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INTRODUCTION 

Approximately a million carloads of fruits and vegetables were 
shipped annually in the United States during the 10 years ended in 
1931. In 1932 and 1933 car-lot shipments fell somewhat below the 
million mark. The distribution among the mal'kets of these vast 
quantities of perishable-food products presents many problems. 
Loss from spoilage and deterioration is likely to result from delay in 
handling. Sharp price declines are frequently caused by rapid in
creases in market supplies. The fact that control of shipments is 
usually in the hands of a number of agencies acting inde.pendently 
adds to the difficulty of obtain11lg efficient distribution. 

The purpose of this study is to analyze the available statistics on 
market distribution of car-lot shipments. The relative inlportance 
of markets is considered according to location, population, and com
modity. The regularity of distribution to various mal'kets, the dis
tance of origin of supply from inlportant markets, the relative impor
tance of various commodities in the supply of different cities, and 
other pertinent phases are discussed. 

Cooperative marketing assoclations and other shippers are con
stantly canvassing the possibilities of developing new market outlets 
and seeking means of obtaining a more effective distribution. In
formation of this kind should be helpful to these agencies in studying 
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the available markets with a view to obtaining the most satisfactory 
market distribution of the crops in which they are jnterested. 

In addition to car-lot shipments, immense quantities of fruits and 
vegetables are moved to market by motor truck. It WIlS estimated 
that in 1929 from 12 to 16 percent of the fresh fruit and vegetable 
supplies moving It distance of more than 20 miles to market in the 
United States was hauled by truck. Since then motor-truck ship
ments have increased and in 1932, records of receipts in 10 large 
cities indicated that approximately one-third of the total fruit and 
vegetable supply in these markets, including nearby production, was 
moved by motor truck. 

The motor-truck movemenlJ is particularly important from produc
ing districts within 100 miles of large market,;, but large quantities 
are trucked more than 100 miles. However, the great volume of 
fruits and vegetables that move distances of 500 miles or more to 
market is still hauled by rail. Even under the condit.ions of the last 
few years in the United States, it seems probable that roughly 75 per
cent of the fruit and vegetable shipments moving 20 miles or more to 
market, were hauled by rail or boat. 

A large part of the fruit and vegetllble movement from producing 
districts to small markets within trucking distance of large cities 
which formerly was shipped by rail direct is now shipped to the large 
markets by rail and distributed to the smaller markets by truck. 
Dealers in these small markets have found that there is considerable 
risk in purchasing a car lot of a commodity. It may require several 
days to sell the car-lot purchase and in the meantime the price in the 
nearby large market may drop sharply, thus forcing a reduction in 
price of the unsold portion of the car-lot shipment, because of com
petition of supplies trucked in from the large car-lot market. The 
use of the truck has probably resulted in a wider distribution of some 
fruits and vegetables among the villages and in rural districts. 

Statistics on motor-truck shipmants of fruits and vegetables are 
not available for most producing districts, and estimates of motor
truck receipts are available for only a limited number of markets. 
This study, therefore, deals largely with the analysis of car-lot ship
ment Ilnd unload data. Such information as is available on motor
truck movement is used in a supplemental way in explaining the 
statistics relating to car-lot distribution. 

The 1931 car-lot shipments of 1,013,000 cars were 5 percent less 
than the 1929 shipments, and jn 1930 also, the shipments were slightly 
less than in 1929. There was a pronounced decrease in car-lot ship
ments in 1932 and 1933 to 835,000 and 787,000 cars respectively. A 
part of this decrease in rail shipments in those 2 Y(lars was undoubt
edly due to an increase in truck movement. For example, in New 
York City, rail and boat unloads in 1933 were 20 percent less than in 
1931, whereas total unloads including rail, boat, and truck were only 
15 percent less than in 1931. 

This study is based chiefly on an analysis of shipment figures for 
1930 and 1931, sjnce these 2 years are presumed to be fairly represent
ative of conditions during the last 5 years. 

Imports of fruits and vegetables in 1931 amounted to 2 to 3 per
cent of the domestic car-lot shipments. Leading items in the im



MARKET DISTRIBUTION OF FRUITS AND VEGETABLES 3 

ports were grapefruit, tomatoes, and potatoes. Data on imports are 
excluded in this study when market receipts are compared with ship
ments. 

The figures on car-lot shipments and unloads are from the records 
of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics. DomestIc shIpments by 
boat stated m car lots are mcluded in the car-lot shipment statistics. 
The unload data used in the distribution analysis are chIefly on 16 
important fruits and vegetables which comprised about 85 percent 
of the domestic car-lot rail and. boat shipments of all fresh fruits and 
vegetable:,; in both 1930 antI 1931. The market-news price statistics 
of the B-;rreau of Agricultural Economics are used in a few instances 
to illustrate points regarding distl'ibution. 

LOCATION OF PRODUCING AREAS 

Fresh fruits and yegetables for market are produced generally 
throughout the United States. Every State in 1930, originated car
lot shipments of one or more fruits or vegetables. A few States, 
however, contribute a large part of the total supply (table 1). Many 
of the important producing States are located at long distances from 
the leading markets. 

TABI.E I.-Car-lot shipments of fl'1lits and t'cgetablcs, and percentage of total ship
ments by Slates, 1930 

Ii 
State or origin Shipments \1 State or origin Shipments 

Cars Percent 11'-----------I--
Ca
-
r
-.----;--P-er-ce-nt 

Alabama ____... ____ ••• _ ...... __ 6,809 0.6 Nc\'ads•._••••• __ •••••••.•..•.•. 629 0.1
.Arizona____________ .. __ ____ ~ .. _.. .,.. 16,835 1.6 New Hampshire______ ._________ 846 .1 
Arka"Jsas....._••_. __ ........ ___ 3,846 .4 Ne,,- Jersey_____________________ 11,796 1. 1 
Camornia __ •• _......_________ ._ 305,897 29.0 New Mexico_____ .______________ 854 .1 
Colorado. __ ._ ••••. __ • _______ • __ 35,563 3_ 4 New York______________________ 66,188 6.3 
Connecticut. __ .. __ ••• __ •""' __ HI (I) North Carolina_________________ 16,6Il4 1.6 
Delaware•• __ •.• ___ •. _.....____ • 3,234 .3 North Dakota__________________ 5,365 .5

9S,IS9 9.0 Ohio____________ ._______________ 4,488 .4 
Georgia__........._•..•.. , ___ ._. 36,775 3.5 Oklahoma_______ _______________ 3,572 .3 
Idaho... ___ • __ •• _____ ._ .. ____ __ 32,449 3.1 Oregon_____________ ••• ____ ._.__ 17,069 1.6 
llIinois____......____ .• " __ " _._ S,728 .5 Peonsylvauls____________ • _____ • 5,728 .5 
Indiana••_. ____ • __ ..... "" _.' 10,169 1.0 Rhode Island____________ .______ 2 (I)
Iowa.... _..... _____ .• _..... __ • 3,388 .3 South Carolina_ .______________ 17,438 1.7 
Kansas ________ • __ •__ • __ •_••••• 4,555 .4 South Dakota _____ •• ____ .______ 840 .1 

1,338 . L Tennessee____ •• __ •_____•______ • 8,978 .9 

Florida.. __ ........... __ .,, __ .,. 


t;~i~y~;~·__.::::::::::::::::::::: 9,022 .9 53,727Texas___________________________ 5.1 
Maine••_•• __ ••. , .... _.• _.,. ___ _ 58,298 S.5 Utah___________________________ 3,912 .4 
Maryland•••••____ ._ ••••• _. __ ._ {.872 . i Vermont..... ______ ~_ .. ____ .. ____ .... 712 .1 
Massachusetts••_.. ____ •••..• _•• 4,098 .4 Virginia. __ • ____ •••• ____ •• _____. 43,776 4.2 
Michigan__• ____ •••• ___ • __ .... __ 10,782 1. 6 ":ashi~~t'!n7.....--........ ---- 66,892 6.3 
1\I!n'?e5.ota~....- •.•• -. __ .•.•.• _.
MISSISSlppl___________ . ____ • _. _. ~: ~ 1: ~ i~.r:~o~~r~~~~~~~::::::::.::::::: l~: ~ 1:~
1\1issourL.......... __ •.• ________ _ 
 5,.124 .5 "'yorning...................... 2,211 .2

Montana__.._.. ____ .... ___ .. _._ 858 . I 
Nebraska..___••.• "_•• ___ . ,. __ . 7,9J5 .8 Tota!. •• ___ •_____ "._'"'''' 1,053,601 100.0 

I Less than 0.05 percent. 

LOCATION OF IMPORTANT MARKETS 

The principal markets are in the northern part of the United 
States east of the Mississippi River. Slightly more than one-half 
of the population of the United States is in the region east of the 
Mississippi and north ()f the Ohio and Potomac Rivers. This region 
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includes many large cities and industrial centers that are consuming 
markets for immense supplies of fruits and vegetables. 

The Middle Atlantic States, consisting of New York, New Jersey, 
and Pennsylvania, and including a population of 26,000,000, comprise 
the most important consumin~ region. The East North Oentral 
States of Ohio, Indiana, lllinOls, Michigan, and Wisconsin with a 
popula.tion of 25,000,000 are second in importance as a consuming 
region. 

Oar-lot unload statistics of fruits and vegetables are not available 
for all markets so it is impossible to make a complete analysis of the 
market distribution of car-lot shipments. Oar-lot unload reports of 
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics are available, however, for 66 
markets throughout the country; reports of the Pennsylvania Depart
ment of Agriculture for unloads in three additional cities were used in 
the study (fig. 1). These markets include the larger ci.ties, and have 
a total population of about 33,000,000. Including the metropolitan 

LOCATION OF" 69 MARKErs FOR WHICH UNLOAD RECORDS OF" 
FRUITS AND VEGETABLES ARE AVAILABLE 

~EGEND 
5. South Allanlle 

2. "'iddt. At/antic 6. Ea$1 Soul" C."fTtlI 
3. £osl Nrulh CMfrgl 7. W'$I SOCIlh C.n/1TI1 
l.. Wftl Non" C#nlnrl 8. Mounlam 


9.Padfic 


FIGURE I.-These 69 markets, with a total metropolitan population of nearly 50,000,000, located in all 
nine geographic divisions. received about two·thirds of the United States car-lot shipments of 16 fruits 
and vegetllbles in 1930 and 1931. 

population adjacent to these cities the population represented is 
about 49,000,000. The total population in places of 8,000 or more 
inhabitants in the United States, according to the 1930 census, was 
about 60,000,000.' 

Table 2 shows, by geographic divisions, the proportion of United 
States car-lot shipments of 16 fruits and vegetables which was un
loaded in cities for which l'ecords were availahle in 1930. The car-lot 
unloads in 69 cities "anged from 49 percent of the United States car-lot 
shipments vf apples to 90 percent of the grapefruit. For the 16 fruits 
and vegetables the ratio was 67 percent. Although this table does 
not present a complete picture of the geographical distribution of these 
commodities, it gives a fair idea of the relative importance of the 
various regions as consuming markets for car-lot shipments. 
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TABLE 2.-Ratio of car-lot unloads, in 69 markets classified by geographical divisions, 
to United States car-lot shipments, 16 fruits and vegetahles, 1980 

New East West East WestMiddle South Moun·Commodity 	 Eng· North North South South Pacific Total 
land Atlantic Central Central Atlantic Central Central tain 

Perce1lt Perce1lt Perce1lt Perce1lt Perce1lt Perce1lt Perce1lt Perce1lt Perce1lt Perce1l!Apples___________ • 1.9 16.4 13.0 4.7 2.2 1.9 2.2 0.5 5.8 49.2 
Cabbage. ___ •__ ._. 4.8 25.2 15.2 0.3 8.4 3.9 2.0 .4 .7 67.0
Cantaloups ,______ 7.7 40.5 20.5 5.6 3.7 1.0 .8 1.0 5.0 85.8Celery_..________• 5.8 33.6 18.2 7.6 6.8 1.9 3.4 .2 3.2 80.7 
Grapefruit••. ____• 7.8 31.9 22.0 7.2 1'1.0 2.3 2.5 1.2 4.4 90.3GrapBs.____••_____ 9.6 39. 9 14.3 4.0 1.9 .7 1.3 .6 5.3 77.r, 
LemoDs~ .._ 5.2 20.5 20.4 8.6 4.7 3.3 6.3 1.4 4.6 75.0Lettuce___ •____•• _ 5.8 30.5 20.0 7.1 5.0 2.0 4.3 1.4 4.7 80.8Onions.___________ 7.9 27.7 16. £ 5.0 5.2 2.4 4.2 .3 5.0 74.2Oranges ,__________ 9.2 32. U 19.1 5.0 4.8 2.0 2.7 .9 3.8 80.4Peaches ,______•___ 5.0 28.6 20.8 7.0 3.2 1.1 1.5 .9 7.0 75.1Potatoes. _________ 5.3 16.8 17.7 4.4 3.2 1.6 2.5 .4 5.4 57.3 
Strawberries.. ___ • 10.5 24.2 27.9 6.4 1.5 .8 1.0 1.1 1.2 74. 6 
Sweetpotatoes.____ 0.8 20.0 24.4 4.4 7.1 1.8 3.2 1.2 4.6 73.5Tomntoes_________ 7.6 31.8 15.8 3.8 6.0 2.2 2.8 1.0 2.1 73.1 
'\'ntermelons._____ 2.5 14.7 16. 9 6.0 6.2 3.9 2.4 .8 5.8 59.2 

1-._--
Average_____ 5.8 24.4 17.5 5.2 4.2 1.9 2.6 .7 4.8 67.1 

, Includes casaba, Honey Ball, Honey Dew, and Persian melons, etc. 

, Includes satsurnils nnd tangerines. 

3 Percentages nre based on peuch f 'lipments of 24,291 cars; this excludes shipments to canneries. 


Considering briefly the geogrl~phic distribution of car-lot shipments 
of certain commodities, we find that the most important apple markets 
are in the Middle Atlantic and East North Central States where the 
recorded unloads were 16 and 14 percent respectively of the Nation's 
car-lot shipments. Forty percent of the car-lot shipments of canta
loups were recorded as unloads in cities in the Middle Atlantic States 
and 20 percent in the East North Central States. Grapes also show 
a high percentage of the shipments unloaded in the i,\.1iddle Atlantic 
States. 

Strawberries are trucked to market in large quantities from impor
tant producing sections serving the Middle Atlantic markets and the 
East North Central group of States is slightly more important as a 
consuming region for car-lot shipments of strawberries than is the 
Middle Atlantic region. 

The development of the fruit and vegetable industries in the leading 
producing States-as California, Florida, Texas, and Washington
has been por;isible because transportation and refrigeration facilities 
permitted the shipment of these perishable products long distances to 
the important markets in the northeastern section of the United 
States. 

