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Summary and Recommendations 

The production of some East Texas fruits and 
vegetables - green-wrap tomatoes, sweet corn, 
sweet potatoes and peaches - has declined rapidly 
in recent years. The production of others - pink 
(vine-ripe) tomatoes, blackberries, watermelon and 
plums - has either held constant or increased. 
Research on the marketing problems and outlook 
for these crops was conducted during 1956-58. 

OUTLOOK 

Sweet Potatoes 

Although there is a downward trend in per cap
ita consumption of sweet potatoes in the United 
States, the market potential for East Texas sweet 
potatoes in the Southwest and Midwest appears 
favorable. Improved varieties and supplemental 
irrigation in recent years are improving both the 
quality and yields of the East Texas crop. 

Watermelon 

Watermelo.n marketing in East Texas also has 
a favorable outlook. Although there is consider
able competition from other producing areas, the 
volume of production and the quality of East Texas 
watermelons is adequate to attract buyers from the 
Midwest and some from the Northeast. 
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Peaches 

The decline in peach production in East Tex 
is largely the result of small, inefficient produce 
dropping out. The market outlook appears favor· 
able for the larger growers packing a good quality 
eating peach. Production is inadequate to suppl 
the needs of nearby cities. Producers packing and 
selling their own peaches need an adequate voJ. 
ume for efficient packing operations and to meet 
needs of local area chain store buyers. 

Blackberries 

Blackberries are produced largely for canning 
or freezing by local processing plants. Demand 
probably will continue good. Most varieties pr 
duced in the area are better adapted for processing 
than for fresh market sales with the exception of th 
recently introduced Humble variety. 

Bruce Plums 

The success of Bruce plum marketing is bas 
on early sale before · other new crop deciduo 
fruits are available. As a result, they usually com-
mand a high price. A successful outlook for t ' 
fruit depends on maintenance of this position. Mar· 
keting for processing as jams and jellies provides 
secondary outlet, but prices from this outlet alone 
may not be sufficient to support continued or ex· 
panded production. 



Pink tomatoes in East Texas are marketed only 
limited scale. The market potential for this 
however, appears much more favorable than 

for green-wrap tomatoes. Grand Saline is the 
lhipping point market in operation. 

The competitive position outlook for East Texas 
green-wrap tomato production appears unfavor-

Prices in recent years have not been suffi
to maintain production. Yields have been de
g and those in competing areas have been 

The quality reputation of East Texas 
-wrap tomatoes among produce buyers is 
because of variable weather, fertilizing prac
mixed varieties, poor harvesting and grading 

and inefficient buying and handling 

weet com is a crop for which the outlook is 
ain. Weather conditions in East Texas make 
l of com earworms uneconomical with known 

. Clipped corn is discriminated against in 
markets and its price discounted. Because 

factors, East Texas producers are at some 
antage in producing and marketing this crop. 

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

Among the more important recommendations 
for improving marketing conditions for East Texas 
fruits and vegetables are: 

Adoption of standardized production practices 
to reduce the wide variation in quality among some 
crops. 

Movement toward large-scale commercial type 
production and marketing units where more efficient 
methods can be adopted. This may include supple
mental ir~gation. 

Wider collection and dissemination of market 
news information to both producers and marketing 
agents. 

Reduction in the number of assembly point 
markets in order to concentrate supplies and buyers 
for a broader market demand of all grades and as 
an attraction for large chain food store procurement. 

Buying and selling according to stricter grade 
standards to improve the quality of products 
shipped from the area thus enhancing the reputa
tion and demand for East Texas fruits and vege
tables. The adoption of federal-state marketing 
agreements should be considered as a means of 

. insuring stricter grade standards. 

CROP SUMMARY 

Acreage Production and Market 

harvesting Product organization Market Future 

Area total Producer practices quality and information outlook 
average1 efficiency 

Rapidly 2.4 Generally Variable Consolidation Inadequate Unfavorable 
declining poor needed 

Constant 2.5 Generally Good More production Inadequate Favorable 
good and shipping 

points needed 

Fluctuating 50.0 Fair-good Generally Consolidation Inadequate Favorable 
good needed 

Declining 25.0 Improving Good-excellent Satisfactory Inadequate Favorable 

Declining 5.0 Fair Poor-fair Consolidation Inadequate Uncertain 
needed 

Constant 21.0 Fair-good Fair-good Satisfactory Inadequate Favorable 

Increasing 31.0 Fair-good Fair-good High cost Inadequate Favorable 

Declining Relatively Fair-good Fair-good High cost Inadequate Favorable 
large2 

on 1956 survey. 
tew in samples to obtain a reliable estimate. 
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arketing East Texas Fruits and Vegetables 
* WAYNE W. CLARK AND ROBERT E. BRANSON 

T AND VEGETABLE PRODUCTION has declined 
rapidly in East Texas in recent years. This 
e i of serious concern because unless pres

problems are solved, livestock and timber are 
principal agricultural alternatives for the 

Marketing difficulties, rather than those 
roduction, have been considered by many as 
major cause of the problem. 

t Texas business and agricultural leaders 
ested assistance from the Texas Agricultural 
riment Station and the Agricultural Market

rvice, U. S. Department of Agriculture in 
ing the problem. Marketing research was 

n on a cooperative basis by these organiza-
in the summer of 1955 and continued during 
8. 

Thi report analyzes the producer-oriented 
keting problems and the adequacy of the off

marketing facilities; it also evaluates the 
petitive position of East Texas compared 
other competing fruit and vegetable produc

areas. 

Production Area 

Eat Texas, as defined by this study, com-
26 counties in the northeast section of the 

te, Figure 1. The area is approximately 100 
wide by 150 miles long, about 7 percent of 

area of the State. 

The population of East Texas has declined 
ee 1940 from 815,000 to 679,000, a reduction 
17 percent. However, the urban population 
increased while the rural population has de

ed sharply. Industrial growth in the area, 
iding off-farm employment opportunities, 
been partly responsible for a reduction in the 
her of farmers and farm units. 

The principal cities of East Texas are Tyler, 
iew, Texarkana, Marshall and Paris. These 

e in population from 25,000 to nearly 55,000 
are growing. Nearby major cities that can 
rved easily by East Texas also are growing 

idly. The Dallas and Fort Worth area-hav
a combined population of over 1,200,000 peo-

pectively, formerly assistant professor, Department 
Agricultural Economics and Sociology, and coopera
agent, Agricultural Marketing Service, U. S. Depart
t of Agriculture; and professor, Department of Ag
tural Economics and Sociology. 

ple-is located about 100 miles immediately to 
the west, while Houston, with a million people, 
is about 200 miles to the south. These currently 
are among the fastest growing cities of the na
tion. Waco, Austin, San Antonio and Corpus 
Christi are also sizeable Texas cities easily served 
from the area. The larger cities of Oklahoma 
Arkansas and Louisiana are' comparatively close 
by. Midwestern and eastern markets are easily 
served by rail and truck. 

TOPOGRAPHY AND CLIMATE 

Most of East Texas is in the Piney Woods 
farming area of the State. The topography is 
rolling to hilly-a factor that prevents general 
use of large machinery. Consequently, most farms 
in the area are small. 

The average annual rainfall of 40 to 45 inches 
is heaviest in March, April and May and lightest 
in August, September and October. 

While the growing season in the area is ap
proximately 8 months, the hot summer weather 
limits the harvest season for some of the fruit 
·and vegetable crops. 

NUMBER OF FARMS 

The number of farms in East Texas has been 
decreasing and their size increasing as they have 
in the rest of the Nation. 

[I] Area covered by the study 

Figure 1. East Texas, the area covered in this study, 
comprises 26 counties in the northeast section of the State. 
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Year 
1939 
1944 
1949 
1954 

Number of farms 
86,907 
75,802 
64,984 
52,312 

Acreage 
96 

104 
129 
152 

Of more importance, however, is the one
third decrease in the number of commercial farms 
that occurred during 1949-54. The number of 
part-time farmers in East Texas has remained 
relatively unchanged. Also, the proportion of 
the East Texas land area in farms-about two
thirds-has remained fairly stable. 

FRUIT AND VEGETABLE PRODUCTION 

The principal vegetables produced in East 
Texas are watermelons, sweet potatoes and to
matoes. Other vegetables in commercial quan
tity include Southern peas, cucumbers, canta
loupes, sweet corn, squash, green onions, cabbage, 
snap beans and green peppers. 

The principal fruit crops are peaches, plums 
and blackberries. A few commercial strawber
ries are produced in the Winnsboro area. 

Since 1944 the number of vegetable produc
ers, acreage and income received from vegetables 
sold have declined rapidly in East Texas. The 
number of vegetable producers fell 60 percent 
during 1944-54; acreage dropped 40 percent and 
income received dropped from 6 million to 2¥2 
million dollars. The proportion of farm income 
from vegetables also dropped significantly, Fig
ure 2. The decline in fruit production has been 
similar. 

39.7% 
Livestock 

60.7% 
Livestock 

1944 

-- 59% All Crop& 

9.9% Vegetables 

2. 9% Fruits and Nuts 

~ 2.7% Horticultural 
~ Specialties 

1.3% Forest Products 

1954 

-38.1 All Crops 

1:·~~-1-2.9% Vegetables 

1.5% Fruits and Nuts 

~ 4.5% Horticultural 
""' Specialties 

1.2 % Forest Products 

Figure 2. Proportion of income in East Texas from vari
ous farm sources. Source: U. S. Census of Agriculture. 
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FACTORS OF PRODUCTION 

Sufficient land, local labor and capital gen
erally are available throughout East Texas for 
fruit and vegetable production. 

Seventy percent of the growers interviewed 
in 1956 owned cropland, and one-third of these 
also leased additional cropland. Very few indi
cated any difficulty in leasing suitable land. Cen
sus figures for 1954 show that 5 percent of the 
cultivated land in East Texas was utilized for 
fruit and vegetable production. A number of 
growers are finding supplemental irrigation 
profitable. Availability of water in relation to 
land may later develop as an effective limit. Un
irrigated land generally is leased on a cash basis 
-usually $5 to $15 per acre. 

Most of the producers interviewed said they 
were able to hire an adequate number of local 
farmers or farm laborers. Generally farm labor 
costs 60 to 75 cents per hour, with a few paying 
as much as $1. Many of the smaller producers, 
however, limit their production to what their 
families' labor can handle. 

A number of the· producers, particularly the 
smaller ones, are able to finance their production. 
The rest depend, at least in part, upon local bank 
credit. 

MARKET OUTLETS 

Numerous shipping point markets for fruits 
and vegetables are located throughout East Tex
as and are within easy reach of most producers. 
Most of the facilities, however, handle only one 
crop and because of a short shipping season, they 
have high overhead costs. 

A small proportion of the growers have built 
trade connections with wholesalers and retailers 
in local and nearby cities. Some sell on farmer 
produce markets, particularly the one in Dallas. 
A few have established roadside stands or sell at 
their packing shed. 

Generally speaking, though the situation var
ies by commodity, sufficient market outlets are 
available. In many cases, however, there is not 
sufficient volume of uniform grade available to 
supply the large requirements of large scale buy
ers. 

Green-wrap Tomato MarketinB 
Green-wrap tomato production and market

ing is important from a marketing viewpoint be
cause of the large number of producers involved 
and the rapid decline of the East Texas industry 
in recent years. From a peak of 30,000 acres in 
1946, acreage dropped rapidly to less than 5,000 
acres in 1958. It is estimated that 1959 acreage 
could fall as low as 2,500 acres. Green-wrap to
mato production cannot long continue on its 
present basis. 



1. EAST TEXAS FARMS SELLING TOMATOES, TO
ACREAGE AND AVERAGE ACREAGE FOR CENSUS 

YEARS1 

Farms selling Acreage 
tomatoes Total Average 

Number Acres Acres 
13.327 21,095 1.6 
8.981 14.394 1.6 

13.125 26.209 2.0 
6.992 13,387 1.9 
4.653 8.597 1.8 

• U. S. Census of Agriculture. 

e acreage reduction is primarily the result 
decline in the number of growers as average 
ge per producer has remained almost un
ed, Table 1. Among the more important 

why so many farmers have quit growing 
s are: it has not been profitable; more 
could be made by growing other crops or 
k; off-farm employment has increased; 

too strenuous for older producers; and some 
have been retired from crop production. 

veral factors in East Texas have adversely 
the profitability of growing tomatoes 

nt years. One has been the large loss of 
acreage from unfavorable weather. 

her losses have run as high as 39 percent, 
2. Acreage was lost 10 out of 12 years 
1946-57 with an average loss of 18 per

per year. 

other factor has been declining yields. 
have ranged from 4,000 pounds per acre 

9 to 2,100 pounds in 1953, Table 2. Dur-
948-57 there has been an annual downward 

in yield of 200 pounds per acre. While 
of this yield decline was caused by poor 

I. ACREAGE, YIELD, PRODUCTION, AVERAGE 
.Alfi) VALUE OF TOMATO PRODUCTION IN LATE 

SPRING AREA OF TEXAS, 1946-571 2 

Planted ~ Pro- Av~rage ~ 
acreage !. d r price, i=" 

lost g. uc ion cwt. <D 

Acres Acres Per- Cwt. 1.000 Dol- 1,000 
cent Cwt. lars Dollars 

81.800 39.600 0 0 37 1,469 3.58 5,821 

•.ooo 36,000 0 0 40 1.431 7.83 6,210 

14.100 26,000 8.100 24 40 1,034 4.15 5,850 

S2.000 29,000 3,000 9 40 1,160 3.60 4,176 

18.000 23,000 5.000 18 32 736 7.10 5,226 

88.000 25.500 7.500 23 37 944 3.75 3,540 

17.000 21.000 6.000 22 32 672 lo.40 6,989 

18.000 17.200 10.800 39 21 361 9.80 3,538 

88.000 21.600 11.400 35 29 626 3.75 2,348 

•.ooo 20,000 6,000 23 26 520 4.35 2,262 

11.SOO 15,000 1,500 9 25 375 8.60 3,225 

11.000 16.000 5.000 24 22 352 5.60 1,971 

: U.S. Department of Agriculture. 
nas comprises about 60 percent of the late spring 

Texas. 

