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SOME MAJOR FACTORS IN THE ORGANIZATION OF THE SUCCEtSFUL 

PRUNE F.Am: IN OREGON 

THE PRUNE ENTERPRISE 

The prune enterprise in Oregon and elsewhere is approaching , 

or , perhaps, ~already has enterec a period of depression and difficulty 

that , to the careful student of the subject , seems of serious import 

and some danger to the growers and communities concerned. 

The bearing acreage of prunes is increasing -rapidly , and, 

based on plantings already made , over-production in the early future 

seems highly probable. Consumption apparently is not increasing at 

an equivalent pace. Organization of the growers for more effective 

marketing is as yet far from perfected and alone does not seem to 

offer an immediate or even a final solution of the problem . 

What other steps can the grower take to provide against an 

uncertain future? The study reported herein seemed to offer oppo~ 

tunity for finding some answer to this important question. 
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l - Present Status of the Prune Enterprise 

Prune Production in the United Btates. 

The production of dried prunes in the United States is co~ 

fined entirely to California, Oregon, and Washington. The total pro

duction in 1922, the last normal production year, was approximately 

as follows: 
l 

Prune Production in the United States 

action Pounds of Prunes 
Produced (Dry Basis) 

-· 
California 225 , 000,()00 pounds 
Oregon 58,000 , 000 II 

ItWashington 12,000,000 
IIIdaho 5,000,000 

United States 300 , 000 , 000 " 

In California the counties of Santa Clara, Sonoma , Tulare, 

Solano, Napa, Butte, Sutter , San Benito , and Colusa produce the bulk 

I .of the prunes. qowever, praot1cally all 6f the counties in the 

Sacramento and ran Joaquin valleys are of some importance as prune 

Note: Idaho, the only other plum prune producing state, sells the 
entire crop ''green" that is , as fresh fruit. Commercial dried prunes 
are largely of two varieties-- the French sweet prune and the Italian 
tart-sweet prune . Among grm~ers these are commonly designated as 
"Petites" and "Italians, 11 but commercially both are sold as yet with
out much varietal distinction. California produces only the French 
sweet prune; Washington only the Italian; the Willamette valley in 
Oregon, mostly Italians , with a few Petities; and the Umpqua valley 
in Oregon produces both Italians and Petities quite extensively. 
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centers. 

The bulk of the Oregon production is in the Willamette and 

Umpqua valleys. However, some few prune plums are produced in every 

county in the state. The distribution of these as to acreage and 

2production is given as follows: 

Prune Production in Oregon 

County .Acres Bushels 
Bearing Produced 

Marion 
Douglas 
Yamhill 
Polk 
Washington 
Lane 
Umatilla 
Linn 
Clackamas 
Union 
Malheur 
Benton 
Jackson 
Wasco 
Tillamook 
Multnomah 
Josephine 
Coos 
\'iallowa 
Columbia 
Baker 
Lincoln 
Hood River 
:jf: 
State of Oregon 

7350 
5200 
4900 
5450 
1250 
1650 
1100 
1025 
1100 
240 
400 
865 
180 
240 
200 
120 
60 
50 
25 
40 
25 
30 
10 

31 •. 000 

575 , 000 
500 , 000 
420 , 000 
375 , 000 
200 , 000 
150 , 000 
105 , 000* 
100 , 000 

65 , 000 
45 , 000* 
42 , 000* 
25 , 000 
18 , 000 
15 , 000* 
8 , ooo 
7 ,200 
4 , 500 
2 , 50o.j 
2,250 
2 , ooo.j 
2,000* 
1, 500/ 
1,2oo* 

2,700,000 

Note: 
*These counties sell "greentt prunes almost exclusively. 
/Probably very few dried. 
ifCounties producing less than 100 bushels are not listed. These 
are as follows: Clatsop, Curry , Crook, Deschutes, Gilliam, 
Grant , Harney, Jefferson, . Klamath, Lake , Morrow , Sherman, and 
heeler. l?ractie;ally none of these counties dry prunes, and 

probably very few even sell them as "green" prunes . 
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In Washington, dried prune production is confined almost 

entirely to Clark county. A few other sections produce prune plums, 

but normally they are sold "green." 

Foreign Production of Prunes. 

Accurate information as to foreign proQuction is not avail

able. It is known that Jugo-Slavia, Germany, France, Italy, Japan, 

South Africa, and the Balkan States produce considerable quanti ties of 

prune plums. Of these countries, Jugo-~lavia with a dried prune pro

duction of about 800,000 pounds is far in the lead; Serbia, the 

chief producing center of the Balkan group, exports about 100,000,000 

pounds annually; France produces about 70,000,000 pounds, some of 

which she exports; South .Africa has an annual exportable surplus of 

about 800,000 pounds; and the remaining countires, with the exception 

3of Germany, normally produce about enough to meet their own needs.

From these figures it is seen that the United States is one of the 

major producing centers of the world. 

Exports and Imports. 
' Within the United States the development of the prune ente~ 

prise has been very rapid. .Most of this development has taken place 

wi thin the last 25 years. Prior to 1901 no exportations were recorded, 

\

but in that year there was an export of 10,000,000 pounds. This ex

port was balanced somewhat by an import of 746,000 pounds. Until 1908 

this balancing continued, but in this year the importations, which had 

been gradually decreasing, ceased entirely. From this time to the 

present the United States has been solely an exporting nation, in-so

far as prunes are concerned. The amounts exported have varied more 
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or less, but the tendency has been steadily upward. The varying 

amounts exported is due to the practice of sending abroad the surplus, 

and selling it for ~ hatever it wouln bring. 

4
In 1922 this export surplus was distributed as follows: 

The Destination of Prune Exports from the 
United States in 1922. 

Destination Percentage 
of of 

Export Total Export 

United Kingdom 
France 
Germany 
Canada 
Sweden 
Netherlands 
Denmark 
Belgium 
i~ew Zealand 
Other Countries 

v;hile the percentage will vary from year to year, these countries 

represent our chief foreign customers. 

Consumption of Prunes in the United States. 

There is no accurate, data available shov; ing the home consump

tion of prunes, but about one and one-half pounds per cap ita is the 

estimated probable consumption.l It appears that the per capita con

sumption is not increasing nearly as fast as production. .An excellent 

illustration of t his is the effect of the large crop of 1922. This 

crop was so large tha t the home consumption of about 190,000,000 pounds 

only disposed of about two-thirds of the crop. The surplus was more 

than our foreign customers desired, and the effect of this was shov~n 

in the low_price of the 1923 crop. 
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Production Prospects . 

