America,
the General liotors Corporation, and the Chrysler Autowmobile
Conpany, and wgs approved by an official of the Chio Farw Eureau
l.utual Automobile Insurance Comvany and by the growers.

The following table shows the type of vehicle operated
by each grower, the distance from farm to market, the average
cne way driving tioe, the number of trips made during the six-
months period, and the hours spent earoute. These data uere used
in computing hauling costs.

TABLE I

TRANSFCRTATICN DATA USED IN DETZRI.INING HAULING COSTS CF 43 GACTIERS,

iiiles from Average Cne- No. of Hcurs
Kind of Truck Farm to Way Driving Trips in Spent
Grovier., iLake Year leight liarket Tine 6 monthg Euroute
1 Tord 1924 2540 lbs. 5 20 minutes 61 40,6
2 rord 1924 1400 3 10 20 6e7
3  Ford 1926 2400 3¢5 15 50 2540
4 Dodge 1928 3900 20 60 32 6 o0
5 Chev. 1932 3400 40 105 34 119.4
6 Ford 1821 2500 3 15 60 30,0
7  Ford 1926 2700 20 60 9 18.0
8 Ford 1929 2440 9.5 20 43 2845
9 Ford 1926 1790 8 30 73 73.0
10 Chandler 1928 Sedan 16 45 39 5845
11 Ford 1927 3400 2 7 49 11,1
12  Ford 1925 2500 7 10 42 1:,0
13  Ford 1923 1800 2 15 50 25.0
14 Ford 1928 Sedan 3 15 43 21l.5
15  Ford 1925 2600 16 45 L4 66.0
16  Ford 1933 4500 20 45 7 1045
17 Chev. 1929 3440 24 60 30 60,0
1€ Ford 1926 2600 28 60 7 1440
19 Chev, 1927 3100 20 60 33 6640
20 Dodge 1932 4500 21 45 46 69.0



TABLE I (Continued)

liiles from Average One- No. of Iours
Kind of Truck Farm to Way Driving Trips in Spent
Grower l.ake Yoar Weight liarket T ime 6 months Zuroute
21 Chev. 1928 Sedan 3 . 20 minutes 36 24,0
e Ford 1926 236Q1bke 3.5 20 ‘ 70 4646
23 Ford 1921 2400 7 30 37 37.0
24 Ford 1925 2500 5 20 82 54,5
Q5 Ford . 1933 4470 23 45 98 147.,0
26 Dodge 1929 3940 - 16,5 45 : 61 20,8
7 Ford 1983 2200 1.5 15 60 30.1
28 Ford 1928 3400 6 20 86 571
29 Packardl¢26 Sedan 14 30 12 12.0
30 Ford 1932 3820 3 15 : 77 36.8
31 Graham 1926 3700 3 1ic ' 85 R o8
32 Dodge 1925 - 3600 10 15 72 36el
33 Ford 1933 4500 26 45 74 111.1
34 Dodge 1924 2860 9 30 19 1¢.0

Cheve. 1931 3200

35 Chev. 1027 2820 6e5 10 113 3746
36 Chev, 1930 4070 30 60 62 124.0
37 Ford 1924 2350 ) 25 34 286D
38 Dodge 1922 2800 5 15 123 61l¢5
39 Ford .19%25- 2600 8 15 52 78.1
40 Imter. 1926 4240 7 15 50 25,0
41 Inter, 1931 4750 65 20 79 3545
42 Dodge 1922 2690 5 20 93 62.1
43 Ford 1924 2800 14 - 30 35 35.0
TCT AL 2282 873845

Truck operation and ma intenance charged to hauling
consisted of gasoline, 0il, repairs and renlacements ol tipes
anc. other parts, interest on investment, insurance ard depre-
elatdon,



Interest was computed for the total time that the
iruck was required to be away from the farm, and although this
was an insignificant iltew of cost it was broken down into haul=-
ing time and selling time and a proportionate part was charged
against emach of these operations. It was computed by dividing
7 per cent of the present trade~in value of the truck by 3,000
hours, then mU1tlprlng the resultant hourly interest charge
by the number of hours the truck was engaged. The present
trade=in value of each truck was taken froam the Official Used
Sar Guide of March 10, 1934 published by the National Automo-
bile Dealers Association. Three thousand hours was estimated
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 mile
unlformly against all trucks without regard to make, nge, or
weight. This was a minor element of cost, and was char"ed
emt irely against the hauling operat ion.

Depreciation was charged only against trucks manu=
factured in 1928 or later. The depreciation charge per mile
was determined by dividing 15 per cent of the original factory
price by 5000 miles, 15 per cent being considered the average
annual depreciation and 5000 hours the average annual uilleage
of farm trucks used in this type of business, The original
factory price of each truck was secured from the Official Used
Car Guide of larch 10, 1934. The entire deprcciation was
charged to hauling.

The time of each grower while enroute to and from
the market was charged at $.,30 per hour, This was tic pre=
valling rate for commercial truck drivers in Columbus and
vicinity during the six-months period of the study. /1

Hauling costs for gach of the 43 growers are iltemizod
in the following table.

-

/ . .
(1 Sec discussion on pages 8 and 9,



TABLE II

HAULING COSI'S OF 43 GRCWERS FCR 6 laONTHS

L Total
A _ Other Truck Growers  Hauling
Grower. Interest Insurance Depreciation Xxpense Tine Costs

(dcllars). (dollars) (dollars) (dollars) (doliars) (dollars)