TABLE 3. TOMATO ACREAGE PER PRODUCER IN EAST 
TEXAS. 1956 

Acreage per Percentage of Percentage of 
producer tomato producers tomato acreage 

Acres Percent Cumulative Percent Cumulative 

1 38 38 16 16 
2 33 71 28 44 
3 13 84 16 60 
4 7 91 12 72 
5 3 94 7 79 

6-10 5 99 14 93 
Over 11-30 100 7 100 

weather conditions, some may have been associa
ted with better growers shifting from tomato 
production to other alternatives. 

Unsatisfactory market prices also have influ
enced farmers to drop production. The season 
average price in 1946-57 for late-spring Texas 
tomatoes ranged from 3.58 cents to 10.40 cents 
per pound, Table 2. The average during this 12-
year period was 6.04 cents per pound. In seven 
of these years the price averaged below 6.04 
cents. 

Considerable price variation from day to day 
as well as among shipping point markets also has 
prevailed. Prices often have dropped sufficiently 
low to close packing operations before the har
vest was completed. In 1958 many packing sheds 
did not open because of low prices at the start of 
the season. Frequent rains often occur during 
the harvesting season, forcing suspension of har
vesting operations and reducing yields. These 
factors have contributed so much uncertainty 
that most producers have switched to other crops 
and livestock or off-farm employment. 

PRODUCTION SETTING 

East Texas green-wrap tomatoes are produced 
by a large number of small growers. Acreage 
per grower interviewed in 1956 averaged 2.4 
acres. The distribution is shown in Table 3. 

Although tomato production is frequently a 
family operation supplementary to other farm 
enterprises, it is an important income sou·rce for 
many producers. One-fifth indicated they ob
tained over half their income from tomatoes. 
These generally were the larger producers, al
though their average acreage was only 4.3 acres. 
Half of the producers received one-fourth or more 
of their income from tomatoes. Sixty percent of 
the producers hired no help for either production 
or harvesting. 

HARVESTING AND DELIVERY PRACTICES 

The producer and his family comprise the 
picking crew on the typical East Texas farm. 
Picking usually is completed during the morn
ings and the tomatoes are delivered to packing 
sheds in the afternoons. Producers furnish their 
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Figure 3. East Texas producers waiting to sell their 
tomatoes at an assembly point market. 

own field containers, often picking directly into 
these. Bushel baskets are the most common con
tainer, although secondhand wooden apple boxes, 
tubs, crates, buckets and boxes of various de
scriptions are sometimes brought to the East 
Texas packing sheds. Few producers line their 
containers to prevent bruising and cutting of the 
fruit, although it has been recommended.1 Most 
competing areas use lined wooden field boxes to 
minimize damage to fruit during harvesting. 

Individual producers do not have sufficient 
volume to justify packing their own tomatoes. 
Therefore, they deliver and sell to packers at 
shipping point markets. 

Only two out of five growers produced enough 
tomatoes to market them daily, and they usually 
delivered one load. Half of the producers mar
ket small loads only once or twice a week. 

The size of loads delivered to packing sheds 
during the survey averaged 26 bushels and rang
ed as follows : 

Bushels per load Percentage of producers 
Percent Cumulative 

1 - 9 14 14 
10 - 19 29 43 
w-n u ~ 
30 - 39 15 82 
40 - 49 8 90 
50 - 59 5 95 
60 and over 5 100 

Pickup trucks generally are used to haul to
matoes to market. Most producers have a rela
tively inexpensive wooden platform upon which 
a second layer of bushel baskets can be placed to 
prevent stacking baskets on one another, Figure 
3. With this platform a pickup truck can haul 
between 40 and 60 bushels. When wooden apple 
boxes are used, they are stacked directly on top 
of one another. Dual-wheel trucks were used by 
only 5 percent of the producers. At the other ex
treme, a few used the rear seat and trunk of a 
passenger car or a trailer or wagon. 

'H. B. Sorensen, Marketing Texas Green-wrap Tomatoes, 
Texas Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 861. 
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Figure 4. East Texas producers waiting in line to UD· 
load their tomatoes at a packing shed. 

Considerable time is required to market a 
load of tomatoes. After the producer arrives at 
the market, he agrees on terms of sale with a 
buyer, which in some cases is in a separate sales 
area, and then waits his turn to unload at a 
packing shed, Figure 4. 

The 1956 producer survey showed that an 
average of 4% hours was required to deliver a 
load of 26 bushels of tomatoes. Since the aver
age distance-farm to market-was just over 13 
miles, most of the time was spent waiting in line 
at the packing sheds. Most producers stated that 
they could utilize any time saved in marketing 
tomatoes for other farm work. Ten percent in
dicated they would produce more tomatoes. Al
though the majority said delivery took too long, 
only one-fourth said it influenced their selection 
of a market or a packer. 

Few producers covered their load during this 
time as a protection against the hot summer sun, 
although this is a highly recommended practice. 

MARKET INFORMATION 

The dissemination of tomato market infor
mation in East Texas by local radio, television or 
newspaper was very meager. Only 12 percent of 
the producers used a telephone to help obtain 
market information. Producers usually obtain 
price information directly from buyers after ar
riving at a shipping point market. At markets 
where there is only one buyer, growers rely on 
information from neighbors returning from the 
market or make their decisions in terms of prices 
paid at the time they last went to market. Half 
of the producers sell almost exclusively to one 
shipper. 

MARKET SELECTION 

More than half of the tomato producers inter
viewed said they sold all of their tomatoes at 
only one shipping point. One-third divided sales 
between two markets; 14 percent sold at three 
markets. One-fourth of those using more than 



market included Jacksonville-a major mar
one outlet. 

One-third of the producers took tomatoes to 
closest market. Other important market se
on factors were grade and price. 

With the decline in East Texas tomato pro
'on, fewer shipping points and packing sheds 
operating each year. In 1947 there were 

125 tomato packing sheds at 48 different 
ping points. There were 27 packing sheds 
peration at 13 shipping points by 1956. 
The average distance traveled by producers 

rious markets in 1956 throughout East Tex
was 13 miles. Half of the producers traveled 
than 10 miles. Another 40 percent went 11 

25 miles and the remainder from 26 to 50 
. Most indicated they would travel farther; 
ore, distance to a shipping point is not a 

dicap. 

LYSIS OF BUYING AND 
DING PRACTICES 

Buying and grading practices are not uniform 
ng East Texas tomato markets. At Jackson

e, as at several other shipping points, a near
street serves as the trading area. Producers 

there and wait for the buyers. By noon 
ers usually have set prices for the day and 
buyers start circulating among the produc
A producer may be contacted by buyers one 

a time or several may bid simultaneously for 
tomatoes. The buyer writes a sales ticket 
the agreed price on it and directs the pro

r to the proper shed. 
In Athens, and at several other points, another 
· system prevails. One buyer or more from 

packing shed generally meet the producer 
he brings his load of tomatoes to the packing 

area. Buyers bid against each other. The 
'ng, however, is usually not on a price basis. 
er it is an attempt to convince the producer 

to which packing shed will give him an 
ier" or more favorable grade. 

Where there is only one shed in a town, the 
ucer must accept the price and grading or 

to another market. 

Tomatoes usually are bought on two bases in 
Texas. Usually there is an agreed price for 
o. 1 and No. 2 tomatoes with culls being re

ed to the producers. Sometimes only No. l's 
bought with both No. 2's and culls being re
ed. The second method is to pay a flat price 
bushel for the total load. Some producers 
be given a choice of the two methods of pay

t. 
Although all packers in a market often pay 
same flat price for both No. 1 and No. 2 to

' one may buy and pack only No. l's, re-

turning the rest, while another packs both grades. 
Each packer sets his own grade standards, which 
may vary from day to day with the quality of 
pack on order or being shipped and upon whether 
federal grade inspection is requested for a par
ticular shipment. Inability of producers to know 
how tomatoes will be graded by a particular shed 
on any given day is a source of uncertainty and 
can be abused. 

Buying tomatoes at a flat price per bushel 
usually is preferred by both packers and produc
ers. Its use, however, usually is limited to times 
when tomato prices are either high or extremely 
low. At high prices lower quality can be sold; 
at low prices the culls are not worth trying to 
keep and sell through some other outlet. Pro
ducers prefer this method because they know in 
advance what they wil receive. Packers prefer 
the method since it eliminates having to keep the 
identity of each grower's lot through the pack
ing process. However, when packers buy on a 
per bushel basis, farmers begin to bring in too 
many culls and immature tomatoes. As a result, 
only about ten percent of the tomatoes are pur
chased on a flat price per bushel basis. 

When tomatoes are purchased on a grade-out 
basis, the packing shed must maintain the iden
tity of each grower's lot through the packing 
process. This reduces packing shed efficiency 
considerably because of the many small lots in
volved. Each producer's tomatoes are weighed 
on a small platform scale as they are received at 
the packing shed, Figure 5. 

Identity of each load usually is maintained by 
the dumper at the front of the grading machine, 
who rings a bell after dumping the last basket 
of each lot. A break is allowed before grading 
is begun on the next producer's load. The 
cull tomatoes from the grading and sizing opera-

Figure 5. Weighing a producer's tomatoes as they are 
received at an East Texas packing shed. 
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Figure 6. Reweighing cull tomatoes as they are returned 
to the producer. 

tions are reweighed, Figure 6, in order to de
termine the net weight of marketable tomatoes. 
When there are many small loads in succession, 
considerable time is lost in the packing process 
and occasional mixups in identity occur. 

PACKING COSTS AND EFFICIENCY 

The East Texas tomato industry has many 
small-scale packing sheds. At the height of to
mato production in East Texas, in 1947, there 
were about 125 packing sheds in the area. Several 
small sheds operated side by side in nearly half 
the 48 shipping point markets. Jacksonville, the 
leading shipping point, had 18 sheds. There 
were 12 active shipping point markets in 1957 
and only seven of these had more than one shed 

· in operation. 

This decline in the number of packing sheds 
has been proportional to the drop in tomato pro-

Figure 7. Dumping operation at an East Texas packing 
shed. 
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duction. Consequently, the volume of tomatoes 
packed per shed has remained relatively con
stant. The average number of rail cars packed 
per shed in 1947 was 33, and in 1956 it was 29. 
In 1956 there were more truck shipments, so the 
average volume of tomatoes packed per shed was 
about the same. 

The volume of tomatoes packed per shed in 
East Texas is low compared with that of many 
other areas. In Florida, for example a number 
of sheds pack over 1,000 cars per season. While 
the East Texas season is shorter-about 3 weeks 
at the longest-the sheds also are smaller and 
less highly mechanized. The number of workers 
in the East Texas tomato sheds studied ranged 
from 25 to 52. The typical packing shed in 
Florida has over 100 workers. 

The average dumping rate for East Texas 
sheds generally runs from 200 to 250 bushels per 
hour. For Florida sheds the dumping rate is 
three times faster and one highly mechanized 
shed, using automatic dumping equipment, has 
a dumping rate of 2,400 field crates per hour. 

Most of the tomato packing sheds in East 
Texas were built before packing sheds were high
ly mechanized and little new machinery has been 
added in recent years. Local labor to operate 
the sheds has been readily available. This gives 
the sheds flexibility to adjust their operation to 
the varying supply of tomatoes received during 
the season. Supplies are light at the start of 
the season and packing may be interrupted 
throughout the season by showers. Some sheds 
pack as few as three or four cars per season and 
a few may not even open up for a particular sea
son. 