California has at present about 138 , 500 acres of bearing 

orchard . ln addition to this there >.ere (Jan. 1, 1923) 47 , 261 acres 

that were non-bearing , and it is estimated that 11,000 acres more 

5 
were planted during 1923 . 

ln 1923 Oregon had about 35 , 000 acres of bearing prune o~ 

2chard . The only information found as to the Oregon acreage of non-

bearing prunes is that shown in the 1920 census. This shows 29 , 994 

acres of bearing trees and 13 , 316 acres of non-bearing trees . Records 

were also available showing the annual increase in bearing acreage . 

From 1921- 23 this averaged about 3500 acres annually . 

Washington had , in 1923 , 6 approximately 7 , 775 acres of bea~ 

ing ore hard devoted to dried prune production. Their non- bearing 

acreage , according to the 1920 census was 1, 798 acres as against 5 , 077 

acres bearing. It is unlikely that very extensive expansion can 

occur in Washington because of the limited. area of suitable land . 

From the figures quoted it is evident that there is a rapdd l y 

increasing production. Estimates for 1929 place this increase at 

1fully a million pounds over the 19~2 crop . This may appear large , 

but it is easily possible if there is no reduction of acreage by pul--l

ing out orchards or failure of present plantings to bear. 

2 - Future .Aspects of the Prune Enterprise . 

The Situation. 

Based on the data assembled in the preceding pages , all in

dications point towards a period of large surplus production. The . 

acreage already bearing is more than sufficient to meet our consump
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tion needs; thus necessitating large exportations. If these could be 

readily consumed, all would be we ll, but the large extent of the 

foreign production possibilities make this appear uncertain. Hence , 

until home consumption increases, the price to the grower will de

pend rather l Brgely on the success or failure of our own or the for

eign crop. 

Aside from the possibility of Europe not wanting to bqy 

prunes, is the possibility that a prohibitive foreign tariff may be 

charged. · This is unlikely as long as Europe \>ants prunes, but it 

is possible if Europe produces a surplus and wants protection against 

our importations. 

- It is difficult to state whether any great number of prune 
~ 

growers realize the seriousness of the impending situation. However, 

the survey of Oregon producers herein reported failed to reveal that 

many of them had a very comprehensive grasp of the problem. It is 

quite natural under present conditions that the grower should turn 

towards s uch advertised cooperative marketing, and let the matter 

rest with that as a remedy. 

Unquestionably, marketing through a successful cooperative 

associa tion is an aid toward better prices; but it is possible that 

the situation involves more than a marketing problem. It is not so 

difficult to regulate the flo~ of a commodity in the home·country so 

as to smooth out temporary over production peaks; but it is quite 

another thing to sell more of a commodity than the world wants, and 

maintain prices satisfactory to the producer. 

Possible Remedies . 



s. 

!t the present time the prune growers of California have 

a good marketi~ organization; and the Oregon and Washington growers 

are combined in another new but well devised organization. 

It seems possible that a successful union or coopers ti ve 

organization of too growers in all three states might be helpful in 

preventing the present injurious competition between the growers them

selves. A successful marketing organization can; through better dis

tribution, standardization of pack, and improvement of quality, ex

tensive advertising, development of new markets, and lowering of mav

keting costs, do much towards maintaining satisfactory prices. It 

has even been proposed that a powerful growers association might bring 

about a reduction in acreage or at least limit further plantings. As 

an alternate to this, it has been suggested that they destroy any ~ 

saleable and injurious surplus production . However, such propositions, 
I 

as yet, have not been found feasible; and such a plan seemS extremely 

doubtful of a~ success. 

Aside from better organization of the prune growers, as a 

whole, through associated effort,. the only other remedy that can be 

foreseen, or seems within the control of ·the grower, is a possible 

improvement in the internal organization of the individual prune 

farm. Such an organization might lower the cost of producing prunes, 

or it might raise too quality of the prunes produced, and hence raise 

the price received by the gr~Jer, or, as a third possibility, it might 

provide other sources of income so as to allow the grower to survive 

a low price for his prunes. 

This remedy- the better organization of his O\\n farm
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seems a surer and quicker means of providing the grower against a 

period of depression than does a marketing association. For a suc

cessful marketing organization the grower must depend upon the coop

eration of a high percentage of all those engaged in the enterprise, 

as we ll as numerous other factors beyond his control. All of this 

is at best a slow and costly procedure, especially when supply is 

rapidly· outstripping demand. ~owever, for lower cost of production, 

better quality, and other su::.taining enterprises, the grower need 

depend only on himse lf, as he accomplishes all of t~is by better 

organization of his own farm. 

Some few marginal producers have such unfavorable soil, 

topograpey, or climatic conditions that poor yields and qua lity are 

inevitable. These men wil l probably fail in spite of any remedy 

that can be offered. However, it woul d appear that the majority 

of growers should find a definite ana .fairly immediate means of sur

viving a prune price depres~ion. If certain factors in the internal 

organization of their farm can be pointed out that will lower their 

production costs, or increase their ne t income, it is probable that 

this will allow them to withstand a period of low prune prices. 

3 - .Advantages of the Oregon Grower 

In all periods of depression there are usually some favo~ 

able located sections which are better able, because of their advan

tages, to survive a depression. It would appear that the Oregon prune 

growing areas are in such a position. There seems little question 

that Oregon has some natural advantages for prune production over its 

sister state, California. Oregon is generally conceded a higher 
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yield per acre, perhaps because of the heavier yields of the Italian 

variety; Oregon orchard land inventories at a lower value per acre; 

labor is somewhat cheaper than in California; and Oregon produces 

a larger sized prune, as a whole , than California - a further cha~ 

acteristic of the Italian variety. As contrasted to this , the Cal

ifornia growers are at present better organized; and receive a slight

ly higher price, grade for grade, than do the t:regon growers. These 

last named advantages will no doubt disappear as the Oregon producers 

become better organized, w·1ile the other advantages narre6 will prob

ably continue for a considerable period. 

PURPO~E OF THIS STUDY .AND M.ET't!ODS EMPLOYED. 

l - Purpose of Study. 

As indicated in the title, the purpose of this f.,tudy is to 

determine , if possible, some of the facto~s in the internal organiza

tion of the Oregon prune farm that might have an influence on its 

success or failure. It was attempted to choose factors that were 

of practical bearing and which were within the control of the indivi

dual grower. 

2 - Methods Employed. 

The work involved in this study has two phases. The first 

was concerned with the actual collection of complete data pertaining to 

the entire business of the prune farm. The second was an intensive 

study and analysis of the 6ata collected , in order to determine factors 

influencing tre success of the prune producing farm. 

