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ABSTRACT

RESOURCE USE AND RETURNS ON
MICHIGAN FRUIT FARMS

By

Roger P. Hill

The objectives of this study were: (1) to describe the economic
characteristics of Michigan fruit farms, (2) analyze resource
productivities and rates of factor substitution, (3) determine the
economics of size relationships, and (4) to suggest on-farm adjust-
ment potentials.

Tabular analysis was used in the descriptive sections and a
production function model (Cobb-Douglas type) was used to estimate
resource productivities and size coefficients. From the estimated
parameters in the production function analysis, marginal value
products and rates of factor substitution were computed. In all of
the analysis, a comparison was made between the area sample growers,
presumably characteristic of the fruit industry, and the large farm
sample growers, representing the largest growers as measured by
volume of fruit sales.

The farms in the large farm sample were not only larger than
the area sample farms, as measured by acres of fruit and total fruit
sales, but they tended to be more specialized in fruit production.
The large farms were less likely to have a non-fruit enterprise,

but their fruit operation tended to be more diversified. Fruit yields
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and percentage of fruit sold on the fresh market were generally higher
in the large farm sample.

The large farm growers were much larger employers of hired
labor than were the area sample growers. Each type of hired labor,
regular, seasonal and harvest, was reported by a larger percentage
of the large farm growers. While hourly wage rates dominated the
wage rate structure for regular and seasonal workers in both samples,
a much higher percentage of the large farm growers were paying
monthly and weekly wage rates.

There were substantial differences in resource returns and
adjustment potentials between the area and large farm samples,
although approximately constant returns to size were indicated for
both samples. The area sample growers were receiving a very low
return (near zero) from machinery investment, while the large farm
growers' return to machinery investment appeared to exceed the
marginal cost of additional machinery investment. The returns from
expenditures on hired labor were quite high in both samples, generally
exceeding $1.70 for each dollar expenditure. The returns to operator
and family labor were approximately zero in both samples. Fruit
acreage had a much higher return in the area sample than in the
large farm sample.

Suggested adjustments for the area sample growers included
reducing their machinery investment and doing more equipment renting
and custom hiring or increasing their fruit acreage and hired labor
input., Additional machinery investment was suggested for the large
farm growers, Even with added machinery investment, additional hired

labor appeared profitable.
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The hypothesis of constant returns to size was rejected for the
area sample cherry farms and increasing returns to size were indicated.
Increased use of all factors, particularly machinery investment,
appeared profitable for area sample cherry farms, Profitable adjust-
ments for large farm sample cherry growers included additional
machinery investment and hired labor use.

The hypothesis of constant returns to size was rejected for all
apple farms and decreasing returns to size were indicated. Decreasing
the fruit acreage appeared to be the most reasonable of the alter-
natives available,

When all farms from both samples were subgrouped by alternative
measures of size, only for the largest farms, as measured by level
of hired labor expenditures, were decreasing returns to size
indicated. Generally, the economies of size question did not appear

to be critical.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

As the leading deciduous fruit producing state east of the
Rockies, Michigan has been a major user of seasonal agricultural
labor. In volume of production Michigan ranks among the top five
states in the following fruit crops: apples, pears, grapes, sweet
cherries, tart cherries, plums and strawberries. Fruit crops
generally account for 8-10 percent of the cash receipts from
marketings of farm products in Michigan, with apples and tart cherries
consistently making the largest contributions.

The production of fruit is one of the more labor intensive
operations in Michigan agriculture. The labor requirements are such
that total labor cost can be as much as 50 percent of the total cost
of producing apples and up to 70 percent of the total cost of
producing cherries.I

Not only are large amounts of labor required, but the time-
liness of the supply of labor is a critical factor. Unlike many other
agricultural enterprises, fruit growing requires large labor inputs
in relatively short periods of time. One or two weeks delay in the

harvest operation, for example, could mean disaster to the grower.

IOrlan H. Buller, "Profitable Adjustments on Selected Michigan
Tree Fruit Farms,' (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Department of
Agricultural Economics, Michigan State University, 1965), p. 1.



