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FOREWORD

This volume presents information on the food of farm families at
different income levels in the 66 counties surveyed by the Bureau of
Home Keonomies as part of the consumer purchases study. Another
report deals with the food of village and city familics, and other
publications present focts on family income, patterns of family con-
sumption as & whole, and expenditures for other major budget cate-
gories, such as clothing, automobile, and medical care (see p. 377).

The study of consumer purchases was undertaken to provide com-
prehensive data on the Income and consumption of American families.
it was conducted by the Bureau of Home Economies of the United
States Department of Agriculture and the Bureau of Labor Statistics
of the United States Department of Labor, with the cooperation of the
National Resources Planning Board, the Work Projects Administra-
tion, and the Central Statisticul Board. Plans for the study were
formulated hy the National Resources Planning Beard and the two
operating bureaus, with the advice of the two other cooperating agen-
cles. The project was financed by the Work Projects Administration.

The study was admimstered under the guidance of a steering
comimittee composed of Stuart A. Rice, chairman, representing the
Work Projects Administration (now with the Central Statistical
Board}; Louise Stanley, Bureau of Home Economies; lsader Lubin,
Burcau of Labor Statisties; Gardiner €. Means, National Resources
Planning Board; and Morris A. Copeland, Central Statistical Board.
Details of administration were formulated and procedures were coor-
dinated by a technical subcommittee on which each of the five agencies
had representation. Membership was as follows: Hildegarde Knee-
land, Nutional Resources Planning Board, chairman; Day Monroe,
Bureau of Home Economies; Faith M. Williams, Bureau of Labor
Statistics; Milton Forster, Work Projects Administration; and Sam-
uel oJ. Dennis und W. M. Hoad, Central Statistical Board. Various
other Government agencies, in particular the Bureau of Agricultural
Economics, furnished helpful advice. The assistance of Clarence
Purves and Nathan Koffsky deserves special mention in regard to
plans for obtaining and tabulating information on farm income.

The following members of the staft of the Eecononties Division of the
Bureau of Home Economics colluboruted with the authors in the
preparation of this report: Dorothy S. Brady, Thelma Porter, Sadye
Adelson, Kathryn Cronister, Margaret Perry, Iiarl Benson, Don
Heiser, Marie Waite, Gertrude York Christy, and Margery Gray.

Acknowledgment is made of the excellent work of the field super-
visory staff during the period of field collection.  Much credit for the
reliability of the data is due to the editing stafl and the consclentious
field agents who obtained the schedules, as well as to the families that
cooperated in providing the information requested. Acknowledgment
is made also of the help given by State and district officials of the Work
Projects Administration, by representatives of the State colleges and
universities and of the extension service in agriculture and hoine eco-
nomics, and by the local organizations and officials of the communities
m which the survey was conducted.

Lotise Staxvey, Chief.
IT
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INTRODUCTION

Food-consumption patterns of different population groups are of
interest not only to families wishing to improve their levels of living
and to persons engaged in the production and marketing of food
materials, but to all that are concerned with the Nation’s broad social
and economic problems. Diet can play an important role in the
conservation of human resources, and food is a major part of any
study of national, regional, or community production and consumption.

Information regarding the diets of farm families living in different
parts of the United States was obtained as part of the 1935-36 study
of consumer purchases. This report, one in a series for that study
as a whole, considers the relationships between income snd family
composition on the one hand, and the money value of food, both farm-
furmished and purchased, programs of food preduction fer household
use, and the quantities consumed of different types of food, on the
other. This report alse discusses the nutritive value of farm family
diets and their probable adequacy from the nutritional viewpoint.

The farm families included in this study of consumption were
limited to those in which therc was a husband and wife, both native-
born, and to white families in all regions except the Southeast, where
a separate study of Negroes was made. Only those families were
included that had not moved during the year covered by the study
and that operated the farms they owned or rented (except in the South-
east, where special studies were also made of families of sharecroppers.
None had received relief during the report year.

The eligibility requirements just mentioned and others, minor in
character, served to eliminate from this investigation relatively more
of the families with low incomes in each community than of tﬁose in
the higher income classes. Coramon observation and special studies
of the excluded groups indicate that native-white, unbroken, nen-
relief families generally are in better circumstances than those groups
omitted from this study, i, e., the foraign-born and the broken families,
those receiving relief, the one-person and the very large families,
Negro familics (separate analyses of Negro families were made in the
Southeast), farm laborers (sharecroppers, however, were studied
separately in the Southeast), and those that had moved during the
report year. The differences between the group studied and the total
population should be recognized in using the expenditure and con-
sumption data of this volume. (See Methodology, Data from the
Consumption Sample (Expenditure Schedules).)

The farm sample studied was obtained from five broad geographic
regions—New England, Middle Atlantic and North Central, Plains
and Mountain, Pacific, and Southeast.! Within these regions farm
sections were chosen on the basis of the type of agriculture predom-

1 8ome of these regions da not correspond to the consns classification, and henee have been given distinctive
names, #s Southeast, and Plains and Meuntain,  Even when the names are identical, as New England, not

all of the States listed by the census were included In thisstudy. (See Methodology, Communities Ineluded
in the Btudy.)

v
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inating or widely prevalent. Fourteen types of farming, each impor-
tant in the Nation’s agriculture, were selected for representation,
The farm sections were chosen on a national and regional basis rather
than State; small groups of counties selected because of the importance
of a specific type of farming would not necessarily be representative
of the major type of agriculture, or of the income received from
agriculture, in the State 1n which they were located,

This report on food is based on the following series of facts, obtained
through personal interview with families:

1. Expenditures for food to be prepared and served at home, and
for food and meals eaten away from b.me; the money value of food
furnished by the farm or recsived as gift or pay; the quantity of
different types of food canned at home, and whether half or more of
the various products thus canned were home-produced. These data,
pertaining to some 12-month period in 1935-36, were summarized in
13 analysis units for families of white operators; in 2 units for those of
white sharecreppers in the Southeast; and in 4 units for Negro families
in the Southeast—2 for farm operators’ families and 2 for share-
croppers’; there were 19 analysis units in all.  (See Methodology,
Combinations of Farm Sections into Anslysis Units.)

2. The quantity and money value of different classes and articles
of food consumed at home by the household during a 7-day period
some time in 1936 or 1937, These data were obtained from the fam-
ilies giving information on expenditures for food that were willing and
able to keep the necessary records or to estimate the approximate
quantities.

The figures on quantity and money value of food for 2 week afforded
by the check lists were summarized for groups of foed in five analysis
units—one for families of white operators in the New England,
Middle Atlantic, and North Central States {(sometimes called North
in this report}; a second, for families in the Plains and Mountain,
and Pacific regions (sometimes called West in this report); and a third,
for families of white eperators in the Southeast. The fourth and fifth
units included, respeetively, families of white sharecroppers in the
Southeast and Negro families {operators and sharecroppers combined)
in this same region. In presenting the details of consumption, food
item by food item, the two analysis units of the North and West were
combined into & single unit.

Figures derived from the 7-day records of houschold food consump-
tion were summarized by level of money value of food for several
regional-color-tenure groups. The quantities of food consumed by
each group are given for major classes of food and the nutritive value
of diets is presented in terms of food energy, protein, three minersl
elements, and four vitamins,

3. The number of families producing on their farms different kinds
of foed needed for household use during a 12-month period in 1935-36.
These data were obtained in connection with the study of income, and
henee, from a larger group than was included in the consumption study.
{See Methodology, Population Groups Included in the Farm Sample,
and Collection Procedures.) Data were summarized for each group of
counties studied and, in the Southceast, for farm operators and share-
croppers separately, and for white and Negroe families separately. In
all there are 33 analysis units.
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The four schedules affording information relevant to the family’s
food supply were obtained in differing numbers. Different degrees of
detail were requested on each--some schedules covered a 12-month
period; others, & 1-week; some afforded over-all estimates in terms only
of money value; others, details regarding the quantity and price of
individua! articles of food. It was necessary, therefore, to combine
data from more farm sections for the analysis of some of the more de-
tailed aspects of the report than for others less detailed, in order tohave
enough cases for reliable averages. For the analysis of data from the
expenditure schedules, counties in twe States have usually been com-
bined to form an analysis unit; for the more detailed materizl from the
check lists, however, farm sections of several States have been com-
bined. (See Methodology, table 66, for analysis units established for
different types of schedules.)