3 - Field Work. 

Source of Data 
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It was the good fortune of the writer to be allowed to 

participate in the second year's v,ork of a prune cost study conducted 

by the Oregon Experiment Station. While this survey is conducted 

primarily to determine the cost of producing prunes, the survey, as 

made, is so complete that the data collected is also adapted to use 

for an analysis of the organization of the prune farm. This pel'

mi tted study to be made for this thesis that would not otherwise have 

been possible, because of lack of time necessar.y to collect adequate 

data. 

Selection of Areas. 

The selection of areas, as made by t~ Experiment i::lta tion 

investigators, 'vas for the purpose of getting as representative a 

group of growers as possible. Accordingly the counties o~ Douglas , 

Polk, and Washington were selected as representative of conditions 

throughout the main prune sections of the state. ithin each county, 

typical farms, where the prune orchard was a leading enterprise, 

were visited and complete records of the farm business were taken. 

Care was exercised that the selected farms were .well distributed over 

the entire area; and representative of t~ varying coruii tions of soil , 

topography, diversity, size of orchard and o ther organization factors . 

This procedure was followed until one hundred and fifteen farms had 

been se lee ted and surveyed. From these farms , after a careful check 

of the records taken, there was selected one hundred and eleven that 

were considered satisfactory. It is from these records that the data 

for 1923 is taken. 

In 1925 the area surveyed was approximately the same as the 
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previous year. Some farms had been sold, some had crop failures, and 

some had to be eliminated for other reasons. However, in each case, 

another farm was substituted; and so the data for the year of 1924 

comes from one hundred and ten farms, most of which were thlil same 

farms as were covered in the previous year. 

Method of Taking Record. 

The field survey form was prepared previous to starting 

the field work. The investigators in charge carefully analyzed the 

situation to determina the information needed. They then prepared 

a form in such a manner that the items and details of his operations, 

with which the grCN;er was familiar, could be recorded. This form 

was used during 1924, when the data for 1923 was being collected; and 

with a few changes was used again in the 1925 survey.~ 

Each operator was personally interviewed, and was questioned 

closely concerning all his farm operations, recejpts, and expenditures 

for the years of 1923 and 1924 . The information given was entered 

on the survey record; and any unusual variations were thoroughly dis

cussed with the operator in order to be sure of their accuracy. This 

procedure gave a concise and definite record of the farm operations 

and business for the year covered, and furnished the information nee

essary for the studies contemplated. It was interesting to find that 

the producers considered this record very complete and searching, even 

though before questioni~ some had been doubtful as to whether the 

necessary facts could be obtained. 

Note: *Refer to the files of the Department o£ Farm I.anagement for 
this form. 
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4 - Computation Work 

Character of the Data. 

The records as taken were merely a collection of facts 

concerning the farm business and operation. Information as to pro

duction, price, investment, current expense, family and operator labor, 

and numerous other facts were collected and recorded. This data on 

the field record forms furnished the necessary facts for the computa

tions and analyses, from which the economic factors involved and their 

effects could be determined. Hence, before the data was usable, it 

was necessarJ to completely summarize and tabulate it • 

.Arrangement and Computation of the lJata. 

The first step in the computation work was to complete n~ 

erous computations on the field records themselves, so that the many 

i terns and details given by the grower were summarized as fully as 

possible for final use. Having done this , the data was then trans

ferred to tabulated summary sheets; the form for these having already 

been developed by t he experiment station investigators. This transfer 

visualized the data and permitted easier comprehension and sorting. 

Numerous computations were then made for the purpose of further 

classifying and grouping the facts to be examined • 

.Analysis of the Data and Interpretation of Results . 

The final step in the computation work is to analyze the 

computed data on the summary sheets. This is done by taking off the 

data relating to a certain factor; and making trial groupings or sort

ings of this data to determine the effect of this factor on the costs 

or earnings of the farms. The grouping that shows most clearly and 
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unmistakably the relation of the factor to the costs or earnings, is 

then selected for the presentation from which to draw final <;onclu

sions . If several trial groupings are not made, it is possible to 

arrive at a wrong conclusion. .Any one grouping for a certain factor, 

may be influenced or obscured by some outside factor, but several 

trial groupings usually sho\"J the existence of such a factor. .As 

soon as discovered, it may be analyzed to see if elimination is 

possible. If this cannot be done, the grouping will then have to be 

discarded. 

The final step in the analysis- in fact in the entire 

stUdy- is the interpretation of the facts shown, so that the casual 

reader may readily understand the conclusion as it is indicated by 

the da ta. It must -be remembered that in this survey the facts were 

collected during a period that was .abnormal as to mcrgin between 

price , cost, expenditure, and earnings. Because of this, it is not 

always possible to show as clear cut trends as ·would probably have 

been possible had the conditions been normal. However , this data 

does shOw how factors function in abnormal times; and it indicates 

clearly what difference might be found under normal conditions. 

Thus, while such analysis, as is presented, does not always show an 

exact value for each degree of change in the factor under discussion, 

it does shm~ the general or sometimes marked influence of the different 

factors examined. Hence, it presents fundamental facts bearing upon 

the organization of the successful prune farm. 
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RESULTS OBTAI1~1) 

l - Summary o£ Farm .Areas and Investment. 

Farm manageroont surveys throughout the United States , 

covering thousands of farms of every type, have shown that there 

are certain factors in the organization and management of the farm 

that are usually of major importance. Probably the most dominant 

factors influencing the success of the average farm are those called 

size or magnitude of busimss, quality of business, and. diversity 

Of business. For this thesis, the large amount of time required 

for record taking in the field and computation work in the labora

tory made it necessary to confine attention in the final objects 

sought to those factors believed lilcely to be of greatest influence 

in the organization of a successful prune farm. The three factors 

named were believed those likely to prove of most interest, and were 

therefore selected as the final objects of the work . 

Preliminary to the discussion of the results obtained 

in the study of these specific factors, a general statistical pic

ture of the areas and farms covered -in the survey and the capital 

investment invo!ved should prove of interest. For this pu~)ose 

two tabulations taken from the "Progress Report on the Cost of Prune 

Production for 1923," issued by the Oregon Experiment Station and 

the o. A. C. Extension Service cooperating, are presented herewith. 
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AREA .AND PRODUCTION COVERED ( 1923) 

Table l. 