The estimated average distances from market of the origin of car
lot shipments of 19 fruits and vegetables unloaded in New York City 
in 1930 are shown in table 3. Since the car-lot unloads in New York 
constituted more than 85 percent of the fruit and vegetable supply on 
the New York City jobbing markets in 1931, this distance of more 
than 1,400 miles as the average car-lot haul for fruits and vegetables 
to the New York market indicates the large extent to which the 
metropolis is dependent on distant producing areas for its food supply. 
Similar conditions apply in many other important markets in the 
northeastern part of the country. 
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TABLE 3.-Average distance of origin of car-lot unloads of 19/ruits and vegetables at 
New York, 1930 

Estimated Estimated 
Commodity average Commodity average

distance distance 

~Iilt8 .\Ii/uApples________ •_______________________ 1,321 Peaches. ________, • ____ ,_______________ 915
Cabbage _________________________, • __ _ 571 Pears _________________ ,_______________ 2, 303 
CantaIoups___________________________ 2,369 Plums________________________________ 2,293Celery_______________________________ _ 

1,102 Potatoes______________________________ 399Grapefruit. _______________________ •__ _ 1,012 Strawberries__ _____ ___________________ 871
Grapes________________________________ 

2,414 Gweetpotatoes_________________________ 424Lemons_______________________________ 2,500 Tangerines____________________________ 1,000Lettuce_______________________________ 
Onlons________________________________ 1'81411 Tomatoes_____________________________ 1,262

904 Watermelons__________________________ 793Oranges______________________________ _ 
1,!173 ---

Average_________________________ I 1,436 

I A"erage weighted according to number of cars of each coll1modity unloaded in New York. 

FLUCTUATIONS IN DAILY MARKET SUPPLIES AS MEASURED BY 
PRICE 

Under the present system of marketing, the control of shipments of 
fruits and vegetables in most instances is divided among a number of 
shippers which makes it very difficult to obtain the best possible 
distribution among the various markets. The shippers may be coop
erative associations, national marketing agencies, local dealers, or city 
dealers usually acting independently of each other. The market
news facilities with information on number of car-lot shipments, 
destinations in some instances, market supply, and price data, are of 
assistance in the distribution of fruits and vegetables, but without 
centralized control of shipments it would not be expected that the 
most efficient distribution wonldresult. 

Much has been written concerning market gluts and irregularities 
in the distribution of fruits and vegetables. There are many in
stances during a season in which it apparently would be possible to 
have a more even flow of a product to market, and to regulate the 
supply so as to obtain more satisfactory returns to the shippers, if 
there were cen~ralized control of a large part of the shipments of the 
commodity. On the whole, however, variations in supply on the 
markets from day to day are not so great as might be expected. 

It is extremely difficult to obtain exact figures on the supply from 
day to day because of quantities held over by wholesalers and retail
ers, and because of motor-truck receipts. The jobbing prices on the 
markets are general indicators of the fluctuations in supply from day 
to day, assuming that the demand remains fairly constant. This is 
particularly true of the more perishable commodities, such as peaches 
and strawberries. 

Tables 4 and 5 show the daily averages of market-news prices of 
Georgia peaches and Louisiana strawberries in certain markets during 
the principal part of the 1931 season. For peaches, the changes from 
one daily price to the next varied from 0 to 30 cents per bushel. In 
Pittsbw'gh, the price rose from $1.12 per bushel on August 7 to $1.42 
on August 8, a 27-percent change (table 4). The average change was 
approximately 9 percent. 
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TABLE 4.-Daily price per bushel to jobbers for Georgia Elberta peaches, specified 
markets, July 23 to A~gust 10,1931 1 

New Pitts- New Phila- Pitts-Date '!>hila-I Chicago Date ChicagoYork delphia burgh York delphia bureh 

July 23_______ Aug. L _______$1.44 $1. 25 $1.52 $1. i5 $0.94 $0.80 $1.1224 _______ 3________
1. 25 1.00 1.38 1.58 .W .98 ---$i~08-1 1.1825 _______ 4________
1.25 1.50 1. 58 .---- ...... 1.12 1. 02 1.1827_______ 5________ l:iJ .. ______1.18 1.20 1.32 1.48 1. 12 1.0828_______ 6________
1.18 1.10 1.32 1.38 1.06 1.08 1.12 1.3829_______ 1________1.00 1.12 1. 12 1.12 1.12 .95 1.12 1.3230_______ 8________
1.25 .88 1.12 1.25 1.18 1.42 1.3231.______ 10________
1.00 -------- .. 1. 25 1.12 1.24 1.00 1.28 1.38 

I Grade U.S. No.1, al1 sizes. Wben tbe origiual prices included 11 range, the mid point Is shown In this 
tabulation. 

Relative to this average price change from day to day, it should be 
kept in mind that there is usually an increase in supply as the season 
progresses and v.s various districts begin to ship. This results in a 
downward trend in price, which for the peach prices shown in table 4 
would average a little more than 1 percent decline per day. It is also 
to be kept in mind that price changes are not an exact measure of 
supply changes f chiefly because of changes in factors of composition 
of supply as quality, condition, and size. The supply of competing 
products and other factors may change the demand somewhat, from 
day to day but the daily cbanges in average price are a fair index to 
daily changes in supply. 

TABLE 5.-Daily price per 24-pinl .;rate to jobbers for Louisiana strawberries, 
specifieclmarkets, April 6 to .May 14, 1931 I 

I 
Pitts- Cleve- Pitts- Cleve-Date Detroit Chicago Date Detroit Chicagoburgh land burgh land 

0 ______ 25______
Apr. $4.00 $4.12 $4.00 $3.62 Apr. $3.38 $3.00 $3.25 $2. 8827______i ___ ._. 3.88 4.12 4.00 3.00 3.12 2. 82 2.758 ______ ----:j~ii2 28 ______4.12 4.38 4.75 2.75 2.92 2. 92 2. 6829______g------ 5.00 5.12 4.70 5.00 3.08 3.12 3.12 3.1210______ 30______5.25 5.30 4.B8 4.88 3.45 3.50 3.!,,~ 3. 38IL _____ L _____ 3 ~,(",--------- 5.12 4.88 5.00 May 3.62 3.58 3.1213______ 2 ______ .... '" 

5.42 5.38 5.12 5.12 3.62 3.58 3.12 3.1214______ 4 ______ 
5.38 5.38 5.12 4.62 3.52 3.45 3.15 3.1215______ 5______5.00 5.25 3. 92 3.38 3.12 3.20 3.1216 ______ 6______4.25 ----n:i" 4.00 3.62 3.12 3.12 3.15 3.12Ii. _____ 4.12 3.88 4.00 3.62 7... _____ 3.25 3.25 3.08 3.1218______ 8___ .._3.88 3.42 4.50 3.38 3.38 3.25 3.15 2.8820______ 2.75 2.88 2.88 2.62 11g------ 3.50 3.08 3.38 2.38

21. _____ 2.62 2.75 2.02 2.62 2.02 2.85 2.52 2. 38 
23 ______ 13______ 
22______ 12______

2.88 2.92 3.25 2.62 2.38 2.42 2.58 2.025 
3.12 3.12 2.62 2,88 14 ______ 2,25 2,50 2. !j(~ 2.1224 ______ 3,38 3.50 3.a8 3.12 2.12 2.50 2.3J 2.12 

I Klondike strawberries, generally good quality and conrlition. When tbe original prices included a 
range, the mid point is sbown in this table. 

For strawberries, the ayerage price change from one day to the next 
was 7 percent. The maximum chang(:: was 36 percent, which occurred 
in Detroit from Saturday, April 18, to Monday, April 20, when tho 
average price dropped from $4.50 per crate to $2.88 (table 5). It 
will be noted that, for the period April 18 to 20, supplies increased 
greatly in Pittsburgh, Cleveland, Detroit, and Chicago as indicated 
by the sharp price decline. It is apparent, therefore, that there was 
a heavy supply of strawberries on most of the important markets 

http:g------3.50
http:g------5.00


8 TECHNICAL BULLETIN 445, U. S. DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE 

rather than an irregular supply among the markets. In many in
stances, price changes from day to day were in the same direction 
in the different markets indicating that general supplies for the 
markets were heavier or lighter rather than that one city had a heavy 
supply while another had a light supply. 

Observations of price changes from day to day in important 
markets for other commodiCes-as tomatoes, lettuce, and celery
indicate fluctuations in pI'ice and supply generally similar to those for 
strawberries and peaches shown in tables 4 and 5. 

The conclusion from these observations of market price changes 
from day to day is that the flow of fruits find vegetables to the leitding 
markets is fairly even considering the fact that in most instances the 
control of distribution is not centralized. There are, however, in
stances oi sharp fluctuations in price and supply. 

COMPARISON OF SEASON'S SUPPLIES IN VARIOUS MARKETS AS 
MEASURED BY PRICE 

In a good distribution the average seasonal prices on different 
markets should be such that \vhen transportation and other marketing 
charges are deducted the prices on a shipping-point basis would be 
about the same for shipments to the different markets. This is 
assuming that the average quality and condition of the shipments are 
apprm..."imately the same on the various markets. 

The average of daily prices to jobbers during the 1931 season is 
shown for certain fruits and vegetables in specified markets in table 6. 
It appears that there is not usually a wide vllriation in the seasonal 
prices in different cities. For example, in the case of Flol'ida celer'y, 
where the differences in tmDsportation charges to the markets listed 
are small, the highest seasonal price among the seven markets was 
$3.42 in Ohicago, which was only 5 percent above the lowest, $3.26 
in Philadelphia. 

TABLE 6.-Average daily price 10 jobbers for specified fruits and vegetables in 7 
markets, 1981 

B Pitts- Chi-Commodity and mnrket period t New I Philn- De- St. 
os on York delphin burgh tmit cngo Louis 

--------------1---------------
Calirornia cantaloups, Standard 45's, May 18-July 11 _________________________________________ 

Florida celery, lO-inch cm!es, Jan. 26-Apr.18_____ ._ 
$2.85 
3.36 

$2.89 
3.32 

$2.80 
3.20 

$2.80 
3.37 

$2.8:1 
3.311 

$2.58 
3.,12 

$2.60 
3.34 

Cnllfornia lettuce, r;rates, 4 to 5 dozen, Jan. 2-Apr. 9____ • _____________________________________ 
2.82 2.81 2.61 2.07 2. i3 2.68 2.70 

Oeorgia peaches, U.S. No.1 Elberta, bushels, 2 to 
2~ inches, July 26-Aug. JL _____________________ 1.21 1.19 1.09 1.25 1.4-l 1.41 

Florida potatoes, U.S. No.1 barrels, Spnulding Rose No. 4, A~r. 8-May 15_____________________ 6.55 0.27 0.22 0.09 0.57 0.5-1 
Louisiana straw erries, 24-pint crates, Klondike,Mnr. 36-May 25 ________________________________ 3.60 3.30 3.12 3.41 3.33 3.14 :1. 27 
Mississippi tomatoes, U.S. No.1 flats, June 15-July 8__________________________________________ 

.07 .72 .77 .71 .06 .68 .79 

For Georgia peacbes in bushel baskets the seasonal price in Detroit, 
and Ohicago was considcmbly higher than in the ellstern markets. 
This may be due in part to the fact that the crate is preferred as a 
package for peaches in the East, whereas the bushel basket is pre
ferred in the Middle West. 
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For Florida potatoes the seasonal price ranged from $6.22 per barrel 
in Philadelphia to $6.69 in Pittsburgh, an increase of 8 percent over 
the Philadelphia price. 

On the whole it appears that the distribution of a commodity from 
fL certain producing arcn. is usually such that the seasonal price re
ceived by the shippers is not greatly different for the various markets. 

COMPARISON OF VARIOUS METROPOLITAN DISTRICTS AS CAR-LOT 
MARKETS 

The consuming capacity of any market is influenced by a D!.lmber of 
factors among which may be mentioned the size of the city itself and 
of the metropolitan area of which it is the center, the extent to which 
the area outside .of the metropolitan district draws on the market for 
supplies, the food habits of the population as determined by racial 
or otber characteristics, the degroe of prosperity, the changes in volume 
and location of production from year to year, and the trade methods 
and practices. 

In a study of the market distribution of fruits and vegetables, it 
is essential to know what part of the domestic car-lot shipments of 
each commodity is unloaded in each of the leading markets and how 
much this is likely to vary from year to year. A comparison of the 
percentages of shipments of different commodities unloaded in any 
market is significant. The importa,nce of the various markets can 
also be studied according to populations. 

In table 7 is shown for 1930 and 1931 the percentages of United 
States car-lot shipments of 16 commodities unloaded in markets 
classified according to size of metropolitan districts. 'rhe metropoli
tan population figures are those shown in the 1930 census and include 
the population surrounding a city which is largely influenced economic
ally and socially by the city. All metropolitan districts listed in table 
7 have populations of 100,000 or more. 

A comparison of the percentages of car-lot shipments unloaded in 
the specified markets in 1930 ahd J931 shows remarkably small 
differences. This is true even though the cILr-lot shipments of some 
commodities as grapefruit, grapes, oranges, and peaches varied widely 
between the 2 years. 

The population in the 61 market districts in 1930 was equal to about 
72 percent of the urban population in places of 2,500 or more, and 40 
percent of the total populu,tion. 

The relation of unloads to shipments for each commodity and each 
market and group of markets with few exceptions shows a high degree 
of similarity for the 2 years. Although the grape shipments dropped 
from 70,890 cars in 1930 to slightly less than 47,000 in 1931, the per
centages of total shipments unloaded in the 61 market districts were 
77.2 and 79.7 respectively for the 2 years. For oranges, although the 
shipments increased from 65,923 in 1930 to more than 95,000 in 1931, 
the proportion of shipments unloaded in the 61 market districts 
dropped only 2.3 percent frorn 79.5 percent in 1930 to 77.2 percent in 
1931. 