SECTION 1. SUMMARY

Food of White Farm Qperators' Families

The money value of the food of farm families tends to represent a
larger share of the money value of family living than in the case of
village and eity dwellers at comparable income levels. This is due
chiefly to the lood-production programs of farm families, Home-grown
products of white farm operators’ families in the income class $1,000-
%1,249 represented from 44 to 65 percent of the value of food in 9 of 13
analysis units. To supplement these farm-furnished goods, farm
families spent for food a large share of the cash available for day-by-
duy living; in the income class mentioned, from 26 to 39 percent of
total money outlays for family living were spent for food in the 13 farm
gections studied.

The distribution of the money value of food between farm-furnished
and purchased goods may be illustrated by figures from familics in the
general farming section in Pennsylvania and Ohio. For a group of
families consisting of husband, wife, and two children under 16 vears
of age, in the income class $1,000-51,249, the averages were as follows:

Money value of all food ________________ _________.______ 3453
Obtained without direet expenditure____________._ . __ —29—8
Farm furnished _________________________________ 206
Asgiftorpay. ... . 2
Purchased____ ______ .. . ______ 155

For home preparation . _____._. . ______________ 154
Asboardat school_____ .. . ___________________ 0

Ag meals at work, school, or on vacation_ __ .. ___ 0

As between-meal refreshment away from home_____ 1

The money value of food increased as incomes rose throughout the
income seale. The increases differed somewhat from one analysis unit
to another and were somewhat smaller for families including a rela-
tively large proportion of persons under 16 years of age in their mem-
bership as compared to families including relatively fow. The average
value of food of families in the income class $2,000-$2,499 in one farm
section —Pennsylvania~Ohio—tended to be over half again as great
as in_the class $500-8749; and in the $1,000-$1,249 class, about a
fourth greater than in the lower income class mentioned.

Within a given income class, there were also increases in the money
value of food with increases in family size. The differences in the
money value of food between the family-type groups studied usuvally
were much too small, however, to enable the larger families to fare so
well as those including only a husband and wife,

The choices made of foods to be prepared at home by white opera-
tors’ families probably differ as widely between the North and West
{(New England, Middle Atlantic and North Central, Plains and Moun-

1
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tain, and Pacific regions) on the one hand, and the Southeast on the
other, as between any two parts of the country. Although the total
quantities consumed in these two regions were similar when the food
supply was considered under three broad classes (A, selected food
groups that include many of the so-called protective foods; B, other
groups of foods of plant origin; C, other groups of foods chleﬂv of
animal origin) there were characteristic differences within the totals.
For example, in the income clags $1,000-$1,499, the total quantities
consumed per person in summer months differed by less than 10 per-
cent, but families living in the North and West consumed over 60
percent more eggs, 17 percent more meat, and over twice as many po-
tatoes, but only three-fourths as many other vegetables, only half as
much of grain produets, and less than half as mueh of fats {other than
butter) as did families of the same size living in the Southeast.

In each region larger quantities of most of the major groups of
food usually were provided for cach household member as incomes
increased.  Among familics that included, in addition to husband and
wife, one person 16 years or older and none to three others ! the rate
of increase in the quantitics consumed with rising income was greatest
for fresh fruit in farm sections in the North (New England, Middle
Atlantic and North Central States). The rate of increase was next
greatest for meat, eges, and fresh vegetables; and least for milk, {ats,
grain products, sugars, and potatoes. The trend toward an increase
in the consnmption of fresh vegetables and fruit with rising income is
significant; these foods are important sources of vitamin C, a nutrient
in which farm diets often were not well fortified.

In the West (Plains and Mountain, and Pacifie regions) as incomes
rose, the rate of inerease in consumption among families of the type
group described above was greatest for fresh vegetables. Upward
trends were found also for eggs, milk, sugars, and fresh fruit, whereas
the per capita consumption of mea,t. grain products, and potatoes
changed but little. In the %utheast the most marked increases in
per capita conqumptmn were in eges and mest.

The quantities of important food groups consumed by families
differing in type increased with family size; but the increases were
not proportional to the increase in numbers to be fed. The rates of
increase differed for the various food groups. Thus, in the income
class $1,000-%1,499, families of other type groups most nearly approxi-
mated on a per capita basigs the food supplies of type 1 familics,
ineluding husband and wife only, with respect to milk, grain products,
and potatoes; they approximated them least closely with respect to
eggs, meat, and (except in the Southeast) fresh fruit.

Eggs, dmry products, fruit, and vegetables other than potatoes
play an important role in dotprmmmg dietary adequacy. They tend
to provide form families with much of the calcium, the vitamin A
value, the ascorbic acid, and the riboflavin of their diet, as well ag a
large share of the high-quality protein.  These are nutrients in which
farm diets often are relatively deficient; the foods supplying them are
sometimes called protective foods. The level of consumption on
farms of most of these foods is closely related to programs of food
production for household use. This 18 especially true of eggs and
milk, and to a lesser degree, of succulent veget&blyc:s and fruit.

1 Family types 4 and 5 combined. 8ee Glossary, Family Type, and Methedolegy, Combinatlons of
Femily-type Groups,
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There was a close association between the content of diets as
reflected in money value of food per food-expenditure unit, and nutri-
tive value. In the Middle Atlantic and North Central region, for
example, in progressing from diets valued in the class $1.38-$2.07
per week per food-expenditure unit to the class $2.77-$3.45, increases
in averages for the seversl nutrients studied (protein, three minerals,
and four vitaming) were usually 2s much as a fourth to a half. This
association between money value of food and quality of diet from the
nutritive viewpoint exists because diets of higher money value tend
to include relatively more of the protective foods. Only insofar as
this is true is there a relationship between money value of food and
nutritive quality.

In each anealysis unit, diets of low money valye were likely to
provide insuflicient quantities of several nutrients. For example, in
the Southeast, food valued in the range $0.69-51.37 per week
per food-expenditure unit, provided less than 2,400 calories per
nutrition unit per day in 17 percent of the houscholds. A deficiency
of calclum among this group was widespread; 37 percent recorded
diets furnishing less than 0.45 gram per nutrition unit per day.
Food of such low money value frequently provided only small quan-
tities of vitamins as indicated by the following facts: 33 percent of
these diets furnished less than 3,000 International Units of vitamin
A per nutrition unit per dey; 17 percent, less than 1 milligram of
thiamin; 33 percent, less than 25 milligrams of ascorbie acid; and 55
percent, less than 1.2 milligrams of riboflavin. '

At one of the most usual levels of money value of food—$2.08-
$2.76 per week per food-expenditure unit—the average nutritive
values were high enough to suggest fairly generous diets. In each
farm section, however, there were some families in this money-value-
of-food class with diets furnishing one or more nutrients in quantities
below desirable levels. In the North and West, diets were most
often in need of improvement with respect to caleium, vitamin A,
and ascorbic acid. In & number of households milk consumption
was extremely low; this food in itself usually supplies from two-thirds
to three-fourths of the caleium in customary diets, and an important
share (about a sixth) of the vitamin A. Low ascorbic acid values
were associated with low consumption of fresh fruits and vegetables,
particularly citrus fruits and tomatoes. At this level of money
value of food, it is estimated that approximately half of the families
used no citrus fruit during the 7 days of the special consumption
study; however, some other fresh fruit and iomatees often were
available.

In the Southeast, among familics of white operators with food
valued at this level (32.08-$2.76 per week per food-expenditure unit),
diets were good on the whole; only in two nutrients, ascorbic acid and
vitamin A, was improvement likely to be needed. (Diets were
not analyzed for nicotinic acid, a pellagra-preventive factor) More
than three-fourths of the families in this money-value-of-food class
used no citrus fruit, an important source of ascorbic acid; and more
than a fourth, no other fruit during the week covered by the food
record. Contributing to the low vitamin A values in some of the
diets was the low consumption of sweetpotatoes, of green-colored
leafy vegetables, of butter, and of milk. In diets of this group of
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families as a whole, sweetpotatoes and potatoes furnished over a
third and green-colored lealy vegetables over a fourth of the total
vitamin A value.