: Wasn. Polk Douglas: .All 
By Counties :Co • co. Co. Farms 

.. .. 
o. of farms :38 24 49 lll 

S!otarl acres in farms : 3321 ; 3060 : 12518 ' : 18899 

otal acres bearing prunes 

Range in age bearing prunes 

.Average age of bearing prunes 

Total acres non-bearing prunes 

Average age non-bearing prunes 

:578 : 779 976 

:8-25 :9-19 :12-26 .. 
: 16 : l4t 19 

:217 .. 
:4 
: 

;409 

: 3 .. 

396 

Total production dried prunes( tons: 641 :727 : llll 
; .. 

.Average yae1d per acre.dried(lbs} :2217 :1867 :2277 

Average per farm 

.Acres bearing prunes 

Acres non- bearing prunes 

Acres other commercial fruit 

.Acres crop ana plow land 

: 15~2 :32.5 

:5.4 :17.0 

:2.7 : 5.3 

.. 

.. 

20 

8.1 

:33.7 ;26.9 ;32.3 

Acres woods and pasture tillable :16.1 :22.4 :49.2 

Acres not tillable :14.9 :23.0 :144.1 

To ta 1 acreage 

No . farms diversified 

:87.4 :127.5 :255 

: 13 8 14 

; 2333 
: 
;1~24 

17 

... 

1022 

3 

:2479 

:2125 .. 

21 

9.2 

:31.6 

:32.2 

; 73.7 

: 170.2 

35 

.. 

.. 

; 

.. 

No. farms specialized (prunes} :25 16 35 76 ... 
stance to market--miles : 5.2 3.2 . : 8.2 6.0 
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THE BE~RING PRUNE ORCR:.AB:D U.TV ~~rENT 

( lashington , :Polk , and Douglas Counties, 1923. 

Table 2. 

Investment Item .Average per Farm 

(Against Bearing Prunes Only) ash. Polk Doug. of all 
Co. co. Co. 

Value of bearing prune orchard '6796 ij{il5273 '11' 10695 '11>10351 

Value of drier and equipment 931 3528 1825 1799 

.·- . Value of .other improvements 832 1121 906 926 

Value of rmchinery 412 843 797 675 

Value of work horses 121 82 102 104 

Value of supplies 40 32 28 33 

Total .Against Bearing Prunes ,.l9l33 ~20879 $ 14163 ~13888 

' 

Total Investment - hole Farm i2 l568 $39637 ~30394 $29551 

These summaries present so clear a picture of the prune 

farms under study, that no discussion of the data shown seems called 

for. 

2- The Effect of Diversity on the Earnings of 

the Prune Farm • 

.Agricultural authorities have for some years urged the value 

of diversification for the average farmer. The agricultural depres

sion from l920-24_in par~icular ~ocused the attention of farmers and 
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general public on this factor. To what extent is it true that this 

factor has a beneficial effect? 

Most orchard farms are of the specialized type . .An un

favorable season or low prices brings heavy losses , as there are no 

other income producing enterprises to fall back upon. 

In this survey both specialized and diversified farms were 

covered in sufficient numbers to throw light on the effect of dive:r

sity . The following table shows what was found by sorting the farms 

according to the degree of their diversity , as expressed by the dive:r

sity index number . 

Diversity and Labor Income (1923) 

Table 3 

Diversity 
Index 

l~umber of 
Farms 

.Average 
Diversity 

.Average 
Labor Income 

.Ave . L. Inc • 
in% of .Ave . 
Group L. Inc . 

1 to 2 28 1. 61 -2034 85% 

2 to 3 42 2 . 51 - 1831 94% 

3 to 4 21 3 . 52 -1328 130% 

4 and over 97 2 . 74 -1733 100% 

It appears from inspection of table 3 that diversity is 

an important factor in the organization of the prune farm. Like 

nearly all farming in 1923 , prune farming, because of low prices 

and high costs , was not profitable . This is clearly indicated 

by the minus labor incomes for all groups . ~evertheless , the more 

diversified these farms were, the less were their losses , or , stated 
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differently, the higher their earnings. 

The effect of diversity is more clearly expressed in the 

last column of the table. dere the relation of the mean or average 

to the group average is stated in percent in such a manner that the 

group ''l ith the largest earnings, or least losses, has the highest 

perce~t. The average labor income for all farms is taken as lOO%, 

and hence the effect of diversity can be easily observed by comparing 

the percentage of each group with the average of lOO%. It may be 

seen that there is a clearcut tendency for the labor income to rise 

as diversity increases. 

The chief point to be considered in this table is the 

difference in income between those farms that were specialized, shown 

in the first group; and those that were diversified, as shown in the 

following groups. Between the specialized and the well diversified 

groups there i& a difference of approximately ~700.00 in favor of 

diversity, a ve~ material gain. 

It might be fairly deduced from this table that the prune 

farm might have to advantage perhaps as many as three major ente~ 

prises as sources of incorre. This means three enterprises of about 

like size, as measured by net returns. Of course, each farm is an 

individual problem in itself, and not a ll farms nor farmers are so 

situated that they can have three enterprises. However, most Of 

these farms could do so, and the dnta indicate this factor might well 

be given considerable study. Ca r e must be used, of course, t~t 

addeo enterprises be soundly chosen and efficiently managed. It is 

less desirable to have four ineffic i ently managed enterprises than 
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to have one or two well managed . 

To further test the influence of diversity the 1924 data 

were analyzed . Many of the farms are the same ones as those su:tL

veyed in 19~3 , but there are enough new ones to give a different 

result if the principle did not hold. :Further , for all farms , the 

seasonal and the price and cost conditions were different . Condi

tions , as a whole , ~ere better in 1924 , and on most of the prune farms 

earnir~s were l a rger . In fact, most farms , beside paying all costs 

and earning five pere:ent on the total investment , earned a modest 

labor income in addition to the value of the farm living . 

Diversity and Labor Income (1924) 

Table 4 . 

Diversity 
I ndex 

Number of 
Farms in 
Group 

verage 
Diversity 
of Group 

Average 
Labor Income 
of Group 

% of Farms 
having Minus 
Labor Income 

Below 1. 50 22 1.21 16 50% 

1 . 50 to 3 . 00 53 2 . 24 203 32% 

3 . 00 to 4 . 50 15 3 . 56 -338 66% 

4 . 50 and over 8 5 . 28 1121 25% 

All Farms 98 2 . 46 134 40% 

Although a slightly different grouping was sued than that 

in Table 3, there is no particular significance in t'1is; in each case 

the grouping used being that one which seemed to show the facts most 

clearly. Those with an ino.ex under two are the specialized operators , 

and above this point diversification starts . , 
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The general trend in this table agrees with that in the 

1923 grouping. The trend is disturbed by the third group, but this 

does not nullify its value. An analysi& of the individual farms 

wi thin this group shows that three large negative labor incomes, due 

to other factors than diver~ity, are responsible for t~e low average 

inco~ of the group. The small number in this g:roup allows these 

to have undue influence. 