The many small lots of tomatoes delivered has 
discouraged building large highly mechanized 
packing sheds in East Texas. In 1956 the aver
age size lot delivered was 26 bushels. With cur
rent buying practices, the identity of each grow
er's lot of tomatoes must be maintained through 
the grading process so that the weight of the cull 
tomatoes can be determined and subtracted from 
the gross weight received. This results in fre
quent work stoppages in the packing process and 
does not lend itt:elf to a highly mechanized opera
tion. A variety of field containers for tomatoes 
also are used in the area which precludes the ef
fective use of automatic dumping machinery As 
a result, all containers are dumped by hand, Fig
ure 7. 

Even though East Texas packing sheds are 
considerably smaller than those in many compet
ing areas, they will probably continue to operate 
largely in the same manner and with the same 
machinery as they have in the past. The un
favorable outlook of the East Texas tomato in
dustry discourages large-scale remodeling of 
present facilities. 

The packing operations of seven packing sheds 
were studied during the 1957 season to determine 



packing costs and to see if those costs could 
uced. A representative group of sheds 
lected based on the volumes packed dur

eir 1956 operations. 

phasis in the analysis was placed on labor 
ince the sheds are highly labor oriented. 

po ibility of increasing efficiency and re
costs also appeared best in this area. 

bor costs were obtained for each shed for 
periods of operation throughout the ship

ea on. A schedule was set up so that ob
tion would be rotated according to time of 
and day of week. It was anticipated that 
ourly observation would be made of each 
every other day. On several days, because 

weather during the shipping season, only 
king shed was operating and several hour
rvations were taken. 

bor cost per lug was computed by deter
the total labor costs per hour for work

id on an hourly basis and dividing this by 
olume of marketable tomatoes run during 
hour interval. The volume of tomatoes 
ed per hour was obtained from the weigh 

of each grower as his tomatoes were re-
at the packing shed and again as his cull 

toes, were returned. The difference gave 
eight of the marketable tomatoes, which 

converted to a 32-pound lug basis. 

These costs together with number of bushels 
dumped, percent culls and total cost per lug are 
shown in Table 4. 

Idle time between each grower's lots was in
cluded in figuring labor cost, but time lost due to 
work stoppages caused by breakdowns was not 
included. 

Labor costs do not include the cost of pack
ing the tomatoes in lugs or lidding and loading. 
Packers are paid on a piece-rate basis and lidding 
and car loading is typically contracted. The piece 
rate for packing was 10 or 12 cents per lug de
pending on the assembly point market. Lidding 
and car loading generally ran about 5 cents a lug. 

These data show a wider variation in the day
to-day labor costs of the various packing sheds 
than among them. Labor costs per lug ranged 
from 7 to 29 cents per lug and averaged 17 cents. 
Varying cull percentage, various sized lots, size 
of packing crew, supply of tomatoes available, 
and such undoubtedly are responsible for this 
variation. 

The price the various packing sheds had to 
pay for lugs varied slightly, according to quantity 
purchased and distance hauled but ranged from 
35 to 39 cents each. Some sheds bought their 
lugs already assembled while others assembled 
them. 

BUSHELS DUMPED PER HOUR, PERCENT CULLS, LABOR COST AND TOTAL COST PER LUG IN SELECTED EAST 
TEXAS TOMATO PACKING SHEDS, JUNE 19571 

Date, June 

Item 25 26 27 
11 13 14 17 18 19 20 21 

:!tl :!t2 :!tl :!t2 :!tl :!t2 

Bushels dumped per hour 180 176 214 223 
Percent culls 32 41 27 27 
Labor cost per lug $.18 $.21 $.14 $.13 
Total cost per lug $1.04 $1.07 $1.00 $.99 

Bushels dumped per hour 252 231 182 
Percent culls 21 23 30 
Labor cost per lug $.14 $.14 $.20 
Total cost per lug $.99 $.99 $1.05 

Bushels dumped per hour 267 267 233 171 243 231 266 252 317 
Percent culls 44 25 29 51 52 38 39 34 28 
Labor cost per lug $.15 $.12 $.15 $.28 $.21 $.18 $.16 $.16 $.12 
Total cost per lug $1.02 $.99 $1.02 $1.12 $1.08 $1.05 $1.03 $1.03 $.99 

Bushels dumped per hour 326 250 200 
Percent culls 42 28 27 
Labor cost per lug $.15 $.14 $.18 
Total cost per lug $1.01 $1.01 $1.04 

Bushels dumped per hour 203 221 
Percent culls 40 21 
Labor cost per lug $.15 $.10 
Total cost per lug $1.02 $.98 

Bushels dumped per hour 356 226 
Percent culls 22 23 
Labor cost per lug $.07 $.13 
Total cost per lug $.92 $.97 

Bushels dumped per hour 321 226 177 340 195 237 
Percent culls 28 28 25 17 43 32 
Labor cost per lug $.17 $.22 $.26 $.11 $.29 $.20 
Total cost per lug $1.00 $1.05 $1.09 $.94 $1.12 $1.03 

g managerial labor hired on a salary basis and fixed costs. 
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The costs of other supplies such as paper 
wrappers and wax were obtained from a repre
sentative firm for their seasons operation. The 
following costs were applied uniformly to all 
firms to derive their total cost per lug. 

Item 
Paper wrappers 
No Kuts 
Nails 
Stips 
Utilities 
Wax 
Lumber (car) 
Selling 
Inspection 
Miscellaneous 

Cost 
$ .080 

.016 

.oio 

.015 

.005 

. 010 

.009 

.141 

.035 

.010 

Total $ .331 

These costs accounted for roughly one-third 
of the total cost of packing a lug of tomatoes. 
Labor costs, on the average, amounted to one
sixth of the cost per lug, while the cost of lugs, 
lidding, loading and packing accounted for the 
other half. 

Costs of managerial labor are not included in 
total costs in Table 4, nor are fixed costs. 

An analysis of the operations of the packing 
sheds studied indicates that better organization 
of their labor crew could reduce packing costs. 

It appears that to obtain the best utilization 
of their present equipment the hourly labor crew 
should be organized as follows: Receiving from 
producer, weighing and supplying dumper, 6 
workers; dumping and container removal, 2 work
ers; receiving culls, weighing and transferring 
them, 3 workers; grading, 15 workers; 3 bin run
ners; 1 worker supplying lugs and 1 supply
ing wrapping paper to the packers; and 3 lug 
pushers. This is a total of 34 hourly employees. 
Packers, lidders, carloaders, office personnel and 
managerial employees are not included since they 
are generally paid on a piece rate or weekly basis. 

Individual sheds may have to make adjust
ments from this to meet special circumstances 

O Begins 

• Most Active 

ITiiliill Ends 

[•••E·OO .. Early Spring- Florida, Lower MJ Rio Grande Valley 

r=======···ll]·::: Early Spring- California 

L----==::::;:;:J:::j Late Spring - Texas only 

L...-_·::.:.:.i::::J Late Spring- Excluding Texas 

...------ Early Summer - California, 
L-__. __ Alabama, and Arkansas 

L--L~....L....~-1---l~-'-~-'---'' 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May June July 

Figure 8. Usual harvesting dates of tomato production 
in East Texas and competing areas. 
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but for the typical shed this will give the best 
synchronization of the various stages. 

With this suggested organization a shed 
should be able to maintain a dumping rate of 265 
bushels per hour which is somewhat faster than 
the average of the observed rate. With this rate 
and crew size and a wage rate of $1 per hour, the 
average labor cost of packing a lug of tomatoes 
would be 13 cents. This is 4 cents a lug less than 
the average of the observed costs and would re
sult in a $28 savings on a 700-lug car . 

All but two of the sheds included in the study 
had labor costs as low as 13 cents per lug during 
at least one of their observations. The low for 
the other two sheds was 14 cents. This indicates 
that the firms studied should be able to reorgan
ize their labor force so as to reduce their labor 
cost per lug to this level. 

Further savings are also possible by changing 
the buying method to eliminate the weighing of 
tomatoes both as they are received and as the 
culls are graded out. This would also largely 
eliminate the time lost between individual lots. 

MARKET POTENTIAL 

The East Texas tomato crop is harvested 
largely during June and must compete with sup
plies from a number of sources, Figure 8. Early 
in June both Florida and the Lower Rio Grande 
Valley of Texas are still shipping, though in de
clining volume. Throughout June there is com
petition from crops in Louisiana, Mississippi, 
South Carolina, South Georgia and other areas in 
Texas. During late June there are increasing 
shipments from California and light harvesting 
begins in other early summer states, Figure 9. 

The volume of tomatoes shipped from East 
Texas has declined drastically during the last 10 
years, Table 5. In 1949 over 3,000 cars were 
shipped. In 1958 volume dropped so low that the 
U. S. Department of Agriculture market news 
service in East Texas was discontinued after re
porting only 10 cars shipped. 

Contrasted to the drop in tomato shipments 
from East Texas there has been an increase from 
competitive areas. Shipments from California 
during June have exceeded those from East Tex
as since 1953 and in 1957 reached over 3,000 car
lot equivalents. Shipments from the other late 
spring tomato states of Louisiana, Mississippi, 
'South Carolina and Georgia also have been in
creasing slowly and by 1957 their June shipments 
exceeded those from East Texas. 

These trends indicate that other late spring 
tomato states, as well as California, are finding 
it profitable to increase production while East 
Texas has been declining. One reason for the im
provement of their competitive position is in
creasing yields, Figure 10. Yields in East Texas 
have declined. 

Poor East Texas yields are partially a result 
of adverse weather in recent years. However, re-



ults of tomato fertilizer and variety trials con
ducted by the Texas Agricultural Experiment 
Station during 1953-57 offer little hope that 
yields comparable to those in other production 
areas can be achieved. 2 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Green-wrap tomato production in East Texas 
has declined rapidly in recent years. As a result 
of unfavorable weather, growers have experi
enced large losses of planted acreage and market
able yields from the remaining acreage have been 
extremely variable. Such hazards include ex
cessive moisture, drouth, wind damage and tem
perature extremes, or combinations of these. To
mato fertilizer and variety trials off er little hope 
that yields comparable to those in other produc
tion areas can be achieved. 3 

East Texas tomato production is characterized 
by small producers who have insufficient volume 
to pack their own tomatoes. Sales are made to 

Unpublished data from Texas Agricultural Experiment 
Station Project 649. 

llbid. 

• Early Spring Area 
:.:.·:: Late Spring Area 

:;::::;:::::: Early Summer Area 

packers at assembly point markets. Packers, how
ever, find that tomato varieties and quality vary 
widely, making it difficult to obtain a uniform, 
high quality pack. In addition, differences in 
soil types, cultural, fertilizer and harvesting prac
tices exist. All make it difficult to deliver a uni
form pack of good quality tomatoes. 

Harvesting and marketing practices are in
efficient. Harvested tomatoes lack uniformity in 
maturity, and field grading is poor. A wide va
riety of containers are used for delivery to pack
ing sheds. Some are poorly adapted and result 
in excessive bruising and cutting. Shading of 
tomatoes in the field after harvest, on the way 
to market, or while waiting in line at the pack
ing shed to unload is seldom found. 

There is a serious lack of market information. 
Producers are poorly informed regarding prevail
ing prices at the various assembly and shipping 
points, the grades of tomatoes being packed, or 
which markets are operating on any day. 

Current shipping point buying and grading 
practices are inefficient and costly both to pro
ducers and packers. Packing sheds, instead of 

Figure 9. Location of principal tomato-producing areas competing with East Texas, and average production 1949-56, in 
hundredweights. 
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Year 

1949 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 

TABLE 5. JUNE TOMATO SHIPMENTS, 1949-57 

East 
Texas1 

Carlo ts 
3.063 
1,798 
2.325 
1.657 

544 
I,205 

906 
785 
394 

Texas 

States 

Cali
fornia 

Late 
spring2 

states 

Other 
total3 
states 

- - - - Carlot Equivalents - - - -
3.994 1,607 335 681 6.617 
1.881 1,102 121 915 4.019 
4.808 1,756 149 896 7.609 
2.811 1,422 185 593 5.011 
1.623 2.265 194 337 4.419 
2.751 2.272 562 283 5,868 
2,881 1,805 613 664 5,963 
1,877 2.403 684 644 5.608 
1.399 3,277 665 481 5.822 

1May include a few shipments in May and July. 
2Louisiana, Mississippi, South Carolina and Georgia. 
3Does not total because East Texas carlots also included in 
Texas carlot equivalent. 
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Figure 10. Tomato yields in the late-spring area of 
Texas and competing states. 1949-58. The year 1958 is in
dicated. 
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competing on a price basis, use laxity of grading 
for bargaining. Such practices encourage pro
ducers to harvest poor quality tomatoes rather 
than to adhere to proper standards in field grad
ing. 

It appears that green-wrap tomato production 
soon will be competitively forced out in East Tex
as. 

An analysis of the costs and returns of grow
ing and marketing pink versus green-wrap to
matoes in East Texas indicates that with cur
rent production practices and recent price rela
tionships it may be possible for East Texas to 
profitably shift to pink tomatoes. 