About one-tenth of the families of the North and West that kept
food records and about one-fourth of those in the Southeast reported
dicts so low in one or more nutrients that they were classed as poor.
(See p. 82 for specifications used in this classification.) On the other
hand, more than a third of the families in the North and West and
about a fourth of those in the Southeast obtained diets that could be
classed ss excellent. To both analysis units the percentage of diets
graded excellent increased markedly as money value of food per
food-expenditure unit increased, while the percentage graded poor
decreased.,

For a given family-type group the proportion of diets graded
excellent or good generally increased with income, but within a given
income class there was a decrease in the proportion graded excellent
or rood as family size increased from one family type to another.
The association of nutritive quality of diet with income is less clear-cut
than with money value of food. Through well-planned programs of
home production many low-income farm families succeed in attaining
relatively high dietary levels. At all levels of money value of food,
however, some families were more successful than others in obtaining
satisfactory diets. Thus, in the North and West about one-fifth of
the families with food valued in the class $2.08-%$2.76 per expenditure
unit. per week succeeded in obtaining excellent diets, whereas one-
tenth had diets that were graded poor. Greater knowledge and skill
in the selection of purchased food, together with home-production
programs better adapted to family needs, undoubtedly were factors in
this situation.

Food of White Sharecroppers’ Families in the Southeast

More than four-fifths (84 percent) of the nonrelief families of white
gharecroppers in the Georgia-Mississippi section had incomes (money
and nonmoney) below $750 in 1935-36. In the counties of the Caro-
linas the proportion was smaller, 39 percent. However, even in the
latter section, the median income was under $900. These figures
indicate that many families must devote a high proportion of their
income to food, or subsist on a low dietary level, or both.

The average money value of the food of families of sharecroppers
was higher in the Georgia-Mississippi section than in the Carolinas.
For example, the average for families of types 4 and 5 in the income
class $500-%$749 amounted to $419 in the former section and $387 in
the latter. These sums were 63 and 56 percent, respectively, of the
money value of family living. Although produets furnished by the
farm were valued at approximately 70 and 60 percent of the total for
the food of these groups in the two sections, average expenditures for
food were slightly more than 40 percent of money expenditures for
living in each of the two analysis units. This is a relatively high
proportion to devote to the purchase of so small a share of the food
supply; it reflects the fact that the amount of money available for
family living was relatively low.

Practically all of the money spent for frod by families of share-
croppers was for meals to be prepared and served at home. Most
of the money for food purchased and eaten away from home was
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spent for between-meal food and drink, such as soft drinks, sandwiches,
candy, and ice cream; only small amounts went for school lunches and
for meals at work. In the income class S500-$749, for example,
average expenditures for meals amounted to about $2 or less for any
family-type group; the highest average for between-meal food was
about &3.

The important difference betwecen diets of families of white share-
croppers and white operators in comparable family-type groups and
income cla-ses was in the relatively expeunsive eges, dairy products,
and in fruit and suceulent vegetables taken together. The quantities
of these foods had by each tenure group during the week of the special
diet study are shown below for families of types 4 and 5 in the income
class $500-%999, all farm sections in the Southeast cormbined:

Pounds per household in @ week

Groups of food: Sharecroppers Operators
B el 2.0 2.4
Milk, fluid or its equivalent in other forms .. ___ 51. 6 58. 3
Butter_ ... . ___. 24 2.6
Bucculent vegetables, fresh and eanned_________ 14. 6 13. 9
Fruit, fresh * and canned . - __ ... ______ 10. 8 142

Includes alze the freah frult equivalent of dried fruit.

Among sharecroppers an average of 4.76 persons were fed from the
food supplies listed above; the correspording figure for operators
was 4.57. The average value of the food per expenditure unit-meal
was 8.1 cents and 8.6 cents for amilies of the two tenure groups,
respectively. (These figures are based on information obtained in the
period March-November 1936.)

As Incomes (money and nonmoney) rose to the $1,000 mark,
gverage consumption of most major goups of foods increased among
sharecroppers’ families.  Also, at each Income level there were increases
in the consumption of most food groups with increasing family size
from one type group to anether, but the inereases were not in proportion
to the number of persons to be fed.

At comparable levels of money value of food per food-expenditure
unit, the nutritive quality of the diets of white sharecroppers’ families
in the Southeast tends to be less satisfactory than that of operators’
famnilies.  Thus, in the money-value cluss $1.38-$2.07, 21 percent of
the sharecroppers and 26 percent of the operators studied had diets
that could be graded good or excellent. At the next higher class
(82.08-$2.76), the percentages were 45 and 38, respectively, for the
two tenure groups. At cach money-value level, the diets of share-
croppers’ families tend to include less of the protective foods; they are
thedmore likely, therefore, to be classified in the fair- or poor-diet
grades.

Food of Negro Farm Families in the Southeast

Most of the nonrelief Negro fumilies living on farms in the counties
studied in the Southeast had Incomes {money and nonmoney) under
$7501n 1935 -36. Included in this group were 57 percent of the fam-
ilies of farm operators in the Carolinas, 70 of those in Georgia and
Mississippi; 70 percent of the families of sharecroppers in the former
section, and 92 of those in the latter. It is not surprising, therefore,
to find the average money value of the food of Negro farm families
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relatively low. Among families of types 4 and 5 in the income class
$250-8499, for example, the average money value of a year’s food
supply in the North Carolina-South Carolina farm section was $267
for Negro operators and $237 for Negro sharecroppers. These figures
are similar to those for corresponding family-type, income, and tenure
groups in the Georgla-Mississippl section.  Home-produced food ac-
counted for almost two-thirds O’IP the total value of food of these farm
operators (61 and 65 percent in the two analysis units) but for only
about half that of the sharecroppers (43 and 54 percent). Despite
the fact that farms furnished so large a share of food, average expendi-
tures for food took almost half of the total money expenditures for
living of fomilies of operators and more than half of those of share-
croppers’ families.

As incomes rose, there was an accompanying increase in average
money value of foed; within an income class, %owever, the average
value of food per expenditure unit decreased with increasing family
size from one type group to another.

Since the consumption of vegetables, fruit, eggs, dairy products,
and meat on farms tends to be related to home-production programs,
it is of interest that practically every family of types 4 and 5 in the
incorue class $500--8999 included in the study had a garden, and most
of them {90 percent or more except among sharecroppers in South
Carolina and Mississippl) had some farm-furnished eggs. The pro-
portion having home-produced milk was lowest in North Carolina-—-
48 percent of the operators and 27 percent of the sharecroppers—
and bighest in Georgia where practically all families, both operators
and sharecroppers, had mitk furnished by the farm at some time during
the year., Some farm-furnished pork was consumed by 80 percent
or more of the families in each section,

As incomes rose there were marked increases in the consumption of
eggs, milk in its various forms, meat, poultry and fish, and potatoes;
and relatively smaller increases in the consumption of vepetables
other than potatoes. The diets of families even in the income class
$500-$999 {(almost half of the Negro families included in the consump-
tion sample had incomes under $500} were rather restricted, however.

The diets of about half of the Negro families furnishing food records
failed in ome or more respects to meet the specifications of a fair diet.
The proportion classed as fair or poor decreased with increasing
money value of food, and with increasing incomes within family-type
groups. Within a given income class, however, the proportion classed
as fair or poor increased with gize of family. Almost half of the diets
classed as poor failed to meet the specifications for a fair diet with
respect to calelum and ascorbic acid; about a third with respect to
vitamin A and riboflavin, and nearly a fifth, protein and thiamin.
When only one nutrient was the limiting factor, it was most likely
to be caleium or vitamin C. Shortages of other nutrients were
found as part of multiple rather than as single deficiencies. The defi-
ciencies mentioned could be corrected through increased consumption
of dairy products, of leafy and green-colored vegetabies, and of
fruit and vegetables rich in vitamin C.