The significant point in this table is the large differ

ence in earnings between the first two large groups. It is seen 

that the specialized operators had a very small labor income, whi le 

that of the following group was over twelve times as l arge . Tl:tis , 

because of the large number of .farms in the two groups, speaks 

strongly for diversification. 

In the last column of the table, the eler.1ent of risk in 

specialized farming is displayed. On the specializeo .farms, fifty 

percent of the operators failed; that is, rec.eivec minus labor incomes . 

That the gains and losses on the different farms about balanced each 

other, is shown by the low average labor income for the group . In 

the next group, the chances of failure diminished. >!ere only thirty

t wo percent failed to make a plus labor income, and the losses on 

these farms were not as great as in the preceding group. Apparently, 

diversification lessens the chance of failure . · 

Diversification cannot be considered as a cu..re-all . It 

is , however, apparently a very important factor in the success of the 

average prune farm. In every case the problem of diversity , how 
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much, and what, is an individual problem to be solved by each in

dividual farmer. However, if he is so situated that he can diver

sifY and can establish enterprises fitted to his conQitions, it 

would seem wise to do so. Usually this will lessen his c~nce of 

failure, and will give him a distinct advantage in earning power 

over the specialized operator. There are a number of desirable 

enterprises, such as poultry , berries, sheep, or dE:irying, that 

are \'11611 adapted to the conditions an6 fit well into the prune 

farm organization throughout the region studied. 

3- The Relation of Q.uality of Business to 

Prune Farm Earnings. 

In this study the factor quality was measured in two ways; 

namely, by the value _per acre set on the bearing orchard, and by 

yield per acre. These measures of quality are in common use among 

farmers when they wish to express the value of their holdings, just 

as they would use the number of acres operated to express magni

tude of business. It is quite common to hear a farmer point out 

his greater yiel<is or higher value per acre as ::.uperior points of 

his farm as compared to that of his neighbors. Obviously, there 

should appear some sound reason for these common and long estab

lished measures of value. Therefore, it is of interest and im-

portance to determine to what extent quality is a real factor in 

the success of the prune farm. 

The Relation of Value of Bearing Orchard to Production 

Costs and Yield per .Acre. 
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Bearing prune orchards vary widely in value. The chief 

reason for this is that much l&ncl has been planted without great 

consideration of its fitness for t:,e enterprise. Especially was 

this true during the early days of the enterprise twenty years ago, and 

again during the war , when the high prices for pru.nes gave planting 

such a stimulus. In both periods many men rushee into the prune 

business and planted land somewhat regardless of its depth, drainage, 

fertility or site value . It is common, trerefore, to find 'bearing 

orchards with a wide range in value, due both to a wide range in 

production capacity per acre and somewhat to the difference in site 

value of the land. 

The relation of prune ore;hard value to cost of production 

and yield has not heretofore been known.. It would appear that a 

highly valued orchard should be so valued because it returned more 

profits yer acre . It is entirely possible , howe ver, that a poor 

orchard might be located on otherwise valmtble land; and so it 

might not always be productive value that determined the price set on 

the orchard. It is of interest , therefore, to see what is actually 

the condition. 
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Value of Bearing Prune Orc hard, Cost of 

Production, and Yield per acre ( 1923) 

Table 5. 

Value per !~umber of Average .Average Cost per ve. Yield per 
.Acre Farms Value Cost of acre in Yield .Acre in % 

per acre Production %of .Ave. per .Acre of Ave • . 
Per .Acre 

(Pounds) 
Below $300 8 $210 $140 91% 1560 73% 

~300-~00 21 318 143 93% 1920 90% 

-i400-~500 16 411 148 96% 1980 93% 

$500-;j600 35 502 161 104% 2220 104% 

$600-~700 12 610 186 121~~ 2420 114~~ 

-w70Q-~1000 10 768 208 135% 1640 77% 

~1000 and 
over 9 1064 259 168% 3300 155% 

All Farms 111 514 154 100% 2120 100% 

Table 5 brings out the f a ct that production cost per acre 

rises as the given value of the land increa s es. This obviously 

should occur, because for each '11'100 increase in estimated value the 

interest cost pe r a c re increases five dollars. But it is a lso seen 

that there is a rather decided tendency for the yield to increase as 

the per a c re value of the bearing orchard increases. It is cl.ear 

that increase in cost per acre is due, not to increased land cost 

alore, but a lso to the a dd itional cha rges for harvesting a nd handling 

t he added yield. Then, also, if it is known that land is capable 
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of producing large ye ilds, it is generally true that more than usual 

care will be given the orchard , thus increasing the cost whether 

the expected yield is obtained or not . ~his accounts for the dif~ 

ference between cost and yield occuring in the sixth group. ~i'!'lis 

same group had much better yields (2460 pounds) the following year , 

the 1924 survey shows . 

It is seen from the group distribution of the farms that 

more than one- third of the prune growers valued their pearing orchard 

at less than ;;500 . 00 per acre , about one-third valued it at ;.>500.00 , 

and another third at a higher figure . The average of all orchards 

was about ~500 . 00 per acre . The more rapid rise in value beyond 

the ~700 . 00 mark might be accounted for in several ways . Either the 

land was incorrectly valued , or has a high site value, or is excep

tions lly good prune orchard• 

.As a whole , increase in the yield per acre viould indicate 

that the laoo was correctly valued. This conclusion is more fully 

supported by t~ data presented in Table 6 , following . !!ere it 

is shown that as yield increases , cost of production per ton de

creases; hence , high yielding land should be worth more per acre • 

.Apparently either extreme in value per acre is undesirable . The 

grower with low value orchard has a poor investment, for it will not 

give good yielus and hence cost per ton is high. The grower with 

the very high priced land, has a higher land cost in the prunes pro

duced than is necessary . 

Men desiring to expand their plantings, or individunls 

wishing to start new plantings should give land values considerable 
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study, It would a!Jpear that good land , which will produce large yields , 

is most desirable; and the grower can afford to pay a fairly good 

price for it . The land cost is only a relatively small psrt of the 

total production cost- about 15~~- and the grower is justified in 

paying well for high fertility and yielding power . 

The Effect of Yield on Prune Farm Earnings . 