69118-34-2 
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TABLE 7.-Percentage of United Slates car-lot shipments of 16 commodities unloaded in marketsclassijied according to size of metropolitan .
odistricts, 1930 and 1931 

1000 
~ 

Canta· Pota· Straw- Sweet- Toma- Water- If\com-Market I I Apples I ~:~; Celery Grape- Grapes Lemons Lettucp Onions Oranges' Peaches' 9 
loups I fruit toes berries potatoes toes melons moditles 

~ Percent PlTCe11t Perctnt Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent PlTcont Perce11t Percent Percent PlTcent Percent Percent PtTcent PercentBoston_________________________ t" 
Chicago_______________________ . 1.2 3.0 5.5 3.6 5.1 f.. 2 3.9 3. i 5.2 6. a 3.3 3.1 6.6 4.2 4.9 1.2 3.6 

5.5 4.8 8.9 7.1 9.1 6.8 7.8 8.7 5.7 7.5 6.6 6.4 9.9 8.6 6.7 4.8 6.7Clevelnnd ______________________ b:l 
1.3 1.7 3.0 1.7 2.8 1.5 2.6 2.0 2.1 2.5 2.2 1.6 3.0 2.9 .5 1.8 1.8Detroit.__________________ •_____ 
1.9 2.1 3.2 3.1 3.2 2.0 2.7 3.1 3.6 3.1 3.1 3.2 4.8 3. i 3.1 2.6 2.9Los Angeles ________________ • _ •• 3.7 .0 1.4 .3 .6 2.1 .0 2.2 1.5 .3 2.7 2.6 .0 1.6 .1 3.6 1.9 

New York·northeastern New
Jersey'••• ____....__ •____•• ___ 10.8 13.4 2.1.9 19.2 18.3 27.2 10.5 18.7 16.0 19.5 18. 8 9.6 12.9 8.9 19.5 7.0 14.6

Philadelphia..__________..____ •. 2.:1 (.0 6.6 n.8 0.2 5.3 4.2 6.0 5.9 6.3 4.1 3.3 3.4 1.7 5.6 3.5 4.4
Pittshurgh. _..... ____....____ .. i2.t; 3.5 3.0 3.S 3.0 -LI 2.9 2.7 2.9 3.0 3.0 1.8 2.9 5. a 4.0 1.9 2.7St. Louis...____ .._..__________ • 1.0 3.3 2.4 2.6 2.4 1.1 3.2 2.9 2.4 1.8 2.1 1.9 1.4 1.5 1.3 2.7 2.0 

>I>San Francisco_ •• _____.......... .8 .0 1.6 1.6 1.7 4.0 2.tl .6 1.7 1.6 2.1 1.4 .0 .8 1.0 .6 1.4 >I>

Total l..________________ •• Q1

31.1 aU! 62.4 49.8 52.4 58.3 0.'\ 50.6 47.0 51. 6 48. a :14.9 44.9 38.9 46.7 29.7 42.0 
Baltimore.____ •____•_________ ._ ---------= = = ===~===== ------ q.5 3.9 1.6 2.9 2.7 .9 2.6 1.8 1.8 2.1 1.6 1.2 1.0 4.5 3.0 1.7 1.7 
B!lIT~lo-N!agurn___..___.. _.... _ .2 .7 1.4 1.0 1.6 1.0 1.1 1.2 .S lA .8 .5 2.4 1.6 .8 .7 .8Clnclnnatl__.. ___•______ ....... Ul
1.3 2.0 2.0 1.5 1.8 .S 2.8 1.3 1..1 1.5 2.8 ].4 2.9 2.9 1.3 2.4 1.6
Kansas City, :1\10•• and Kansas 

City, Rans........____....... 1.0 1.1 ].2 1.5 1.5 .8 1.7 ]..1 1.0 .8 .8 1. a .9 .6 .8 1.2 1.0 t::1
Milwaukee_______ •_________•_._ 1.0 .5 .8 1.4 .9 1.3 1.0 .9 .6 1.0 1.5 1.0 1.8 .3 .6 .7 ].0 t;j
Minneapolis and St. PauL _____ l.a .6 ].0 2.0 1.7 1.2 1.9 1.4 ..1 1.3 2.2 .4 2.3 1.2 .9 1.0 1.0 "d 
Providcnce, R. I., Fall River, ~ and New Redford, Mass. , ____ .1 .6 .6 .6 .. .6 .3 .5 .8 .7 .4 .5 1.1 .5 .9 .3 .5
Scranton and '\"ilkes Barre 1 ___ .3 .6 . 7 .9 .7 .9 .3 .6 1.1 .8 .0 .6 .3 .9 .9 .4 .6 oWashlngt,..", D.C______________ .3 1.6 1.2 1.6 1.9 .4 .3 1.3 1.0 1.1 .8 .7 .3 1.4 1.1 1.1 .9 t::j 

Total l __________________ .. ---------------------------------------------------- 
6.0 11. Ii 10.5 14.0 13.2 7.9 12.0 10.4 9.0 10.7 11.5 7.3 13.0 13.9 ]0.3 9.5 9.1 :>42 districts 1______________ 11.2 17_0 12.3 16.0 23.3 11.0 21.6 19.0 16.9 17.2 14.7 14.2 15.1 19.5 14.6 19.2 15.161 districts l .._____________ 48.3 66.4 85.2 79.8 88.9 77.2 74.0 80.0 72.9 79.5 74.2 56.4 73.0 72.3 71.6 58.4 66.2 ~ 

Cars Ca" Cars Car.• Car. Cars Cars Cars Cars Cars Ca,. Car.• Cars Cars Cars Cars Cars 5 
Car-lot shipments ____________ ..1107, 033 38,205 36,179 26,411 20,001 70,890 14,274 55,628 3U,577 65,923 24,291 252,411 10,578 19,045 34.050 59,011 873,507 

q 

I 



1931 , 

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percmt Percent Percent Percent Perrent Percent Percent l~CTCtn! Percent Percent Perce71t Percent Pcrcent 
Boston_________________________ 1. 8 3.6 5.4 3.7 5.1 3.9 3.5 3.9 5.5 5.9 3.9 2.9 6.0 5.4 5.7 1.3 3.9
Ohlrago_________ ______________ 0.3 5.1 8.1 O. n 7.2 10.2 7.8 0.96.8 6.8 8.7 5.0 6.6 7.6 6.8 9.5 5.4 
Oleveland______________________ 1.1 1.5 2.9 1.8 2.7 1.1 2.2 2.2 1.8 2.3 2.3 1.0 3.0 4.1 .5 2.1 1.8 
Detroit_________________________ 2.3 2.3 3.1 3.7 3.7 1.9 2.8 3.1 2.5 3.0 4.3 2.7 4.8 4.8 3.4 2.6 2.9 
Los Angeles____________________ 3.7 .4 1.0 .4 .5 .1 • 0 1.7 2.5 _1 1.8 2.7 .0 I .• .1 3.8 1.8 
New York-northeastern New ~ 

Jersey '0______________________ 12.9 17.0 25.2 20.7 18.8 28.4 13.5 19.1 19.9 20.2 16.9 9.2 14.1 7.3 19.9 7.7 15.3
Philadelll',111_________ ._. ______ . 2.4 7.5 6.3 7.3 5.4 ~ 5.6 4.5 6.4 6.3 5.8 3.2 2.6 3.1 I" 5.5 3.2 4.2 
Pittsburgh____________________ 2.1 3. 1 4.2 3.9 2.5 3.7 2.8 2.5 ? J 2.5 2.5 1.7 2.8 5.6 4.2 1.6 2.5 t:;jSt. Louis_ ______________________ .6 3.9 2.2 2.5 2.2 2 .)1.2 2.7 2.7 2.5 I.S 1.2 1.9 2.1 1.0 3.3 2.0 ......
San Francisco________________ ._ .7 .0 1. 4 1.5 1. 4 4.4 1.9 .6 2.7 1.2 1.1 1.5 .0 .2 .4 .S 1.3 

Tota)!____________________ 33.!) 4·1.4 59.8 52.4 49.5 00.1 40.7 50.9 52. I 49.4 44.8 33.6 45.4 41.1 49.7 31. S 42. 6 ~ Baltimore________ .____________ . .4 3.S 1.7 3.2 2.0 1.0 2.8 1.7 - 1.8 1.9 .8 1.2 1.1 3.6 3.2 2.7 - 1.6 
Buffalo·Niagara___________ . ___ . .2 .7 1.1 1.0 1.6 .9 1.2 1.2 .r, 1.4 1.2 .5 2.2 2.2 .8 .8 .9 
Oinc1nn3tL________ .___________ 1.0 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.7 .9 2-" 1.3 1.3 1.5 2.2 1.3 3.5 3.3 1.4 2_9 1.0 § 
Kansas City, !vIo., and Kunsas o

City, Kans___________________ .91.2 1.3 1.5 1.0 .61.2 1.4 1.1 .S 1.01.1 1.3 .4 1.1 1.5 1.1 ZMilwaukee________•__________ ._ 1_6 .5 .8 1.6 1.0 1.0 .7 1.0 .5 1.0 2.31.0 1.9 .5 .7 .9 1_1 
Minncapolisand St. PauL____ 1.2 .9 1.:1 2.6 2.1 1.2 1.5 1.0 .8 1.3 1.8 .7 2.5 1.5 1.2 1.0 1.2 o 
Provirlence, R. T., FaH Riycr, "01 

and New BedCord,Mass.'___ .:1 .S .S .5 .4 .8 .3 .6 .9 .7 .S .51.2 .71.0 .4 .0 
Scranton·WilkesBarre'______ •. .3 .7 .7 .7 .7 .8 .3 .5 1.0 .8 .S .5 .4 .9 .9 .4 .0 
Wasbington, D.C__________ ._.~ .3 1.5 1.3 1.8 1.5 .6 . I 1.4 1. I 1. I .6 .9 .4 1.3 1.0 1.4 .9 ~ Total'_________•____ •___ .• 6.2 11. S 10.8 15.2 12.r. 8.4 10.5 10.7 9.1 10.5 11.5 14.4 11.3 12.0 9.6

42 districts ,______________• 7.7 114.510.9 10.2 13.5 15.5 22.4 11.2 18.5 19.3 16.2 17.3 13.7 14.3 14.9 19.6 15.1 18. 5 15.3 ~ 01 districts 1____________.. 51.0 72.4 S4.1 SJ.l 84.5 79.7 69.7 80.9 77.4 77~ 2 70.0 55.6 74.S 75~ 1 76.1 62.3 67.5 

Cllrs Cars Cars Cars CaT! Car:! Cars Curs Cars Cars Cars Cars COTS Co,. Cars Cars Cars
Car·lot shipments 5__________ •• _ 9S,348 38,668 30,567 22,475 28,995 '16,895 18,253 49,87S :33,772 95,331 37,903 246,624 /13,767 16,131 27,654 52,066 857,387 ~ 

, The totnl metropolitan populations oC the various groups oC districts according to the 1930 census were: Cor 10 districts of 1,000,000 or more Jlopulation, 30,576,7~1; Cor 9 districts oC ~ 
500,000 to 1,000,000, 0,950, 199; Cor 42 districts (listed in tablc 9) oC 100,000 to 500,000, 11,853,450; total Cor 61 districts, 49,380,430. c;l 

I Includes casaba, Honey Dew, Honey BaH, Persian, etc. 
3 Satsumas and tangerines included. 
I Intrastate shipments oC California peaches, except those going to Los Angeles and San Francisco, weresubtructcd Crom tbe total United States peach shipments to obtain tho figure ~ (24,291) used in this computation as Cresh·peach shipments Cor 1930. and 37,963 Cor 1931. 
'Includes Newark, N.J. 
, Unloads Included are Cor Proyidence only. ~ 
, Unload reports Cram records oC the Pennsylvania Department oC Agriculture. rJl 
S Sbipment Rnd unload figures Cor 1931 are subject to revision. 

I--' 
I--' 
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The figures in table 7 indicate that there was a fairly even distri
bution among the markets of the total season's cur-lot shipments of a 
commodity even though the number of cars shipped varied consider
ably in different years. In case of a small crop, however, there 
appears to be some tendency for a slightly higher percentage of 
shipments to go to the larger markets. 

In view of the geneml similarity of the percentages for the 2 years, 
only the 1930 figures are used in the discussion in the following para
graphs. 

In the group of 10 largest markets in 1930, the ratio of unloads to 
United States shipments in round numbers ranged from 30 percent 
for watermelons to 62 percent for cantaloups. In the next size 
group of 9 markets the range was from 6 percent for apples to 14 per
cent for celery, whereas in the group of 42 smaller markets the range 
was from 11 percent for grapes and apples to 23 percent for grape
fruit. For the entire 61 marketing districts represented, the lowest 
ra.tio of unloads to shipments was for apples with 48 percent, and the 
highest was grapefruit with 89 percent. It is possible that this figure 
for grapefruit is slightly high as the reports of gru.pefruit unloads in 
some markets may have included some cars of mixed citrus fruit. 

The fact that the percentage of apples unloaded in the 61 market 
districts is relatively low is explained by the comparatively wide dis
tribution of apples including considerable shipments to the smaller 
markets and by the fact that large quantities of the apple shipments 
were exported. 

Only 5fj percent of the potato shipments were unloaded in 1930 in 
the 61 markets. This indicates that potatoes, which are u widely 
used commodity and are less perishable than many other vegetables 
and which take a lower freight rate than most others, are distributed 
in car lots to the smaller mnrkets of less than 100,000 populntion to 
a greater extent than are most other fruits and vegetables. 

'Watermelons, too, are widely distributed among the smaller mar
kets in car lots, since only 58 percent of the 1930 car-lot shipments 
were unloaded in the 61 metropolitan districts. The market-news 
reports showed shipments of southeastern watermelons to 426 desti
nations in 1930 and 418 in 1931. These destinations include import
ant diversion points so that the number of markets at which ship
ments were actually unloaded was much greater than the number of 
original destinations. 

The 61 markets received appro}..-imately 80 percent or more of the 
1930 car-lot shipments of cantaloups, celery, grapefruit, lettuce, and 
ol'l1nges (table 7). These commodities which apparently did not have 
ns wide a car-lot distribution as the others are among those of a more 
perishable nature. 

Interesting facts as to the comparative importance of various mar
kets are brought out by table 7. The New York-northeastern New 
Jersey metropolitan district, including unloads at N 6\\" York and 
Newark, is by far the most important market and it absorbs immense 
quantities of fruits and vegetables. It received about 15 percent of 
the combined car-lot shipments of 16 fruits and vegetables. This 
district received 27 percent of the gl'l1pe shipments in 1930, 26 percent 
of the cantaloup shipments, nnd about 19 percent each of the celery, 
lettuce, orange, peach, and tomato shipments, as compared with only 
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7 percent of the watermelon shipments, 9 percent of tho sweetpotatoes, 
10 percent of the potatoes, and 11 percent of the apples. 

Chicago is the second city in importance as a car-lot market and 
unloaded aboub 7 percent of the shipments in 1930. Ten percent of 
the strn,vberry shipments were unloaded in Ohicago, and 9 percent 
of the cantaloup, grapefruit, lettuce, and sweetpotato shipments 
compared with only 5 percent of the cabbage and watermelon ship
mentsin 1930. 