1 W02 W61 , - 23.18 1210 35499
2 .01 2 == 4.56 2.C0 6469
3 .C3 $35 - 13.30 7.50 2218
L L0S 1.28 - 79,36 19,20 99,93
5 .28 2.72 35436 81,62 35,80 155,38
6 o2 .36 - 13,58 Nte) 23,06
7 o LR .36 .- 12.68 5440 19.46
8 L7 W47 10.61 15,67 Geud 35.57
9 NS 1,17 R A4 37 21.0C 57,53
10 o6 1,25 -- 6l.12 17.55 €C.o8
11 o5 .20 ‘ - €.43 3.3, 12.C4
12 Wl .56 -- 1,40 4,30 24,20
13 Ben e 20 -- 764 ' Tl 15,36
14 .06 .26 - 8,76 6,45 15,53
15 WG 1.76 - 65.12 10,00 STeCl
15 Sl .22 3,74 4,78 3.15 11,99
17 W15 1.44 25,92 37,44 1. £2.45
16 .Uk T .3% _ -- 14,87 4o 20 19,48
19 1,32 - 38,20 Cll.ou 5C.44
2 .56 1.¢3 35,67 88.76 3.7 146.44
21 <G5 .22 - .13 7420 15.60
22 .05 W49 - 16,56 1307 3..C7
23 02 052 - 19,68 11,10 51.32
24 05 .82 -- 31.15 15,35 48,37
25 1.4 4,51 76,67 85,96 444,10 £16.65
26 «13 2,01 32.16 $6.62 27424 158,16
27 02 .18 - 6.85 5. 02 16,07
28 .13 1.03 12.36 34,05 17,12 61469
29 O .34 - 23,18 3,60 27.16
30 .30 W46 7436 9,22 11.50 28492
31 o .51 -- 16.85 8446 27.66
32 .03 1,44 -- 60,47 10,03 1247
33 1,07 3.35 65,45 76497 35433 150467
34 Neld .34 2.89 12,16 5,7C 21.15
5 ek 1,47 -- 38,17 11,26 50,59
36 .50 5.72 66 .36 111,68 37,50 219,56
37 G2 .34 - 12,86 So o5 21.77
38 ol 1.23 -- 5166% 1C.45. 71436
g o .5 - 31,61 23,42 55,92
40 e .70 - 39,60 - 7e50 £2.13
41 W10 1,03 20,60 58.06 1C.25 0,52
42 .04 .03 - 39.04 15,63 584064
43 .02 .c8 - 41,16 10,50 52.66

)
()
'
L
c
.

i T..5 44,65 396465 15¢95.01 612, oo
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SELLING CCSI'S

Interest on the prescnt value of each vehicle was
corizuted as described on page 4, and a proportionate puart
of bﬂlo oxpensc was charged for each hour the truck vwas in
usc ub a place of business on the murket lot. This was the
only truck c¢xponse included in sclling costs as distinguished
irow hauxlng costs. Oporating costs, insurance and d.jprecia-
tion were charged cntircly to haulinge.

Rentals for space on the market lot were charged By
the mJﬂlclp&llty at the rate of $6.00 gvery three wonths for
one vehicle each lionday, Jednesdey and Friday, and ct the rate
of $%9.,00 every three months for one vehicle each Tuesday,
Taursdaay, and Saturday, The higher rate for use of tae lot on
Tuesday's, Thursday's and Saturday's accompanied the greaver
demand for space on these traditional market days. Tronsicat
vehilcles were churbea at ue ratos of $.50 per doy on lionday,
“Jednesday and Friday, and $.75 per day on Tuesday, Lthdey
cnd Saturday, thougi these transient rates did not apnly
any of the 43 growers participating in this study.

4 sanitation permit feo of $2.00 a year is recuired
all stores, institutions amd iad ividuals hondling periche
able {ood products in Columbus, and it is not pro ratea Jor
pL”lOQ“ less than a year. Each grower paid this fec befors
boing ziven access to the wholesale market. Since the six
neatias period of this study covered cither the whicle or wurjor
zert of the selling season of these growers, the entire cost
ol this p’ert was charged to the selling expensc of cucihi.

Considerable variation cxisted in the cmount and
typcs of holp employed by the 43 growers. Four classiflicat ions
icre usced in cvaluatimgthis help.

{a) Boys 12 to 16 ygars ol agcy usually sons of the ngroucr,
were valuced at $.10 an houre. No valuc was assigned to the
time of boys undur 12,

(b) Hircd farm laborers accompanying the grower occasionally
were valucd at $.125 an hour, this being a commouly pro-
vailing ratc of pay for that typc of labor.

(¢) EBmployees or relatives who accompanied the grover regular=-
ly or occasionally and who were competent to subst itute
for the grower when necessary, coming to the m-rliet alone
as his salesman or representative at various times, were
valued at $.30 an hour. This was a commonly prevailing
rate of pay for skilled farm labor and other labor of
that general nature during the period of the study.



(d) Some use was made of a porter or deliveryman who fre=

‘ cuented the market lot and delivered goods frowm sellers'
trucks to buyers' vehicles or nearby stores. Grouvers
using this service paid usually $.25 a day.

In applying these rates the first three were charged
for the total number of hours the helper was away from the farm,
that 1s, for time enroute as well as for time in the muarkete.
The ewm ire amount was included as part of the-selling costs.
Helpers were not needed {or hauling, and would not have beeca
needed had the goods been delivered to the warehouse or storc=
room of an established.sales agency insteud of being offered
on the growers' lot. Payments to.the fourth type of hclper, or
portcr, were added to the selling cobts of those grouers who
used his services. An average of $.25°a day was added Ifor
exch day he Was used,

Bvaluat ion of the grower's time is perhaps wore ccn=
uroverslal than any other factor entering into these ccsise
Grouers contributing to tuis study, and others, have estiiated
vericusly the value of their time while engaged in marketing
telir produce.

Some hove maintained that those same hours could not
have been used in any other way to produce revenue, ecither
directly or indirectly, and therefore were free hours, i not
leisure hours., Enjoymeunt -of temporary escape from the routine
of regular farm work and opportunity to visit with friends and
neighbors is difficult to evaluate in dollars and cewis. In
the opinion of these growers no price at all, or at the nos
& very low price, should be set on their marketing time. Cthers,
couclly reluctant to assign a definite monetary value to thcir
warletving hours, held the view that the value is hiji. They
reusoncd that keeping inm touch froguently with buyers and other
scllers cnebles them to lnow markét conditions better tucn they
could ctherwise, and consequently thoy are tble to plcn their

roduction and sales programs morc cif cctlelf and to rcalize
hi cher returns, -

o

" Still others believed that any time spent by the
grover either in producing or in marketing his produce not
only should justify itself by a substantial retura for the time
ime and labor requlred, but -should be valued at uhatever it
would cost to hire a competent substitute to perform the save
Function, This philosophy was adopted as the bauis_;or evalm=
uat ing the growers' time in this study.

k-



Two princigal types of tasks were performed by these

43 growers, First he res anSlbl ity of driving the Lruck
vetveen the farm Mnd market. Second, displaying, selling,
collecting for and in some cases delivering the produce to
buyers 1in such a manner as to get the maximmm return possible.
Iz Columbus and viacinty during the last six months of 1634
competent men could have been hired to perform these functions