Pink Tomato Marketing 
Interest has developed in pink tomato produc

tion and marketing as a result of the sharp de
cline in East Texas green-wrap tomato produc
tion and associated marketing facilities. The suc
cessful marketing of pink tomatoes by some areas 
in Florida and California also had added to this 
interest. The Rio Grande Valley has experi
mented with pink tomatoes and recent results are 
encouraging. 

ATTEMPTS TO ESTABLISH SHIPPING 
POINT MARKETS 

The most successful East Texas pink tomato 
marketing program was organized by the Van 
Zandt County Vegetable Growers Cooperative at 
Grand Saline. During the last several years their 
packing shed has been leased to an independent, 
out-of-state packer who buys directly from the 
producers and ships the tomatoes to his regular 
accounts in the Midwest. These accounts extend 
as far north as Michigan. This packer-shipper 
also operates in several other tomato areas in the 
nation. He has established sales accounts and 
moves with the crop from area to area with the 
harvest season. 

Producers in the Grand Saline area generally 
have been satisfied with the price and grade re
ceived. Consequently, conditions appear favor
able for continued operation of the Grand Saline 
market. 

Thus far other efforts to establish pink to
mato markets in East Texas have been unsuc
cessful. It is difficult to establish a new pro
duction area unless market outlets are available 
through established buyers. Generally this has 
not been the case. Another factor has been the 
problem of getting adequate volume produced in 
new pink tomato production areas. If volume is 
low, several days usually are required to accum
ulate a load. Pink tomatoes held this long are in 
poor condition by the time they arrive at termi
nal markets. One producers' association placed 
tomatoes in cold storage while accumulating the 
quantity for a full shipment, which resulted in 
improper ripening. 



other feature of low volume is an ineffi
high cost, packinghouse operation with 
uate use of packinghouse equipment and 

w volume also results in inadequate sup
for meeting the needs of prospective buyers. 

verely limits sales opportunities particu
in the establishment of new accounts. 
food stores, for example, require a large, 
volume of tomatoes. Small pink tomato 

ction areas of East Texas are unable to 
the needs of this type of buyer. 

ually several obstacles have been encount
in trying to establish pink tomato produc
areas in East Texas. The major problem 

n a lack of knowledge by prospective pro-
concerning the relative yields of pink ver

n-wrap tomatoes and the price differ-
that can be expected from the two. Some 
nee in this respect is provided by a recent 
tion concerning relative production costs 
turns for pink versus green-wrap toma
The tomato varieties popular in East Tex-

tgers and Homestead, appear to be subject 
serious damage when grown to the pink 

han when sold as green-wraps. Early sum
eather in East Texas, often characterized 
vy showers and rains followed by hot 
weather, causes these varieties to crack 
ome unmarketable when carried on the 

to the pink stage. Consequently, better 
varieties for pink tomato production are 

needed in the area. 
ers producing "pinks" have not always 
through successfully on marketing them. 
when prices of green-wrap tomatoes are 

y high, some growers market their crop 
n-wraps. Also a new producer of pink 

has difficulty harvesting at the proper 
of maturity because of inexperience with 

of tomato. 
has been a sizeable pink tomato move

a by-product of green-wrap tomato pro
Often cull tomatoes returned at the 

bed are taken by the farmer and allow
ripen in the shade of the farm. Also if 
or weather conditions force packing sheds 

green-wrap tomatoes to close early, pro
try to salvage as much of their crop as 
by selling at the pink stage. The ma-

of such tomatoes are sold on a field-graded 
truckers who move them out of the area 
ts or used apple boxes. A few are sold 
food stores and to consumers through 
stands, public markets and farmers' 

e residual types of pink to ma to market
beset by poor grading standards and are 

Calvin and Wayne Clark, "Costs and Returns of 
and Marketing Pink and Green-wrap Tomatoes, 
t Sandy Lands Area,'' Texas Agricultural Ex

t Station MP-288, July 1958. 

not representative of the quality of pink toma
toes that can be produced in East Texas. 

PRODUCTION PRACTICES 

Producers selling tomatoes at the Grand Sa
line market, during the 1956 season, were inter
viewed since it is a successful operation. Prac
tically all of these producers grow tomatoes spe
cifically for the pink market. Production prac
tices do not differ significantly from those used 
by the East Texas green-wrap tomato growers. 
This undoubtedly is influenced by the fact that 
most of these growers previously produced for 
the green-wrap market. 

Acreage per farmer ranged from 1 to 5 acres, 
with an average of 2¥2 acres. 

The rolling hills of East Texas prevent large
scale operations used in some other pink tomato 
production sections of the nation. If the expense 
of using heavy land-leveling equipment could be 
justified, then reasonably adequate size fields 
could be obtained. 

For most pink tomato producers the crop was 
an important, although secondary, source of in
come. It represented a fourth or less of the in
come for about a fourth of the producers. Very 
few producers received as much as half of their 
net income from this crop. 

HARVESTING AND DELIVERY PRACTICES 

The pink tomato harvest season normally be-
. gins about June 10 and lasts for a month. The 

producer and his family usually are the harvest
ing crew. Picking is in the mornings and deliv
ery to the packing shed is in the afternoons. 
Small wooden baskets or a metal bucket or tub 
are generally used by the pickers. Baskets used 
are of a rectangular shape with a handle over the 
top like those observed at roadside stands or 
farmers' markets. These baskets hold about one
third of a bushel. The cost per basket is 12 cents 
and its usual life is three seasons. Tubs and 
buckets used in harvesting hold about one-half 
a bushel. 

Most growers deliver their tomatoes to mar
ket in used wooden apple boxes rather than in 
the picking containers. A few pick directly into 
the apple boxes. 

About a fourth of the producers interviewed 
followed the recommended practice of padding 
containers used for picking and delivering toma
toes. Old newspapers generally are used as pad
ding. Two-thirds of the growers shaded toma
toes in the field after harvesting. Many also 
provided shade for the tomatoes in transit to the 
packing shed. 

Pickup trucks are commonly used to deliver 
pink tomatoes. Growers using apple boxes for 
delivery containers stack them so they can haul 
a day's picking in one trip. Producers using other 
types of containers build relatively inexpensive 
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wooden racks that permit them to arrange suc
cessive layers of containers without damaging 
the tomatoes. The average load was slightly 
over 20 bushels. The loads generally ranged from 
8 to 40 bushels. The average distance traveled 
by producers to the Grand Saline market was 11 
miles. All but 30 percent, however, were willing 
to travel 50 miles or more if necessary. 

Two-thirds of the growers made a daily mar
ket delivery. The remainder was evenly divided 
between every-other-day and weekly deliveries. 

MARKET INFORMATION AND SELECTION 

The main market alternative for Grand Sa
line producers is the farmers' market in Dallas, 
about 60 miles to the west. Two out of three 
growers interviewed indicated that they occas
ionally took tomatoes. to the Dallas market, but 
sold most of their production at Grand Saline. By 
providing an alternative outlet, the Dallas farm
ers' market serves to strengthen the Grand Sa
line market price. Since pink tomatoes have to 
be harvested as soon as they are ready, availa
bility of alternate markets is important. 

ANALYSIS OF BUYING AND GRADING 
PRACTICES 

The packer at the Grand Saline market first 
checks the grower's tomatoes to be sure that they 
are "true pinks" and not "shade ripes" culled 
back from marketing green-wraps. If the to
matoes are of acceptable quality to the packer, 
the grower then awaits his turn to unload his to
matoes. 

The packing operation is under a covered rec
tangular shaped platform which accommodates 
about 10 trucks at one time-five on each side. 
At one end of the platform is the office where 
the necessary accounting records, telephone and 
sales connections are handled. At the opposite 
side of the platform is a warehouse holding the 
corrugated boxes into which the pink tomatoes 
are packed. 

The producers sort their own tomatoes by 
hand placing them on a grading table which pro
vides for two grades as established by the buyer. 
Grading by the producer is checked by the pack
er's graders who in turn place them in shipping 
boxes. Before the shipping containers are closed 
they are checked occasionally by the packer to 
insure that his 'grading standards are being main
tained. 

Generally two grades of tomatoes are accept
ed. The top grade, for which a higher price is 
paid, contains the large, smooth tomatoes. The 
second grade has a rougher exterior and may be 
smaller in size. 

The tomatoes are packed into two-layer fiber
board boxes, designed to hold about ten pounds, 
with a partition between layers. The boxes are 
not weighed. Instead producers are paid accord-
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ing to the pack-out in number of boxes of each 
grade. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Interest is increasing in pink tomato market
ing in East Texas. The Grand Saline market has 
been successful, but it is not without problems. 
Compared to the volume of East Texas green
wrap tomatoes or to pink tomato shipments from 
other producing areas, it is quite small. None
theless, the Grand Saline market is fulfilling a 
need and has good prospects of continued opera
tion. A combination of four essential factors 
have contributed to its success. 

First, there is an established sales outlet. The 
packer-shipper operating the market in recent 
years has regular sales accounts in the Midwest. 
By adding the Grand Saline Market to his oper
ations in other states he can supply his accounts 
for a longer part of the year. 

Second, sufficient volume is produced to sup
ply the demands of buyers and to ship frequently 
enough to maintain product quality. During the 
1957-58 season when the green-wrap shipping 
markets closed early, additional producers switch
ed to selling pink to ma toes at this market. The 
Grand Saline operation, however, is not gener
ally known throughout East Texas. Consequent
ly, all producers who might have availed them
selves of it did not. 

Third, quality of product-which is of prime 
importance in a pink tomato operation-has re
ceived close attention. Most of the growers ex
ercise considerable care in protecting the quality 
of pink tomatoes. Some producers, however, have 
yet to adopt the recommended practices of pick
ing and delivering in padded containers and shad
ing tomatoes from the hot summer sun. 

Fourth, the current packing operation func
tions fairly efficiently, even though it is largely 
a hand method. The relatively short season makes 
installation of grading and packing machines 
questionable. Packinghouse workers are used ac
cording to the volume of tomatoes received. 

With the continuing decline in green-wrap to
mato production and allied shipping points in East 
Texas, more and more tomato producers are look
ing for other alternatives. One possibility is pink 
tomato production. Most producers, however, 
lack sufficient information to evaluate thorough. 
ly this opportunity. Some assistance along this 
line has been provided by a recent publication 
concerning relative production costs and returns 
of pink versus green-wrap tomatoes.5 

.Prospective growers need further information 
concerning the proper stage of maturity at which 

5Boykin, Calvin and Wayne Clark, "Costs and Returns of 
Growing and Marketing Pink and Green-wrap Tomatoes, 
Northeast Sandy Lands Area," Texas Agricultural Ex
periment Station MP 288, July 1958. 



tomatoes should be picked. Education re
proper handling practices and types of 

ers is also needed. Market information 
be supplied regularly quoting the prices 
tomatoes as well as green-wraps. 

use individual tomato grower's acreages 
all, pink tomatoes appear to lend them
more readily to East Texas conditions. 

ere is probably sufficient grower interest 
present time around Jacksonville to supply 

nece sary volume for a market. Before es-
hing such a market, however, sales outlets 
d be secured. 

use of the increasing interest in pink to
marketing, emphasis in tomato research 
in the area could well be shifted to the de

ment of new varieties and improved produc
practices for pink tomatoes. 

Marketing 
atermelons account for the largest propor
of East Texas vegetable acreage. The 25,

res reported in the 1954 Census of Agri
(the latest available) were almost a 

h of the State watermelon acreage. 

atermelons are grown by comparatively 
producers who specialize in this crop, in 
t to East Texas tomato production which 

racterized by small producers. The distri-
n of watermelon acreage among the produc
terviewed in 1956 is shown in Table '6. The 
ge grower had about 50 acres. Nearly two
of the producers interviewed received more 

half of their net income from this crop. 

use of disease problems, it is generally 
mended that watermelons not be grown too 

uently on the same land. However, a third 
e growers interviewed used the same ground 
after year. Different practices prevailed 

the rest. About one in seven used new 
each year, another one in seven used land 
if it had been idle for a year or more. The 
· der followed either a 3 year or a random 

tion with other crops. Most large commer
atermelon growers, however, use new land 
year. 

either financing nor equipment limited wa
elon production. In fact, seven out of ten 
ucers financed their own production entirely. 
· d of the producers said that price risk 
them from planting more acreage. 

ields reported by producers interviewed in 
Texas were considerably higher than the 
average. In 1956 their average was 9,000 

ds per acre compared with a State average 
400 pounds. East Texas yields, however, 

are not significantly above other commercial 
areas in the State. 

MARKETING PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED 
WITH PRODUCTION PRACTICES 

Watermelons are a highly standardized pro
duct than can be field graded, need no packaging 
and generally are produced in sufficient volume 
by an individual grower to be sold in truck or 
car lots. 

The principal marketing problem is to have 
a sufficient volume of quality melons of the de
sired size and variety for a buyer's needs. They 
should be ready for market at a time transpor
tation from East Texas is less ' costly than from 
other marketing areas. 