Other cities show Y.f1riations in percentages of shipments unloaded, 
which can usu ally be explained in a general way by local marketing con
ditions. For example, hea,vy motor-truck receipts frequently explain 
why car-lot receipts are small. Motor-truck receipts of 16 fruits and 
vegetables in 1931 in 8 markets for which statistics are available are 
shown in table 8 and are important in the supply in most of these 
markets. The car-lot unloads of many commodities in Los Angeles 
were very small because a large part of the supply (58 percent of the 
domestic supply of 16 products in 1930 and 62 percent in 1931) was 
brought in by truck from producing areas. For apples, potatoes, 
and watermelons, however, the Los Angeles unloads are relatively 
as large as in most other markets. San Francisco, too, had small 
unloads of most commodities partly because of heavy truck receipts, 
and because car-lot unloads at Oakland are not included in the 
statis tics . 

TABLE S.-Molor-truck receil1ts of 16 jru'ils and vegetables in 8 markets, 1931 

San 
Commv<llty Bostoll Denver City, Angeles York 1 delphltl Lake Fran

Kansas Los New Ph1la- Salt 

Mo. City cisco 

-----------1------------------------
Cars Cars Cars Cars Cars Cars Cars Cars 

266 2, 300 1, 853 124 373~~gbe;gii:::::::::::::::::::::::::'::: 1, ~~ A~ ~~ 1,090 1 771 691 76 322Cantsloups ,__________ _______________ 2 1i3 (11 2,331 '829 1,173 20·1 496Oelery_______________________________ 388 160 ______ __ 2,469 7·12 205 94 3991,003 _. ______________ 

1,455 205 222 20 325
612 _____ •__________lr~:J~~;~=::::::::::::=:==:::::::::: _____ ~~_ :::::::: ~:~~~~~~ 2 24 

29 40Lettuce ____________________._________ 1,054 206 36 3, '115 1,214 412 110Onlons____•________________________ ._ 83 62 14 1,3~~565 1,519 212 85
3,735 ..______ 1 54 293~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: -----2['- :::::::: -----is- 1,446 1,833 1,824 126 354Potstoes _________________~___________ 99 499 205 1,870 4,579 3,571 574 269Strnwbcrrles____•________________ ..._ 100 46 38 628 009 1,083 68 286Sweetpotatoes__________•_________________________..__ 43 625 1,647 1,870 1 149 

Tomatoes____________________________ 376 109 loll 2,755 I, 9J 7 1,474 225 667Watermelons_________ ---_____________ ________ J7 1 763 17 328 66 23 
TotaL ________'_'_' ____ ..______ 4,312 1,3SB 686 25,037 19,182 14,988 1,864 5,369 

Re\ntio_1 of truck receipts to total do- Percent Percent Percent Percent Perrent Percent Percent Perrent 
ruelHic cur-lot and truck recelpts___ 12 20 7 62 14 20 58 32 

1 Motor-truck receipts at Washington Street wholesale markot und WaJlubout und Gunsevoort rarmers' 
markets. 

'Includes casaba, Honey Dew, Honey Dull, etc. 

The low figure of less than 2 percent as the ratio of sweetpotato 
unlotLds in Philadelphia to United States car-lot shipments may be 
explained by the fact that Philu,delphia is within easy trucking dis
tance of important sweetpotato-producing districts. In 1930, about 
73 percent of the Philadelphia sweetpotato receipts were brought in 
by truck. 

It is apparent that the importance of any city or group of cities as 
a consuming market for car-lot shipments varies widely when different 
commodities are considered. 
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UNLOADS PER 100,000 POPULATION IN VARIOUS MARKETS AND 
GROUPS OF MARKETS 

As a method of comparing various markets in regard to their con
sumption of domestic car-lot and boat shipments of fruits and vege
tables, the unloads of 16 commodities per 100,000 metropolitan popu
lation have been computed for 61 metropolitan districts fo 1930 
(table 9). The year 1930 was fairly representative of the years 1926 
to 1931 in regard to fruit arid vegetable shipments. For the 16 com
modities under consideration in 1930 shipments we.re about 3 percent 
greater than in 1931. The consumption of any commodity, of course, 
varies somewhat from year to year according to total production. 

The metropolitan districts have been grouped according to size in
cluding 10 districts of 1,000,000 or more population, 9 districts of 
500,000 to 1,000,000, and 42 districts of 100,000 to 500,000 population. 

In studying table 9, showing unloads per 100,000 population in 
various metropolitan districts, it should be kept in mind that in most 
instances these domestic unloads cannot be considered as consumption 
figures since some of the unloads were distributed by truck to points 
outside the metropolitan districts. For some commodities and some 
markets this outward movement of car-lot receipts may be partly, or 
more than, offset by motor-truck receipts from producing areas or in 
some cases by imports. Some of the smaller metropolitan districts 
are near enough to the larger cities to receive supplies from them by 
truck. 1'.10reover, there are a few car-lot unloads within some metro
politan districts, for which statistics are not available. For example, 
unload statistics for the San Francisco district do not include unloads 
at Oakland; for the Albany-Schenectady-Troy district, only the un
loads at Albany are available; and for the Providence-Fall River-New 
Bedford district, only the unloads at Providence are available. The 
table has value, however, in presenting certain general information 
relating to car-lot distribution. 

The total car-lot and boat unloads of domestic shipments of 16 
commodities per 100,000 population were not greatly different in 
the three groups of cities in 1930. For the group of largest cities 
the figure was 1,200 cars; for the next group 1,138 cars, and for the 
group of smaller cities 1,119 cars (table 9). WheI\ commodities are 
considered separately, there are some considerable variations in the 
different groups of cities. 

The question as to whether the larg'er cities are relatively better 
markets than the smaller cities for certain commodities is answered 
in a general way through 11 study of table 9. As an illustration, the 
unloads of cantaloups and grapes averaged considerably greater per 
100,000 population in the markets of more than 1,000,000 population 
than in the smaller markets. In the 10 metropolitan distt"icts of 
more than 1,000,000 population the unloads of cantaloups per 100,000 
population were 74 cars, compared with 55 in the 9 districts of 500,000 
to 1,000,000 population, and 38 in 42 districts of 100,000 to 500,000 
population. For grapes, the corresponding figures were 135, 80, 
and 66 cars. 

Only very general conclusions can be drawn from such a comparison 
of unloads in different groups of markets, because wide differences 
appear when specific cities within any group are compared with 
respect to the unloads of certain commodities. These diffel'ences 
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can usually be explained in a general way by such factors as local 
production conditions, local distribution conditions, imports, or, for 
a few cities incomplete unload reports. For example, car-lot unloads 
of many commodities in Los Angeles as previously pointed out were 
very small because of nearness to producing districts. 

A method of comparing unloads in cities of different sizes is to 
select ce~tain markets within a size group, where truck receipts of the 
commodlty are small, and make a comparison with markets selected 
on a similaT basis in another size group. A Gtraight average of the 
grape car-lot unloads per 100,000 population in Bosum, Ohicago, 
New York-'northeastern New Jersey, Philadelphia, and Pittsburgh 
in 1930 is 151 cars. Tlus compares with an average of 68 caTS in the 
smaner markets of Columbus, Grand Rapids, "Harrisburg, Hartford, 
and Syracuse. 

A comparison of indiv-idual cities, where industrial conditions and 
racial characteristics differ, shows sigillficant differences in the unloads 
of certain commodities per unit of population. The metropolitan 
populations of Columbus and Youngstown are not greatly different 
in size, yet in the latter city, wluch is largely industrial, grape unloads 
were 125 cars per 100,000 population in 1930 compared with 59 cars 
in Oolumbus. On the other hand celery unloads were only 10 cars 
p~r 100,000 population for the YoungstQwn district compared with 80 
cars for Oolumbus. The smaller cities appear to be relatively better 
car-lot markets for watermelons, also southern cities are relatively 
better watermelon markets than northern cities. 

Oonsidering apples, one finds that in the group of largest markets, 
the unloads per 100,000 population varied from 54 cars in Boston, 
where import!1nt sources of apple supplies are near, to 173 cars in 
Los Angeles where sources are remote. The average for the group 
was 109 cars. In the group of 9 m!1rkets of 500,000 to 1,000,000 
population, the apple unloads ranged from 17 C!1rs per 100,000 in the 
Providence-Fall River-New Bedford district to 181 cars in the Oin
cinnati district with an average of 92. In the group of 42 smaller 
markets of 100,000 to 500,000 metropolit!1n population, the range in 
apple unloads per 100,000 was from 5 cars in Salt Lake Oity and 
WorcesteT, :Mass., to 260 in Duluth with an average of 102 cars. 
It is evident, therefore, that extremely wide variations occur when 
various cities are compared as to their car-lot apple unloads per unit 
of population. The S!1me is true for other commodities. It is 
difficult to account for some of these differences whereas others can 
be explained readily. 

The apple unloads of 27 caTS per 100,000 population in the Buffalo
Niagara metropolitan district were much smaller than at Oincinnati 
where they were 181 cars per 100,000. The cluef reasons for this 
difference is th!1t large quantities of apples are bauled by truck to the 
Buffalo-Niagara district, from the western New York apple-producing 
area, and that there is a considerable area surrounding Cincinnati 
which draws on th!1t city for supplies. 

In certain cities, as for example, Indian!1polis and Columbus, where 
conditions may be considered somewhat similar, one would e:x-pect 
car-lot unloads of the different commodities per 100,000 population 
to be about the same, and in fact for most cOlllmodities this is true. 



TABLE 9.-Unloads of domestic car-lot and boat shipments, i6 fruits and vegetables, per 100,000 population in 61 metropolitan districts, 1930 I-' 
~ 

I ~- ~ Cab· Canta- Grape· a I' Pota- Strh..- Sweet- Toma- 1Yator- loads per 
MetropolItan district Apples b ge loups I Celery fruIt' rapes Lemons Lettuce On ons Oranges Peaches toes berries potatoes toes melons 100,000 

a popula
tion ~ ---------1-----------------------------------

ClIrs ClIrs ClIrs ClIrs ClIrs CarB ClIrs ClIrs ClIrs ClIrs ClIrs Cars ClIrB Cars ClIrs ClIrB ClIrs
Doston________________________ 51 50 87 41 44 191 24 90 89 171 35 337 30 34 72 31 1,380 ~ 
Chlcago _____________________.. 135 42 73 43 42 111 25 III 51 113 36 374 24 37 53 65 1,335 
Clevelnnd ___________________ .. 116 53 92 :17 46 88 31 04 71 139 45 327 26 47 15 90 1,317 

I 
til 

J)etroIL ____________________ ._ U8 37 54 :19 30 6U 18 81 68 97 3.1 373 24 33 51 73 1,186 
L<J:l Angeles___________________ 173 1 21 3 5 4 0 52 26 9 28 282 0 13 1 92 710 
New York-northeastern New 

Jersey.______________________ 100 47 80 47 34 177 14 95 68 118 42 222 13 15 61 38 1,173 
Phlladelphla___________________ 85 81 85 03 44 131 21 118 82 145 35 263 13 11 66 71 1,344
Plttsburgh____________________ 143 68 72 51 31 146 21 76 58 100 38 235 10 49 09 57 1,230 z 
St. Louls______________________ 84 U8 67 52 38 6I 36 126 71 94 39 376 11 22 34 121 1,330
San Jo'rnnclsco ,________________ 65 0 45 33 27 218 28 25 52 82 40 280 0 13 27 30 005 II>

---------- ---1--------------- II>-

TolaL.__________________ 109 47 74 43 34 13.1 19 U2 61 111 38 288 16 24 52 57 1,200 .?' 
= = I = 6===

Baltimore.____________________ 00 156 03 80 57 6U 40 10.1 7:l 145 40 323 11 90 109 104 1,525 ~ Durralo and Niagara, N. Y_____ 27 33 63 51 38 83 19 81 41 110 25 150 31 37 32 50 871 
Clncinnatl_____________________ 181 101 93 52 48 77 63 94 72 128 89 463 40 73 60 189 1,803 rJl 
Kansas City, Mo. nnd Kansas 

City, Knns_ .. _______________ 174 67 74 60 48 00 39 125 68 91 31 428 15 19 43 117 1,501 
MllwRukee_. ______ •_________ ._ 140 24 37 50 25 121 20 70 31 91 48 341 25 7 30 60 1,126 
Minneapolis-St. i'~IIL.________ 167 30 44 65 41 99 32 97 23 104 64 116 20 28 35 68 1,042 
Pro\'ldenee, n.r., :r'all River, ~I I ~ 

and New Dedford, Mnss.'___ 17 22 21 18 9 46 4 28 32 49 10 127 12 9 33 21 458 
Scranton nnd Wilkes-Barre ,___ 46 38 37 36 20 96 8 49 08 79 23 230 6 27 45 36 844 oWashington, D.C_____________ 52 96 70 06 61 40 7 117 00 117 32 304 0 43 61 102 1,240 "'J-------I---r-------------r-------------

TotaL__________________ 92 64 55 53 38 80 25 83 52 101 40 265 20 38 51 81 1,138 >=====F===I==========Akron,Ohlo___________________ 80 28 :a! 13 7 54 2 46 29 23 32 253 12 25 16 87 741 fa
Albany, Schonectlldy, nnd H 

Troy. N.y:_________________ 23 24 53 20 21 61 11 57 40 79 31 266 17 25 33 31 792 Q 

Atlantll_______________________ 126 66 28 50 32 34 54 85 71 112 2 261 1 38 60 29U 1,325 q
Birmlngham________________ ._ 92 88 11 23 17 26 31 62 60 85 7 188 1 19 37 I:a! 875 
Brldgeport_____________________ 45 38 37 23 22 113 15 48 38 110 32 261 10 18 20 41 91U ~ 
Columbus_____________________ lU5 89 76 80 48 59 29 120 75 127 80 492 35 96 31 122 1,724
Dallas_________________________ 104 57 8 43 37 42 47 142 82 97 5 357 8 54 73 60 1,27U
Dayton________________________ 106 46 37 31 15 7 6 06 37 64 41 341 33 50 6 127 1,073 ~ 
Derl\·er________________________ 174 39 81 19 59 103 42 172 17 115 03 288 27 49 76 04 I, 41~ 
Des Molnes___________________ 150 71 39 58 03 55 40 116 107 90 05 646 22 47 28 138 I, i35 
Duluth________________________ 260 38 35 44 24 80 17 75 62 78 42 94 22 13 55 49 , 994 



________________________ ~Il'nso 

56 10 30 J9 38 48 30 109 61 12·\ 29 28.1 10 0 31 57 943 
Fort Worth____________________ 76 183 20 5:J 40 28 :1a 89 08 137 31 5(\.1 15 8 ! 309 102 1,846
]o;vnn5vllle____•________________ 

152 52 7 55 38 :18 43 1:15 i7 60 3 478 15 63 57 20 1,298Ornnd Hllpids. ___._._________ • 34 45 46 13 57 ao :H J.l8 16 laO ao 289 35 34 11 103 1,065IIarrisburg 0__ ._. __..__ • ______ • 7 ifi 45 27 44 as 2 25 10 1I2 18 212 2 16 14 121 768IIlIrtrord.____•____ .,.____...."
11ous1on___________ •___ •______ • 30 17 31 ~O 20 OU 10 38 15 0 11 711 10 21 23 16 529 
Indlanllpolls.__ •_______________ 118 :13 0 41 27 55 51 107 84 80 :11 30a 0 ·12 43 77 1,164

J.l5 i4 42 4·\ 56 44 3S 109 52 142 68 496 2·1 55 40 121 1,540Jocksonville____ •__ •____ •___ •. , 
Louis\'iIIe, Ky_.___ •___________ 100 100 :10 66 9570 as 0 115 HI 107 ao 303 0 0 60 310 2,003

130 7S 35 ·12 45 27 2·1 67 60 82 26 217 12 26 79 150 1,109.I\Ielll phis. __ .,___ ._."_'_•____ • 13·1 154 33 48 41 53 li5 114 U5 121 13 383 2 12 42 157 1,457Nllsh \'iIIe ••••• ____• ___..._••_•. 203 127 26 31 40 41 3S BB Vol 124 29 386 7 1S 57 275 1,55·\ ~ 
60 ·11l 37 28 32 2B8 4 107 73 110 29 286 10 37 6i 34 1,251

New 1111\'en__ •• _________ •__... 
New Orlcuns____•____•••_.. _.. I:;j60 i2 30 4·1 15 43 43 100 112 8 Z'J 21U 0 2 41 140 1,040
NorColk, l'orlsmouth, ond .... 