In 1966 there were 53,000 local, 13,000 intrastate and 73,500
interstate (migratory) workers employed in Michigan agriculture. Due
to the movement of workers between crops, as many as 85 percent of
these workers were employed in the fruit industry at one time or
another in 1966. Peak employment of seasonal workers occurred on
July 31, 1966, when 67,635 domestic workers were employed. On speci-
fied dates, as many as 50 percent of the total number of seasonal
workers in the state were engaged in fruit crop activities. The total
number of seasonal workers and the number employed in eight fruit
crops is shown for specified dates in Table I.1,

Table 1.1. Total Number of Seasonal Workers Employed in Michigan

Agriculture and in Eight Major Fruit Crops for Speci-
fied Dates in 1966.

Total Seasonal Workers Seasonal Workers
Date Employed in Michigan Employed in Eight
Agriculture Fruit Crops
June 15 25,064 2,600
June 30 51,098 29,035
July 15 49,280 25,840
July 31 67,635 37,832
August 15 59, 144 23,505
August 31 51,230 16,800
September 15 34,872 11,675
September 30 28,567 14,095
October 15 22,288 12,575
October 31 11,118 5,995
November 15 4,095 1,155

Source: Post Season Farm Labor Report, 1966, Farm Labor Service
Section, Michigan Security Employment Commission.

The importance of the timeliness of the supply of labor is indi-
cated by the substantial variation in the number of workers employed

between June 15 and November 15, For all of the time periods shown



in Table I.1 more than 50 percent of the workers employed in fruit
crop activities were interstate or migratory workers,

The flow of the migratory stream of workers has been critical
to Michigan fruit growers. These interstate workers originated in
2] states and Puerto Rico in 1966, with over 85 percent of the
migrants coming from Texas and Florida. Traditionally, the migrant
stream of labor works its way north from the southern states,
completing harvesting operations in one area and moving further north
to begin harvesting other crops. Michigan is generally the last
place of seasonal employment, with the workers returning directly to
their home states upon completion of the harvest activities. Since
no one fruit enterprise affords continuous employment over an extended
period of time, the sequence of crop activities is of critical
importance in labor availability. Seasonal workers are generally
unwilling to travel very far without assurances of some minimum
continuous employment opportunities. Michigan fruit growers are
dependent to some extent on the crop activities in states to the
South and more particularly on the sequence of crop activities in
Michigan. A selective freeze of one crop such as cherries or a delayed
harvest of a major crop could disrupt the normal movement of migratory
labor. The normal patterns could also be disrupted if the harvest of
a major crop such as tart cherries was fully mechanized.

As labor becomes more expensive and less readily available,
there is increased economic incentive to mechanize harvest and other
operations. Increased mechanization will alter the demand for agri-

cultural labor both in terms of quantity and quality of labor required



and will have a substantial impact on the continuity of employment
opportunities of seasonal workers. Growers have also been under
pressure to adapt their enterprise combinations and size of operation
to facilitate longer seasonal employment for a base crew of workers.
In addition, there has been a strong incentive to add enterprises
that have serial harvest dates. In some instances, a marginal enter-
prise may have been added because of the labor utilization pattern

it facilitated.

Several interrelated forces have had a major impact on seasonal
labor availability and the prices that growers have faced. In an
industrial state such as Michigan, there are many alternative employ-
ment opportunities for workers with some skills. Alternative employ-
ment opportunities have been particularly good in the past few years
when national unemployment rates have been at or near record lows.
There has also been increasing public concern regarding the level of
earning of agricultural workers and their exclusion from the benefits
of types of social legislation covering most workers in other sectors
of the economy. As a result of the increased public concern and
activity by labor unions, the past few years have produced significant
legislation affecting the agricultural labor situation,

Some of the major legislative changes affecting the agricultural
labor situation include:

(1) Termination of the Mexican National Importation Program

(P.L. 78) under which foreign workers from Mexico were

admi tted for seasonal employment in agriculture.



(2) Greater restrictions were placed upon the admission of all
foreign workers under Public Law L4lk,

(3) In 1964, the Michigan Minimum Wage Act was passed. All
agricultural employers who employed four or more employees
between 18 and 65 years of age for 13 weeks or more during
the preceeding calendar year were covered. The minimum
rates were $1.00 per hour in 1965, increasing to $1.15 per
hour in 1966 and $1.25 per hour in 1967. The act was later
amended to remove the 13 week provision and provided for
the establishment of minimum piece-work rates for harvest
workers.2

(4) Effective February 1, 1967, a Federal minimum wage was made
applicable to certain agricultural workers. The Fair Labor
Standards Act, as amended, provided for a minimum wage of
$1.00 per hour in 1967, increasing to $1.15 per hour in
1968 and to $1.30 per hour in 1969. This minimum wage will
directly affect the majority of Michigan's fruit growers
and will have an indirect affect on all fruit growers.