“
I

ab $430, an hour for the first and $.75 an hour for the seccnde
Thirty cents an hour was an average rate for commercial truck
«rivers bngaged in similar veork, and $.75 an hour wos an cve
crage rate for commission house salesmen whose duties paral=-
leled those of the grower while in the market. Therefore
tacse ratcs have been applicd in comyuuting labor costse [l
The cuwcunt of time charged to sclling is shown in Tablc IiZs
Valucs of the scveral items comprising sclling costs nowve

nyn computed for cach of the 43 growcrs, and arc shown in
Tablc IV,

uTABLEoIII

TIiE COF GRCIEERS AND HELPiERS CHARGzZD TO SELLING

Tiic of Grpwer Time of Helpers Tiume of

on_r.arket Lot Bnroute. and on Market Lot Deliverynan

Grower irs @ .75 Hrs @ .10 Hrs @ ,125 Hrs @ .30 Days G 25
1 26745 - -- 293.8 --
2 710 28,8 - - -
3 146.5 -- 157.0 - -
4 13345 24,69 - -r .

5 133.0 - - -- 34 /2
5 22640 - 25245 - -
7 2845 -- -- -= 7
& 16740 -— - -- 34
9 256,5 -- -- - 38
10 16645 - 34 - 17
1 153.0 -— -— - 49
12 15545 - 2044 - £0
13 191.5 8445 - bl -
14 16645 - - — 43
15 87,0 —— - - 44

But scc also discussion of Labor Incomc, pagces 1% to 17.
Charged at $.50 per day. Thesc growers used dcliverymen
vore than the average.

pav) § ol
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TABLE III (Cont inued)

Tiue of Grower Time of Helpers Time of

on liarket Lot Enroute and on _larket Lot ‘Deliveryran
Grouer JHrs @ W75 _Hrs @ ,10 Hrs G ,125 Hrs @ .30 Days B_«35
16 2045 - 31,0 - -
17 119.5 -148,1 - -— . e
18 24,0 -— 38,0 - -
19 116.5 182,5 - - -
20 123.0 - - -- 46 /1
21 155.0 45 - - 18
22 286,40 - - - 25
23 130,0 - - - 18
24 26745 -- 316,.1 .- -
25 459.5 -- 08845 ~- -
26 292.5 ~— 200,0 8442 -
27 25245 - - - 60
28 32045 - - - 86
29 33.0 -- 848 *- 10
30 32840 - - 59,2 77 /1
31 442.0 -~ -~ 420.1 --
32 27540 2645 - -- 72
33 317.5 - 45.6 - 74
34 - 87,0 - 106 -- --
35 40840 277.0 - - --
36 24245 - R444 - 62
37 123,0 - 58,6 v -
38 34745 - - - 123
39 232,0 == 881,23 - -
40 249,5 - - 178,0 -—
41 269.5 - 23.2 - 60
42 <0545 148,43 - -- —-—
43 166.0 - 200 10,5 8
TOTAL 8841e5 965,39 2985,30  1045,80 104500

/1l See note No. 2, ‘page 9,
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TABLE IV
SELLING CCSTS CF 43 GRCERS FCR 6 MNCNTHS

Helper and Value of Total
. Interest Space Sanitation Delivery Grower's Selliag
Grower on Truck Rental Peruit Fee Costs Time Costs
(Ccllars)(dollars) (dollars) (dollars) (dollars) (dollars)

1 16 12,00 2,00 88414 200,63 302,93

& « 04 18.00 2,00 . 2.88 58425 76,17

3 19 18,00 2400 19.62 109.88 146,69
4 19 20,00 200 24,69 100.13 147,01

5] « 08 12,00 2,00 17.00 99,75 131.73

6 L4 30.00 2400 31457 168,75 232446

7 « 04 8.00 2.00 1,75 - 21.38 33617

8 o4 12.00 2400 8450 125.25 148417

9 o34 22,00 2,00 9450 192.38 226422
10 016 12,00 2,00 9650 124 .88 148454
11 1,13 12,00 2400 12,25 114,75 122,13
12 14 18.00 2400 12455 116.63 149432
13 L2 12,00 2.00 Be 45 143.63 166.20
1% 043 18400 2,00 10,75 124,88 156,06
15 1.80 20.00 200 11.00 140,25 175.05
16 .03 8.00 2,00 3.88 15438 <CeR9
17 «30 12,00 2,00 14,81 89.63 118,74
18 # 03 12,00 2.00 4,75 18.00 364,78
19 .07 12,00 2.00 18,25 87.38 117,70
R0 oG4 20.00 2400 23,00 92425 137489
21 «32 18,00 2400 9,00 116425 145,57
22 029 12,00 2,00 6425 214,51 235,05
23 .08 8.00 2.00 4450 97450 112,08
4 24 30.00 2400 39,51 200,63 272438
25 4,41 30,00 2.00 73457 344,63 454461
%6 o4&l 18.00 2400 50626 219.38 290,05
aT «15 18,00 2,00 15,00  189.38 224453
28 71 30.00 2400 21.50 240,38 294459
29 19 6400 2400 3460 24,75 36454
30 ce56 30,00 <+ 00 60,95 246,01 341,52
3L «58 30,00 2.00 126403 331.51 490612
32 e 35 18.00 2.00 20465 206425 247,15
33 3,04 30.00 2400 24 e 20 238.13 297,317
34 «28 20.00 2,00 13.25 65445 100,76
35 74 30.00 <00 2770 306,00 366444
36 97 30,00 2+00 18455 181.88 233 ,4C
37 .03 18,00 2400 6,06 9225 118,39
3 o217 30.00 2.00 30.75 335463 390465
39 o 14 26,00 2400 77415 174.00 7929
40 «30 18.00 2,00 53440 187,13 260,83
41 1.40 30.00 2,00 17.90 202413 53443
42 012 30.00 2+00 14.83 154413 201,08
£3 .10 20,00 2.00 30,15 124,50 176,75

TCTAL 24498 838.00 86.00 1077.60 6631.27 865735
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Costs of hauling and costs of selling have been

compiled for ready refercnce in Table IV, together with
gales values of the goods

sold by each groftier.,
arc:als0 cxwressed here in terms

These costs

of percentage of tne stles

value. It will bc noted that sclling costs ranged with onc
cxception from 4.88 per cent to 55,22 per cent of the value

of the produce sold.