SECTION 2. FOOD OF WHITE FARM
OPERATORS' FAMILIES

Money Value of Food in a 12-Month Period

Money Value of Food in the Pennsylvania~Chio Farm Section

Foud is an important component of the total money value of living
of farm families. lts average money value amounted to $507 in a
year for the 2,257 nonrelief families of white farin operators included
in the consumption sample of counties surveyed in Pennsylvania and
Ohio.! The economic status of these families, with an average size
of 4.19 persons and having, for family living, goods and services aver-
aging $1,292 in value, was higher than that of the total farm popula-
tlon in these counties, (See Methodology, The Consumption Sample
in Relation to the Total Population.)

The major part of the food supply of these fumilies was produced at
home. They valued their farm-furnished products at an average of
$321,2 63 percent of the money value of all food consumed in the 12-
month period covered by the study. An average of about $4 worth
of food was received as gift or pay. Average expenditures for food,
amounting to 26 percent of all money expenditures for living, were
$182.  Of this sum, $175 was spent for food to be prepared and served
at home. Expenditures for board ab school averaged less than $2;
for meals bought by family members including those eaten at worlk,
at school, while traveling or on vacation, $3; and expenditures for
between-meal refreshment, purchased and eaten away from home,
almost 32 (tables 42 and 43).

Money Value of Food in Relation ta Income and Family Type

As incomes rose, the money value of the food supply of fumilies in
the Pennsylvania-Ohio farm seetion increased fairly steadily. In the
income cluss $250-$499, the average value of all food of type 3 families
(husband, wile, and two children under 16 years) was $315; in the
class 81,000-81,240, $453; and in the class $2.500-$2,999, 8555. Cor-
responding figures for purchased food were $129, $155, and $278;
and for the home-produced share, $186, $206, and $277, respectively.
For any given income class, the value of all food incrensed with size
of family, but not sufficiently, as a rule, to maintain the larger families
on as high a dietary plane as that enjoyed by the two-person families.

To study problems of consumption as related to income and family
composition, families were classed in type groups based on the number

! Speeial analyses have been made of data abtained in these counties: a large number of schedules wore
cellected there to provide for a detailed study of consumption by income and family type.
¢ The money value nf the home-prodused share of the farm family’s fod snpply was based on prices which

would have been pald had it been purchased from neighbors,  (See the Methodology in part t of the report,
Family Incowe and Expenditures.)

7
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and age of family members other than hushand and wife. The classi-
fieation of a large number of families in a few groups implies that
each group will present considerable variation in the age and to some
extent in the number of family members. By definition, however,
some groups varied less than others. In some (types 1, 2, and 3),
the number of persens was rigidly speeified and those other than the
husband and wile had to be in a given age class, i, e., under 16 years.
Definitions of other types had greater flexibility both as to size and
age composition. The seven types for which consumption data are
presented are described in figure 1; dotted lines are used where varia-

Fiaure 1.—Definitions of family types: Iliustration of the definitions of the
seven types used in the classifieation of familics in the consumption sample,
Posgible variations in the number and age elass of persons other than husband
and wife are indieated by dotted lines.

tion in age class, or in number, or in both wag permitted by definition.
See Glossary, Family Type, for details of classification.)

Families of type 1 included husband and wife only, save for the
occagional cases where there were infants or others who had been mem-
bers of the economic family for fewer than 27 weeks. Families of
type 2 included, in addition to hushand and wife, one person under 16
years of age. Type 3 families had two children under 16. Families
of type 4 had, in addition to husband and wife, & third member 16 or
older and possibly a fourth of any age. Type 5 families included
three or four persons in addition to husband and wife, one of whom
was 16 or older, one under 16, and the others of any age. Families
of type 6 had three or four persons under 16 vears of age; families of
type 7, five or six persons (otP whom one, by definition, had to be under
16) in addition to hushand and wife.

The distribution of the families studied in the Pennsylvania-Ohio
farm section among these type groups i1s shown in table 1. Had more
family-type groups been set up, each eould have been more narrowly
defined. As will be seen later, however, it was necessary to combine
these seven groups into four for the analyses of expenditures and
consumption.in most farm sections. (See Methodology, p. 357.)

The relationship between family type and money value of food is
fairly definite. With families of the different types ranked by the total
money value of their food supply, the type 1 families of husband and
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wife only stood at the bottom of the list, having food of the lowest
average money value in each of 11 income classes; in 10 out of the 11
incore classes, the large type 7 families (with an average of 7.35
persons) stood at the top (table 2}. Nine times out of eleven, families
of type 5 (five or six members) stood second, and those of type 2
(three members), sixth. The intermediate third, fourth, and fifth
positions were not occupied by any one family type in the majority of
income classes. There was a tendency, however, for families of type
6 to occupy the third place, and those of types 3 and 4, somewhat
smaller, to be fourth and fifth on the list.

The ranking is almost reversed, however, when the average value of
food is eonsidered on a food-expenditure-unit basis rather than on a
family basis. (Sce Glossary, Food-expenditure Unit,)) Average
values per unit-meal were highest among the smallest families, those
of type 1, and next highest among families of type 2. The largest
families, those of type 7, generally stood at the foot of the list. Fam-
ilies of types 3 and 4 competed for the third and fourth places; families
of types 5 and 6, for fifth and sixth places. Thus, the larger the
family, the lower the money value of food per unit-meal tended to be
within each income class.

TaBLE 1.—FaAMILY TYPE: Number of persons included by definition in each family
type, and number, percentage distribution, and average size of families, by family
type, Pennsylvenia-Ohio analysts unit,! 1936-56

[W hite nonrelief families that include a hushand and wife, both native-horn]

Folential members Average per-
Aver- | f0ns other than
. | fiee pat-: hushand an|
Farriy | Familles : COns wife d
i Number other than husband snd wife I |
number faml.y3| Under 16 or
16 ‘ alder
I
Num- | Per- | Num- | Num. | Num-
Ler cent ter ' ber ‘ ter
e T O O 2,257 100 4,10 i 1.49 1 0.70
1... N - J 4 1 202 .
2. ...| lehild under 16._.____ - 2684 12 an 1.
3. 4 2children under 16 oL oL 243 11 4.01 200
4 1 person 16 or older with or without 1 4741 21 3,52 .26 ‘
other persen, repardless of sge. '
3 | 1¢hild under 18, | porson 16 or older, and 300 13 545 159, 1,69
1 or 2 others, regardless of &age, l
| — Sorf_. | 3ordchildrenunder 6. .__. 259 11 3. 38 gl ..
R Tor8...| 1child under 16 and 4 or 5 others, regard- 289 k] .35 375§ 162
less of age. ‘
| |

! Includes families in the consumption sample. See Glossary for definitions of terms used in this table,

? Number of year-equivalent persons included by definition in cach family type,

? Year-rquivalent persons,  Slight discrepancies may oceur between the aversge for all members aod the
amount gbtained by adding 2.00 (hushand and wife) to the sum of the averages for pecsons under 16 and {6
orolder. These discre%)uncies result from differences in the methods of computing wverages for all meinbers
and for persons other than busband or wife.  Sce (Hossary, Family Type.

A clear-cut, quantitative expression of the variations m average
value of food within family-type groups at higher and lower income
levels, and between family types at the same income level requires a
very lar%e sample. Although the consumption sample of the Pennsyl-
vania-Ohio farm section included 2,257 families, this number proved
insufficient to show smooth trends for the 7 family-type groups
within an income class as well as for the 13 income classes within each
type. Relatives showing the money value of lood of familics dif .
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fering in type calculated for the separate income classes do not show
any distinet tendency to differ along the income scale, but appes:
to fluctuate widely around some central value, if allowance is made
for the variation in average size within type groups. TFigures for
selected income classes illustrate these points:

Relative money value of faod (family type
1= 1000 in the income clase—

Family type: #750-305% $1.250-31,499 $1,780-81,599
R 100 100 100
o [ 116 107 121
U 127 124 121
U 121 124 137
B i 150 161 154
B e 132 144 132
T e 159 163 170

For lamilies in the Pennsylvania-Ohio analysis umt, therefore, the
relation between income and consumption {family types combined)
is discussed first, then the relation between family type and con-
sumption (income clagses combined).