High production per acre, or per unit of livestock , has 

always been much sought after in agriculture . Even at the present 

time, the most of agricultural teaching is devoted to methods of 

increasing production per acre or per unit. This is very desirable , 

if , by so doing, it is possible to reduce production costs. At the 

present time low cost production is the key to agricultural su9cess . 

Unless, however , high yield and low cost are closely associated, the 

high yield may not be as desirable as supposed. 

Yield as Related to .Average Cost per Acre 
and .Average Cost per Ton (1923) 

Table 6 . 

Yield per .Acre 

Below 1000 lbs. 

Number of 
Farms 

14 

Average 
Yield 12er A! 

(Pounds) 
720 

Average 
Cost 12er .A . 

(Dollars) 
140 

.Average 
Cost 12er ton 

(Dollars} 
385 

1000-2000 lbs . 42 1500 135 185 

2000-3000 lbs . 32 2400 188 147 

3000-4000 lbs. 16 3360 200 ll9 

4000 lbs . and over 7 4840 270 ll3 

All Farms l ll 2120 154 145 
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Table 6 shows conclusively, first of all, that the cost of 

production per acre increases as the yield increases. There are two 

reasons for this: (a) the increase in yield calls for larger hal'

vesting and handling expense; (b) the expectancy of larger yields 

causes more morey and labor to be expended per acre. However, though 

cost per acre increases, it does not increase as fast in proportion 

as the yield. This is shown by the average cost per ton for each 

group. This being true, the larger the yields, up to a certain point, 

the more the profits. .Apparently, the common belief that large 

yields mean large profits applies very nicely to prunes. There may 

be individual cases where this would not hold t~ue, but it can be 

said to be true of the Oregon prune industry as a who le. 

Since large yields show lower costs and larger profits, it 

should be expected that labor income should show a similar relation

ship4 At l east this would be true if labor income is more strongly 

influenced by prunes than by other enterprises associated with the 

prunes. 



The Relation of Yield to Labor Income (1923) 

Table 7. 

Yield per Acre Number of Average Average Ave. Income 
Farms Yield per A. labor Incone in %group 

Income 
(Pounds) 

Below 1000 lbs 13 720 ~2230 

1000-2000 lbs. 36 1500 -1791 96% 

2000-3000 lbs. 30 2380 -1651 105% 

3000-4000 lbs. ll 3400 -1328 130% 

4000 lbs and over 7 4840 -1489 116% 

.All Farms 97 2140 -1733 lOO% 

From Table 7 it is seen that earnings tend to increase 

as the yieU increases. This is true with the exception of the last 

group • .An analysis of the individual farms com...~osing this group 

show that one large loss occasioned this decrease, hence, the varia

tion in this group may be discounted, for it is not caused by yield. 

It woulci appear then that the yield of prunes haci a direct influence 

on the labor income of the vrego11 prune farm.' Of course, the final 

effect of this influence will depend upon success of the associated 

enterprises. This is a mat t.er of organization within the farm; but 

in all cases the profits from prunes appear to be very much larger 

as the yield increases. 

\ihile these conditions are true for 1923, it is possible 

that they might not hold for 1924. The factor was checked again on 
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the returns for the year 1924, with the results shO\'Vn in too follow

ing table. 

The Relation of Yield to Labor Incom ( 1924) 

Table 8 . · 

Yield per Acre :Number o£ Average Yield Average Labor 
Farms Per .Acre Income . 

(Pounds) {Dollars) 

Be low 1000 lbs . 12 560 - 665 

1000-2000 lbs . . 36 1440 205 

2000-3000 lbs . 31 2460 200 

3000-4000 lbs . ll 3360 237 

4000 lbs . and over a 4540 622 

All Farms 98 2120 134 

Tbe sa~ facts appear true for 1924 as for 1923 . The 

labor incorm does not show quite so clearly the effect of increased 

yielC. , but the slight depression in group three is possibly due to 

other enterprises than prunes . 

It is of interest to note the extremes in table 8 . The 

difference in earni~s , between the operators with an average yiel~ of 

approximately one- fourth tons and those with a yield of over two tons 

per acre, was ~1287. Referring back to table 6 , it is seen that the 

difference between the production costs of these extreme groups was 

~272 . 00 per ton. This is a difference of 13¢ per pound in cost of 

production, and is a definite reason for the failure of the low yield 
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group. 

All evidence indicates that a high yield is most necessary . 

The best measure of quality of business is shown to be yield per ncre , 

and unquestionably high quality is necessary if profits are to be forth

coming. Hence, quality Lhould be one of the first considerations in 

organizing a successful prune farm. 

4 - The Relation Bety,een Size of Business and Prune Farm Earnings . 

In any enterprise the v~lume of business done has an im

portant bearing on costs and profits. The size of business factor 

on the Oregon prune farm was measured by the number of acres of bea:r

ing orchard operated, and the effects of varyir.g size on costs and 

income were observed. 

The following tables indicate the influence of this factor. 

The Influence of Acres Bearing on 
Cost of Production ( 1923) 

Table 9 . 

.Ac r es Bearing .Number Of .Average Size Average Cost 
Farms of Orchard per l!cre . 

Below 10 acres 27 

10-20 acres 39 

20-30 ac:res 10 

30-40 acres 9 

40-50 acres 6 

50 acres and over ll 

All Farms lll 

6 .A . 

13 

. 23 

32 

42 

62 

~194 

173 

l6l 

145 

133 

135 

21 154 
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The Influence of .Acres Bearing On 

Cost of Production (1923) 

Table 10 . 

Acres Bearing Number of Average Size Average Average 
Farms of Orchard Cost per A . Yield per A . 

Below 5 acres 6 4 A . :jiil58 1660 lbs . 

5-15 acres 50 12 186 2160 lbs . 

15-25 acres 24 20 166 2220 lbs . 

25-35 acres 12 29 158 2340 lbs . 

35-55 acres 12 48 136 1880 lbs. 

55 acres and over 7 67 136 2100 lbs . 

All Farms lll 21 106 2120 lbs . 

Tables 9 and 10 are both clear as to where the most efti

cient operation occurs. In table 9 it is seen that there is a 

steady downward trend in cost per EJ Cre from an average size of 6 

acres to an average size of 42 acres. This is emphasized in table 

10 where the cost is steadily downward to the 48 acre group. 

It is of interest to note that the larger orchards, those 

over :35 acres, constituted only 17% of the entire group of farms , 

while about 60% were under 20 !'lcres . From this, it appears that 

17% of the growers are more fortunate than the rest in having a 

larger business a nd resultant h igher effie iency . 