nod sciling costs cxcceding 10 per conte

RETURNS AND LARKETING CCSI'S CF 43 GROWERS

TABLE V

Hauling Costs

_Selling Costs

Total

iore than four=fifths of thésc grovers

oy
UOST S

Value of Pct.of Pct.of Fcheo?f
Goods Value Value Value

Grower Sold Amount of Goods Amount of Goods Amount of uoods
(dellars)  (dollars) (pct.) (dollars) (pct.) (dollars, (zcte)
1 £55,03 35,99  4.19 302,93 25,26 336.92 39.45
2 297.14 569 2,25 © 76,17 25,64 82,56 27.89
3 10$2,65 21,18 ° 1.94 '149.69 13,70 170,57 15.64
4 9500, 5C $9,93 * 10,19 147,01 14.99 246454 25.18
5 1771,54 156,38 * 5.83 131.73 7e43 288,11 15.26
6 528,62 23,06 ' 4,36 232,46 43.98 55452 43454
7 11742 19,46 ' 16,59 '33.17 28,28 52463 44,87
8 388 15 35.57 ° 9.16 8,17  38.17 183, 47,33
9 640,77 67,53 10,54 zze 2 35431 293,75 45,85
10 £45,62 99.98 22.39 148,5 33,26 245,52 55465
11 257,38 12,04 ° 4,68 142, 13 55,22 154417 26,90
12 451,11 24.20 © 5,36 149,32 33.10 173.52 30,46
13 304434 15,36 ° 5,05 166,20 54,61 151,56 5466
14 135.6 15,53 " 11.44 156,06 114,91 171,59 126435
15 1925,00 87.31 ° 4,54 175.05 9.09 262036 13,63
16 211,28 11.90 * 5.63 29,29 13.86 41.1¢ 16449
17 15.85 82,95 ~10.17 18,74 14,55 201,60 3hlT2
16 103.40 19.48 10,07 36,768 19,02 56455 55,09
19 1663410 59,44 ° 3,57 119,70 ' 7.20 17¢.14 10.T7
20 2627,50 148,44 * 5,25 137,89 "4.88 2086433 10.13
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TABLE V (Continued)

Hauling Costs Sellihg Costs Total C

Cests
Velue . of Pcto.of : Pcto.of Icteof
{cods . Value Vealue Value
Grovier Scld Lmount of Goods Anount of Goods Ancunt ol Goods

(doliors)  (dollars) (pct.) (doilars) (pcte.) (doilars) (upcts)

Rl . 409,24 16,60 3439 145,57 29475 162,17 33.14
22 425,74 33,07 777 235,05 55,21 R26C,.12 62.98
23 673,09 31.32 4465 112,08 = 16.65 143 440 2130
R4 2892,18 48437 «99 72438 5457 320,75 6.56
25 7336442 216,65 e 56 454461 . 6621 67Le26 Cel7
26 1468, 97 158,16 10,77 290.05 19,75 4430621 30452
<7 066499 16.07 1.85 224453 25490 240460 2TeT5
28 3422416 4469 2.01 294,59 9¢14 359428 11.15
29 76477 27.19 = 35,42 36654 47,60 53673 33,02
30 1794,76 28692 l.61 341.52 19,03 37044 <0464
31 1746,93 27.86 Lle43 490,12 25,17 517696 26,60
32 1595.89 - TRGTT Lo 24:T415 15,51 31C.04 20,08
33 213243¢ 180,67 . 8,47 297,37 13.96 L7800 Q2642
34 474,53 21.15 4446 100,78 21,24 121,93 25470
35 2018476 50499 2.53 366444 18,15 417443 20468
36 1593, ¢ £19,96 13.80 233,40 1l4.64 453436 28 44
37 633,29 _l. 7T 319 118.39 17,33 140,16 20652
38 933,49 71436 2439 398,65 13.36 477G, 01 15475
39 1557,00 55,92 34959 279429 17.94 335421 21e53
40 9174¢6 48.13 5.24 260,83 28,41 30556 35665
41 1126,64 90.52 8.03 253443  22.49 34345 30452
42 1115.70 58.64 4,82 - 201,08 16,54 259,73 21436
43 72470 52,66 5441 176,75 18,17 R2C.41 <3458

TCTAL  56,36L.56  2,655.86 ( 4.71)  8,657.85 (15.36) 1L313.71  (20.07)
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LABOR INCCi.E CF GRCWERS

Unless a given method of markcting can be shovn to
produce higher prices than another, then the hourly labor
incowe ecrmed by the grower while engaged in marketving cerves
25 a weasure of the efficiency both of the method and oi the
individual. These 43 growers were not faced with tne simple
alternative of doing their own selling or leaving the jscods
unsold, They had the choice of several other sales outlcis
in Columbus, competemt and willing to handle their cntirc
outpute Cbviously they chose to do their own selling cither
because they telicved the returns to be higher, the costs
loviery, or for other less material considerations.

Were the returns higher than they would have been if
anotner method of sale had been used? TWere these greouers able
to secure nigher prices for a given quantity and quality of
preauce than was being secured for the same kind of goods by
srevers wlsewhere in thg wholcesalc morket? | In goncral, olicy
were pot., Obscrvations of the authors and of capablc gbscr=
vers in the Columbus wholesale produce market area indicate
that no seller or group of sellers mas able to maintaina
higher unit price on a given grade pf goods, than any 0% her
seller offering the same service. This belief is shired by the
oificial reporter of the State=Federal liarket Newus Service in
Colunbus, '

. Throughout the six montihs, period of the study there
weré no measurable price advantages. gained by any of the 43
srowers, It 1s bclicved that the goods sold by these producers
and which brought them @ gross rcturn of $56,361.56, would
have sold for agpproximotcly the same amount if offercd, in .
other wholesale and jobbing channcls. Truc, supcricr salcs
eullity of certain growsrs may cucble those individuals b
vimes to sccure a higher price for a given grade of producce
than 1f offcred by other growcrs or by a sclling agoacy clher
than the grower, althocugh such advantagcs usually orc insige-
nificant and short-livcd, OCn thc othcr hand, a scllin: orgin=
l1zation with warchousc facilitics and adequate fincucial
supncrt often can aveid distress sales at cleon-up prices uirich
the grower on the market lot wmight Le forced to accept as an
2liernative to returning home with part of his load unsold,
The iniluence of these two opposing factors would tend tc¢ oll=
sct each other in the sales of more than $50,000 worth cf oro=-
duce by 43 individuals. Whether one factor or the other wields
the greater influence on the sales of any individual uust be
left to the opinion of that grower.
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If it be granted, then, that sales made by these
procuccrs on the market lot arc comparable with similar sales
clscvwihere, a measure of the labor income of these growers
uhile selling will serve as a guide to the efficioncy und c-
conony of this method of marketing. Recognizing the controvcrs
sicl nature of any fixed value crbitrarily and uniformly as-
signed to the time of all growers, an attempt has boin made
to determine the rate of pay carncd by cach scller during the
timc he was cngaged in that fuaction.