TABLE 2.—RAKK COMPARISON OF FAMILY TYPES BY MONEY VALUE OF TOOD: Fam-
ilies in each income closs ranked by average money value of food per family in a
year, and by average money value of food per food-expendifure umit-meal, by
family type, Pennsylvandia-Ohio analysis undl,! 1935-36

[White nonrelie!l familles that include a husband and wife, both native-born)]

Families of spreified types ranked ? by aver- | Families of specifted types ranked ? by nver-
age maney value of all food per family in a ag money value per food-expenditure unit-

TFamily-in- "
come class year menl
(dollars) |—— T
IR |34 se| 7|1 |z]3) 4 ' § [ 6 | 7
—— —=
! Rank , Rent | Rank| Ronk| Rauk | Rank | Ronk | Rank | Ronk | Rank | Rank ; Rank| Rank| Ronk
Allinromes 3. 7 L] & 4 2 3 1 1 2 4 3 J 5
K 3 [ 5 4 2 1 2 1 5 4 ;] 3 h
7 (] k] B 2 4 1 1 2 3 4 T 5 [
71 s| <} sl 2| aj 1| 1| af 3| i 5] @ v
7 i} 45 45 1 3 2 1 z 54 34 l & 5 7
ot osl &l Tsl o8l o3y 1| 1) 2| Ta| Tal &l 3 7
7 § 3 4 2 & 1 1 2 3 4 3 ;] 7
7 & i) a 2 4 1 1 2 4 3 5 [} T
7 L] 5 3 2 4 1 1 3 4 2| 56| 56 7
7 G 5 4 2 3 1 4 i 3 2 L] L] 7
7 ;] 5 4 2 3 1 1 2 5 3 4 7 ]
7 B 4 3 2 5 1 1 3 2 5 i 7 8

1 This talile includes white operator [amilies in the consumption sample and fs based on tahles 42 and 44,
See Glezsary for definitions of lerms used in this table.

¢ T'he highest avorage was ranked !, with each suceessively lnwer average assigned tho next larger rank.
Thus, Tow nnmhers indicate high valucs, Tied ranks indicate approximately equal money value {or
familics of differenl types.

4 Includes income classes $0-$249 and $5,000-50,000,

The relation of income alone to money value of food cannot be
meazured by comparing the average values for food obtained by
pooling for each successive ineome class the data obtaned from fami-
lies of all types. The increases observed may be due not only to
higher incomes, but in part to an increasing proportion of families of
larger size. The propertion of families of types 3, 5, 6, and 7 included
in the consumption sample tended to increase with income, while
the relative number of other types decrcased; 48 percent of the
type 1 families included had incomes under $1,000, but only 15 per-
cent of the families of type 7.

In table 3, the relative inerease in money value of food duc only
to rising incomes hag been studied by making use of figures obtained
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from a standardized distribution of families by type. (Family-type
groups were assumed to have cqual frequencies in all income classes—
i. e., within each income class, u simple average was obtained of the
average money value of food for families of each type.)

With the distribution of families by type standardized, the average
money value of the food of families in the income class $1,000-%1,249
was found to be 25 percent greater than that of families in the class
$500-$749; and of families in the class $2,000-32,499, almost half
again as great (47 percent) as that of f amilies in the class $500-$749.
On a {ood-expenditure-unit basis, the relation of inecome to money
value of food was less marked; the average value of the food of families
in the class $1,000-81,249 was 21 percent greater than that of furmilies
in the class $500-$749; and in the class $2,000-$2,499, only 36 percent
greater than that of families in the class $500-8749 (table 3).

From cne family-type group to another, with increases in family
gize there were also increases in the money value of the family food
supply. With a standardized distribution of families by income
(income classes were assumed to have cqual frequencies in all family-
type groups, and a simple average was obtained of the average money
value of food for each income class within a family-type group), the
average money value of the food of families of type 3, for example,
was almost a fourth, 24 percent, greater than that of families of type
1; and the food of families of type 7, almost two-thirds, 64 percent,
greater than that of the type 1 group. Among family-type groups
mmclunding approximately the same number of persons (types 5 and 6)
there was a tendency for the type group having the higher percentage
of family members 16 years of age or older (type 5) to have food of
the higher money value.

The increases in the money value of food from one family-type
eroup to another were insufficient, however, to mairtain the larger
families at as high a diet level (measured by money value of food per
food-expenditure unit) as that had by families consisting only of
husband and wife. In any given income class, the larger the family,
the cheaper was the type of diet to which it resorted. On a food-
expenditure-unit basis (standardized income distribution), the average
money value of the food of families of types 3 and 4 was more than
a fifth smaller than that of type 1 families; and that of families of
typeg 5, 6, or 7, more than a third smaller than that of type 1 families.

Relative to the food supplies of type 1 families, families of types
3 and 6 maintained their home-production prograis somewhat more
adequately than their food purchases. Among families of other types
about the same relationships between purchased and home-produced
food prevailed as among families of type 1.

Differences in money value of food between families differing in
type but in the same income class are better measured by the relatives
just discussed (based on standardized distribution) than by relatives
based on actual averages for separate income classes if there are hut
comparatively few cases in some of the cells. The latter (p. 10) flue-
tuate near the relatives determined from the standardized distribution
as shown in table 3.

The preceding paragraphs and table 3 indicate the magnitude of
the effect upon money value of food (1) of variations in income only,
and (2) of variations only in family type. This analysis was made

§1267°—41——3
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possible through use of a standardized distribution, a device which
may be employed when the averages given in appendix tables for
groups classified by income and family type are based on so small a
number that trends are not smooth because of sampling fluctuations.

The degree of error that would be involved in using the all-incomes
or all-family-types lines of appendix tables, 1. e., actual distributions
instead of a standardized distribution, in studying relationships can
be seen from table 3. This table presents the relative money value
of food (1) between families in higher and lower income classes,
regardless of their size (family types combined), and {2) between
families differing in size (income classes combined) both as found in
the consumption sample, and for a standardized distribution.

TABLE 3.—RELATIVE MONEY VALUE OF FOOD, STANDARDIZED AND ACTUAL DIS-
TRIBTTIONS: Relative money value per family and per food-expenditure unit of all
food, purchased food, and home-produced food, by imcome and by family type,
standardized and actuel distribuiions, Pennsylvania-Ohio analysis unit,! 1835-36

| W hite nonrellef families that inclade & husband and wife, both native-born]

|
Relative money velue of food, standard-  Relative money valne of foed, actual dis-
fzed distributien 2 of families, by family tribution of families in sample, by family
type and hy income— t¥pe nnd by income—

Family-income

|
class and family Por lamily Ter roodl-le].ixl}éendlturc Fer inmily Per food-expenditure
t;Y'[JB unit
‘ Home- Home- ! Home- H -
. Pur- Pur- ’ | Par- Pur- |Fome
All ¢ pra- | Al pra- | ALl | pro- | All N pro-
food C?&Sgd duced | food c}lgﬂsgd duced | food ‘clrl(?osgd diweed | food c?“’gd duced
i food | foad ‘ i Tood o food
INCOME CLASS 3500-$749=100
All types: 1
50 -k7a8 10D 100 100 e 10 100 100 00 100 10 100 100
F750-%480 i 114 115 113 112 110 12 115 114 115 107 103 110
$1,000-81,240 7 125 118 13 121 114 . 1A 130 b B L 113 106 115
$1,250-$1,490_.| 137 129 141 131 124 135 142 115 145 120 114 124
$L500-$1,74¢_ ) 141 14 145 132 125 138 149 141 1652 | 122 114 127
BL,750-$1,999. % 138 ° 133 . 142 130 122 124 14% 148 150 116 111 119
$2,000-52,485 . 147 | 43 . 150 136 130 140 185 160 187 122 117 125
H ‘ I

All incomes: \ i

Typel! . ____ 100 100 | 100 00 100 100 100 100 100 104 100 101

9. 115 118 118 87 &7 &7 121 124 120 a1 04 94

3 124 117 178 76 0 K 135 130 138 82 77 88

129 130 128 & 8 It 13% 142 134 53 83 85

153 152 152 64 63 65 177 V5 177 73 71 H

Rk 124 140 85 59 AS | 149 137 1 156 T [i4] i3

T Hil 164 142 95 5 55 | 160 188 ; 1B% f2 60 [{i]

i neludes farm-operator families in the consumption sample.  See Gleossary for definitions of terms used
in this table,

? For the income comparison family-type groups bave been asssumed to bave equal frequencies within
each income class; for the lamily-lype comparison, income classes have been assumed to have equal fre-
quencies within each {family-type group.