The higher efficiency and lower costs associated with 
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larger size of acreage must necessarily be accompanied by good yields , 

if profits are to be made . The common supposition is that the smal

ler farms obtain better yields. The argument for this being they 

are able to give their orchards more attention. Table 10 shows 

this to be fallacious to a large degree. The very small farms 

(4 acres of orchard}, although only six in number, had the lowest 

yield of any group. The next group with fifty farms and twelve 

acres of orchards had only sixty pounds more yiela per acre than the 

very largest (67 acre orchards.} 

There is no outstanding size group in all the farms su:r

veyed that shows a decidedly larger yield than any other. This 

being true, the larger farms have a decided advantage because they pe:r

form their operations more efficiently; but not at the expense of 

yield. 

In any industry where opera t ors make a like profit );er 

unit, the greater the number of units the larger the income. This 

applied to the prune farm means t tw t the larger operator should 

have a larger profit because he has more acres . The f'ollov•ing 

table indic.stes that this is true. 
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The Influence of Acres Bearing on Labor Income (1924) 

Table II . 

Acres Bearing :Number of Average Size Average Average 
Farms of Orchard Labor Income Diversity 

Be low lO acres 

l0-20 acres 

20-30 acres 

30-40 acres 

40-50 acres 

50 acres and over 

All Farms 

20 

30 

20 

8 

9 

ll 

98 

6 A . 

13 

23 

33 

44 

66 

21 

~46 

-151 

207 

252 

868 

254 

134 

(3 . 01) 

(2 . 39) 

(1 . 99) 

(2 . 42} 

(2 . 66) 

(2 . 24) 

(2 . 46) 

T~ble II shows, with the exception of the end groups , that 

increase in income accompanies increase in size of orchard. In

spection of the data from which the table is made shows that these 

variations can be accounted for. That the general increase in ea~ 

ings is not cue to any marked d ifference in the diversity is indi

cated by the 6a ta in the la s t column. However , the labor income in 

the first group may be due to the fact that this group has more than 

three major sources of income . With such a small acreage of prunes , 

it is easily possible and very probable that other enterprises carried 

more weight in the shaping of the labor income that did the prunes . 

Al l other groups have about the same diversity. 

Since cost of production per acre on the same farm does 
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not vary greatly from year to year , it was thoqght desirable to 

determine tbe relation bet~een size of orchard, cost per acre in 

1923, and labor income in 1924--on the same farms. In this manner 

a comparison could be obtained between cost and income, as affected 

by size . (Cost figures for 1924 are not yet available, and low prices 

made l abor incomes for 1S23 all on the minus side .) 

The Influence of .Acres Dearing on Costs 1923, and 

Labor Income 1924 (Same Farms) 

Table 12. 

.Acres Bearing Kumber of Average Size Average Cost 
Farms of Orchard per .(1923) 

Below 8 acres 10 5 A. :jjil86 ;j -261 

8-16 acres 27 ~ ll 169 -309 

16-24 acres 12 20 170 -166 

24-36 acres 10 29 138 326 

36 acres and over 12 54 121 936 

.All Farms 71 21 154 22 

The labor income with the exception of the first group 

rises steadily, and the average cost per acre decreases steadily, as 

the size of orchard increases. Hence , the showing in this table 

brings out what the other groupings tended to show; i. e., the 

larger orchards have a lower cost per acre , and, as a consequence, 

have a larger incorre. 
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Tl:B best economic unit in the prune enterprise cannot 

be clearly shov.. n from the data so far available , but it appears 

that a 40 acre unit is desirable , and that under 20 acres , costs 

are higher and yields no greater . This does not mean that each 

grower should rush his acreage up to 40 acres or more , but it does 

mean that this acreage appears a better unit to operate efficiently, 

if conditions warrant its existence . 

Previously , it was shown that diversity was desirable . 

This being true , few men could diversify and yet have 40 acres of 

prunes . However , for those that must either specialize or diver

sifY to a moderate degree , the larger units are more economical to 

handle . Reference to table II shows that diversity can accompany 

large acreages, but, of course, this entails larger capital . Cer

tainly many growers, when the p rune situation becomes more stable, 

should increase the size of their orchards and, where feasible , di

versity as well . 

5 - The Capital Investment and P rune Farm Earni~s . 

In many farm organization studies the total capital in

vestment has been found a fairly good measure of the size of busi

ness conducted. For the prune farm in Oregon this is not the case , 

for two reasons . First t he value p er ac r e of prune land varies so 

greatly, and second, on the farms surveyed, half the total capital 

was invested in other enterprises than prunes. The average total 

investment per farm was $27 , 839 , while the average investment in the 

prune enterprise on these farms was ~ 13 , 851 per farm. 

A study of the capital investment and income does show , 



36 . 

however, too serious situation, during a period of low prices, of the 

prune farm as it is now organized, and what the future may hold for 

these farms unless their organization is improved or uniess higher 

prices are obtained for their products . 

In the following tables both the labor income , 8nd the 

farm income are given. The labor income shows what the operator,
receives for his years labor and management after deducting from his 

receipts five percent interest on his total capital investment. The 

farm income is the total income that remains from receipts after all 

operating costs except interest have been deducted. In other words, 

farm income is the net income earned by the operator both on his 

labor and his capita 1. Prosperity cannot be general until the 

farmer receives a fair return both on his investment and his l abor. 

The following table shows clearly the financial condition of the 

prune farmer at the end of 1923 . 

Total Capital Investment and Labor Income (1923) 

Table 13 

Capital Investment Number of Average Cap- .Average · La- .Average Farm 
Farms i tal Invest- bor Income Income 

ment 
~ 5,000-.,10 , 000 
<!. . 
ow 10 , ooo-.;15 , ooo 

. . \ 
..,15 , 000-oiZO,OOO 

5 
16 
19 

'i 7437 
12266 
16689 

-243 
-1092 
-1123 

$ 128 
-479 
- 834 

._;20,000-$25 , 000 15 21999 -1187 -88 

.J25 , 000-'1(30' 000 13 27435 -1951 -580 
""30 000- "'"35 000
'II' ' 'II' ' 
,1i35 ' 000- ...40 ' 000 

5 
7 

33243 
36865 

-2052 
-2530 

-390 
-687 

.;4o , ooo-$45 , ooo 7 43410 -2775 -605 
60,000 and over 5 93870 -4408 285 

All Farms 97 27839 -1733 -342 
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Not only did he have no recompense for his labor (only 

six operators on all the f arms covered made a plus labor income in 

1923), but in only two small end groups did he receive any return on 

the capital invested, and that was very small. If the value of the 

farm living, (housing, food , and fuel furnished by the farm} - which 

is not included in the farm income shown above- is 0600 per year , 

most of the farms would. have offset their losses in that way and 

just about "broke even," but with no money left to provide clothes , 

groceries, education, or other necessities not produced on the farm. 