To make this determination there has' been calculoted
for cach grower the amount df his costs had he delivered the
samc 300ds to any Columbus commission firm for'salc at the
prevailing commission rate of 10 per cent. The diffcrence
betucen his total costs of harleting through a commission
firm and the sum of all cost items cxcept the prower's time
rmay be taken as represcenting the waluce of the grower's time
uhilc sclling on the market’ lot. This may be much or little,
but in any casc would sccw VYo furnish a foir mcans of cval-
uaving his time whilc so cnaged, since he at all timcs had
the opportunity of adopting this alternat ive method of sales

To illustrate, the total of all items of hauling
and selling expense exclusive of an allowance for grower's
time while selling was $4,682,44 for the 43 growers. Had
these jrovers employed a selling agency at 10 per cent com=
isclon instead of doing their oun selling their total costs
for hauling and selling would have been $8,454,05. (Costs
of hauling would have been identical in either case, except
for a very slight interest ‘charge added to truck expense for
unloading time at the commission housee.) The diffcrence
betveen thess amounts, then, may be considered as the wolue
of “the growers' time while sclling, or a labor income of
$3,77L,61 for 8841.5 hours of sclling = an aveérage of $.4266
cn hour. The rate of $,30 an hour for hauling time was ket
constaidt threoughout the study, and no attempt made to fix
verying values on the time of the several growers whilce so
cngaged . :
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TABLE VI
LABCR INCCLE CrF 43 GRCWERS JHILE SELLING

Difference,

Total llarketing Actual liarket= or Yalue of

Costs G 10% ing Ccst less Growers Sel- Selling Value

Grover Commission Selling Tiwme ling Time T iide ner Hr.
(doilars) (dollars) (dollars). ~ (ucurs, (dols)
1 126415 138.29 - 12,14 L6745 - +05
2 37.73 29.61 8.12 7160 W11
3 134,11 60,99 73.12  14G.5 «50
4 200,39 126,81 53.58 13345 «40
5 336,18 168,36 147,82 15340 1.11
5 60430 86T - 6447 22540 - 03
7 31.87 . 31425 62 20e5 »02
8 77436 58449 18,87 138740 o1l
9 136445 101,38 35,07 25645 14
10 147,56 123464 23,92 18645 ol4
il 41446 39442 2404 153.0 .01
12 72418 36489 15.2¢ 15545 «10
13 49,33 37493 11.30 1€1.5 06
14 32430 46471 - 14,41  165,5 - +0¢
15 283422 122,11 161.11 18740 «56
16 33456 25481 TeT5 20e5 «38
17 166.81 112.06 54475 11945 046
18 39,34 38426 1,08 2460 «05
19 2286.23 91.76 136447 11645 1.17
20 434,73 194,06 240465 20560 1.96
21 68417 45,02 23835 15540 14
22 50,30 53461 26469 2G5.0 .09
23 101.42 45490 55452 13042 043
R4 543450 120,12 433,30 2975 1458
25 G56 448 326463 629485 L0Ced 1,37
26 309.63 228483 B8Tel 70 2 28
<7 107,01 51.22 55,79 o2
28 392,64 118490 RT3 74" E $C5
29 35,79 38,98 - 3.1% 3 - ,10
30 213,04 124,42 5%e42  220GL0 o
31 228407 166,47 41,80 2404C .10
32 237,01 113,67 123434 27540 o5
33 39%.10 259491 156,19 wliel «5L1
34 70,04 56.68 13,36 0740 15
35 260433 111.4 148,90  200.0 «37
36 364,04 271 .48 114456 Al e5 46
37 - 02,53 47,91 44,62 123.0 «36
38 378.07 134,38 243 464 L4 65 o D4
39 215.51 161lecl 54430 %360 23
40 143,45 121,83 21,62 24060 .09
41 208,433 141,82 B6.51L  2569.5 e 25
42 186,87 105459 Olel6 0545 o0
4: 152,56 104,91 4T 465 16040 29
TCT AL 8454,05 4682,.,44 377161 Ol4L45 4266
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Returns of these individuals for the time suens
o2 the market thus ranged from an carning of $1l.96 an hour
down to a loss of $.10 an hour. The average ratc carncd was
5e4266 an houre. Canly 7 of thesc farmers ocarncd -as fiuch as the
stondard rate of $.75 an Hour paid to produce salcsmcn,
Sizhteen carned loss than $.20 an hour.

TABLE VII

LABCR INCOLE PER HOUR EARNZD WHILE SELLING

Dollars per Hour No. of Grouers
1,00 and over a

0L to W99 2

¢60 Lo .79 -0

«40 to 59 9

«20 to 059 9

«00 to 420 14
less than .00 &
TCTAL 9%

0f somc¢ significancc is the distribution of cach
groucr's time betuecn the two functions of hauling cnd
seliing. The time spent in sclling may thus be comparcd
¢

gith the time spent in hauling, thercby giving an additici=-
al ucasurcment of the cfficicncy of each of the grovers

us ing this method of marketing. To illustratc, if tuo
gsrovers vhose average loads are cbout equal in velue ars
located at equal distances from the market and require the
sa.ie time for hauling, but one takes much longer to sell
than the other, then the one requiring the lesser tiue Tay
be congidered mors efficilent. To provide means of

ready comparison the following table has been preparcd,
ghowing for cach grower the average value of his loads and

vhe amounts and percentages of time spent in hauling ond |
selling. In TABLz I will be found the average onc way
driving time of sach groucr. '
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Figure 1.

ar

MARKETING COSTS OF 43 GROWERS SELLING £56,361.56 TORTH OF
FROLUCE ON MARK®T LOT, JULY 2 - DRC, 31, 1934

(Compared with costs of sellin

5 same goods by commission

<

to determine value of growers' selling time)