Newport News, VII._•• __ • __ • 77 08 12 39 18 20 4 50 56 7U 9 H7 2 22 42 681Oklahomo Clty_•••• _•.__•____• 176 89 10 GO 35 37 37 141 70 101 .13 370 12 52 44 1,256
Onmha, Nebr., lind Council 

DlulTs,lowo•••• _______ ._. __• ~222 73 56 1;3 47 104 39 105 44 10 69 41;1 31 29 46 100 i,540Peorln, 111. ..._••___...._. ____ • 170 77 23 28 34 41 19 115 48 7 3U 637 1i 27 22 • 114 1,404Portland,Oreg. __ ..._________• 120 21 79 27 42 III 25 116 45 13 1,153 §
105 142 25 60 53 H TJ 81 64 117 12 214 2 24 66 85 1,117 

Rlchmond_________._.________ • 46 268 15 47 34 OS 
Rochester •••• ___• ____.._••• _•• 11 21 52 a3 40 122 25 80 27 J20 19 137 10 34 22 Vol 826Snit I,nke City_• __________ •___ ~ 5 13 57 0 26 55 35 123 a1 123 2 72 13 31 41 04 724Son Antonio.______...________ • 122 11 3 6:1 5 56 40 110 68 73 20 2B8 2 54 40 11 004Scuttle._.__•__ ._•__ •_•___ •_____ 180 33 80 43 50 117 3U 115 100 134 54 521 14 3U 42 82 1,623Spoknne._ • ____ •__._ •________ ._ ~ 54 20 73 34 31 54 30 116 77 110 112 360 0 47 30 154 1,311
Springfield lind llolyoke. Mnss. 34 :16 ao 25 30 BB 7 50 32 05 15 320 IS 22 43 40 000Syracuse_._____ ••__ ••••_.___• _. 16 29 63 36 4S 123 20 85 36 140 26 181 33 42 50 68 9S6 ~ 
Tampll nnti St. Petersburg,Fla•• ____ •_________ •___ •__ •• _ 1114 76 41 40 76 04 0 137 100 12 46 424 0 11 66 113 1,370Toledo__ • __ •••_____ ._..______• 78 40 32 37 :1I 20 18 83 3U 86 45 432 23 39 4 62 1,000Worcester, Mnss._._ •• _________ 5 5 0 7 0 IU J 1 14 11 ~ 2 280 6 4 7 10 300 
Youngstown,Ohlo•••• ___._... 46 28 27 10 10 125 4 42 41 36 20 231 12 32 8 68 740 

I-----------1--------TotaL.______• ___ • _._•••• 102 55 38 36 40 66 26 90 56 00 I 30 302 13 31 42 00 1,119 ~ 
1 Includes Honey Dew, Honey Dnll, casoba, nnd Persian melons. 
J Only straight car·lot shipments ofgrapefrmt or oronges were used in these computntions. lIIixed citrus shipments (mostly grnpeCruit nnd ornnges) nmounted to about 14 percent ~ 

oC the straight cor shipments oC oranges and grnpefruit. 'l'nngerines lind satsumns nre included with oranges. . §, For this district, computations were bosed onullioods at New York City and Newark. 
• For this district, computations were bllsed on cllr·lot unloods nt Snn Frnncisco. Reports on cnr·lot unloods nt Onklond ore not llvailnble. 

, For this district, computations were based on unloods at Providence. Report~ oC cur·lot 111110nds nt Fall River ond New Bedford are not nvoilable. ~ 


ttlo Unload figures for these markets were obtained Crom reports oC tbe Pennsylvanio Deportment oC Agriculture. 
7 For this district, computations Bre based on unloods at Albany. Reports of cor·lot unloods ot Schenectady and Troy ore not ovailoble. 
I Probobly includes some tomotoes Cor mnnuCocture. ~ 

Ul• Includes Blarga quontity oC fruit for reshipment Cram Jacksonvllle. 

~ 
~ 
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Unloads of many fruits and vegetables per 100,000 are not greatly 
different in Boston and Cleveland. The fact that the car-lot unloads 
of tomatoes are relatively much heavier in Boston may be explained 
by local production and distribution conditions. Ninety cars of 
watermelons per 100,000 population were unloaded in Cleveland 
compared with 31 cars in Boston. This wide difference is probably 
due chiefly to the consuming habits of the people and to differences 
in distances from producing districts. 

For a commodity like cantaloups it would be expected that car-lot 
consumption in the large markets-such as Boston, Chicago, Cleve
land, New York, Philadelphia, and Pittsburgh-would be proportion
ate to the metropolitan populations. The unloads of cantaloups 
wi.thin this group vary within a mther narrow range from 72 cars pel' 
100,000 at PittsbUl'gh to 92 cars at Cleveland. 

The consumption of domestic grapefruit and lemons was not so grea t 
per unit of population in the New York City district as in many other 
cities (table 9). TIns is explained in part, at least, by the fact that 
the consumption of inlported grapefruit and lemons wus large in 
New York. The figures for grapefruit, oranges, and lemons do not 
include that part of these commodities which arrived in mixed 
carloads. 

Unloads of most commodities for the Providence-Fall River-New 
Bedford district were generally small. The unload information 
available for use in the computation was for Providence only. It is 
probable that considerable quantities of some commodities were 
unloaded at other points in the metropolitan district. There may 
also be some distribution to the district from Boston. 

A comparison of the car-lot unloads of different commodities per 
100,000 popultLtion in any city or group of cities shows wide yariations 
which are in general relationship to the volume of car-lot shipments 
of the commodities. The unloads per 100,000 population in Plrila
delphia ranged from 11 cars of sweetpotatoes to 293 cars of potatoes. 
In St. Louis, the range was from 11 cars of strawberries to 376 cars 
of potatoes. In Oklahoma City, the range was from 6 cars of sweet
potatoes to 370 caTS of potatoes. 

A caTeful study of these figures in the light of supplemental1.71owl
edge as to local conditions in the various markets may assist dis
tTibutors in determining which markets are most likely to show a 
favorable Tesponse to advertising or sales effort. 

A complete analysis of tbe consuming capacities of various markets 
requires that receipts by truck as well as by otller means be taken 
into consideration. In an effort to obtain data on total supplies of 
various fruits and vegetables in some markets, table 10 was prepared 
sho\ving for Tepresentative markets for 3 years beginning with 1930 
the total unloads including truck receipts of 16 products per 100,000 
population. This inforIllation is shown for the five cities: Boston, 
New York, St. Louis, Denver, and Los Angeles, and supplements the 
data on caT-lot unloads in table 9. 

In computing the total unloads per 100,000 population in table 10, 
the populations of the meh'opolitan districts for the 1930 census were 
used except for New York where the city population of 6,930,000 
was used because the Newark market is in the New York-northeastern 
New .Terscy metropolitan district and truck receipts at Newark were 
not available in the Burcau records. Records of truck receipts are 
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probably only 75 to 95 percent complete, and records were not 
available for St. Louis in 1931. 

It 'will be noted that for Boston the total annual supply of the 16 
commodities for the 3 years shows but little variation ranging from 
1,648 car-load units in 1930 to 1,684 in 1931, which is a change of 
approximately 2 percent. Los Angeles, too, shows only a small 
variation fTom year to year in the total supply. The other cities 
show wider vllriations. The fact that the New York figUl"es are 
higher than those of the other markets is probably, partly at least, 
due to the filet that the New York metropolitan population is not 
used iIi the computation as e:-..-plained in the preceding paragraph 
(table 10). 

TABLE lO.-Unloads of rail, truck, and boat shipments including imports of 16 
fruits and l'egetablcs, lJer 100,000 l)opulation in 5 representative markets for which 
truck 1mload reports are al'flilable 1980, 1981, and 1982 calendar years 1 

LetCab- Cllntn
}\Iarket and yeur IApples Celery Grape- Grapes Lemons tUN Onions 

bage loups' fruit' 

Cars Cars Cars Cars Cars Cars Ca.. CarsBoston: Cars1930___ • __ • ___ • __________ 25 131 96124 76 87 57 50 196 
1;J31 ________________ • ____ 143 28 125 8569 

156 71 78 51 
145 S:I 85 53 

1932 ___________________ - . 47 145 23 125 91 

New York:1930 _____________________ 1I5 l:m 104 94 244 62 174 1301941931 _____ . ____________ . __ 45 144 120lilY 109 130 71 112 171 
1932 ____________________ . 41 III185 115 I1S 73 76 190 139 

St. Louis:'1930_________________ . _.. 52 41 62 36 126 i3130 100 70
',32_________ •_________ . _ 107106 111 64 51 46 50 33 75 

Denver:1930_____________________ 42 54184 69 Iii 76 62 103 233 
1931 __ "" ___________ • ___ •. 96 46 m 48217 61 140 66 88 

185 61 1091932_____________________ 69 79 91 39 21i 41 

Los Angcles: 1930 ______________ .._ - --- 52 113 12:1 31 94 21 180 55 

169 55 114 110 50 
181

1931 __________ •________ ._ 65 26 181 62 
1932_________ . ____ .._.. __ Ji2 57 106 12:1 44 85 20 185 48 

I Straw- Sweet- Torno-I Water- Total, PeachesIPota;\[nrkct nntl ycar jOranges toes berries potatoes loes melons 
I ------ ------

Cars Cars Cars Cars Cars Car.CarsBoston: Car.
1930____________________ - --_ 378 38 34 109 31 1,648179 37
193L___________ - . _________ _ I, rJ84251 65 346 44 38 94 30 
1932____________________ "" __ 28 I, nlll248 39 357 51 40 111 

Nc,,-York:1930 _________ • __________ -. __ 29 39 150 53 2,166193 65 381 
294 1061931 ____ • ________________ - -- 360 36 40 124 53 2,114 

1932_______________________ _ 269 62 331 37 43 138 41 1,969 

St. Louis:'1930 ____________________ ---. 99 39 419 13 25 57 121 1,469 

HI 35 377 251932________ • _____________ -_ 24 90 81 1,416 

Dcnvcr: ___________________ -. 407 40 49 150 104 1,88119aO. _. 122 69 
lS41931. ___ •__ • ________ •___ -_._ 136 455 51 49 132 122 2,114 

19:12__ •____________________ _ 132 80 1,866177 112 365 65 44 

Los Angeles: 39 33 141 119 1,714
1930____ ._ •____ ------------- 105 78 349 
1931 ___ • _. _. ____________ - --- 358 31 36 137 118 1,771 
1932________________ --- ----- 164 75 322 45 31 170 95 1,742

168 91 

I Population fl!!ures used in computations in this table arc 1930 census figures for metropolitan districts 
except for New York where the city population is used instead of New York-northeastern New Jersey
district, bCClluse truck unloads for Newark are not available. Truck-recel pt records are not complete, 
but probably represent 75 to 95 percent of the truck receipts on tbese markets. 

2 Includes Honey Dc"-, E oney Ball, Cllsaba, and Persian melons. 
, In this table car-lot unloads of mixed citrus were arbitrarily dh'ided bctween grapefruit and oranges in 

tbe ratio of 1 to 3. Tangcrincs and slltsumns are included with orangcs. 
'Information on truck receipts at St. Louis not available for 1931. 
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The annual supply of the 16 commodities per 100,000 population 
in the five markets ranged roughly from 1,500 to 2,100 cars. A figure 
of 1,::"00 cl1rs per year at an assumed average weight per car of 28,000 
pounds would amount to about 50,000,000 pounds. This is equal to 
approximately 1.4 pounds per capita per dny of these 16 fruits and 
vegetables. 

A comparison of the quantities of specific products unloaded in the 
five mm:kets shows some wide variations. For each 100,000 inhabi
tants, Boston evidently consumes considerably moro cabbage, grapes, 
and onions than Los Angeles but less cantaIoup&, celery, lettuce, 
tomatoes, and watermelons. The Los Angeles figures for supplies of 
orunges are surprisingly low as compared with some other cities. A 
possible explanation is that considerable (!uantities of oranges may be 
brought into Los Angeles in automobiles by consumers and conse
quently not included in the records of receipts. New York uses 
relath-ely more grapefruit and grapes than Boston but fewer straw
berries. 

For some commodities there are wide differences from year to year 
in the supply per unit of population for a certain city. This is prob
ably chiefly due to variations in the volume und location of prod uction. 

A.comparison of datn, for the five markets in table 10 with data for 
the same markets in table 9 shows that when truck receipts are in
included the unloads per 100,000 population are changed materially 
for some commodities while for others which are not trucked in large 
quantities the figures in table ]°aTe approximately the same acl in 
table 9. For example, in 1930 rail and boat unloads of apples per 
100,000 population in Los Angeles were 173 cars as shown in table 9. 
When truck unloads were included the figure WfiS raised only 8 ca,rs 
to 181 as shown in table 10. For other commodities which are largely 
received by truck in Los Angeles, the figures for 1930 in table 10 are 
much greater than those in table 9. Most cities, however, do not 
receive as large a proportion of their supplies by truck as Los Angeles. 