(5) In addition there has been legislation requiring Workmen's

Compensation coverage by certain farmers, a new licensing

2The Minimum Wage Act was amended in 1965 to temporarily exempt
employers of workers who traditionally harvested agricultural crops
on a piece-rate basis. Adequate data was to be developed that would
make possible the establishment of minimum piece rates that would
reflect a minimum hourly wage. At the request of the Wage Deviation
Board of the Michigan Department of Labor, the Rural Manpower Center
at Michigan State University has conducted worker productivity
studies on the harvesting of a number of Michigan farm commodities,
including several fruit crops.



program for agricultural labor camps, and an Emigrant
Agent Act providing for the licensing and requlation of

emigrant agents.

The combination of alternative employment opportunities and
social legislation have led to greater competition among producing
areas for the available supply of labor, added costs of recruitment
and transportation of workers from supply areas to producing areas,
increased the level of wages paid to farm workers, and in general

increased the cost of labor to fruit growers.

Objectives of the Study

An appraisal of the economic impact of developments in the
fruit industry required reliable knowledge of the use of agricultural
labor, the present organization of fruit farms and the relationships
to current cultural and technological practices. Primary data were
needed that would serve as a benchmark from which to measure the
effect upon labor demand of changes in technology and the organization
of fruit farming in Michigan.

To obtain the necessary data, a joint project was initiated
between the Michigan Agricultural Experiment Station and the Farm
Production Economics Division, ERS, USDA. The initial step of the
joint project involved conducting a survey of fruit growers in
Michigaﬁ to estab[ish current patterns and levels of labor use,
production practices, and technologies being applied. The survey
was conducted during the winter of 1966-67. Data were enumerated for

the 1966 crop year and included volume of production by commodity,



production practices, quantity of labor used, labor costs, machinery
and equipment inventory, certain characteristics of the operator and
recent and anticipated changes in farm organization.

One of the objectives of this thesis is to describe the
characteristics of the fruit industry as indicated by the survey
data. Particular attention is given to those characteristics of the
industry that could have a substantial influence on future labor use
patterns. In addition to a detailed description of the sample data,
it is the further objective of this thesis to provide at least
partial answers to the following questions:

(1) What are the significant factor-factor, factor product and
size relationships? Do any economies of size exist in fruit
production?

(2) what are the marginal value products (MVP) of the factors
of production at the aggregate level? Are the MVP's
significantly different for different types of fruit farms
or for various subgroups of farms?

(3) How does capital, in the form of machinery and equipment,
substitute for labor in the production of fruit? How might
a change in the price of labor affect the capital-labor
substitution possibilities?

(k) Given the characteristics of the industry and the levels of
technologies being used in 1966, what on farm adjustments
may be made?

An additional objective of the study is to determine if there are

any significant differences between the industry as characterized by



the area sample data and a special group of the largest farms in the

industry.

The Sample

Approximately 300 interviews of Michigan fruit growers were
desired from the 20 principal fruit growing counties. Since it was
expected that the largest fruit growers would account for a large
part of the variance in farm labor use, one-third of the sample was
allocated to the large farm group. Allocation of the other 200
interviews was made by means of the area frame.

The sample allocation to the area sample was based in part on
data from the 1959 Census of Agriculture. As a result of rapid
changes in the Michigan fruit industry, the expected number of fruit
farm operators in the area sample was grossly overestimated. Instead
of the expected 1.2 fruit farm operators per segment, the survey
yielded only .57 operators per segment. To obtain the desired number
of interviews it was necessary to double the number allocated to the
large farm sample.