Unloading

Expense $162,03
Hauling Expense "Qrowers! ,
42 653.82 Time 10% Commission Charge Cost of Sales
’ ‘Bnroute | . $5,636.16 by Commission
_@612GOO"
Lot Ren- R _
Hauling Expense GQrowers'| Helper and | tals and Value of Growers'Selling Time Cost of Sales
{2,043.86 Time Delivery Health $3,771.61 on Market Lot
Eoroute | Cost Permit :
$612.00] $£1077.60 $924,00
] 1 ; | 1 1 L | i
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9

Thousands of Dollars
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TABLE VIII

DISTRIBUTION CF LARFELING TILE CF 43 GROVERS

average Vals Hauling Time Selling Time
Grovcer uc _ci Loads Amount pct.of total .mount pcte.of total Tetal Tiumc
(dollars) (hours) (pcts) (hours) (pct.) (hours)
1 17408 40.6 13,18 26745 86482 30C.1
2 14485 647 8.63 71.0 91437 7747
3 21.85 5.0 14462 146.0 85438 171.0
4 30464 64,0 32441 133.5 67459 15745
5 52412 11944 47431 133.0 52469 252e4
6 8.81 30.0 11.76 225.,0 88.24 - 25540
7 13.03 18.0 38,71 38.5 61.29 4645
8 9403 2845 14458 167.0 85,42 10545
9 8378 73.0 22415 25645 79485 34945
10 11445 5845 26,00 16645 74 .00 22540
11 5,25 11.1 6.76 153.0 93424 16441
12 10,74 14.0 8426 15545 974 16945
13 5408 2540 11,55 191,5 88445 21545
14 3416 21.5 11,44 16645 88456 16G.
15 43,75 6640 26409 187.0 73. 91 25340
16 30.18 1.5 33.87 2045 66413 31,0
17 27420 60.0 33443 119,5 66457 17945
18 27.62 14,0 36.84 24.0 63,16 3540
19 50,440 66 40 36,16 116.5 63,84 0245
20 61447 69.0 35,94 12340 64406 19240
21 13459 24.0 13.41 155,0 86459 172.0
22 6408 4646 14 .0 28640 85499 33446
<3 10.19 37.0 22.16 130.0 7784 16740
24. 59466 5445 16,93 26745 83.07 3224
25 74476 147,0 24424 459,45 7576 60645
26 24,08 90.8 23.69 29245 76431 36543
27 14,45 30.1 10,65 25245 69435 20246
28 37,46 57.1 15.12 320,5 84488 377.6
29 6e4:0 12.0 R6467 33.0 73433 4540
30 22431 38.6 10,53 326.0 89,47 36646
31 22491 2842 6400 44:2,0 94,00 27048
32 22.14 3641 11.60 27540 88440 31lel
33 20482 1111 25,92 317,45 74408 42846
34 24498 19.0 17.92 87,0 82,08 10640
35 17,86 37.6 8ol 408 «0 91,56 44546
36 25471 124,0 33.83 24245 66417 36645
37 20,10 2845 18.81 123.0 81l.19 15145
38 24426 6145 12.08 44745 87.92 50$.0
39 29,94 7841 25,19 232,0 74481 310,1
40 18.3 25.0 9,11 249,5 90,89 274,5
4 12.2 3545 11,64 26945 88436 30540
42 12407 6241 23421 205.5 76479 207 €
43 27479 35.0 17,41 166 .0 82459 201.0

TOTAL (24470)  2040.2 - (18.75) 8841.0 (81425) 10,6C1.2



Tiic cmount’ of produce .sold ner trip as indicated by the cver-

age lood valucs bore a closc rulgulonshlp to the lohor iucoiic

ratcs of the individucl growcrs. - This relat ionship aay be cx-
presscd muthnematically by a COL*flClLﬂb of corrclaticn cf .4

ur a cocfficicnt of detcrmination of .88. Figurc 2 shou
¢ regression applicd to the pailrcd veriables. [l

9]
¢
‘__l
o
‘
2
o

This figure and the calcufations.on uhich it is
bazed may be interpreted roughly.ac meaning that wihexn.the vilue
of the load is known the rate eawncd per hour for selling nay
be estimated approximately. To illustrate, loads vorth $€.75
-or less probably vould not permit the grover to exrn enytuing
vor his selling time. The grovier would pPObaJl] earn a.Hout
325 @n hour if his.loads averaged $18.75,.$.50 an hour if they
averaged $28.00, and $.75 an hour if they averaged $3&.v0.

in general the conclusion may be.drawa that-only tiose
growers having a large volume of. produce per load con.ziforc
to "dOUt the vhelesale curb market as a sales outlet,.unics
v place.an unusually high value upon the intang ble advay
¢g of. that method.,

L
LIl
5
a
S
[1oe

Zl Ecuaulon of line- of regression iss
y=+389=(, A)( 0270)(x-23.69)
- :00062x“02317
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Figure 2

RELATICHSHIF CF VALUE G GRCWER'S SELLING, TILG
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RETURNS AND CCSTS CF 108 CTHER GROWERS

" In addition to the 43 growers whose returns and
cosis have been reported in the preceding pages similar ro-
cords were compiled for 108 growers uhose produce vas gsold
by the Columbus Fruit and Vegetable: Cooperative Association,
Incorporated during the same six months period. Thirty~one
0oi these were members and 77 were non-members of tnat organ-
ization. Produce sold for these members aggregated $54,408.81
in value, and for these non-members $20,478.,22.

Costs .of hauling viere computcd for each ¢l these 108
groucrs in the same manner as for the 43 who sold on the wuni-
cipal vholesale curb market. Costs of selling tcre covcrcd by
deductions or commission charges assessed by the association
amount ing to 12% per cont of the sales value of the produce
oifered by members and 10 per ceant of that offcred by uon-
members.