Inspection of this table will indicate that as incomes rose, the
increases In average money value of food per family appear to be
relatively greater when averages for all families, regardless of their
distribution by type, were considered at each income level than when
a standardized distribution by type was considered. On a food-
expenditure-unit basgis, the reverse is true. Differences between
family types in average money value of food also appear to be greater
when averages for each type, regardless of their distribution by income,
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were considered than when a standardized distribution was considered.
On s food-expenditure-umt basis, the reverse is true.

The exaggeration of trends that appear when the actual rather than
standardized distributions are considered is due, of course, to the
fact that the higher income classes of the consumption sample mneluded
proportional y more of the family-type groups with relatively nu-
merous family members?

TaBLE 4.—RELATIVE EXPENDITURES FOR FOOD, BY FAMILY TYPE AND INCOME:
Relative food expenditures per family within family-type growps by income, and
within income classes by family type, 8 Middle Atlontic and North Central analy-
518 units combined,! 193536

[White nonrelief familjes that include a hushand and wite, both nutive-born]

i Family | Family | Family
types types 1ypes
|

Zand3d | 4ands tiand 7
INCOME CLASS $500-3095=100

Family

Family-income class (dollags} type i

wo 00 100 100
122 pli.'} 118 it5
128 {13 131 123
144 127 141 i

FAMILY TYPE I=161

100 131 157 155
106G 117 a2 146
160 115 41 140
100 115 134 138
1yl 119 1368 146

! Teelndes farm-operator fnmilies in the consumption sample in the Penngylvania-Ohio, Michigan-Wis-
consin, and Hlinois~-Iowa analysis units. See Glossary for definitions of terms used in this table.
2 All incomeé ¢lasses have been assumed to have equal frequencics in computing these relatives,

As shown previously, at any given income level, the larger the family,
the higher the money value of food tends to be on a family basis,
but the lower, on a food-expenditure-unit basis (see table 2).

To show clearly the variations in money expenditures for food as
related to two factors—income and family type—a larger number of

_cases is needed than was furnished by the Pennsylvania—Oh o farm
section alone. Data from three analysis units—Pennsylvania-QOhio,
Michigan—Wisconsin, Hlinois-Towa—were combined for this analysis,
and relative expenditures for food were computed for breader income
bands (8500 intervals) and for more inclusive family-type groups
(four rather than seven groups) than shown in preceding pages (table
4).

)The relative increases in food expenditures with income were

similar in ragnitude for families of type 1 and of types 4 and 5 com-
bined—/lamilies with a large proportion of members 16 years of age
mncome and average size of nonrelief families of ench type is shown below:
Average size Median
Family type: of g.:m;‘ty income

pa o e g
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or older. Average expenditures of these families in the income
class $1,000-%1,499 were about a fifth higher than those of families
in the class $500-$999; and in the class $2,000~$2,999, about two-
fifths higher. The increases with income were somewhat less, though
not markedly so, among families of types 2 and 3 combined and of 6
and 7 combined—families with a smaller proportion of their members
aged 16 or older—than among those of types 1 or 4 and 5 combined.
Relative to the expenditures of type 1 families within the income
classes $500-$2,999, average expenditures of families of types 2 and 3
combined were about a fifth higher; those of types 4 and 5 combined,
somewhat more than a third higher; and those of types 6 and 7 com-
bined, about half again ag high. There were, however, no consistent
variations in these relationships from one income class to another.

TABLE 5—PURCHASED FooD: Average expenditures for food per family in a year
and distribulien of families by expendiiures for food per family in a year, by family
type and income, 3 Middle Atlantic and North Ceniral analysis unils combined
1935 -36 .

{White nonrelief families that include a husband and wife, both native-born]

) Aver- Families having expenditores oi—
Tamily type _ | e b
and ineome E;ﬁs; I%?IIL{SSL ‘ ‘ | 8500
elass (dollars) : ures | g1 | sn0- |s10n- $150- $200-, 8250~ | $300- | 5350~ | $400- | gas0- | PO
$40 | §90 | S140 $100 $260 | §200 | 5340 | 3300 | S0 | 3409
food over

No. | Dol. | Pet,. Pe. Pet. | Pet. | Pet. | Pet, | Pt | pet, | Pet, | Pat. | Pett

S Le63 | 43| 2 28 86| | w| 3y z| il 0| @ m
099t 18| 18! 5| a4| 35| | s| =z, of o| e¢| of o
s00-909 .. mea| 127, 2| 20| 3| ;| 7| 2l @] @ g ¢ 0
1,000-1,409 261 w8, 1| | 34| | 1| | 3l "2l o] o 0
1,500~1,399 65| 162 1| 13| 34| 2| | 6| 2| | o 1 ]
21000-2,999. . g4| 1wl 1| 1a| m| ! 12| 7| 1| 1, of = 2
30004990 29| 62| 3| 7| | 3| 7l o) ol oy ol o 0
Types2eod3..| LI167| 181 ® | 1| z| 0| 18| u| 4| r{@ @ | 1
0490 ______ 72| 14s] 1| 2| | | 7] €] 3| 0f o] 0 1
L 204| 1) ol M| 31| 3| 12| & z| 1f@® | ® 1
1,000-1,109 34| 181 (@ s| =l 32| w| o 1| 2 W 1 0
Us00-1908.| 210] 187, o] e| =5 3| 13| 18| 7|. 1i ol @ 0
2po02ooa | 45| aziil o] 6| 19| s| w| 14| s 2] 1l e A
3,000-4,999_ az| 230 of 10| 19| | 2w} 7| 7| 8| 2§ 0) 0
Typesinod5. | 1,723 213, 0| 6| 22| 26| 1] 13| 8| 4| 2| 1. 1
Q499 .. ._. 9 158 1| | 38] 28| 11 8 500 ol oi o
s00-099 .| s8] 174: 1| 2| 2| =) 14| 9| 3| 3] 1! o0 0

1,000- 1,490 | ws! ol 5| To| s 1 15| 6| 3| i 1| @
1,501,999 344 | o) 0| 4| | 24 ! 1| 8| 3| 3| 2 1
20002009, | 322 | 246 | 1 2| 15| 22| 20] | ul s| 3] 32 3
2000-6900 f 17| @2e| of 1| 9| =) w| 1| 1| 8] 8] 3 8
Types6and7.. 984 232 0 4 16 22 19 17 10 5 3 14 3
G499 L 2 190 0 7| 16| 40y 15| 19 0 0 1 o 0
500999 ... ot | 17| o of =3 ey 18| 1| s| a| i| o 1
1,000-1496.. 298| 26| o0 4| | 2! 17| 19| e{ 5| =& 1 1
Usk-lagat 211 22| o 2| 4| 22! | B 12| &| 1 @ 2
Zoon-ze00 | vy a3 | o 1| Ml &l W) m| 1| & 331 B
sooa-apee | 63| B3| 0| 3| &l 15 1) 18| 1| u| 5| 2 12

i

! Includes farm-operator families in the consum})tmn semple, 2,238 In Pennsyivania and Ohio, 1,087 in
Michigan and Wiseonsin, and 1,622 in Illineis and Towa, See (Ylossary for definitions of terms used in this
table.

70.50 percent gr less. . .