While it is interesting to note that the large farms did 

not have any _greater actual deficits than the sma 11 ones , yet in view 

of their greater investment the year was worse for them because of 

the larger possible capital earnings lost. 

In 1924 prices were somewhat better and the following 

tnble indicates the effect • 

.Tot a 1 Capital Investment and Labor Income ( 1924) 

Table 14 

Capital Investment Number Average .Average .Average Average 
of Capital Labor Farm Diversity 
Farms Investment Income Income 

: 5000-~15000 26 ._i ll627 ojji362 ~943 (2 . 39} 
'jj/15000-~25000 31 18394 277 1197 (2.38) 
.;25000- 'lf35000 16 29445 -113 1359 (2 . 43) 
~35000- ..,45000 13 39548 -233 1744 (2 . 84) 
'~~'45000 and over 12 75566 255 4033 (2 . 45) 

.All Farms 98 28699 134 1568 (2 . 46) 
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Most farms (58%} made at least a small labor income after 

earning five percent intere st on the tota 1 capital investment , and in 

addition had the value of the farm living . But conditions were 

far from prosperous. Y:ith better price conditions , it is seen that 

while the larger investments brought no larger labor income, they 

did do better as a whole because of the greater farm income earned . 

Diversity as shown in the last column was not a factor in this , as 

it v1as about the same for all . 

Certainly the study of capital and earnings on Oregon 

prune farms, in a low price :period, shows the need for improvement 

in their organization if they are to continue in business during 

future low price levels that seem almost certain to come . 

CONCLUSION ~ 

It is not possible to draw final conclusions or specific 

recommendations based on results from so short a period of study . To 

do so would be to invite error. The facts as shown, while basically 

true , cannot be used literally as recommended practices. It is 

unlikely that further study will show any large digression from the 

facts as found. It is also unlikely that the trends as distinguished 

will change . It is probable , however , that between two adjacent 

groups , especially those wi th small numbers of farms in them, more 

accurate relationships will be found. For ex~mple , further study 

might show conclusively that a 40 acre prune farm was a better 

economic unit than a sixty acre prune farm . This in no way changes 
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the general relationship, shown herein, between the small prune farms 

as a type or class, and the large :prune farms as a class . The 

broad fundamental facts as shown are true, it is believed , and can 

be used in a very practical way; but it would be folly to attempt to 

draw fine distinctions and say that a 40 acre farm was a better 

economic unit than a sixty a cre farm . ~ence , any recommendation 

drawn £rom this study is intended only as a broad state~ent of a 

general fact or principle round , upon which the individual grower can 

build up a solution of his major economic problems in prune farming . 

The Prune Enterprise . 

The future for the prune enterprise appears rather alarm

ing . There are several reasons for t 11. is . The large acreage of non

bearing prunes indicates a large increase in production in the near 

future . Eome consumption is not increasing fast enough to care for 

this increase , and hence increasing exports are necessary. Europe , 

our chief customer , has large production possibilities, and may force 

American growers to compete '.Vi th more cheaply produced European 

prunes . All of this indicates that a price depression is likely to 

occur. 

The Oregon grower has certain natural advantages over the 

California grower , but lacks a strong marketing organization as yet . 

hila a successful lll8rketing association would be an aid , the indi

cations are that it would not fully remedy the impending situation. 

The surest remedy that suggests itself' is a better int ernal organiza

tion of' the :prune £arm. 

The Effect of Diversity. 
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Diversity is unquestionably a very important factor in 

prune farm success . The grea test difference is seen, both in risk 

and earnings, between specialized operators, as typified by those with 

an index less than 2 , and the diversified producers that operate above 

that point. No specific amount of diversity can be recommended for 

all prune farms, as this is an individual farm problem. It appears 

that two or three major sources of income are very desirable. Fewer 

farms so diversified had losses, and their average income was well 

above the average for all farms . 

Above this point, the data is not entirely clear, and the 

farmer should be sure of his ground before too extensive diversifi

cation is attempted. Extensive diversification might cause in

efficient management of one or more enterprises, and losses may re

sult instead of the expected p rofits . 

Diversification, where the opera tor is incapable , will 

not stop his failures . Hence, . some farms will always ·'fail even 

though diversified. The greatest benefits of diversification seem 

possible for the specialized men who, though efficient operators , 

cannot make money because the prune prices are too low . The other 

enterprises serve to carry the farm over low p rice years and crop 

failures , 

Mismanagement , consistent poor yields, high production 

costs and other ills cannot be cured by diversification. It wil l, 

however, give a better chance for a large income if conditions are 

such that it is possible to make one at all . 
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The Effect of Quality . 

The quality of the business is the one most important 

factor by which costs may be controlled. Large yields and high 

value orchards were associated; and, in turn, th.ese were related 

directly to lower production costs. This indicates that the Oregon 

prune orchard is as a whole correctly valued by the producer, and 

that this value is on the basis of its producing power. It appears 

necessary to obtain the more costly land in order to get a high 

quality orchard; and it also appears that this type of orchard is 

none too common. The larger number of prune grov"ers have orchards 

of medium to low quality, and ar~ at a distinct disadvantage thereby. 

Probably some of the poorer orcha rds, marginal producers, should be 

pulled up. Where this should begin cannot be stated, but the 

economic laws of low prices will probably point this out in the near 

future. 

Future plantings should be mede on good soil even though 

costly, because this practice appears to be economically sound. 

Medium quality and poor quality orchard should never be considered 

as long as high quality orchard land can be obtained at a reasonable 

cost. 

Size of Business . 

Large orchards v;ere operated more efficiently . at a lower 

cost pe r acre and per ton, than small orchards . Yield per acre is 

not affected materially by the si~e of the acreage, but the tendency 

is for t he yields to be lower on the very small farms. This leaves 
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all acreages on about the same basis as to yield, with a tendency 

for the large orchards to produce more cheaply . 

The size factor, as far af> the present C:ata available 

are concerned, did not seem to have as marked an influence on suo

cess as either quality or diversity. The best economic unit could 

not be closely oeter mined in~he present study, but less than twenty 

acres or more than forty acres of bearing orchard seemed somewhat 

more doUbtful of success than the sizes between. 

Capital Investment . 

The capital investment was found to be large , and in 

periods of low prices returned hea~J losses . The prune grower 

must either have better prices for his product or improve the in

ternal organization of his farm to meet such periods successfully. 

Finis . 
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