Tcn per cent is the preveiling rate charged by olde
linc commission firms in Columbus and the association believed
it could not secure any apprcciablo volume of non-member pa=
tronage if it charged morc, On the other hand, mcmbers cgreed
to tie higher charge of 124 por ceunt in order that the nccos-
sary capital and operating funds for this nculy-organizcd
association might bc provided in part through graduzl deduc=
vicas instcad of through somcwhe t larger initlal cash contri-
butions. Decductions from mcmbecrs' rcturns arc subjcet to
patronage dividends in tho cvent dividerdds arc Jjustificd by
ecrnings of the assoclation, wut non=-members will not parti=-

ipate in such disburscmcntse The organization OpchQ for
busincss May 21, 1934, thereforc rcsults of the first scason's
oncrat ions arc not yct kiowm, '

O

'S}

}_.-.

o

Costs of the two grouns of growers are oresented in
thie following table. Thoub“ computed in the same manner they
are not set forth here in as great detail as in the case .of
the 43 growers who sold on the municipal wholesaie market lct.
It will be noted that aggregate houling costs both ol umewmbers
and of non-members represcnted larger percentages of tie valucs
ol the goods sold than did haulinz costs of those who sold un
the lot, due primarily to greater hauling distances. Loucr
sclling costs, however, iorc than compensated for this cutra
cxpense in the case of members of the association, sc tuot
votwl. mcrket ing costs of that group actuwlly were louer,
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TABLE IX

QSTURNS AND [ARIZETING CCSTS CF 31 MALBERS OF
CCOPERATIVE ASSCCIATION FCR 6 .CNTHS

Hauling Costs Selling Costs Total Cosis
Value of ) Pct,of ' Pct.of N Pcosof
Goods Value ' Value Value
Grower Sold Amount of @oods Amcunt of Goods Amount of Goods

(dellcrs) (dollars) [(pct.) (dollars) (pcts) (dollars) (Hcus)

1 2731,00 73461 2,70 341,45 12,5 215,06 15420
2 1404,81 29,55 1.98 186485 1245 216,40 14,48
3 2977.16 66,09 1.22 372430 12.5 238,39 13,72
4 594,98 28.92 4,86 74441 12,5 . 103,33 17436
5 212,20 37,49 9,10 51453 12,5 '89,02 21460
6 128,44  16.18 12,60 16,06 1245 32404 2%,10
7 15¢7,85 53448 3435 199,73 1245 253421 15485
8 263,25 17.21 3472 57491 12.5 "75.12 16422
9 153,66 55496 3.72 187,96 12,5 243,92 18,22
10 1525,60 79.93 5424 190,70 1245 270463 17,74
11 3493,60 186423 2447 436470 1245 522,93 14,97
12 2665,96 231,12 7470 375400 12,5 666,12 . 20.20
13 3979497 "75.80 1.90 457,50 245 572,30 14440
14 5534 4SS 347,50 6428 691,57 12,5 1039,37 10,78
15 536458 105,21 16,53 19,57 1245 184,7¢ 29,03
6 3355.55 712,06 21.22 419,44 12,5  1131.50 33,72
17 5310422  105.32 4456 2568476 1245 304,10 17406
16 277435 33.52 12,09 34467 1245 6Ce1C 24459
19 95¢,63 42,87 4,47 119,95 1245 162482 16497
2 2566457 58,41 2.27 320,52 1245 379,23 12,77
21 990,50 85,88 8467 123.81 12,5  200.69 21.17
22 1965467 57.31 2.92 245,71 12,5 303,02 15442
23 67435 5659 £.89 Col2 12.5 14,21 - 21.39
24 '322435 20.33 6.31 40,29 12.5 60,62  1£,81
25 43450 40,15 4,76 105,44 1245 145459  17.26
26 3577.26 62437 1,74 447,16 12.5 509,53 14,24
27 3220.8 58415 1.81 402,61 1245 460476 14,31
28 1353.13 54495 4,06 169.14 12,5 254400 16456
29 2377.97  180.77 760  207.25  12.5 478,02  20.10
30 161.83 18,46 11.41 20,20 = 12,5 36.66 23,91
31 64499 4,74 7429 .12 12.5 12,86 20,19

TCTAL S¥8.81 2845,56  ( 5.,22) 6811.35  (12.5)  9656.91 (17.73)



"TABLE X

RETURNS AND MARKETING CCSTS OF 77 NON=-MEiPE=RS
SELLING THRCUGH CCOPERATIVE ASSCCIATION FCR 6 LiCNTIHS

Hauling Costs Selling Costs Total Costs
Value of Pct.of . Pcto.of Petoof
. Goods 0 Value Value : Value
Grower _Sold Amount of Gocds Amount of Goods Amount of Goods

(dollars) (dollars) (pct.) (dollars) (pct.) (dollars) (pct.)

1 30.45 17,64 57,94 3,05 10.0 20,69 67,94
2 78,70 10,08 12,81 7487 10.0 17,95 22.81
3 145,50 9,60 6460 14,55 10.0 24,15 16,60
4 92,45 24,24 26.22 9425 10.0. 33449 36,22
5 145,15 6400 4,13 14452 10.0 20.52 14,13
6 617490 86,40 13,98 61e79 10.0 148,19 23498
7 37.13 11,76 31.67 3.71 10.0 15,47 41,67
8 904,55 28,56 3,16 90,46 10.0 119.02 13,16
9 143.25 17,40 12415 14,33 10.0 31,73 22415
10 167,59 126,36 75440 16.76 10.0 143,12 85,40
11 43,35 28,08 64,78 4434 10.0 32,42 74478
12 51,80 14,24 27449 5,18 10.0 19,42 37,49
13 ©9,10 9.48 104,18 .91 10.0 10,39 114.18
14 138,50 14.64 10,57 13.85 10,0 28,49 20457
15 60420 11,76 19,53 602 10.0 17478 29453
16 95,25 12,08 12,68 2,53 10.0 2le6l  22.68
17 228,05 9,60 4,21 22,81 10,0 32,41 14,21
18 16,20 3,00 18,52 1.62 10.0 4,62 28,52
19 48,30 5.28 10,93 4,83 10.0 10,11 20.93
20 161.58 55,44 34,31 16,16 10.0 71,60 44431
2 51,50 7.68 14,91 5,15 10.0 12,83 24,491
22 316,80 42436 13437 31,68 10,0 74404 23437
23 245,55 14,28 5,82 24.%6 10.Q 38,84 15,82
24 21,40 13,20 61,68 214 10.0 15434 71.68
25 389,50 24,00 8429 26,95 10,0 520 %5 18429
26 306.05 96,96 31,68 30,61, 10.0 127,57 41 .68
27 12,80 12,00, 93,75 1,28 10,0 13,28 103,75
28 435,25 117.00 26.88 43,53 10.0 160,53 36.88
29 386,70 26431 680 38,67 10,0 6% ¢ 98 16480
30 2152,85 130,56 6406 215,29 10.0 345,85 16406
31 8.00 »60 7.50 <80 10.0 1,40 17,50
32 507,65 36.00 7.09 50,77, 10,0 86,77 17.09
33 875,85 4,80 «55 87459 10.0 92,39 10455
34 214,95 50,04 23,2 R1.50 10,0 71454 33.28
35  1415.,55 23,97 1469 141,56 10.0 165,53 11469
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 16499
38 288,50 25.20 8,73 28485 10.0 54,05 18,73
39 364,92 61.20 16,77 36,49 10,0 97.69 26477

40 35470 13,92 38,99 3457 10.0 17,49 48.99
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TABLE X (Cdntinued)

Hauling Costs

Selling Costs

Total Costs

Amount

Pct.,of
Value
of Goods

PCtoof
Value
of Goods

41
4%

43

44

45

46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65

67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74

75"

76
77

T CTAL

66 . .