DELIVERY PRACTICES 

Watermelons are loaded either directly from 
the producer's fields or at assembly point markets 
for shipment to terminal markets. Producers 
with large acreages generally make their sales 
either at the farm or at assembly markets and 
load buyer's trucks at the field. They have the 
quantity of melons and the labor necessary to 
load large trailer trucks. Small growers deliver 
to an assembly point market where their melons 
can be combined with others. Melons shipped by 
rail must be delivered to the rail siding for load
ing. 

. Four out of five producers sell daily at ac
sembly point markets. Small producers - those 
with 10 acres or less-generally sell only once a 
week. 

The average distance traveled to assembly 
point markets was 9 miles. Two out of three 
producers traveled 10 miles or less. A few travel
ed over 25 miles but none as far as 50 miles. 
Generally, those traveling the fartherest had lar
ger acreages, bigger trucks and larger loads. For 
short deliveries pickup trucks or trailers usually 
are used; for longer hauls dual-wheel trucks were 
often used. Most producers indicated a willing
ness to travel farther to market if necessary. 

MARKET SELECTION AND INFORMATION 

There are numerous assembly point markets 
in East Texas. Golden is the leading assembly 
market for trucker-buyers and was also the lead-

TABLE 6. WATERMELON ACREAGE PER PRODUCER IN 
EAST TEXAS, 1956 

Acreage per 
producer 

Acres 

1-9 
10 - 24 
25 - 49 
50- 99 

100 and over 

Percentage of 
producers 

Percent 

18 
30 
20 

Cumulative 

18 
48 
68 

18 86 
14 100 

17 



ing rail market prior to the removal of its rail
road spur following the 1956 shipping season, 
Figure 11. During an active season there are 
generally over a dozen buyers at this market at 
one time. 

The principal markets handling both rail and 
truck shipments are Naples, Palestine, Mineola, 
Atlanta, Mount Pleasant and Pittsburg. At most 
of the points there is only one rail buyer, but the 
number of trucker-buyers may vary from one to 
several. 

The other markets in the area are essentially 
trucker-buyer markets although a rail buyer may 
load from them occasionally. Usually only a lim
ited number of buyers are at these points. 

Eight out of 10 producers who sell through 
assembly point markets, say distance is their 
main consideration in selecting a market. Gen
erally, the closest one is used. Only one out of 
ten producers considered price in addition to dis
tance. Only 10 percent stated that price alone 
was the most important factor. Other reasons 
given by a few producers for selecting a partic
ular market were best grade, quickest to unload, 
or membership in a watermelon shipping cooper
ative. 

Half of the producers interviewed at the var
ious assembly point markets always used just one 

X Principal roil and true~ markets 

O Principal truck markets 

Figure 11. Principal East Texas watermelon shipping 
points. 
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market. Only one out of five reported using more 
than two markets. A fifth of the producers at 
the markets also sold melons in the field. Since 
many of the larger producers seldom come to as
sembly point markets, the proportion of all pro
ducers selling directly from the field is consider
ably more than this. 

Most East Texas watermelons now are ship
ped by truck. As far back as 1947 slightly over 
50 percent were shipped by truck, but by 1957 
this had increased to an estimated 80 to 90 per
cent. Trucks are predominant also for other wa
termelon production areas of the State. 

The largest rail movement of watermelon 
from East Texas was 'n 1947 when 2,762 cars 
were shipped. This represented one-third of the 
rail movement of Texas waterme'ions. Since 1947, 
the volume of rail shipments has fluctuated up 
and down, but tended downward. Rail shipments 
were quite low in 1956 and 1957- 577 and 316 
cars, respectively. 

Lack of market information by producers ap
pears to be a major marketing problem in East 
Texas, Table 7. This is true for producers sell
ing directly to truckers at the field and for those 
delivering to assembly point markets. Usually 
the only information source is buyers themselves. 
Frequently there is only one buyer at a time in 
a market or in the field. 

Several growers indicated that the only price 
information they had at the start of the shipping 
season, as an aid in making their first sale, was 
the closing price last season. 

A further indication of the lack of producers' 
market information was the frequent price dif
ferentials among assembly point markets for mel
ons of the same size and variety. 

Buyers at one market would pay a premium 
price for one size melon while those at others 
would pay premiums for another. This condition 
was found mostly among markets with only one 

TABLE 7. MARKET INFORMATION USED BY EAST TEXAS 
WATERMELON PRODUCERS, 1956 

Type 

News media 
Radio 
Telephone 
Newspaper 

Subtotal 
Neighbors 
At market yesterday 
Other 

Subtotal 
No market information 
prior to sale 

Total 

Usual source Current sale 

- - Percent of growers - -
5 1 

20 6 

241 

18 
5 

29 

501 

50 

100 

1 

71 

5 
1 
7 

153 

85 

100 

1Items add to more than total because some producers use 
more than one type of market information. 



yer. One buyer may need melons falling with
a certain weight range to fill his orders while 
buyer at another market may need another 
'ght. Melons failing to meet weight limits se.t 
a buyer are rejected. In some cases melons 

~ected by one buyer could have sold at a prem
ium price by going to a different market. This 

ggests, also, that a consolidation of assembly 
ints would better serve both buyers and pro

acers. 

ALYSIS OF BUYING AND 
RKETING PRACTICES 

early all East Texas watermelons are sold 
a weight basis. Therefore, the main prereq
ite for an assembly point market is a truck 
e. Occasionally, however, sales are made on 

per melon or per acre basis. Most of the wa
elons shipped by rail are inspected and meet 

S. No. 1 grade standards. Truckers as a rule 
not buy according to grade. A few local deal
in watermelons purchase from growers by the 
d and in turn market the melons to truckers 
rail shippers. 
Producers for two reasons generally prefer to 
to truckers rather than to rail-shippers. First, 

ckers seldom request inspection. Producers 
ume, correctly or incorrectly, that truckers' 

ing is more lenient. Second, most producers 
er to sell their melons in the field. Producers 

their reasons for wanting to sell in the field 
convenience, better grade, better price and less 

nse. 
Many large producers have established con

with truck buyers over several years. Be
the season begins they notify the buyers 

n their melons will be available. Truckers, 
are inclined to go back to producers they 

w. 
Most producers and truck buyers contact each 
er at one of the rural watermelon markets. At 
ge markets a number of rail and truck buyers 
erally are present. A producer may deliver 
either type of buyer, or sell to the trucker on 
basis of loading at the field. At some small 
kets local weighmasters often send truckers 
producers known to have melons ready for 

Some producers stack melons under a shade 
by the side of a highway to attract atten

n. Sales are made direct to consumers or 
kers. If a trucker needs more melons, he is 

en directly to the field. 

A survey was made among truckers during 
1956 season to determine their handling and 
keting practices. There was considerable va

tion in load size hauled by truckers. For large 
·er type trucks the usual load was from 32,000 
35,000 pounds, and for smaller dual-wheel 
ks it was from 15,000 to 24,000 pounds. 

The melons generally were stacked five or six 
s high. Several loads were seven or eight 

high, and one was nine layers high. In railroad 
cars melons are stacked four high. 

Four out of five watermelon truckers inter
viewed were independent operators. Nearly three
fourths of these had been buying watermelon in 
East Texas for ten or more years, a number for 
even 20 to 30 years. They make their own "on
the-spot" decisions as to the type of melons to 
buy, the price to pay, and then attempt to find 
the most profitable market in which to sell their 
melons. 

Five percent of the truckers were employed 
by produce companies. They receive buying in
structions either before leaving their headquar
ters or by telephone after arriving in a shipping 
area. In the latter case the trucker relays to the 
produce company information obtained locally 
concerning the quality and prevailing prices of 
melons. The company then gives him buying and 
delivery instructions. 

Two-thirds of the truckers interviewed were 
from out-of-state. The largest number were from 
Arkansas, followed by Oklahoma. The remainder 
were largely from Midwestern states. Most of 
the independent truckers planned to sell in the 
area in which they lived. A few went as far 
west as Denver or east to New York and Boston. 
One trucker was bound for Canada. 

The truckers interviewed sold to a wide va
riety of market outlets. These include retail 
stores, chain stores, jobbers, wholesalers, brok
ers, cafes, restaurants, slicing stands, fruit stands, 
ice houses and peddlers. Some had regular cus
tomers. Others depended on selling wherever 
they could find a buyer. 

The size of melons truckers pref erred was as
sociated with the type of buyer they expected to 
serve and distance to market. Generally truck
ers selling to fruit stands or peddling their mel
ons preferred larger melons than those selling to 
chain stores. The farther the trucker planned to 
go, the smaller the melons he wanted. This gave 
him more melons to sell so as to spread the trans
portation cost over more units. Rail buyers pre
f erred a little larger melon than most truckers. 

MARKET POTENTIAL 

East Texas watermelon producers face com
petition from many areas in the marketing of 
their crop, Figure 12. Their shipments normally 
start in the southern part of the area by the last 
of June, from the central section soon after July 
4, with the northern portion coming about July 
10. Generally there is volume movement in late 
June which continues heavy through mid-July 
and ends, except for local movement, about Au
gust 1 when watermelons from more northern 
producing areas begin moving to market. 

The East Texas watermelon shipping season 
is thus overlapped by the end of the Florida sea
son, coincides with harvest in Alabama, Georgia, 
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Mississippi, Louisiana and South Carolina, and 
corresponds with early shipments from North 
Carolina and Arkansas, Figure 13. East Texas 
competes primarily for Midwestern markets with 
the above states and also must compete with Cal
ifornia and Arizona for Wes tern markets, Table 
8. In addition there are a number of other areas 
producing watermelons in Southern and Central 
Texas with seasons which overlap or correspond 
with the East Texas season. 

Watermelon acreage in Texas has ranged be
tween 100,000 and 119,000 acres the past 5 years. 
This represented slightly over one-third of the 
acreage in the early summer states. Because of 
lower than average yield, however, Texas account
ed for only about one-fourth of the melon pro
duction. During this period there has been no 
significant trend in the relationship between 
Texas and the other early summer states with 
respect to acreage, yield or production. Nearly 
one-fourth of the Texas watermelon acreage is 
in East Texas. 

Generally East Texas watermelons have a rep
utation for good quality and compete successfully 
with those from other areas. 

5,145 :~\\?.::: 
.. ::::::::· ... 

111111111 Late Spring Area 

Early Summer Area 

Late Summer Area 

Therefore, it appears that East Texas water
melon production will remain competitive with 
other areas. The larger producers in the area 
will be favored over the smaller ones, however, 
because of their ability to more nearly meet the 
quality and quantity requirements of large-scale 
buyers. The increasing movement of melons by 
truck also favors larger producers who are able 
to load directly in the field. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Watermelon production in East Texas is char
acterized by relatively large specialized produc
ers. The acreage · grown by each producer is in
fluenced more by expected market conditions 
than by limitations of land, labor or capital. 

The proportion of melons shipped by truck 
has been increasing while rail shipments have 
declined. Many of the larger producers have di
rect contacts with truck buyers who come to 
their fields to load. Other producers contact 
either rail or truck buyers at assembly point mar
kets. 

Generally East Texas melons have a reputa
tion for good quality. Since most shipments are 

Figure 12. Location of principal watermelon-producing areas in Texas and competing states, and average production, 
1949-56, in 1.000 hundredweights. 
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Usual harvesting dates of watermelon-pro-

pected for grade and quality, producers 
should adopt some system whereby they 

ure quality standards. 

of market information is perhaps the 
marketing problem in the area. Growers 
uently at a disadvantage with respect to 
current marketing conditions. 

consolidation of markets is needed to broad
demand for various sizes and varieties of 
at a given market. Producers have indi

their willingness to travel farther, so such 
ion may be possible. A reduction would 
ke it easier to assemble more complete 
information so that producers could bet-

p abreast of market conditions. Such in
'on would be particularly helpful to grow

are contacted at their farm by truck 

appears that East Texas watermelon pro
will remain competitive with other areas. 
parative advantage of larger producers 

area, however, will continue to increase 
Iler ones because of their ability to meet 

the quality and quantity requirements of large 
buyers and their ability to load directly in the 
field. 

Sweet Potato Marketing 
East Texas is the major sweet potato produc

tion area in the State, having over 80 percent of 
the total acreage. It is also important nation
ally. According to the 1954 Census of Agricul
ture, Van Zandt county, the leading producer in 
East Texas, ranked third among counties in the 
nation in total sweet potato acreage. The top 
100 counties nationally also included Wood, Camp, 
Smith, Rains, Upshur, Hopkins, Cherokee and 
Henderson, Figure 14. The total East Texas 
sweet potato acreage-21,000- is almost as large 
as that in watermelons. However, East Texas 
farmers receive more money from the sale of 
sweet potatoes than from watermelons or any 
other fruit or vegetable crop. 