As a further aid to shippers in studying prospective markets, the 
populations of aU met,'opolitan districts of 100,000 or more inhabi
tants as published in the 1930 Census are shown in table 11. This 
table includes a number of cities or metropolitan districts for which 
unload data are not a,ailnble. Some of these districts ai·e of much 
less importance ns car-lot markets than would be indicated by their 
populations. This is because they are composed of rather densely 
populated industrial districts situated within easy trucking distance 
of other large car-lob markets. An example is the A1lentown
Bethlehem-Easton district in Pennsylvania, which had a population 
in 1930 of about 322,000 but which is unimportant as a fruit and 
vegetable car-lot market except for a few commodities, as watermelons 
and potatoes. The reason is that this rlistrict is only about 50 miles 
from Philadelphia and about the same distance from the New York 
City metropolitan district. 

Cooperative marketing associations and other shippers may find a 
study of the populations of metropolitan districts helpful in developing 
market outlets and obtaining an even distribution of their shipments. 
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VARIATIONS IN CAR-LOT DISTRIBUTION AMONG THE MARKETS 
FROM YEAR TO YEAR 

The degree of regularity in the distribution of car-lot shipments of 
fruits and vegetables among the markets from year to year is indicated 
by the proportion of United Stat.es shipments of each commodity 
unloaded in each market annually ')ver a period of years. The size of 
the United States production find its location, the quuntity of local 
or nearby production which is marketed largely by truck, imports, 
competition from other crops, business conditions, and variations in 
the methods of marketing are factors that ,,,-ill influence the distribu
tion among the yarious markets. 

TABLE ll.-Popltlation of metropolitan di.~tricts of 100,000 or mt're population, 
clas,~1:jied by size groups, 10;30 

i P I ~ It 1::>.retropolitan district ; opn atlon 1i ::>.retropolitan dl,trlct ~ Population 

Bosto:!.................................1 2,30.,89. rHouston •.••_•••••••••. _••_••••••••.• _.1 339,216 

Chicago................................ l 4,364,755 Huntington. ,,"-"n., and AShland, K~'_I 163,367 

Cle\·eland........................... '''1 1.11fl.989 Indianapolis....................... ""'j' 417,685

Detroi!. .......___ ...... ............... 2,104.7f>4 Jacksonville............................ 148. 713 

Los Angeles..................... ""'''' 2,318.526 Johnstown ......................... · ...1 147,611

Ne'" York·northeastern New' Jerse)" .... 10,901,424 KnoxyiJIe.............................. 135,714 


f~~i~~~~=:=::::::::::=::::=:::::::: t~U~ t~~~tVf.~::::::::::::::::·::::::::::: l~:i~ 
San Francisco ........ __________ ._._____ 1,290, 09{ Lowell and Lawrence __ .. _........ _.. __ 332.028 

".[empbis 276.126 
TotaL_...... ______ .............; 30,576.781 . ~;:~!iife::::.::~~::::::::::::::::::::: ~:l~ 

Baltimore..............__...._.........: 
Buffalo and Niagara, N.Y••_.....____ •1Cincinnati ......__...................... 

Kansas City, Kans.. and Kansas City, 

::>.10_......_.......................... 

::>.fi!waukee...................... __ ..... 

:Minneapolis ann St. PnuL............. 

Proyidence, R.I., Fall River., and New 

Bedford.1-.Iass. __ ......... __ ......... 
Sc;ran!on and Wilkes Barre ............, 
"·ashlOgton__....._.......__ ........... 


TotaL ...........................; 


:tf~~~Y~SCh-;~eciad;:.·~~dTr;;i;,·K:\.::\
Allentown,Bethlebem,andEaston,pa.\
Altoona....................... _......" 
.-I.tlanta..... ____ ...____ . __ .. _.. __ ..... 
.... ~lantic CitY....• .. ·· .. •· .. _.. · .. __ .. ·1 
BlOgbampton........ _.•. -............. 
Birmingham.......... __ ._............. 
Bridgeport............................. 

g~~~?~t.m~::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::1
C'hattanooga...........................1 
Columbus·_·..•....______ •• .. •..••••.. t 
DDall~~·p·or;·••·.·:-.::·• •• ·.·_·::.·.·:.·:: ••.•..••• : ...... :l.. 
Dayton. _...... __ ..................... ,'
Denver._..._.......................... 
Des Moines___............... ....... 
Duluth ____.....__..... " __ ' ''' '. "_, 

949,2471l1'ew Haven .................... __ .. __ .. 
820,573 I Ne'" Orleans __ ......................... ,. 
759,464 I Norfolk. Portsmouth. and Newport 

I News ................................1 

mS,lS6! Ok.lahoma City•• __ ..__ ........ __ ...... 
743.414! Omaha, Nebr.• and Council BlutTs, 
832.25S Iowa............................... _.. 

Peoria................................. 

963.686 Portland, Oreg.........................

652.312 I Radneand Kenosha................... 

621. 059 ~rg~:;~l~~~: ::::::::::: :::::::: :::~: 

6,950.199 Roanoke.........._.................... 


~J: ~~ ~a~~!~~~i~:::::::::::::::::::::::::J 
322,172 SaltLakeCity.......... _ •. ......... 

114,232, l'an Antonio.. ............ ..... ....... 

370,920 San Diego ...... __ ...... __ .............. 

102,02,! 11 San Jose............................... 

13O.00~. Savannah.............................. 

3S2,792 f Seattle.............. ................. 

203.969 j South Bend ........................ __ 


l~:iM If ~g~~~'lI~id·a~d·Hoi;·oke:~:I-;.ss·.::·::::: 
168,589 Syracuse................... __ .......... ! 

340309',!~ I TTaneommllaan..n·d·-S·t·.·p..e·t-e·rs..b·(·lr·g... ·••.... •.·•. ..........


""" Toledo ................ __ - .
154,491 ............... 

251,928 Trenton.......___......... __ ........... 

330,761 Tulsa........... _..................... 

If,o,963 L'tien .............._....... ______....__ 

155,3YO Waterbur)·......... ______ .............. 


293,724 
494,877 

273.233 
202,163 

273,851
144.732 
378. i28 
133.463 
g&: ~i~ 
103.120 

l~:5 
1&1,451 
279.271 
181.020 
103,428
10.5,431
420,663 
140,569

m: ~~ 
245,015 
146,771 
169.010346,530 
190.219 
183,207
190.918 
140.575 

'o~~En~i{t~.~.~.~I~~~~~:.·~.: :.:i~~'.;_~:.: '.:l.~f.~·.: ·.:.~.~l i~~m~g:~~;t~~~:~~~~~~~~~~~~:.~~~:.:~~~:.:.:.:~ ill~ ~111, I 126,558 youngstown...__ ...................... 364.560 

Fort Worth ____ •__... __ ................ 174.'5751 

Grand Rapids. ___...................... 26;,154 TotaL.................... _...... 17,226.665 

Harrishurg...... _.......... ___ ....... __ ,' 161,672

Hartford...________................. __ • 471,185 I Grand tota1. ..................... 54.753, .;t5 

Bureau of the Census. 

http:g~~~'lI~id�a~d�Hoi;�oke:~:I-;.ss
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In the discussion of table 7 it was shown that the percentage of 
shipments of various crops to speci.ned markets did not vary greatly 
during 1930 and 1931. The percentage of car-lot shipments of each 
of 16 commodities unloaded III Boston, Chicago, and Pittsburgh for 
each of the years 1925 to 1931 is shown in table 12. 

The percentage of United States car-lot shipments unloaded in a 
market varies less from year to year than the actual number of cars 
unloaded. For example, durinO' the period 1925 to 1931 the percent
age of United States lettuce shipments l111loaded in Boston ranged 
from 2.7 percent in 1925 to 3.9 percent in 1931 i the number of cars 
unloaded:, however, had increased over 90 percent-from 1,021 in 
1925 to 1,942 in 1931. 

In Chicago in 1926 the apple car-lot unloads amounted to 7,831 
cars, :representing 5.9 percent of the Nation's shipments, while in 
1929 the unloads were only 5,316 cars, but they l'cpresented 5.1 
percent of the shipments. In 1925 the unloads of 1,306 cars of 
oranges in Pittsburgh represented 2.3 percent of the shipments, and 
in 1929, 2,803 cars unloaded represented 2.9 percent of the shipments. 

In most instances the percentages do not indicate any definite 
trend or change in the importance of these cities as markets for the 
commodities shown in table 12. On the whole, the table indicates 
that the car-lot distribution from year to year among tbe various 
markets is fairly regular and in proportion to the total volume of 
shipments. 

The average relation of car-lot unloads in three markets to ship
ments for the 7-year period 1925-31 is also shown in table 12. This 
affords a means of comparing the variations in tbe percentages among 
the commodities. For the 7-year period, Boston received only 1.2 
percent of the car-lot apple shipments whereas grape and strawberry 
unloads amounted each to 6.3 percent of the domestic shipments. 
In Chicago and Pittsburgh, too, there were wide variations among 
the commodities in the relation of unloads to shipments. 

TABLE 12-Domestic car-lot unloads and their relation 10 domestic car-lot shipments, 
16 fruil.~ and vegetables, in 3 markets, 1925-31 

BOSTON 

Commodity 1925 11126 1927 1928 1929 A \'erngo I I 

--1-~-!-~ 
Cars Pct. Cars Pcl. Car.• Ipct. Cars Pel. Cars iPc1. Car.~ jPct,j Cars ipc/o Cars Pc/.

Apples........... 1.110 0.9 1,621 1.2 8481 0.8 1,854 1.5 1, 31311.3 1,252 1. 2 1,769, 1. S 1,395 1.2 

Cabbn~e." ....... 843 2.1 794 2.0 j;8() 2.:! 1,242 3.0 1.391 a.1 J,156 3.0 I, :19S 3.0 1,101 2.7 


rCantnloups , ..... 1,694 5.0 1,695 .5. 1 1,749 4.8 1,927 5.0 1,9.5914•!I 2,003 ,1).5 I,907 5w4 1,8565.11Celery........... 586 2.8 487 2. 5 734 3. 0 87613.4 916 3.0 945 3.6 8191 3. I 760 ;t2 

Grapefruit. ...... 1,1976.0 848 5.3 1. 190 6. 2 1,046 6.0 1,212[4.8 1,013 5.1 1,4701 5.1 1.139 5.4 

Grapes........... 5,248 6.4 4,779 6. 1 5, 543 6. 7 4,648 5.7 4,378 6.6 4,398 0.2 3,226, 0.9 4,603 6.:! 

Lemons.......... 4:18 3.8 577 4.0 552 4. 2 579 4.2 590 3.0 55813.9 tHO:l. Ii 5f':! 3.9 

Lettuce.......... 1,021 2.7 1,293 3.1 1,516 3.2 1,691 3.3 1.853 3.5 2,0003.71,9423.9 1,6203.4 

Onions........... 1,042 3.4 1, 103 3.3 1,356 4. 0 1,985 5.6 1,921 1,610 4.6 

Oranges I ......... 3,390 5.9 3,893 5.7 4,603 0.1 4,241 6.6 5,597 5.7 3,952 O. 015, 6~1 5. ~ 4.475 6.0 


5.2 '''''I''' ','''' ...Peaches.....__... 925 2.3 1,328 2.3 1,036 2.5 1,316 2.3 1,013 2.9 S06 2,1 1,4/4 3•• 1,128 2.5 
Potatoes......... 7,949 3.3 6,869 3.0 8,145 3.2 10.243 4.0 8,847 3.5 7,1110 3.1 1,10112.9 8,131 3.3 
Strawberries..... 825 1\ 7 914 6. 7 I, 233 6. 9 1,125 6.0 1,057 5.0 703 0.0' 82(1 6.0 955 6.3 
Sweetpotntoes.... 680 3.7 771 3.4 914 3.6 851 4.0 920 4.2 793 .1.2 879 5.4 830 4. o1Tomatoes........ 1,075 3.8 1,031 4.0 1,399/4.2 1,501 4.9 1,522,4.8 1,65614.9 1,573: 5.7 1,394 4.6 
Wlltermclons..... 641 1.4 669 1. 2 763 1. 7 724 1.5 833 1.6 724) 1. 2 092)1.3 721 1.4

1 
Footnotes at end of table. 



MARKET DISTRIBUTION OF FRUITS AND VEGETABLES 23 

TAaLE 12.-Domcstic car-lot 1mloads ancitheir Tclation 10 domestic car-lot shipments, 
16 fruits and vegetables, in S markets, 1925-S1-Continued 

CHICAGO 

('ommodity 1025 1920 1927 1028 1929 I lO:lO I 1031 A \"crago 

Car., Pel. Ca" Pct. C;-a,,_ p.ct; ~"rg Pet;, ~ar., I\~r/.l ~ar••.!pct: Om \Pct.: C"IS J~cl. 
AprI03•••••••••• 7,745 6.[\ 7,831 5.9 0,83, 0.1 1,-1.2 0.••,,316 U. 1. ",860 5,5 0,190 0.3 O,IH 0.0 
Cabba~e .••••.••• 1,871 4.7 2,058 5.1 1,8H ·1.9 2,228 5.4 2,264 5.1 I,Sq~ 4.S 1,903 5.1 1 2,010 5.0 
Cantaloups I .... ~ 2,929 S. i 2,925 8.8 3,205 8.7 3,248 8.4 3,553 8. 9 3,20·1 8.9 2,942 8. Il 3,144 8.0 
Ccler~·.••.••••••. 2,37011.32,12110.92,377 9.82,3029.02,1-188.4 1,8S4 i.1 1,5600.92,1109.01Grapefruit. ...... 1,702\8,8 1,02410.2 I, i26 0.0 1,528 8.7 1,0·1:1 7.7 I,S21 O. I 2,105 7.2 I, i87 S.5 
Grapes........... 0,5338.05.8137,47.0188.55.7477.0 ·1,70.1 i.1 4.827 O.S 3.209 O.S 5,407 7.4 
Lemons.... ~ ..• ". 897 i.7 862 0.0 898 O. S 978 'J.2 1,143 7. I 1. J11 i. S 1.241 0.8 1,019 i.O 
Let.tllc.c~ ........ 3,886 10.·1 4,28i 10.2 4,547 O. i 4,401 '3.7 4,857 Il.l 4.852 S. i 4,341 8. i 4,4GII 0.:1 
Omuns ........... 1,801 5.82.1.15 0.4 2.0776.12,2350.:12.411 0.52,2415.71,885 f,.6 2.115 0.1 
Orangcs'....... __ 4.020 i.O 3.680 ,1.4 4,02211.1 4,8C7 7.5 0,-128 r..!l 4.\131 7.5 0,322 0.0 4.975 0.8 
Peaches.......... I,ODS 4.11 2,1189 4.0 2.158 5.2. 2.a74 4.2 1,074 5.0 1,5034.1 2.901 o.a 2,241 ~~. 
potnt.ocs......... J.1.7s.1 0.1'1·1,;;7 0.415.630 O.210,2bll 0.3 15,817 0.2,16.2!15 0.0,10,-102 O.S'15.700, 1 
Strawberrics. .... 942 i. 711, 5211,11. 21 1,701 P..,',1, 590 8.5 1.802 9.9'\ 1,0.\4 9. oil, 300 \1.5'11, ·124 0 \ 
Sweetpotlltoes.... 1,383 7.4 1,4071 fl. Or 1, 859 7.3 1.711 8. 1,l I, i3:1 7. U 1,6.10 8. 6f I, "10\10. 2, I, r>~3 7. IiIT?mntoes4~.~' _4t},,7~~ 6.~ *.!O~ S.'~i~.7iJ(r.:! ~.a;2!~~.1 8.71~.3~~ 7,tjt~.~~ O'~I~I,l,rn ~d.S:~.~O? i.n
"ntcrmclons..... , .,3." 5..1! .,Ull 4.,,: ."l.). ".3; 2,3') 4.91 .,lib. 4.0! .,8._ 4.S .••.,0·1 ",I: .",·1,1 5.0 