1Ncte that all percentages in this class are based on fewer than 30 cases.
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Variations in Money Value of Food Within Family Type-Income Cells

The range in the money value of all food, value of farm-furnished
food, and expenditures for purchased food found among families at
each income level or among families of each type, was extremely wide
in every analysis unit {table 44). Even apart from the fourth of the
familics spending most and the fourth spending least for food, the
middle half of the families of type 1 in the income class $0-$499, for
example, had food expenditures in the range $85-$155 in three farm
scetions in the Middle Atlantic and North Central region (table 5).
Figures for this and other income classes appear below for families of
type 1 and of types 4 and 5 combined:

Range in food expenditures for middle half of

Jamilies of —
Family-income class: Type ! Types jand §
$O-8490_ __ . .. $85-8155 $115-8200
$500-%999_ __ __________________ $05-3160 $125-%215
81,000-81,499_ ______ . ___._.___. $110--5185 8150-8$255
§1,500-81,999 . . .. _.__ $120-3200 $165-3275
82,000-82,999_________ ___.___. $120-8215 $165-%3295

Differences in home production of food, in dietary standards, and
in expenditures for other family needs and desires—all eontribute to
this variation. Fully adequate diets can, of course, be had at differing
cost levels. But families must take special care in food planning —
care to select assortments of food, both purchased and home-produced,
that yield excellent returns in nutritive value for their cost—if on a
relatively small food allowance they are to be fed as adequately from
the nutritive standpoint as are families with diets relatively much
higher in money value. Small as well as large families must exercise
such care whenever they decide to keep expenditures for food com-
paratively low in order to spare cash for other required or desired
objectives,

Relationships Between Meoney Value of Farm-Furnished Food and Food
Expenditures

Among families of the same size and spending similar amounts for
family living, the general relationships between expenditures for food
and the money value of farm-furnished food are shown in table 8.
The data are from a special tabulation made for Pennsylvania-Ohio
families of type 2 (husband, wife, and one child under 18 years of age)
spending differing amounts for family living, TFigure 2 indicates that
among families with expenditures for living i the class $500-$749, the
amount spent for food decreased steadily with increasing value of
home-grown products until & minimum of about $150 & year was
reached, This minimum represents the expenditures for food that the
family desired, but which could not be furnished by the farm, or which,
in the judgment of the families, it did not pay to produce. At any
given level of home produetion, however, average expenditures for
food were increased as more money was available for family living.
Thus, with home-produced food of a money value in the range $250-
$349, the average amounts spent for food increased from $118 when
expenditures for all living were in the class $250-$499, to almost twice
as much, $214, when $1,000 or more was spent for living (table 6).
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The possibility of decreasing the money outlay for food while main-
taining or raising dietary levels is of much concern to farm families
that have relatively small money incomes. To add to our information
of current home-production practices among families in the lower in-
come classes, a special tabulation was made to find the differences in
programs on farms of such groups living in Pennsylvania and Ohio,
In this were included families of type 3 (husband, wife, and two chil-
dren under 16 years) whose net family incomes (money and nonmoney)
were in the class $500-%999, and whose money expenditures for living
were in the class $250-$499,
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Fi1aUrE 2.—Food expenditures as related to money value of home-produced food,
families of type 2 {husband, wife, and one c¢hild under 16) with expenditures
for living in the class $500-$749, nonrelief white farm operators’ families in the
Pennsylvania—Ohio analysis unit, 1935-36.

The families meeting this description were arranged in order accord-
Ing to the money value of their farm-furnished food, and divided into
two groups—those having the higher and those having the lower
amounts. The money value of their food, home-produced and pur-
chased, is shown below:

Average money palue of food—

Home-
Scope of food-production program: produced Purchased Tatal
Relatively small________ . __________ 3224 3149 $373
Relatively large_ o _______ 326 113 439

The farm-furnished food of the families with the larger food-produc-
tion programs was valued at 46 percent more than was that of families
with the smaller production programs, but their expenditures for pur-
chased food were considerably less (24 percent).

The chief differences between the food supply of those with the
smaller and with the larger food-production programs were found to be
in the animal products, especially in milk and meat. Those with the
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smaller production programs had an average of about 2 eups of milk
{or each individual per day, less than 4 ounces a day of meat (dressed
weight, but ineluding bone and trimmings), and fewer than 5 eggs a
weelt., Corresponding figures for those with the larger programs were:
Of milk, almost 3 cups; of meat, almost 7 ounces; and of eggs, about
1 each day. Some of these increases were more liberal than necessary
for an economical but fully adequate diet. Both the assortment of
products and the quantities produced could have been better adapted
to the dietary necds of the family. Such points should be considered
in planning home-production programs if they are to serve the family
most economically and advantageously.

TARLE 6,—MONEY VALUE OF FOOD BY VALUE OF HOME-PRODUCLD FOOD: Average
money value per fumily in o year of home-produced food and purchased food, by
value of home-produced food, for families with one child under 16 and no others
(type £) al selected levels of tolal money expenditures for living, Pennsylvania—Ohio
analysis unil,\ 1985 -36

[White nonrelief familtes that include s husband and wife, both native-bern]

Average money vahie of food Average money value of food
Value of home- per family in 4 year pet family in a year
produced fond  { Families ; - —| Families |
{dellars) 1ome- Pur- " Home- Pur-
Total 1 produced | chased Total | luced | chased

MONEY EXPENDITURES CLASE | MONEY EXPENDITURES CLASS
$200-5100 35008749

Number | Dollars Doflgrs ‘Dollurs Number Dolhzm| Dollars Dollars
5 253 114 13% E] 320 | 113 2

44 346 205 f 121 e 383 212 176
25 407 204 115 2 460 208 171
18 532 413 i19 15 74 422 152

MONEY EXP@JNDI'TIJ RES CLABRE I MONEY EXPENDITURES CLASS

SU09 $1.000 OR OVER
50-149 .. [ aar 114 33 3 123 99 3
B! - . 13 408 oz 206 7 364 190 20
=349 . 17 469 241 178 1] 510 206 214
EB0Or OVer. ool 14 607 424 ‘ 153 7 621 419 202

i Includes farm-operator families in the consumption sample.  See Glossary for definitions of terms used
in this table,

On most farms much of the production of food for family consump-
tion is related to, or incidental to, production for sale. Diet plans may
well be evolved that will mnalke maximum use of the particular kinds of
food that can be econcmically produced on farms in cach type-of-
farming area. Although some low-income families hesitate to withhold
from the market any preduct that will add to cash income, the majority
tend to consume generous quantities of those foods that can be eco-
nomically farm produced. They find it poor economy to sell these at
farm prices and to buy similar products at retail prices.

There is less agreement, however, as to the wisdom of a program
of food production for houschold use exclusively. The usual argument
for concentrating on commercial farming is that each farm section is
more efficient in the production of certain commodities than of many
others and that the farmer would do well to raise these commodities
for family use and for sale. From market proceeds he then could
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purchase other needed foods, grown in sections where soil, climate,
and the labor situation are better adapted to their economical
production.

Farm families as consumers should inquire whether the differences
from one farm section to another in the.cost of producing different
classes of foods are sufficient to more than offset the charges of trans-
portation, processing, and other middiemen's services. They also
should consider whether economic conditions are stable enough so
that succes:ful production and sale of a few commodities would enable
the family to buy all of the other products and services needed for
wholesome living. A further and important question is whether
they would maintain so satisfactory a dietary level if they lived
solely in a money economy, purchasing all fooc{ needed; or whether,
impressed by food costs, they would try to economize on purchases
and in so doing, reduce their chances for dietary adequacy. The
competition of other goods with food may be such that adequaie
diets would not be purchased even though money incomes were
considerably increased,

Whether it is actually cheaper to produce certain foods for home
consumption rather than to purchase them must be decided on the
basis of cost accounting, with dus regard to available labor and the
possible alternative uses of time, land, and capital. But there may
be eircumstances under which home production is advisable even
though, counting all costs, it is no cheaper to prodoce the food than
to buy it. The farm-production program may be such that consider-
able food could be farm furnished with little direct cash outlay. If
opportunities for increasing cash income are few, adequate food-
produetion programs may make it possible to reduce cash expenditures
for food and thus release funds for other living expenditures, or for
getting ahead financially, without lowering dietary levels. Even
when circumstances are such that it would cost more to produce a
genecrous food supply than to buy the least expensive assortment of
food to compose an adequate diet, it still would be well to ask whether
the more-than-minimum supplies that could be available through
home production would raise levels of living, by increasing dietary
adequacy, to & point that would more than compensate for the
added cost.