PRODUCTION SETTING 

Though sweet potatoes are produced in all 
East Texas counties, commercial production is 
currently centered in and around Van Zandt 
county, which in 1954 had nearly 10,000 acres
almost half of the East Texas sweet potato acre
age. Van Zandt, Wood, Camp and Smith coun
ties account for three-fourths of the area's sweet 
po ta to acreage. 

A westward shift occurred in East Texas 
sweet potato production during 1949-54. During 
this period the Van Zandt acreage nearly dou
bled. Camp county, to the East, where there 
were 5,000 acres of sweet potatoes for years, re
ported only 1,900 acres in the 1954 Census. Up
shur county also lost considerable acreage. Most 
individuals associated with the East Texas sweet 

JUNE, JULY AND AUGUST CARLOT UNLOADS OF WATERMELONS AT SELECTED TERMINAL MARKETS SERVED 
BY EAST TEXAS, AVERAGE 1955-571 

Unloads2 

Total Texas Principal competitor 

June July August June July August June July August 

656 713 564 98 472 88 Florida 505 Georgia 197 Missouri 185 
289 411 300 12 65 27 Florida 272 Georgia 111 Indiana 172 
128 187 200 102 197 199 Florida 5 Alabama 11 
ll5 205 185 22 63 56 Arizona 43 Arizona 122 Colorado 42 
516 713 387 12 103 39 Florida 77 Georgia 371 Indiana 208 
48 105 111 47 100 111 Arkansas 84 

170 385 250 101 305 39 Florida 56 Arkansas 37 Missouri 16 
119 144 83 16 45 29 Florida 85 Florida 29 

324 488 679 3 11 39 Florida 225 Mississippi 283 Mississippi 176 
577 670 166 78 39 Florida 555 Georgia 250 North Carolina 40 
365 600 449 55 245 38 Florida 279 Florida 85 Missouri 300 

Unloads of Fresh Fruits and Vegetables, Agricultural Marketing Service, U. S. Department of Agriculture 
truck. 
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potato industry attribute the acreage decline in 
the eastern counties to increased availability of 
off-farm industrial employment in that section. 

Since Van Zandt county is the production cen
ter, only producers delivering to markets within 
that county were interviewed during the 1956 
survey. Consequently, the following analysis 
pertains to Van Zandt county; however, it is be
lieved to apply to neighboring counties. 

Most of the producers interviewed specialized 
in that crop. Over a third received 50 percent 
or more of their net income from sweet potatoes 
and several of these received all of their income 
from this crop. The majority of the producers, 
however, received between 25 percent and 50 
percent of their income from sweet potato sales. 

The growers interviewed had an average of 
25 acres in sweet potatoes. Their acreage ranged 
as follows: 

Acreage per producer 

1- 9 
10- 24 
25- 49 
50 and over 

Percentage of producers 
Percent Cumulative 

20 20 
32 52 
36 88 
12 100 

Land requirements for successful sweet po
tato production are rather exacting. Proper shap
ing of the potatoes is possible only in certain soil 

Figure 14. Rank of East Texas counties among 100 
sweet potato-producing counties in the United States. 

22 

types. Disease problems often arise if sweet po
tatoes are produced frequently on the same piece 
of ground, so most producers avoid using the 
same land in successive years. However, a fourth 
of the growers interviewed reported using the 
same land each year. Another fourth practiced 
a 3-year rotation system, and about one in ten 
rotated between sweet potatoes one year and fal
low the next. Some plant sweet potatoes only 
on land that had been idle for two or more years. 

Since most producers pref er new sweet potato 
ground each year, about 65 percent of them find 
it necessary to lease the land they need. Land 
was reported as generally available. 

The harvesting season for sweet potatoes ex
tends over a longer period than that of any other 
East Texas vegetable crop. This is largely the 
result of variety differences and staggered plant
ing dates. Also, digging time after the potatoes 
mature can be delayed without affecting quality. 
A few producers having irrigated sweet potatoes 
begin harvesting for the fresh market by early 
July. Activity increases in August, and by Sep
tember most producers have begun digging. Sep
tember and October are the most active harvest 
months, at which time most of the sweet potatoes 
go into storage. Unless fairly heavy early frosts 
damage the vines, harvesting sometimes extends 
into November. The long harvest season, plus 
the storability of sweet potatoes, permits a long 
marketing period. 

The majority of East Texas sweet potatoes 
are a dryland crop. Yields thus depend upon the 
amount of rainfall during critical periods. Both 
rainfall and yields have varied considerably from 
year to year. As a result, it is particularly dif
ficult to determine if any yield trend is present. 

A number of the larger producers, however, 
are finding it profitable to apply supplemental 
irrigation because of the increased yield and the 
earlier marketing that is possible. 

DELIVERY PRACTICES 
The majority of the producers in East Texas 

sell their sweet potatoes to local packers. They 
deliver relatively large loads though the distance 
traveled is rather short. Among those inter
viewed the average load was 72 bushels, and it 
was delivered only 9 miles. Eight out of ten pro
ducers used pickup trucks with an average load 
of 60 bushels, and a few used dual-wheel trucks 
with an average load of 120 bushels. Twenty
five miles was the greatest distance reported 
traveled. 

Most of the producers interviewed used the 
same crate for field picking and hauling sweet 
potatoes to market. Two-thirds used the Texas 
nailed crate and the remainder the wirebound 
James crate. During the early phase of the sea
son before movement into storage begins, pro
ducers generally use their own crates to deliver 



sheds. If they sell directly to a truck
peddler, the sweet potatoes usually are 

into the buyer's containers or into his 
or bulk hauling. Later when sales are to 
houses, producers may obtain crates from 
e. If a farmer uses his own crates, stor-
ers give him equivalent ones in exchange. 

he potatoes going into storage are handled 
e as possible. 

a few producers cover their sweet po
enroute to the packing shed. However, 
ds of the producers stated that they gen

provide field shading for their sweet po
This usually meant covering the crates 
es. 

POTATO CURING HOUSES 

o-thirds of the East Texas sweet potatoes 
in storage and then sold ; the rest are 

cured or green. Most of the sweet po
are stored by local packer-shippers, al·
a third of the producers interviewed had 
facilities. In most instances, these are 
arm storage houses. Occasionally, how

-old barns, garages and even abandoned 
in town are used. Storage is also avail

ome areas in commercial storage houses 
er-shippers or packer-shippers. 

capacity of the producer's storage houses 
mostly from 1,000 to 3,000 bushels; how
e reported an 8,000 bushel capacity house. 

e facilities used for sweet potato storage 
well adapted for this purpose. For ex-

there may be poor provisions for temper
ntrol. Also some storage houses are ex
dirty, increasing the problem of decay 

Id damage which causes storage losses. 
bly more attention needs to be given to 

conditions and facilities as an aid in re
losses. 

OUTLETS 

trary to the situation for other East Texas 
tural crops, sweet potato producers have 
ariety of market outlets. These include 

, peddlers, truckers, wholesalers, retail
ers, roadside stands and municipal farm
ets. 

ite the variety of outlets available, near
ucers, except a few grower-shippers, 

sweet potatoes to local packers. About 
ers were located among nine different 

s towns in 1956, Figure 15. Grand Sa
Wheeler and Pittsburg had four pack
Gilmer and Canton had two. Lindale, 

ills, Tyler and Winnsboro had only one 
each. Packers generally buy on a grade 
two grades commonly being purchased. 

eet potatoes are moving into storage, 
crates from each load usually are sampled 
li h the proportion of each grade so the 

entire load will not have to be run. A few sales 
occur on an ungraded field run basis. 

Most growers do not have equipment to grade 
and pack sweet potatoes, although a few use a 
canvas packing table in the shade of a tree dur
ing the harvest season. Such operations are usu
ally inefficient and packs are not uniform. As a 
result, growers sell only a small proportion-in 
1956, for example, only 14 percent-of the East 
Texas sweet potatoes directly into commercial 
distribution channels and very few of these were 
graded. The most important of these sales out
let is to peddlers. Next in importance is the Dal
las farmers' market. 

Selling sweet potatoes' at only one or two mar
kets is the predominant practice among East Tex
as growers. Two-fifths of those interviewed sold 
through one market. Most of the remainder used 
two markets. The Dallas farmers' market-fre
quently used as one of these additional outlets
was mentioned by 20 percent of the growers. 

REASONS FOR USING A MARKET AND 
MARKET INFORMATION 

Convenience was the usual reason for select
ing a particular market. Price and grade were 
secondary, possibly because they were considered 
to be generally uniform among the various mar
kets. Personal reasons-the desire to deal with 

Figure 15. Principal East Texas sweet potato assembly 
point markets. 
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a particular packer-influenced a fifth to use a 
given market. 

Market information was generally very poor. 
On the day interviewed, half of the producers had 
price information only from the packer to w horn 
they sold. Another tenth said they used the tele
phone, while an equal number had personally con
tacted several packers before selling. The re
maining 30 percent had no market information 
for that day. A few relied on information from 
neighbors or from previous days. Unfortunately 
no local market information is available via the 
radio or newspapers. 

MARKET POTENTIAL 

In recent years Texas has accounted for about 
4 to 8 percent of the total U. S. sweet potato pro
duction. Louisiana, its chief competitor and 
neighboring state on the East, has accounted for 
over 25 percent. This factor, coupled with the 
aggressive Louisiana advertising, largely explains 
why East Texas is not widely recognized for 
sweet potato production. 

Another adverse factor in East Texas has 
been the wide fluctuation in the supply of sweet 
potatoes available for shipment from year to 
year. In years of limited supplies, all of the pro
duction is sold within the State and in nearby 
areas. In years of large supplies, it is necessary 
to find out-of-state markets for many of the 
sweet potatoes, Table 9. This makes it difficult 
to establish and maintain out-of-state trade re
lationships. 

In recent years an increasing number of pro
ducers have supplied supplementary irrigation to 
sweet potatoes by means of sprinkler systems. 
This helps to even out supplies of sweet potatoes 
from year to year and permits earlier marketing. 

TABLE 9. RAIL AND TRUCK UNLOADS OF SWEET POTA
TOES AT SELECTED TERMINAL MARKETS SERVED BY 

EAST TEXAS, 1955 AND 1956 CROP YEARSl,2 

Crop year 

Markets 1955-56 1956-57 

Texas Louisi- United T Louisi- United 
ana States exas ana States 

- - - - - - - Carlots - - - - - - -
Chicago 99 1.158 1.372 7 1,239 1.298 
Cincinnati 66 223 400 15 265 399 
Cleveland 13 477 561 0 491 543 
Dallas 262 0 262 169 0 171 
Denver 128 63 209 8 138 214 
Detroit 18 751 782 0 684 700 
Fort Worth 115 7 144 55 0 92 
Kansas City 83 110 200 0 139 170 
Los Angeles 134 5 1.220 2 1 1.537 
St. Louis 39 282 449 0 361 474 

1Source: Unloads of Fresh Fruits and Vegetables, AMS, 
USDA. 

2Crop year extends from July 1 through June 30. 
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Improved varieties of sweet potatoes grown 
in East Texas in recent years have improved 
quality and market acceptance, so they now sell 
on a competitive basis with sweet potatoes from 
other areas. 

Most of the varieties of sweet potatoes now 
grown in East Texas have good processing qual
ities. Only a limited number have been canned, 
but with the high yields obtainable by supple
mentary irrigation, it appears that canning might 
be increased considerably. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The sweet potato industry in East Texas ap
pears to be on solid footing. Large growers 
specializing in the crop form the backbone of pro
d uction, while local packer-shippers handle the 
marketing. 

The introduction of improved sweet potato 
varieties and supplementary irrigation in recent 
years has improved the quality and yields of East 
Texas sweet potatoes. This has enhanced the 
competitive position of East Texas producers. It 
appears that there is a good market potential 
both on the fresh market and for processing. The 
improved quality of East Texas sweet potatoes, 
however, needs to be called to the attention of 
the produce trade to stimulate demand for these 
potatoes. 

Sweet Corn Marketing 
Commercial sweet corn production in East 

Texas is limited. According to the 1954 Census 
of Agriculture, there were 840 acres in the area 
at that time. More than half of this was con
centrated in Van Zandt county. Other counties 
producing on a commercial scale were Wood, 
Cherokee and Smith. 

PRODUCTION SETTING 

Growers tend to have small acreages that are 
largely a family enterprise. This has caused con
siderable variation in the quality of corn deliver
ed by producers and makes it difficult to obtain 
a uniform pack. 

Weather conditions in East Texas have not 
been conducive to sweet corn production. The 
most serious limitation has been the inability to 
to grow worm-free corn. Because of the high in
cidence of earworm damage, the corn must be 
clipped before marketing. Clipped corn is dis
criminated against in many markets and its price 
discounted. Local growers are thus at a disad
vantage with those in other areas who are able 
to produce worm-free corn. 