PITTSnURGII 

AppI~s ,.... ~ .. .. 2,570\ 2.2 2. 02,~1 2.01 2. 127! 2. I: 1.032 1.0) 2, ,10,512.5: 2,7961 2. r. 2,OCO 2.112, aS7 2.1 
Cabbage ....... , 1.101 2. R 1.3031 3,2 1. 228 3.2\1, 15S 2. s,· 1, :Jr.fi 3, til, :1231 3.5 1,217: a. I' 1,242 :1.1 
Cantnloul's 1 ... __ 1.:182 4.1 1.222 3.7 1.3021:j. " 1, a07 a.6 I, fHa 4. 111,411\ 3.9 1,5411 4.2' 1. ·115 a.o 
('elery .• : ...... .. 7\18 a.$ iliS 3.9 817 3.4' 791 882 3.0; Sli5 a.7~. ,\ I, q~!1 ~. ~I ?!J!!' 3. ~ GrapefrUIt ... .. :ISO I.D 1 728· 2 . •il .JUR 2. 4a74 2.3 385, 2.0\ 395 .., =1 J) ~~~! -. :!t .., O~! 3. 0Grapes....... . 2,97~ 3.n 3,007 3. k 2, 49~i 3.0 3. 016 3. I ., 'SU.I 4. _I' -, !;h'...1. I I, ita :~. ~f 2, 9~5 a.7
l..emons....... .. 1112 1.7 al3 2.2 :l70' 2. R 30S 2. -; -li2; 2.9 ·11(l- 2. {J
Lcttuce. ____ •. __ . Oi4 2. U 1.007 2.4 1,0Si 2.3 1. lOS 2.3 1.-I09i 2.1; 1,4.81 2. 7 I, ~~J ;; ~Il :~o~ ~: ~ 
Onions........ , __ ssa 2.7 858 2. 5 sao 2. 4 824 2.3 \,Hij !l.2 1,135'12.9 9:J.I 2:h 'ii3~ 2.7 
Orangcs ,_... , •.. 1.300 2.3 1.71D 2.5 1.988 2.0 1,001 2.5 2,803 2.9 I, \145 a.o 2, ~~'05 2.5 11 ~5il 2. fi
Peaches.... __ "" 914 2.2 1.095 I.!l 769 1. II 1.037 1.8 8·18 2." 7351 1.0 Uu 2. I \107, 2.0 
Potatocs........ . 3,S1I6 1. 6 3.542 1.5 3.753 1.., a,505 1.4 4,34·1 1. 7 4,000 1. 1- 3,9011 1. 7 3.058 1. 0 
Strawberries•..•• 285 2. a aoo 2. 6 484 2. 7 520 2.5 472 2.5 a032.9 3S9 2.8 402 2. 7 
Sweetpotatoes .... QOIJ 4.4 S:H 3.7 1,014 4,0 1l7a 4. (\ 1, lali 5. ~ 902 5. I 004 ". tj 947 4. fJ 
'1'Otl1ntoes~ _~ ~ .. ~ w_ I.OOS .3.9 1191 3.8 1.392 4.2 1,247 4. I 1,519 4.8 1,3M 4.0 1.105 4.2 1.2.12 4.1 
Watermelons..... iIi 1.0 8tlS 1. 0 795 1. 7 895 1.8 1,01-1 1.11 1.112 1.0 852 1.0 893 1.81 1 

I Includcs casnba, Roney Ball. Roney Do\\', l'crsiaLl, nnd mixed melons. 
, Includes snlsumns and tangerines. 

The foregoing dis('ussion indicates tlutL the proportion of United 
States cur-lot shipments of a product, received in n. market does not 
change much from yenr to yenr. "Whether this is true for specific 
crops from certain producing districts clln be determined by a further 
eXllmination of shipment and unload data. The percentages of 
Georgin. IJeach shipments and California cuntnloup shipments un
loudecl in each of 12 lending murkcts for the years 1924 to 1931 are 
shown in tables 13 und 14. 

TABT,') 13.-Percentage of Georgia ]I('a("11 shipments wI/oat/cd in 1'(lriollS dUes and 
UeOI'Uhl. ship1/1ent,~ by yellrs, ll)S.i-SI 

('ity .; 1024 !W2'i I 102°1 1027 1 1928 1 1U20. 1U3Q'·~ 
--------~". -~-"'- ;;;;;;~.I· percelll\;;,;,;;r?;;;,; I;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;; ~ 

Baltimore._...___• __ .............. __ 2.0 2.3 2.0 1.5 1.0 1.9 1.0 1.0 

Roston........ __ .................... 4.S ·1.3 I 4.0 3,6 4,2 4.5 4.4 ·1.9 

Chlcago____...______ ...._.... __ ...... 5.S 6.0 I 7.4 7.4 6.9 6.n 0.4 8.3 

Cincinnllti. ..... __ ................... 3.·\ 2.8 2.7 2,0 3.3 ·1.8 5.1 3.3 

Cle\·clnnd.__ ............. __ •. ~. _____ • 3.8 3.0 a.o 3.2 3.4 -1.-1 a.5 3.8 

Detroit. ___ ... ".......... . ........ :l.3 4,S 4.5 4.6 4.8 5.3 ·1.,1 6.0 

Kansas CilY. __ .. "'_ .. ~_ ... _~ ____ ~ .... _....... _ .6 .4' . .t ,5 .7, .2 .5 .2 

NcwYork.. _.... ~ __ ~_ .. ~._._~~_..-_ .. ____ 2.1.1 2U.5 22.4 25.9 2,~,'.~\1 ~nl.ll 25.2 24.3 

Philadcl~hitl ...... ~. ............. 5.8 5.4 ~.~ :,.3 1 8.0! ?4 0.0 

Pittsburgh........................ . 3.:; 3.,\ 3.1 3.0 ~.I •. ~.' I 4.0 3.0 3.4 

St. Louis ..................... ,.. 1.0 1.5 2.2 2.0 1.0 3.1 .8 


wnsh~:::~·:~~~~~~~~~~::::::::~::::·II~:: I (15:: I n~'~ :,1_00:: If;';-HI:':·! 65:: 02:: 

Cur" CaT., Cars Car.. CaTS CaT., I Car& Cur& 
Gcorgillshipmcn(s._•••___ ._. _______ • 13,t111 13.~13 17.06.1 11.882 15,026 1i,20g 8,023 113.501 

I Prcliminllr~', 

http:5.82.1.15
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TABLE l4.-Percentage of California cantaloup and miscellaneous melon shipments 
unloaded in various cities and California shipments by years, 1924-31 

City 1924 1925 1026 1027 1928 1029 1930 1931 

-----------1------------------------
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent 

Baltimore............................ 1. 3 1.3 1.2 1.3 1. 3 1. 4 1. 0 1.7 

Boston...... ............ .••.......... 4.9 5. 2 O. 0 4. 4 5. 0 4.9 5. 7 O. 2 

Chicago,............................. 7.0 8.0 8. 1 8.7 8.3 8.4 8.0 i.7 

('lnclnnatL.......................... 2.0 1.7 1. 4 1.5 1. -I 1.2 1. -I 1.5 

Cleveland............................ 2.4 2.0 2. -I 2.3 2. I 2.0 2.8 2.5 

DetroiL .•.....•...••••.•...•........ 2.1 2.B 2.9 2.B 2.6 4.0 3.2 :l.l 

Kansas City .•••.•....•.•.•.•.•..•... 1.1 1.0 .9 .9 .9 .B 1.0 1.0 

New York... ..........•..•.••.•...•• lB. 2 20.7 23.6 22.0 25.5 29.0 30.3 27.2 

Philadelphia. ...•..•.........•....•.. 4.4 4.3 4.8 5. B 4. 9 6.0 7. 1 7.0 

Pittsburgh..••...••..•....••.•. ,"'" 3.5 3.5 3.0 2.9 3.0 3. -I 3. 1 3.3 

St. Louis............................. 1. 9 2. 1 1. 5 I. 5 1. -I 1.5 I. 7 2. 1 

Washington.......................... 1. 1 1.1 I. 1 1. 0 1.0 1. 1 1.2 1.-1 


TotaL••_...................... SO. 4 54.21 55.9 55. 1 07. -I 6'1.2 H7.5 03.7 


Car. Can Car. Car. Car. Car. Cars ellrs 
CaIICornia shipments................. 19.930 IB,707 18,320 22,406 25,307 20,850 23,626 I ~5. 686 


I Preliminary. 

During the period 1924 to 1931 the percentage of Georgia car-lot 
peach shipments unloaded in 12 leading markets ranged from 58.0 
percent in the large crop yent of 1928 to 8l.1 percent in the small 
crop year of 1929 (table 13). Exclusive of 1929 the range in the 
proportion of Georgia shipments marketed in the 12 cities was from 
58 to 65.6 percent. The remainder of the shipments, usually about 
one third, have been marketed in the smaller cities. 

The fact that in 1929 when the Georgia crop was short the pro
portion of the Georgia shipments sent to the 12 cities was high indicates 
that there is a demand in the large markets that will take a certain 
quantity of peaches at a higher price than can be obtained in the 
smaller markets. . 

In 1929, New York City received 39.1 percent of the Georgia peach 
shipments, whereas the highest percentage received in New York in 
any of the other 6 years was 29.5 percent in 1925. 

The fact that Chicago received 9.4 percent of the Georgia ship
ments in 1930 and only 6.9 percent from the short crop of 1929 is 
explained largely by the size of the peach crop in other States from 
which Chicago normally draws large shipments. The peach crop in 
Arkansas, Illinois, and Tennessee was large in 1929 and extremely 
small in 1930. 

In years when production in Georgia and competing States approx
imates the average, there are not usually wide variations from year 
to year in the percentage of shipments which go to any market. 

In the case of California cantaloups there has been a considerable 
upward trend in the percentage of shipments taken by a few of the 
largest markets particularly New York and Philadelphia (table 14). 
In New York, for example, the proportion of cantaloup unloads in
creased from 18.2 percent of the California shipments in 1924 to 30.3 
percent in 1930, then dropped slightly to 27.2 percent in 1931. Honey 
Dew, Honey Ball, and Dllscellaneous melons are included with can
taloups in these computations. These melons have increased in 
importance during recent years. Some significance may be attached 
to the fact that in both 1929 and 1930 when the percentages of 
California cantaloup shipments unloaded in New Y Ol'k were high, 
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there were short crops of Georgia peaches which compete to a con
siderable extent with cantaloups. 

Although the proportion of California cantaloup shipments mar
keted in a few large cities has increased over a period of years, the 
proportion going to any market has not fluctuated sharply from year 
to year. 

The annual <\lar-Iot shipments of a product, whether it be on the 
basis of total United States shipments or shipments from a certain 
producing district, are for the most part divided among the markets 
III about the same proportion from year to year. 

VARIATIONS IN COMPOSITION OF THE FRUIT AND 'VEGETABLE 
SUPPLY IN CERTAIN MARKETS 

There is some variation from year to year in the composition of 
the supply in any market. This is necessarily true because of fluc
tuations in production. The demand for a commodity in any market 
may also change somewhat from year to year for various reasons. 

In table 15 the car-lot and boat unloads of 16 commodities are 
considered us 100 percent and the proportion of this supply on a car
lot basis represented by each of the 16 commodities is shown for the 
years 1925 to 1931 for certain cities. In this table imports as well 
as domestic car-lot unloads are included. The imports of a few 
commodities as grapefruit, lemons, onions, and potatoes are of con
siderable importance in a few cities, particularly New York. 

In Boston, grapes have ranged from 17.4 percent of the supply in 
1925 to 9.4 percent in 1931 showing a decidedly downward trend. 
Cantaloups have increased in relative im.portance in New York and 
Philadelphia but not in the other markets shown in table 15. Lettuce 
is a commodity which has increased in relative importance in most 
of the markets, as for example in Boston, where it comprised 3.4 per
cent of the supply of 16 commodities in 1925 and 6.2 percent in 1930. 
In Detroit, however, there was only a slight upward trend in the 
car-lot lettuce unloads. 

In 1926, peaches made up 8.1 percent of the car-lot supply in 
Detroit and in 1930 only 2.9 percent. Such extreme variations are, 
of course, caused largely by variations in production from year to 
year, both of the crop under consideration and of competing crops. 

In some instances, at least, there appears to be a correlation 
between a low percentage of one commodity and a high percentage of a 
competing commodity in the supplies on the large markets. For 
example, in such years us 1929 and 1930 when the percentages of 
peaches in the New York supply were only 2.8 and 3.0, the percentages 
of Ct"mtaloups, a competing commodity, were high, being 7.3 and 7.1 
respectively. 

The relative importance of the commodities in the car-lot and boat 
supply in the different markets is generally similar, although there are 
some pronounced variations. In New York, for example, grapes 
have averaged 12.5 percent of the car-lot and boat supply of 16 com
modities, whereas in Detroit the corresponding figure is 7.0 percent. 
In Boston, apples made up only 4.1 percent of the supply compared 
with 10.8 in Pittsburgh. Tomatoes in Pittsburgh have frequently 
comprised 6 percent or P.lore of the car-lot supply, whereas in other 
cities where tomatoes are produced locally in larger quantities they 
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have represented a considerably smaller part of the supply. In 
Chicago, potatoes have usually amounted to 25 to 27 percent of the 
supply of 16 commodities, while in New York they have usually 
amounted to only 16 to 19. 