(dollcrs) (dollars) (pcts)

308.15
4138415
5,40
73485
11,00
579.85
132.08
341,25
267435
1331,05
82470
144,25
301,40
34,03
14,15
1130421
342.89
10.00
62453
411,52
1238431
7400
85,30
233,36
4405
19,50
2250
303,30
392,65
20.94
0445
1042,10 .
82,650
17@o$0
68,25..
70,15
191.75.

12,23
360,00
le44
12.12
2476
84424
31.68
33.12
5,34
12,90
28.80
14440
12,24
24.00
552
42 .86
84.24’
14,04
28,08

126,36

58456
2464
8440

135.72
9,00
5.48
6460

11.04
2440
6,00

14,40

122.88
4,80
4.80

14,12

24420

45,10

2047302 R2€47.39

3,97
86,09
© 26,67
S 16,41
’25.09
14,53
23,99
9.71
2.00
.97
31.07

© 9,98
4,06
70453
39,01
3.79
24457
140440
44491
30,71
45,64
37472
9,85
58,16
222422
270477
29.33
36,40
W61
6460
223,26
11,79
5479
2674
20469
34.50
23452

.(’12.93)

13,97
96409
36467
26441
35.09
24453
35499
19,71
12,00
10,97
4‘1.07
- 19,98
14,06
80,73
59,01
13479
34457
150,40
54491
40,71
55464
47472
19485
68,16
2324422
280,77
39433
46 440
10,61
16460
233426
21,79
15,79
iRe T4
30469
44,50
33652

Fcto.of
Value
Amount of Goods Amount
(dollars) (pcte) (dollars) (pcte)
30,82 10.0 43,05
41,82 -1040 401,82
W54 10.0 1.98
739 7. 1040 - 19,51
~ 1,10 10.0 3486
57.99 10,0 142423
13,21 10,0 44,89
34,13 10.0 67425
266 T4 10,0 32,08
133,11 10.0 146,01
9,27 10,0 38,07
14,43 10.0 %8483
30,14 10.0  42.38
340 10,0 27.40
le42 10,0 6o 9%
113,02 - 10.0 155,88
34429 10.0 118,53
‘1,00 10,0 15.04
6625 10.0 34.33
41,15 1060 167 .51
12.83 10.0 71439
70 10.0 3.34
5453 10.0 16493
23634 10.0 159,06
o4l 10.0 Q.41
1495 10.0 7e23
2425 10.0 8485
30.33 10.0 ‘41037
39.27 10.0 41,67
9009' lo.o '15009
o653 10.,0 15,05
104,21 1040 227,09
8430 10.0 13,10
17.49 " 10,0 22.83
683 10.0 20495
7402 10.0 31,22
19,18 10.0 64 ¢ 28
(10.0) - 4695.37

2047,.98

22693

)
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SUMMARY

This study was undertahen, (1) to ascertain the costs. of
growers selling locally-grown fruits and vegetables. in tie munici=’
pal wiolesale curb market in Columbus, (2) to determine the labor
income of these. growers for the time spent in market ing, and (3) to
compare their costs with the customary charges for the saue functions
vhen poerformed by established wholesaling and ‘jobbing agencies in
Colunbuse.

Records oﬂ costs and returns were compiled and analyzed for
43 growers selling $56,361.56 worth of producé from July 2 to December
31 inciusive, 1934,

Hauling costs consisted of .a proportionate part of the
expense of operating and maintaining the truck plus an ellowance for
tne time of the grower while enroute, and aggregated 4.7l per cent
of the value of the goods sold,

Selling costs were made up of a proportionate charge for
the truck while in use as a place of business on the warket 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 amounted to 15.36 pet cent of the
value of the goods sold.. lore than four-fifths of those growers had
selling costs (exclusive.of haullng costs) exceeding 10 per cent.

Labor income for the tinie spent in selling varied from a
gain of $1.96 -an hour, to a loss of $.10 an hour. The average rate
earndd was $.4266 an hour. Only 7 of these farmers ‘earned as nuch as
the standard rate of $.75 an hour pald to produce salesiien. Eighteen

earned less than $.20 an hour,

The average amount of produce sold per trip bore a close
relationship to the labor income rates of the individual grovers.

Tne larger the load the greater was the income per hour. Loads

worth $8.75 or less usually did not permit the grower any earning for
his selling time. Growers earned about $.25 an hour when their loads
averaged $18.75, $.50 an hour when they averaged $28.00, and $.75 an
hour when they averaged $38.50,
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Similar records of costs and returns werc cowniled during
the samc six-months poriod for 31 members of the Columbus Fruit and
Vogetable Cooperative Association, selling $54,488.81 worth of
produce, and 77 other growers, not members of thot orginizelicn for
whom the association sold goods valuecd at $20,478.22. Sclling costs
of those two groups of growers werc rcproscnted by doductions from
rcturns, amounting to 12% pcr cent of thc gross salcs valuc in tho
casc of members and 10 per cont in the casc of non=mcmborse The
amount of patronage dividends, if any, to bc repaid to ucrbers is
nct yct known, since the associction has been in business only
Sinec Kay 21y 1934, . : ‘

Hauling costs both of members and of non=meribers represented
larger percemtages of the value of the goods sold than did hauling
costs of those who sold on the market lot, due primarily to greater
hauling distances. Lower selling cost§ however, more than coupensated
©or this extra expense in the case of members of the associction, so
that total marketing costs of that group actuwily werc lowers
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