The marketing period is comparatively short, 
lasting only 2 or 3 weeks. It normally begins 
about June 15-20 and ends around July 5. Since 
the East Texas packing operation for sweet corn 



tied in with other operators or areas, it is 
difficult to secure satisfactory market out-

ETING PROBLEMS AND PRACTICES 

ne of the growers in the area produce on a 
large enough to integrate the production 

king operations on their own farm. Most 
cooperative marketing associations in 

Saline and Tyler. A few sell to independ
ker-shippers or in the farmers' market in 

producers interviewed reported little at
in market information because of the lim

umber of outlets. The majority contacted 
he outlet where they sold regularly. Most 
membership in one of the associations as 

·n reason for selling at a particular mar
Others based their choice on nearness to 
t and on the availability of a market in 

usual method of handling sweet corn and 
it to the assembly point was to pick 

directly into a pickup or other truck. 
pacity of the pickup trucks ranged from 
00 five-dozen-ear sacks. Almost one-third 
growers supplemented their load capacity 

bing a trailer behind their truck. The 
y of producers had less than a full load 

they delivered sweet corn regardless of 
to market. One in five carried half a 

less. Only about a third hauled full loads. 

average load delivered to the Tyler mar-
109 sacks. Most of the producers sell

this market hauled their corn from 26 to 
. The average distance hauled was 31 
one traveled less than 10 miles. 

average load delivered to Grand Saline 
sacks. Since the majority of the growers 
g there live in the area, the average 
hauled was only 7 miles. 

t corn was delivered daily by three out 
growers to both market points during the 
ng season. Most of the others delivered 
ate days. 

he assembly point unloading platform, the 
shoveled from the trucks onto a down

chute where it slides to the clipping ma
rators. They hold an ear in each hand 

e machine clips off the worm-damaged 
. After the corn is packed in mesh bags 

5 dozen ears-the bags are immersed 
eold water to remove field heat. On re

m the cooling tank the bags are stacked 
floor ready for loading. 

ucers are paid on the basis of the num
cks of sweet corn packed out. 

of the East Texas sweet corn is trucked 
ets in Texas, Oklahoma and Arkansas. 

MARKET POTENTIAL 

During June most of the sweet corn unloads 
at the Dallas and Fort Worth markets are from 
Florida. During July they are from California, 
Table 10. This indicates that Texas sweet corn 
is not supplying local market needs during the 
local harvesting season. Unless the difficulties 
of producing worm-free corn in East Texas are 
overcome, it is doubtful that local supplies can 
completely supply local requirements. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Weather conditions in East Texas have not 
been conducive to producing worm-free corn. 
Clipped ·corn is discriminated against in many 
markets and its price discounted. This places 
East Texas growers at a price disadvantage. 

Because of the comparatively short harvest
ing season in East Texas the local marketing or
ganizations have difficulty in establishing sales 
connections. This creates the problem of trying 
to break into the established markets in compe
tition with other organizations during the very 
short harvesting and marketing season. The 
short season also makes it unprofitable _to use 
mechanical field harvesters and efficient cooling 
methods. While the present labor-oriented 
method of harvesting and packing the crop is the 
cheapest under present conditions, it is neverthe
less high cost compared with methods employed 
in other areas. 

Sweet corn production in Texas is insufficient 
to supply local market requirements. The Dallas 
and Fort Worth markets receive sweet corn from 
out of state even during the East Texas harvest
ing season. Under this circumstance it appears 
that the best approach for East Texas producers 
who do grow sweet corn is to build up good trade 
relationships with local outlets and produce pri
marily for that market. An added advantage of 
this procedure is that handling and delivery costs 
are held to a minmum. 

TABLE 10. RAIL AND TRUCK UNLOADS OF SWEETCORN 
AT DALLAS AND FORT WORTH 

State of origin 

Arkansas 
California 
Florida 
Kansas 
Oklahoma 
Texas 

Total 

Alabama 
California 
Florida 
Texas 

Total 

1956 1957 

June July June July 

- - - - - - Carlots - - - - - -
Dallas 

1 6 
8 31 4 24 

35 32 13 
6 

1 18 1 
22 37 11 

66 50 73 61 
Fort Worth 

2 2 
4 4 5 

8 1 5 
5 2 5 2 

15 9 14 7 
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Blackberry Marketing 
Blackberries are the most important fruit 

crop in East Texas. In recent years farmers gen
erally have received between $800,000 and $1,-
000,000 from their sale. In 1958 industry lead
ers agreed that there were 6,000 to 7,000 acres 
in the area although this is twice as high as in
dicated by the Census of Agriculture. Accord
ing to the 1954 census, East Texas had nearly 
one-third of the nation's acreage and one-sixth of 
the total production. Practically all of the acre
age is concentrated in Smith county. 

The only other major blackberry producing 
areas are located in Oregon and Washington. 
While East Texas has a larger berry acreage, 
yields in the Pacific Northwest are four times 
heavier than in East Texas and their total pro
duction is three times greater. 

PRODUCTION SETTING 

Most of the blackberry producers in East Tex
as specialize in that crop. One out of three ob
tains half or more of his net income from black
berry production. However, there are also a 
number of small producers, about one-third of the 
total, who receive less than 10 percent of their 
income from blackberry sales. 

The average blackberry acreage of the pro
ducers interviewed was 21 acres. Their distri
bution of acreage was as follows: 

Acreage per producer 

1 - 9 
10 - 24 
25 - 49 
50to100 

Percentage of producers 
Percent Cumulative 

32 32 
41 73 
18 91 

9 100 

Three-fourths of the producers hired some 
labor to help with field work while nearly all of 
the picking is hired. Wages for picking vary 
from year to year depending on market condi
tions. Pickers usually are paid on a lug basis 
at rates ranging from 60 cents to 75 cents per 
15-pound lug, although, in 1958, with low berry 
prices, 45 cents per lug was the prevailing rate. 
A few producers pay on a pound basis-or on a 
share basis. Sufficient pickers generally are 
available in the area provided the price for ber
ries permits , paying a sufficie_nt amount to at
tract them. 

The usual harvesting season for blackberries 
extends from May 25 to July 1. Most of the ber
ries go to processing plants which are not busy 
with other crops at this time of the year. 

DELIVERY PRACTICES 

The emphasis in the East Texas blackberry 
industry has been placed on processing rather 
than selling on the fresh market. Most berries 
are thus either canned or frozen for market dis
tribution. 
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Producers generally pick in 15-pound wooden 
blackberry lugs that are partitioned, and deliv 
to local canners in these same lugs without r 
packing. However, a few repack their berries· 
40 to 60-pound wooden boxes for delivery. Othe 
producers pick in metal buckets and repack th 
berries for delivery. 

More than half of the growers delivered ber 
ries daily. They were the larger producers wh 
had to pick that frequently to cover their acr 
age. One in five picked every other day. The re
maining small growers picked only twice a week.: 

Because of the concentration of the produc
tion area, the average distance traveled to a ca 
nery was only 7 miles. Most producers used a: 
pickup truck, and loads generally ranged from 
about 20 to 125 lugs with an average of 70. Sin 
most producers have to travel only a short dis
tance to deliver their berries, the hauling of full 
loads so as to reduce delivery cost did not seem 
to be important for most producers. 

Over 80 percent of the growers reported that 
they provided field shade for their berries after 
picking and prior to delivery. Few, however, 
shaded their berries while en route to the can
nery, although this is generally considered a de
sirable practice since it helps to maintain quality. 

Four blackberry canneries are located in Lin
dale, the center of the East Texas production 
area-three privately owned, and the fourth a 

· farmers' cooperative. A canner from Athens 
(about 50 miles away) also operates a buying 
station in the Lindale area and trucks the berries 
to his plant. Some berries move to canneries in 
Arkansas and Oklahoma, but these usually are 
purchased through a local canner. 

ANALYSIS OF BUYING PRACTICES 

Producers bargain individually with canners 
on sale terms. Berries generally are bought on 
a pound basis and weighed on platform scales at 
the cannery or buying station. Usually the pro
ducer receives an initial price at harvesting time 
sufficient to cover harvesting costs or more and 
the promise of a bonus later in the season after 
the berries are sold. Since canners decide the 
amount of the bonus without negotiating with 
producers, there is some dissatisfaction among 
growers who feel that processors make exorbi
tant profits. The determination of the bonus 
presents no particular · problem for the coopera
tive. 

The processor's requirements for working cap
ital are reduced by the bonus system. Also the 
risk of falling market prices is largely shifted to 
the producer. Since the price risk is borne by 
the producer, the canner can operate on a smaller 
markup than he otherwise might, and the pro
ducer stands to gain from favorable market con
ditions provided the processor passes this gain 
on to him in the bonus. 



Texas blackberries compete most closely 
enberries, loganberries and youngber-

e combined production of which equals 
production in the United States. Since 
blackberry production is well removed 

Pacific Northwest blackberry produc
and from the production area of similar 

it may be possible to increase the demand 
Texas berries in Southwestern markets 
ved merchandising and promotion. 

use of the emphasis upon processing, lit
tion has been given to selling blackber

he fresh market. As a result, most black
produced in the area are better adapted 

sing than for fresh sale. This is par
true of the Lawton variety which has 
tandby of the industry. The introduc

the Humble berry has altered this some-
it is equally suited to processing or sale 
esh market. At the present time only 
number of fresh berries are shipped

to Dallas and Houston markets. 

emphasis has been placed upon sell
sed berries, but with the introduction 

umble variety there is increasing inter
lling on the fresh market. Further re-

needs to be done in the field of marketing 
lackberries to evaluate alternative hand

tices, types of containers, consumer ac
and the extent of market potential. 

possible that the East Texas blackberry 
would benefit by having a formal con
een producers and the processors as is 

with most processed fruits and vege-
ln addition to working out a method for 
grower price, quality standards should be 
hed and a basis provided for closer coop-
between growers and processors to im

quality of product being marketed. It 
be advantageous to provide outlook in

n, planting recommendations, encourage 
eultural and harvesting practices and im
merchandising and promotion methods in 
estern markets. 

future of the East Texas blackberry in
fs tied very closely to the development of 
le market outlets. 

Marketing 
Bruce plum was developed in Texas as 

y fruit crop. It is generally the first de
fruit marketed in the United States in 

· . Growers usually receive high prices 
fruit because of its earliness which is 

to the successful marketing of the crop. 

ercial production is limited to East Tex
ugh individual orchards of Bruce plums 

are found in other sections of the State. Pro
duction is concentrated around Grapeland, Jack
sonville and Lindale in Houston, Cherokee and 
Smith counties, respectively, where there are an 
estimated 250,000 plum trees. There are also 
several commercial orchards in Anderson, Rob
ertson and Wood counties. 

PRODUCTION SETTING 

Plum production generally is considered as a 
sideline activity by most producers, for those 
with orchards usually have other major business 
interests. 

Financing is of considerable importance in es
tablishing Bruce plum orchards. This is due to 
the time lag of trees coming into bearing age and 
also the fact that there are occasional bad years 
from the production standpoint. Consequently, 
only producers in a sound financial position have 
succeeded. 

Both the number and size of Bruce plum or
chards in East Texas have been increasing in re
cent years. One-fifth of the growers interviewed 
had more than 50 acres of trees in production. 

More than one-third of the producers in the 
sample hired all their field work done, another 
third hired over half and practically all produc
ers depended entirely upon hired labor for pick
ing. A number of the larger producers imported 
transient labor for picking. 

ANALYSIS OF MARKETING PROBLEMS 
AND PRACTICES 

The majority of the plum growers in East 
Texas sold their fruit through one of the pro
ducer shipping associations located in each of the 
major plum production areas-Grapeland, Jack
sonville and Lindale. Fruit delivered to the as
sociation's packing shed is graded and weighed. 
The association, after selling the fruit, deducted 
operating expem~es and distributed the proceeds 
among the producers according to the grade and 
quantity of fruit delivered. 

Several of the larger producers in the area 
operated their own packing sheds. They . some
times bought additional fruit from smaller pro
ducers not wishing to sell through one of the as
sociations. An independent packer also operated 
in Jacksonville, buying primarily from smaller 
producers. 

The average distance producers traveled to a 
packing shed was 6 miles; only a few traveled 
more than 10 miles. Most producers used de
livery trucks capable of carrying around 230 
boxes, although a few used trailers and pickup 
trucks which have a smaller capacity. 

Four out of ten producers delivered their 
plums daily, three out of ten every other day, 
and the rest were divided between once or twice 
a week. 
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MARKET POTENTIAL 

Since Bruce plums are normally the first de
ciduous fruit marketed in the United States in 
the spring, they often command a high price. 
Picking usually starts between May 10-15 and 
ends by June 1 or shortly thereafter. 

California plums usually appear on the mar
ket the latter part of May, overlap the East Tex
as season to some extent and cause a price drop. 
As a rule, however, East Texas has marketed 
most of its plums before it is faced with this 
competition. 

There has been a tendency for East Texas to 
drop out of the fresh market following the price 
drop and to sell to Texas processors of preserves. 
Processors are a ready outlet but only at consider
ably lower prices. One of the reasons for switch
ing to processors is to eliminate the high packing 
costs for the fresh market. 