TABLE I5.-Relation of car-lot unloads of each of 16 fruits and vegetables to total car
lot supply of these commodities in specified markets, 1925-81 1 

BOSTON 

Commodity 1925 1926 1927 1928 1929 1930 1931 Average 

-
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent PercentAp gles _______________ 3.7 5.3 2.4 4.9 3.6 3.8 5.1 4.1Cn bage _____________ 2.8 2.6 2.5 3.3 3.8 3.7 4.1 3.3Cantaloups , _________ 0.6 5.6 5.0 5.1 5.3 6.1 5.7 5.5Celery_______________ 1.9 1.6 2.1 2.3 2.5 2.9 2.4 2.3Graperruit. __________ 4.0 2.9 3.6 2.9 3.4 3.3 4.5 3.5 

Lemons______________ 
Grapes_______________ 

17.4 15.7 15.9 12.3 11.9 13.2 9.4 13.6 
1.6 2.0 1.6 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.9 1.7Lettuce______________ 3.4 4.2 4.4 4.5 5.0 6.2 5.0 4.8Onions_______________ 5.8 4.4 5.3 6.6 5.8 6.5 5.4 5.7O\tlUges •_____________ 11.3 12.8 13.3 11.2 15.2 11.9 16.4 13.2Pooches______________ 
3.1 4.4 3.0 3.5 2.8 2.4 4.3 3.3Potatoes _____________ 28.4 27.0 27.9 30.2 26.8 25.8 22.9 27.0Strawberries_________ 2.8 3.1 3.6 3.0 2.9 2.1 2.5 2.9

Sweetpotatoes________ 2.3 2.5 2.6 2.3 2.5 2.4 2.6 2.4Tomatoes____________ 3.8 3.7 4.6 4.5 4.0 5.8 5.2 4.6
Watermelons_________ 2.1 2.2 2.2 1.9 2.3 2.2 2.0 2.1 

TotaL _________ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

CHICAGO 

Apples__________ _ 13.5 13.2 11.0 11.8 8.6 9.9 10.4 11.2
Cabbage________ _ --- 3.2 3.5 3.0 3.6 3.7 3.2 3.3 3.3
Cantaloups , ____ _ ---- 5.1 5.0 5.1 5.2 5.8 5.4 4.9 5.2Celery__________ _ ------- 4.1 3.6 3.8 3.7 3.5 3.2 2.6 3.5
Graperruit. _____ _ 3.2 2.9 2.8 2.6 3.2 3.2 3.6 3.1Grapes__________ . --- 11.3 9.8 11.2 9.1 7.e 8.2 5.4 9.0Lemons_________ _ --- 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.8 1.9 2.1 1.7
Lettuce_________ _ --- 6.7 7.2 7.3 7.2 7.8 8.2 7.3 7.4Onions__________ _ --- 3.5 4.0 3.7 3.7 4.1 3.9 3.2 3.7Oranges 3________ _ --- 7.0 6.2 7.4 7.7 10.4 8.3 10.6 8.2Peaches _________ _ --- 3.5 4.5 3.4 3.8 3.2 2.7 4.9 3.7
Potatoes________ _ --- 25.6 25.0 25.0 26.0 25.6 27.5 27.7 26.1 
Strawberries____ _ 1.6 2.6 2.7 2.5 3.0 1.8 2.2 2.4 
Sweetpotatoes___ _ 2.4 2.5 3.0 2.7 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.7
Tomatoes _______ _ --- 3.7 4.3 5.3 5.0 4.8 5.0 4.3 4.6 
Watermelons____ _ ---- 4.0 4.2 3.8 3.8 4.1 4.8 4.7 4.2.---

TotaL ____ _ 100.0 100.0 ::'00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

DETROIT 

Apples_______________ 11.8 10.2 8.2 10.4 9.3 8.0 9.0 9.4
Cabbago_____________ 3.0 3.7 3.0 3.1 3.2 3.2 3.6 3.3 
Cantaluups , _________ 4.5 4.6 4.75.4 4.3 4.5 4.3 5.4Celery_______________ 4.0 2.8 3.2 3.1 2.9 3.3 3.3 3.2
Graperruit. __________ 3.8 3.0 3.0 2.1 3.2 2.5 4.3 3.1Grapes_______________ 10.3 8.2 '7.9 8.8 6.3 5.7 3.6 7.0Lemons______________ 1.9 2.1 1.6 1.8 1.7 1.8 2.0 1.9
Lettuce_____• ________ 6.0 5.6 6.3 6.1 6.1 6.7 6.2 6.2
Onions_______________ 5.4. 5.5 5.1 4.7 5.2 5.7 3.4 5.0
Oranges , ____________ 7.8 9.8 9.5 8.0 11.5 8.0 11.4 9.5Peaches______________ 7.2 8.1 5.6 6.3 4.9 2.9 6.5 5.8
Potatoes _____________ 18.8 21. 7 24.8 23.8 24.8 31.6 26.3 24.9 
Strawberries_________ 2.72.3 2.3 3.2 3.8 2.7 2.0 2.7 
Sweetpotatoes________ 2.6 2.8 3.5 2.7 2.8 2.8 3.1 2.9
Tomatoes ____________ 3.7 3.7 5.3 4.9 4.0 5.3 4.6 4.5 
'Vntermelons_________ 6.0 6.2 5.3 6.1 6.0 6.0 5.4 5.9 

TotaL _________ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Footnotes at end or table. 
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TABLE I5.-Relation of car-lot unloads of each of 16 fruits and vegetables to total car
lot supply of these commodities in specified markets, 1925-31 I-Continued 

NEW YORK 

Commodity 1925 1926 1927 1928 19~'9 1930 1931 Average 

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent PercentAPgles_______________ 11.4 11.7 9.9 9.9 8.6 8.3 9.1 9.8Ca bage_____________ 3.1 3.4 3.3 3.7 4.5 4.6 4.6 3.9Cantaloups , _________ 5.7 5.9 5.7 6.8 7.3 7.1 7.3 6.6Celery__ . ____________ 2.7 2.6 3.4 3.8 3.4 3.6 3.3 3.3Grapefruit. __________ 4.3 3.8 4.1 3. '] 3.9 4.8 5.8 4.2Grapes_______________ 
14.2 15.0 14.3 11. 1. 10.7 13.0 9.2 12.5Lemons______________ 3.5 2.8 2.5 3.0 2.7 3.3 2.4 2.9Lettuoo ______________ 6.2 6.6 7.0 7.0 7.3 7.5 6.9 6.9Onlons_______________ 6.9 0.4 i.2 9.1 0.3 5.6 5.3 6.7Oranges 3_____________ 9.1 10.1 9.9 9.2 12.6 10.2 15.1 10.9Peaches______________ 4.1 4.8 3.7 4.5 2.8 3.0 4.4 3.9Potatoes_____________ 19.0 10.7 17.1 16.9 18.2 17.9 16.2 17.3

Strawberries _____ .- 1.7 1.3 1.7 1.U 1.4 1.0 1.4 1.4 
Sweetpotatoes____ __ , 1. 4 1.7 2.1 1.7 1.4 1.1 .8 1.5 
Tomntoes ___________I 4.1 4.1 5.5 5.7 5.7 6.2 5.3 5.3
Watermelons___________ 3.1 2.6 2.8 3.2 2.8 2.9 2.92~ 

Total_ _________ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

P HILADELPIIIA 

APgles_________ -_____ 7.1 7.4 4.6 6.6 5.6 6.1 6.2 6.2Cn bnge _____________ 6.4 5.8 5.8 6.6 0.9 6.2 7.7 6.5Cnntnloups , _________ 4.1 4.8 5.5 5.8 6.1 6.1 6.1 5.5Celery_______________ 3.8 3.6 4.3 5.1 4.4 4.5 4.3 4.3
Grapefruit___________ 2.0 2.6 3.0 2.7 3.2 3.3 4.3 3.2Gropes_______________ 

14.1 13. t 12.5 12.1 8.7 9.4 7.0 10.9Lemons______________ 1.9 2.1 1.9 2.0 2.1 2.1 2.2 2.1Lettuoo ______________ 7.0 7.7 8.4 8.3 8.5 P.O 8.3 .8.1Onions_______________ ..6.0 5.7 5.8 5.9 5.6 v.l 5.7 5.8Oranges 3_____________ 8.8 10.2 11.7 10.7 15.5 10.4 14.6 11.7Peaches______________ 2.8 3.7 2.8 4.4 2.0 2.5 3.2 3.0
Potatoes _____________ 24.6 23.0 22.4 19.9 26.4 22.4 19.6 21.8Strawberrles_________ 1.3 1.0 1.3 1.1 1.1 .9 1.1 1.1
Sweetpotntoes________ 1.2 1.2 1.2 .8 .8 .8 .5 .9Tomatoes____________ 4.2 3.2 5.0 4.0 4.8 5.6 4.9 4.5Watermelons_________ 3.8 4.9 3.8 4.0 4.3 5.1 4.3 4.4 

TotaL _________ --
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

PITTSBURGH 

Apples_______________ 12.6 12.4 10.1 9.2 10.3 11.5 9.5 10.8Cabbnge _____________ 5.4 6.2 5.8 5.5 5.4 5.9 5.6 5.7Cantaloups , _________ 6.8 5.8 6.2 6.7 6.5 5.8 7.2 6.4Celery_______________ 3.9 3.6 3.9 3.8 4.0 4.1 4.1 3.9Grapefrult. __________ 2.0 1.8 1.8 1.9 2.4 2.4 3.4 2.3Grapes_______________ 14.6 14.2 11.9 14.3 11.0 11.8 8.0 12.2Lemons____________ ._ 1.1 1.5 1.8 1.8 1.9 1.7 2.3 1.7Lettuoo______________ 4.8 4.8 5.2 5.7 5.6 6.1 5.8 5.4Onions_______________ 4.5 4;3 4.1 4.0 4.7 4.7 4.3 4.4Oranges • _____________ 6.4 8.2 0.5 7.6 11.1 8.0 10.8 8.8Penches______________ 4.5 5.2 3.7 4.9 3.3 3.0 4.4 4.1Potatoes______________ 19.0 17.1 18.0 16.9 17.1 18.9 18.5 18.0Strawberrles_______._ 1.4 1.7 2.3 2.5 1.9 1.2 1.8 1.8
Sweetpotatoes________ 4.0 4.0 . 4.8 4.6 4.5 3.9 4.2 4.3
Tomatoes____________ 5.5 5.1 7.1 6.4 6.3 6.4 6.2 6.2Watermelons_________ 3.5 4.1 3.8 4.2 4.0 4.6 3.9 4.0 

TotaL. ________ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1 Imports as weil as domestic boat receipts nre included in this tnble . 
• Includes casaba, Honey Ball, Honey Dew, Persian, and mixed melons • 
• Includes sntsumas and tangerines. 

These variations in the relative importance of the commodities in 
the supply received by rail or boat in the different cities may be ac
counted for partly by variations in local production marketed by 
truck, and possibly to some extent by differences in food habits of the 
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populations and differences in trade practices and control of ship
ments. 

On the whole, it appears that the fluctuations in the composition of a 
market's supply from year to year are not large. In the case of some 
commodities and some markets, there are pronounced trends in one 
direction or the other. There are considerable differences in the com
position of the supply among different markets in. any year. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Competition in marketin~ is keen and growers and shippers of fruits 
sud vegetables are canvassmg au means of increasing market outlets 
and improving distribution methods. The tables and discussion in 
this study are intended to supply basic information that will assist 
growers, cooperative marketing associations, and other shippers in 
the market distribution of these products. 

The distribution among the markets of 800,000 to 1,000,000 cars 
of fruits and vegetables shipped annually in the United States involves 
many difficult problems. Speed in handling is necessary because of 
the perishable nature of most of these commodities. Many of the 
important producing areas are situated long distances (1,000 miles or 
more) from the large markets, which are mostly in the northern and 
eastern part of the United States. Conditions on the markets may 
change materially during the time a shipment is on the way. 

Motor-truck shipments are an important item in the fruit and 
vegetable supply, but rail and boat shipments still account for a 
large part of the commercial fruit and vegetable movement. Motor
truck shipments in 1931 probably amounted to roughly 25 percent of 
the United States shipments moving a distance of 20 miles or more to 
market, which excludes most of the strictly market-garden supplies. 
Statistics on motor-truck shipments for most producing areas and 
data on motor-truck receipts in many markets are not available. 
Therefore, the analysis in this bulletin is based largely on statistics 
of car-lot shipments and unloads, and such information as is available 
on motor-truck movement is used in a supplementary way. 

Although market-news reports by public agencies are available on 
market prices, car-lot shipments, and market receipts, there are 
practical difficulties in obtaining the most efficient use of this informa
tion because the control of shipments of a commodity is usually 
divided among a number of shippers. 

A study of the day-to-day price fluctuations for selected commodi
ties, markets, and periods, indicates some sharp fluctuations in supply 
which is the chief factor influencing price. On the whdle, however, 
the irregularities in day-to-day distribution are not so great as might 
be expected. The average wholesale-price change from day to day 
in 1931 for certain bighly perishable commodities, in certain markets, 
averaged about 8 percent. This does not indicate extremely wide 
daily fluctuations in supply. When different markets in the same 
general area are compared, it is usually though not always the case 
that price changes from day to day are in the same direction, indi
cating fairly even distribution on the [!,verage. The average seasonal 
wholesale prices on different markets for a certain commodity from 
a certain producing area usually do not show a wide range. Such 
variations as occur can frequently be e:~..plained by differences in 
transportation charges. 
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About two-thirds of the car-lot shipments of 16 fruits and vegetubles 
in both 1930 und 1931 were unlouded in 61 market districts with a 
total metropolitan population of about 40 percent of the United 
States population, or 72 percent of the urban population in places of 
2,500 or more. 

For some commodities the largest cities appear to be better markets 
than the smaller cities. Some commodities have a wider distribution 
among the small markets than others. On a basis of car-lot unloads 
per unit of population thereure pronounced differences among 
markets und groups of markets und among different commodities. 
These differences can be explained only by u study of each case, 
taking into consideration local market conditions, motor-truck move
ment, and other influencing factors. A study of total supplies, 
including truck receipts for a few cities where records are available, 
shows relatively small variations from year to year in the total supply 
of 16 fruits and vegetables per unit 'Of popuiation. For specific com
modities, however, the variation from year to year is quite large. 

The proport.ion of total United States car-lot shipments of a 
commodity unloaded in a market has usually shown only" small 
variations from year to year, although in some instances there were 
rather wide fluctuations and trends over a period of years. There 
are wide variations in the percentages of car-lot shipments of different 
commodities unloaded in any market. Some of these differences can 
be e).-pluined by such factors as distance from producing districts 
which influences motor-truck receipts, motor-truck distribution from 
the market, and imports.

On the whole, the distribution of car-lot shipments of fruits and 
vegetables, either on a basis of shipments for the entire United Sta.tes 
or for a specific producing district, is fairly even among the markets 
from year to year and is proportionate to the volume of shipments. 

The composition of the fruit and vegetable supply received by rail 
and boat differs considerably among the markets, and in any market 
it varies considerably from year to year, being influenced by the 
volume and location of production. 
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