A total of 295 fruit growers were contacted and 258 schedules
were collected, 88 from the area sample and 170 from the large farm
sample. Based on the sampling procedure, it is estimated that the
88 area sample growers constitute 1.124 percent of the universe of
7,824 fruit growers in the 20 county area. Details of the sampling
procedure as developed by the Statistical Research SerVice, USDA, are

in Appendix A.1,



CHAPTER 11
CHARACTERISTICS OF MICHIGAN FRUIT FARMS

One of the principal objectives of this study was to describe
the Michigan fruit industry in 1966, with particular emphasis on
characteristics that could affect future labor-use patterns. Included
in this chapter are characteristics of the fruit enterprises such as
fruit crops grown, acreages, yields, and fruit sales. |In addition,
certain general characteristics of the sample farms are reported
such as source of total farm sales, storage and packing facilities
and recent and planned changes in farm practices and organization.
The specific characteristics are reported under the broad categories
of fruit enterprise characteristics and general farm characteristics;
and, where appropriate, the data are reported separately for the area
and the large farm sample.3 A total of 257 farms reported usable

data, 88 in the area sample and 169 in the large farm sample.

Fruit Enterprise Characteristics

Data were collected for each fruit enterprise on the farm.
The data included acreage and variety of fruit, age of orchard, tree
spacing, type rootstock, volume of fruit production and the per-
centage of each crop sold for processing and for fresh use. The

data on variety, tree spacing, and type rootstock were considered

3In the descriptive analysis that follows, the term "'large
farms'* will be synonymous with farms in the large farm sample.

9
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insufficient and are not reported. The other data are reported

in Table 1.1,

Fruit Crops Reported

A total of ten different fruit crops were reported by growers
in both samples. The crops included cherries (both tart and sweet),
apples, pears, plums, peaches, grapes, raspberries, strawberries,
blueberrieg, and apricots. More farms in both samples reported
cherries more than any other single fruit enterprise. A higher
proportion of the large farms were growing each tree fruit crop
than were those in the area sample. Over one-half of the large farms
reported either cherries, pears, apples, plums, or peaches, while in
the area sample only two individual fruit crops, cherries and apples,
were reported by more than 50 percent of the farms (see Table 11.1).

All of the enterprise combinations in Table 11.2 were reported
by a higher proportion of the large farms with more than twice as
many large farms reporting the enterprise combinations having four
and five fruits. As expected, each successively more diversified
combination was reported by a smaller percentage of the farms in both
samples. The categories in Table 11.2 are not mutually exclusive,
however, since by definition each more diversified combination is a
subset of each less diversified combination.

The majority of farms in both samples appeared to be multiple
fruit enterprise farms, with area sample grape farms the major
exception. The data indicate that the area sample farms were less
diversified than the large farms. Less diversification by the smaller

area sample farms was not unexpected, and could be entirely consistent



Table 11.1. Selected Characteristics, 257 Sample Farms, Michigan
Fruit Farm Survey, 1966.
Average
Yield
Farms Growing Percent Per Per?:nt
pe Fruit Average | Acres So
B Number | Percent Acreage |Bearing Bzz:lng Fresh
(tons)
Area Sample
Cherries, All 64 72.7 33.38 83.12 1.81 .76
Apples 49 55.7 24.04 90.91 7.52 L1.96
Pears 40 L4s. 4 8.83 74.03 4.4 9.65
Plums 38 43.2 7.11 95.10 2.71 43.60
Peaches 34 38.6 13.88 69.07 2.93 60.08
Grapes 32 36.4 12,66 90.62 3.14 0.00
Raspberries 15 17.0 6.80 95.10 .55 6.15
Strawberries 15 17.0 9.40 56.56 2.97 89.38
Blueberries 4 4.5 5.75 78.26 1.86 38.15
Apricots | .1 2.00 100.00 -- --
All Fruit 88 59.05 N.A. N.A.
Large Farm Sample
Cherries, All 148 87.0 47.32 82.11 1.84 2.49
Apples 143 84.1 72.84 86.15 7.83 55.93
Pears 101 59.4 14,52 76.89 3.77 21.44
Plums 97 57.1 10.58 67.90 3.84 33.47
Peaches 88 51.8 21.49 61.84 2.60 69.01
Grapes 20 11.8 31.75 92.76 3.94 .53
Raspberries 4 8.2 12.25 90.17 .64 6.99
Strawberries 26 15.3 31.08 76.87 L4.07 L2 .44
Blueberries 4 2.4 28.50 100.00 1.98 24,58
Apricots 10 .59 4.4 54 .55 1.11 73.68
All Fruit 169 138.64 N.A. N.A.
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with the profit maximizing enterprise combination, given the smaller
bundle of resources. This diversification was one of degree, however,
and referred only to fruit crop diversification. Factors that could
have contributed to more diversification in the large farm sample
include the potential for keeping a base crew of workers employed for
a sustained period of time, differences in off-farm employment rates,
and management ability.