In 1958 unusual weather conditions delayed 
harvesting until June 2, and by that time Cali
fornia plums had been on the market for a week. 
As a result, very few fresh Bruce plums were 
shipped to the fresh market and most of the crop 
went to processors. 

The rate of plum shipments from East Texas 
is low compared with other areas, generally to
taling less than 100 carlot equivalents for the 
3-week period that they are on the market. Cal
ifornia shipments, on the other hand, average 
over 400 carlot equivalents per week during the 
months of June and July. East Texas plum pro
duction can thus be expanded considerably before 
the rate of shipment even approaches that of 
California. However, in order to market them 
in the most profitable manner there must be a 
wider market distribution than there has in the 
past when they were primarily sold through 
brokers in Chicago and New York. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The key to the success of the Bruce plum in
dustry in East Texas has been the high prices 
received for the early fruit. Its early maturity 
generally means it is the first deciduous fruit 
grown in the United States to be marketed in the 
spring. While this early marketing is important 
to the financial success of the industry, it is be
ing stressed to the exclusion of other factors that 
would also be beneficial to industry. 

Increased emphasis should be given to im
proving fruit size, yield and quality, and to im
proving the efficiency of the packing operation. 

The market potential appears favorable for 
increased Bruce plum production in East Texas 
provided production recommendations are follow
ed. There will need to be wider market distri
bution than there has in the past, however. 
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In 1958 the various associations arranged for 
a national produce sales organization to handle 
sales and distribution. While the arrangement 
had to be abandoned because East Texas plums 
were so late, this appears to be a good way to 
obtain wider distribution. 

Peach Marketing 
Peaches are the most important deciduous 

fruit crop in East Texas and rank second to 
blackberries in cash payments to producers. Cash 
receipts during 1952-56 have ranged from more 
than $600,000 to less than $50,000 per year and 
averaged about $300,000. Adverse weather and 
variable market conditions have contributed to 
the wide fluctuation. 

East Texas accounts for approximately 50 per
cent of the commercial peach trees in Texas. 
Yields are somewhat above the State average, 
thus East Texas accounts for somewhat more 
than half of the State's production. 

Slightly more than half of the East Texas 
peach trees are in Cherokee, Camp and Upshur 
counties. Smith, Harrison and Red River coun
ties account for most of the remaining 20 per
cent. A few commercial orchards appear in 
other locations. 

PRODUCTION SETTING 

The number of peach trees in East Texas has 
been declining since 1940. This has been largely 
the result of high cost producers abandoning their 
acreage. A number of successful producers, how
ever, have been increasing acreage. Consequent
ly, there is a trend toward fewer but larger or
chards. 

Most producers grow several varieties in or
der to have early, medium and late-maturing 
peaches. This reduces risk of crop failures, be
cause of mild winters and late spring frosts, and 
spreads the price risk by lengthening the mar
keting season. A longer harvesting season fur
ther allows for more efficient use of harvest 
equipment and labor. Among the popular early 
varieties are Cardinal, Hiland, Dixired, Coronet, 
Dixigem, Triogem and Ranger. These are gen
erally marketed the latter part of May and in 
June. Popular July varieties include Burbank 
July Elberta, Haleha ven, Loring Redskin and 
regular Elbertas. Frank is popular as a late va
riety which can be harvested up to the end of 
August. Although the harvesting season ex
tends from May 20 to August 31, June and July 
is the most active period. 

ANALYSIS OF MARKETING PROBLEMS 
AND PRACTICES 

The majority of the East Texas peach pro
ducers prefer to package and sell their own fruit. 
The fruit usually is picked early in the morning 



ed to the grower's packing shed. The 
are packed in a wide variety of contain

and 40-pound fiberboard boxes, half 
d bushel baskets and lugs. 

majority of the producers have developed 
market outlets for their fruit, which in

ing at the packing shed to consumers 
ers, selling through roadside stands, and 

to wholesalers and retailers in East 
d surrounding cities. Very little price 
'on is available in the area, however, to 

ucers in selling their peaches. 

dition to the fresh market outlets, some
few peaches are shipped to out-of-state 
. A large portion of the "over-ripes" 
grade peaches are used for making pre
d for quick freezing by local house
me are used in ice cream manufacture. 

ize and efficiency of these grower pack
vary considerably. The small sheds use 
hanical equipment and can be operated 
or four people. Some of the larger sheds 
iderable equipment require a crew of 
people to operate efficiently. There is 
hie room for improvement in the opera
o t sheds. 

ers in the Jacksonville area have organ
peach marketing associations. They de
'r fruit to the association's packing shed 
t is weighed, graded, defuzzed, sized, 

and sold by the association. After de
operating expenses the proceeds are dis
among the producers according to the 

quantity of fruit delivered. 

is some dissatisfaction among members 
ociation with respect to the grading. It 
t more grades and closer grading would 
merchandising the fruit. It also would 
the complaint that some growers sell 

t fruit through roadside stands and de
the poorer quality fruit to the associa-

yet receive returns equivalent to those 
all their fruit through the association. 

shipments from East Texas, normally 
heavy, are largely limited to truck move

fact, East Texas production in recent 
been insufficient to supply local and 

'ty market requirements. This is evi-
by the number of carlot unloads of 
from other states at Dallas and Fort 
ring June and July when East Texas is 

peak of their harvest season, Table 11. 
1956-57, the two most recent years for 

res are available, out-of-state unloads 
Texas unloads. A number of East Tex
loads going to Dallas and Fort Worth 

included in the figures, nonetheless, the 
e of out-of-state unloads shows that 

East Texas production does not adequately meet 
the requirements of these markets. 

The marketing problem facing East Texas 
peach producers is, therefore, largely one of com
peting with out-of-state peaches on a quality and 
volume basis in local markets rather than looking 
for distant outlets. While some producers are 
giving proper attention to the quality of peach 
desired by consumers, considerable room remains 
for improvement. 

Marketing studies on Texas-grown versus out
of-state peaches in Dallas during 1957 by Soren
sen and others of the Texas Agricultural Experi
ment Station as reported in TAES Progress Re
port 2039 show that "Home-grown- peaches out
sold California peaches until a shortage in Texas 
peaches developed". To do this, however, peaches 
must be of comparable quality with those received 
from competing areas. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Income from peach production has been un
stable in recent years due to adverse weather and 
variable market conditions. Some of this risk 
can be reduced by planting several varieties of 
peaches so as to lengthen the marketing season. 
This will also provide for better utilization of 
labor and packinghouse facilities. 

An insufficient quantity of peaches are pro
duced in East Texas to supply the demand of local 
markets and those of nearby cities. In order to 
compete effectively, however, with out-of-state 
suppliers, local producers need to give more at
tention to putting a quality product on the mar
ket. 

The future of peach production in East Texas 
appears reasonably good provided growers follow 
recommended production practices and place 
more emphasis upon marketing high quality fruit 
so that it is at least comparable in quality to 
that received from other areas. 

TABLE 11. RAIL AND TRUCK UNLOADS OF PEACHES AT 
DALLAS AND FORT WORTH 

1956 1957 
State of origin 

June June July July 

- - - - - - Carlots - - - - - -
Dallas 

Arkansas 2 15 2 5 
California 11 38 18 49 
Georgia 1 
Louisiana 7 1 3 6 
Texas 4 7 5 38 

Total 25 61 28 98 
Fort Worth 

Arkansas 2 1 
California 2 10 4 10 
Texas 2 7 3 

Total 4 19 6 13 
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Research Procedure 
East Texas agriculture has many small-scale 

producers. This is particularly true of many of 
the fruit and vegetable producers-particularly 
tomato and sweet corn. Typically only a few 
acres per farm are devoted to such crops. The 
area is generally recognized as one of low farm 
income. Under these conditions it was determined 
that farm records generally would not be avail
able to help in an analysis of the marketing prac
tices and problems. A sampling procedure was, 
therefore, designed to get on-the-spot informa
tion from the producers as they delivered their 
produce at the various assembly point markets 
throughout East Texas. 

The marketing period of East Texas fruits 
and vegetables is generally in sequence rather 
than concurrent. This allowed the field men to 
concentrate upon the marketing of a single crop 
at a time. 

The assembly point markets for a particular 
commodity were divided among the field men 
with each man having approximately four mar
kets to cover. A schedule was set up so that the 
time of obtaining interviews at a particular as
sembly point was rotated by time of day and day 
of week. Where several sheds operated at one 
shipping point, the interviewer divided his time 
evenly among the various lines. 

At most assembly point markets the produc
ers had a long wait before unloading at the pack
ing shed. This usually gave the interviewer suf
ficient time to complete the interview before the 
producer unloaded his truck. Random selection 
of producers was obtained by selecting the last 
producer in line each time a new schedule was 
taken. In the event that a schedule for a partic
ular crop had previously been completed for a 
producer, the interviewer waited for the next pro
ducer to join the unloading line. 

In addition to interviews taken at shipping 
point markets, about thirty watermelon schedules 
were obtained from producers on their farms. 
The latter were generally those who sold directly 
to truckers and did not come to an assembly point 
where they could be contacted. 

A total of approximately 500 interviews 
was obtained from the producers of various fruit 
and vegetable crops during the course of the sea
son. 

In addition to the producer schedules, infor
mation also was obtained from the assembly point 
buyers and shippers. 

The sampling procedure results in some inher
ent biases. Large producers who necessarily de
liver more frequently to the packing sheds had a 
greater opportunity of being interviewed than the 
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small operators coming to the market only on 
or twice a week. Therefore, even though a p 
ponderant proportion of small producers were· 
terviewed, the survey data probably understa 
the proportion of East Texas fruit and vegeta 
growers who would be classified as small ope 
tors. 

The only sampling alternative would ha 
been to select producers on the basis of a rando 
probability sample of farms. Such a proced 
for a number of reasons, was considered too 
pensive in relation to the increased sampling e 
ciency that would be obtained. 

Producer's estimates of acreages and yiel 
for prior years undoubtedly are subject to an · 
determinant degree of recall error. Insofar 
possible discrepancies with existing statisti 
reports have been investigated. The extent 
which either the survey or the crop report' 
data have been biased, or in error, has been in 
cated where necessary in the report. 

In view of the fact that the survey data 
acreage, production and yields of East Te 
fruits and vegetables were obtained primarily 
provide a general picture of the current situati 
in the area, the survey procedure adopted w 
deemed adequate. 

Copies of the field interview schedules us 
for the various fruit and vegetable crops a 
available upon request. 

All field interview schedules were edited, c 
ed and transferred to I.B.M. cards. The statisti 
cal analysis was prepared from tabulations pr 
vided by the Statistical Laboratory, Texas A · 
cultural Experiment Station. 
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* MAIN STATION 

~ TAES SUBSTATIONS 

• TAES flf.LD LABORATORJf.S 

4 COOPERATING STATIONS 

State-wide Research 

* 
The Texas Agricultural Experiment Station 

is the public agricultural research agency 

of the State of Texas, and is one of ten 

parts of the Texas A&M College System 

Location of field research units of the Texas 
Agricultural Experiment Station and cooperating 
agencies 

ORGANIZATION 

OPERATlON 

IN THE MAIN STATION, with headquarters at College Station, are 16 subject 
matter departments, 2 service departments, 3 regulatory services and 
administrative staff. Located out in the major agricultural areas of Texas 
21 substations and 9 field laboratories. In addition, there are 14 cooperat' 
stations owned by other agencies. Cooperating agencies include the Te 
Forest Service, Game and Fish Commission of Texas, Texas Prison System, 
U. S. Department of Agriculture, University of Texas, Texas Technological 
College, Texas College of Arts and Industries and the King Ranch. Some 
experiments are conducted on farms and ranches and in rural homes. 

THE TEXAS STATION is conducting about 400 active research projects, grouped 
in 25 programs, whic.h include all phases of agriculture in Texas. Among 
these are: 

Conservation and improvement of soil 
Conservation and use of water 
Grasses and legumes 
Grain crops 
Cotton and other fiber crops 
Vegetable crops 
Citrus and other subtropical fruits 
Fruits and nuts 
Oil seed crops 
Ornamental plants 
Brush and weeds 

Beef cattle 
Dairy cattle 
Sheep and goats 
Swine 
Chickens and turkeys 
Animal diseases and parasites 
Fish and game 
Farm and ranch engineering 
Farm and ranch business 
Marketing agricultural products 
Rural home economics 

Insects 
Plant 

Rural agricultural economics 
diseases 

Two additional programs are maintenance and upkeep, and central services. 

Research results are carried to Texas farmers, 

ranchmen and homemakers by county agents 

and specialists of the Texas Agricultural Ex

tension Service 

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH seeks the WHATS, the 
WHYS, the WHENS, the WHERES and the HOWS of 
hundreds of problems which confront operators of farms 
and ranches, and the many industries depending on 
or serving agriculture. Workers of the Main Station 
and the field units of the Texas Agricultural Experiment 
Station seek diligently to find solutions to these 
problems. 
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