Table 11.2. Number and Percent of Farms Growing Different Fruit
Crop Combinations.

Fruit Crop Farms Growing

. . Area Sample Large Farm Sample

Combination Number Percent Number Percent

Apples and cherries 4o L4s. L 126 74.1

Apples, cherries and pears 24 27.3 90 52.9
Apples, cherries, pears

and peaches 16 18.2 67 39.4
Apples, cherries, pears,

peaches and plums 11 12.5 48 28.2

Fruit Acreages

The average acreage of individual fruit crops was highest for
cherries in the area sample and apples in the large farm sample.
Average acreages of all individual fruit crops were larger in the
large farm sample, with substantial differences in apples, straw-
berries, blueberries and apricots (see Table 11.1).

Estimates of new plantings of individual fruit crops are shown
in Table 11.3 as the number of acres of fruit that were less than two

years old in 1966. There were no new plantings of raspberries or



apricots in either sample and only minimal new plantings of apples,
cherries, pears and grapes. The largest between-sample difference
was in blueberries, with no new plantings in the large farm sample

compared to over 21 percent in the area sample.

Table 11.3. Acres of Individual Fruit Crops Less Than Two Years

0ld.

Area Sample Large Farm Sample

Fruit Crop Acres Acres
Number | Percent Number | Percent

Cherries 63 2.93 23 .33
Apples 22 1.90 159 1.54
Pears 2 .60 2 N
Plums 16 6.06 16 1.57
Peaches I 8.69 69 3.65
Grapes 8 2.31 3 .48
Raspberries 0 0.00 0 0.00
Strawberries 16 28.07 30 13.22
Blueberries 5 21.74 0 0.00
Apricots 0 0.00 0 0.00

Only one area sample farm reported more than 200 total acres of
fruit, compared to 34 or 20.2 percent of the large farms (see Table
11.4). The highest concentration of area sample farms was in the 25-
L9 acre category, closely followed by the 1-24 acre category. In the
large farm sample, the highest concentration was in the 100-199 acre
category with only one large farm reporting less than 25 acres of fruit.

As expected, the large farms had larger average acreages of each
individual fruit crop as well as substantially more total acres of
fruit. Based on the percent of total acres bearing for each crop
(shown in Table 11.1) and the percent of each fruit crop less than

two years old, it appears that raspberry and apricot acreage is
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probably declining in both samples. Blueberry acreage appears to be

expanding in the area sample relative to the large farm sample.

Table 11.4. The Number and Percent of Farms Reporting Different
Total Acreages of Fruit.

¢ . Area Sample Large Farm Sample

Acres of Fruit Number Percent Number Percent
1- 24 26 29.5 1 .6
25- 49 28 31.8 24 14.2
. 50- 74 13 14.8 24 14,2
75- 99 8 9.1 24 14,2
100-199 12 13.6 62 36.7
200-299 0 0.0 24 14.2
300-399 0 0.0 6 3.6
400-499 0 0.0 2 1.2
500-over 1 1.1 2 1.2

Fruit Yields

The average yields per bearing acre in Table Il.] appear to be
reasonable and consistent, although generally higher than the state-

wide averages reported in Michigan Agricultural Statistics. While it

was difficult to say what yield differential was significant, it
appeared that yields were generally higher in the large farm sample,
with the exception of peaches and pears,

For cherries, apples, pears, and peaches the average yield and
percent sold fresh were tabulated by acreage classification of the
individual fruit crop (see Table 11.5). For purposes of this tabulation,

farms in the two samples were combined.

Cherries
The average yield of cherries increased and the percentage sold

fresh decreased as the acreage of cherries increased. A partial
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Table I1.5. Average Yields and Percent Sold Fresh for Cherries,
Apples, Pears and Peaches by Acreage Classification.

Number Average Yield Percent
| tem of Per Acre Sold
Farms (tons) Fresh

Acres of Cherries
0- 24 9l 1.48 L4.68
25- 49 52 1.61 2.39
50- 99 L6 1.68 2.20
100-199 17 2.12 1.73
over 200 L 2,65 .61

Acres of Apples
0- 24 67 7.23 50.85
25- 49 41 7.34 51.82
50- 99 L9 7.97 52.19
100-199 23 8.89 55.43
over 200 10 7.80 58.95
Acres of Pears

0- 24 118 3.15 26.81
25- 49 17 L.35 10.67
50- 99 6 4.91 19.30
100-199 0 0.00 0.00
over 200 0 0.00 0.00

Acres of Peaches
0- 24 92 2.46 70.27
25- 49 15 2.36 81.49
50- 99 13 3.05 54.40
100-199 2 2.84 76.83
over 200 0 0.00 0.00
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explanation of these two findings is that the sweet cherries were
probably concentrated in the smaller acreage categories. Generally,
sweet cherries have lower yields than do tart cherries, and
practically none of the tart cherries are sold for fresh use.

Even so, there appears to be a tendency for yields to increase as

acreages increase.

Apples

Except for the largest acreage classification, apple yields
increased as apple acreage increased. Timeliness of certain
production practices, such as spraying, is probably more critical
for apples than most other fruit crops and could account for the
lower yields in the very large acreage category. Management capacity
is more likely to be a limiting factor at the large acreage level.
Without exception the percentage sold fresh increased as acreage
increased, More of the growers in the larger acreage categories
were likely to own their own packing house or have an interest in

a fresh marketing agency.

Pears
The yield of pears increased as acreages increased, although
the small number of larger acreages made comparisons difficult.

There was no apparent pattern in the percent sold fresh,

Peaches
With the exception of the acreage category, 100-199 acres,
peach yields increased as acreages increased. Again a small number

of the larger acreages made comparisons difficult, |In peaches as in
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apples, management capacity could be a limiting factor for the

larger acreages.

Fruit Sales

Gross fruit sales were computed for 256 sample farms, 87 in
the area sample and 169 in the large farm sample. Estimates of gross
sales for each farm were obtained by multiplying the production of
each fruit by the 1966 Michigan average price for the season. Since
most of the fruit crops were marketed for both fresh and processed
use, it was necessary to use a fresh price for known production sold
fresh and a processed price for known production going into a
processed use,

In addition to computing average fruit sales for the two samples,
each farm was classified by type of fruit farm, and average fruit

5

sales were computed for each type.

Area Sample

On almost 90 percent of the area sample farms, a single fruit
crop accounted for over 50 percent of total fruit sales, with only

10.3 percent of the farms classified as mixed. There were over twice

uPublished prices were obtained from Michigan Agricultural
Statistics, Michigan Department of Agriculture. Unpublished prices
were provided in confidence by G. A, Swanson and W. J. Spencer of
the Michigan Crop Reporting Service. (The published prices used are
shown in Appendix Table B.1).

5If a farm derived 50 percent or more of its total fruit sales
from one fruit, then the farm was considered that type of fruit farm,
If no one fruit accounted for as much as 50 percent of total fruit
sales, then the farm was considered mixed. It should be noted that
most of the farms in the mixed category were growing apples and
cherries in addition to other fruit enterprises.
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as many cherry farms as grape farms, the second most frequent type
(see Table I1.6). Cherry, grape, and apple farms accounted for 77
percent of all area sample farms, with no other single type accounting
for five percent of the total.

Average fruit sales for all area sample farms were $21,831.

The majority of the nine mixed farms were grawing both apples and
cherries, in addition to other fruit enterprises. The mixed farms

had average sales of $51,298, the highest of all categories of farms
studied. Grape farms had the lowest average sales of $4,773, but
grapes were the most likely fruit crop to be grown alone. Both cherry
and apple farms had sales of between $23,000 and $24,000.

Almost 10 percent (eight farms) of the 88 area sample farms had
fruit sales of less than $1,000 (see Table 11.7). More farms had
sales of between $1,001 and $10,000 than in any other category. Only
two farms in the area sample had sales in excess of $100,000, but 10

farms (or 11.4 percent) had sales in excess of $50,000,

Large Farm Sample

More than twice as many farms in the large farm sample were
classified as apple farms, with apple and cherry farms combined
accounting for over 75 percent of the total. On a percentage basis,
there were almost four times as many grape farms in the area sample
as in the large farm sample (see Table 11.6).

Average fruit sales for all large farms were $57,399 in 1966,
more than two and one-half times larger than in the area sample.
Strawberry farms, with $86,780 in total sales, had by far the highest

fruit sales, followed by cherry and apple farms (see Table 11.6).
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