There can, of course, be no ready-made answers when familics or
eommunities ask whether it would be better in the long run to press
for an expansion of home food-production programs or for a reduction
with more emphasis on production for sale and food purchasing.
The answers depend upon many factors—including the economie
status of the family and its standard of living.

Money Value of Food in Other Farm Sections

Since the money value of a family’s food supply is greatly influenced
both by income and by {emily size, it is necessary in making inter-
sectional comparisons to keep in mind that the farm sections studied
differed in general income level. The groups eligible for the consump-
tion study seidom included the majority of families in the farm sections
studied and the consumption sample included proportionally more of
the high-income families in some sections than others, and propor-
tionally fewer of the families of relatively large size in some sections
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than others, Consequently, comparisons should not be made from
one section to another on the basis of all-incomes lines shown in the
tables in Appendix B. Rather, comparisons should be made at a
specilic income level for u specific family type, or at a specific income
level on & food-expenditure-unit basis. The reader should also be
aware in making tersectional comparisons, that there were differing
proportions of food purchased and home:—produc-e_d, differing retail
price levels (and sales taxes) in the various sections studied, and
differing values assigned to farm-furnished products.

Because of the complexity of the situation, it has seemed most
satisfactory to make Intersectional comparisons of the money value
of foed first on the basis of money expenditures for food, then with
respect to the money value of farm-furnished food, and finally with
respect to the money value of the food supply as a whole.

Expenditures for Purchased Food

The 13 analysis units comprising families of white farm operators
can be divided roughly into three classes, insofar as money expendi-
tures for food are concerned. The first includes those analysis units
in which families were spending comparatively little for food, and
allocating to food a relatively low proportion of their expenditures
for living. In the 3 analysis units of the Southeast, familics in the
income ciass $750-8999, for example, spent an average of less than 3
cents for food per food-expenditure unit-mesl, amounting in the
aggregate to a third or less of their money for living {table 7).

At the other extreme are thosc analysis units in which families
allocated a relatively high percentage of their expenditures for living
to food --making comparatively large oullays for the food of ecach
person.  In the same income class, $750--$999, families in the counties
studied in Vermont, in South Dakota, Montana, and Colorado, in
New Jersey, and in California spent amounts averaging from 6 to 9
cents for food per unit-meal, allocating about two-fifths of their
expenditures for living to this purpose. Other analysis units occupy
intermediate positions.

Income in Relation to Expenditures for Food

As Incomes rose, expenditures for food rose in almost every farm
sectlon but, as a rule, at a relatively slower rate than expenditures for
other goods and services purchased for family living.  Tn most analysis
units there was a distinct drop with rising incomes in the percentage
of total expenditures for living that represented food (table 7).

Total money expenditures for food increased as incomes rose at
different rates within the several farm sections. In two analysis
units—Georgia-Mississippi and North Carolina-South Carolina—
total expenditures for food of familics of types 4 and 5 practically
doubled as incomes rose from the class $500-$749 to the class $2,500-
$2,999. Elsewhere, rates of increase were less.

On a food-expenditure-unit basis, only in the Georgia-Mississippi
farm section were expenditures for food of families of types 4 and 5
as much as doubled with a rise in income from the class $500-8749
to the class $2,500-$2,990. Otherwise the increases ranged from 14
percent in the South Dakota-Montana-Colorado analysis unit to 76
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pereent in farm counties in Washington and Oregon. (The part-time
farm unit in Oregon and the self-sufficing counties in North Carolina,
are omitted in this comparison; the range of incomes found in the
groups included in the consumption sample in these sections was
iadequate for the purpose.)

The extent to which increases in money expenditures for food
indicate higher dietary levels with rising incomes depends in part
upon the constancy in the share of the total food supply that is pur-
chased: with an increase in the proportion purchased, increased
expenditures may not mean corresponding dietary advantages. The
most marked increase in the proportion purchased as incomes rose
was found in the counties studied in Georgia and Mississippi. Other
sections showing some increase within the income range most charac-
teristic of families included in the consumption sample were Cali-
fornia, the self-sufficing counties of North Carolina, and the part-time
farming unit of Oregon.

TABLE 7.—PURCHASED F0OD: Average expenditures for food per fovd-expenditure
ungt-meal and percentage of lotel expenditures for fomuly living ellocated to food,
selected income classes, 18 analysis units, white farm operators in 20 Siaes!
1935-36

[White nonrelief families that include a husband and wite, both native-born]

Percentage of total expenditures
for living allocated to food, in
incomne elass—

Average valug of purchased food
per unit-meal, in jnceme elass—

Region and analysis unit

|
LS 5750~ s1,000-| $1,780- aq | 8260~ | $750-| $1.000-| 31,750
$489 . %000 | $1,240  $1.0uv $409 | $905 | $1,249 | 1,099

| RSN R F—
NEW ENGLAND
Cta. | Cts. | €ta. | Cts, Cts. | Pcf. | Pet. | Pet. | Pl Prt,

Vermont. .o eeee 621 52| 61 6.3 6.7 35 43 41 39 30

MIDDLE ATLANTIC AND XORTH |

CENTRAL [ |
MNew Jorsey . cccccccccmanana ' 7.2 1.8 80 8.4 34 44 40 4 35
Pennsylvania-Ohio _ 3.7 1.6 3.7 3.9 26 32 3 29 24
Michigan-Wisconsin 4.4 4.6 49 5.1 20 34 33 32 25
linois-Towa __ ..o i 3.6 | 4.4 4.3 4.8 26 E:+:) 30 il 3

PLAINS AND MOUNTAIN }
North Dakota-Kansas .. .......o...| 49| 47| 4.8 5.0 5.2 28 31 20 b1 7
South Dakota-Montana-Colorado_.] 8.4 6.2 | 6.4 5.8 55 34 34 36 36 31
PACIFIC
Washington-Oregon .. cu.ea-n ceee| 51| 3B 4.8 5.0 8.0 o8 38 33 31 7
Qregon—part-time_ . __ 80 |*45] 58 6.5 8.6 30| 234 32 ES) 30
Calilornia. ..o e anamamae 1.2 84| 86 6.2 10.4 a2 36 39 35 32
SOUTHEAST
North Carolina self-suflicing eoun-

BIBS e aeeiaoan 1.8, 1.2: L7 2.2 1.9 29 38 33 30 17
North Carolina-Sonth Carolina...| 311 2.3 2.7 2.9 3.4 23 35 20 28 2
Georgls-Mississippl oo 3.2 ‘ 17 ‘ 2.6 3.0 4.1 24 35 27 b} 25

1 Includes families in the consumption ssmple. See (lossary for definitions of termes ussd in this table.
All averages and percentages are based on the number of families in each income class,
1 Based on {ewer than 3 cases.

In most farm sections, however, the changes with income in the
proportion of the food that was bought were comparatively slight
over a& wide income range; the share of the food supply that was
purchased appeared to be a characteristic of the section. In round
numbers, families of types 4 and 5 generally purchased 30 percent or



FAMILY FOOD CONSUMPEION AND DIETARY LEVELS 21

less of their food in the counties studied in North and South Carolina
and in Georgia and Mississippi; from 30 to 40 percent, in Pennsylvania
and Ohio and in Tllinois and Lowa; and from 40 to 60 percent in other
sections except in California where the proportion was still higher.

Family Type in Relation to Expenditures for Food

In all farm sections, as already shown for Pennsylvania and Ohio,
family expenditures for food inereased w1th size of family. For the
13 analysis units, simple averages for three income classes, $750--$999,
$1,000-$1,249, and $1,250-$1,499, of the food expenditures of two
type groups relative to those of type 1 are as follows for white farm
operators’ families:

Relative erpeaditures for food,
income range $750-31,459, of
Jumities of types—

Analysis unit: H Zand8 jeads
Yermont____________._____ . _.__. 100 116 130
New Jersey oo o . 100 137 137
Pennsylvania-Ohio - ____________________ 100 121 133
Michigan-Wiseonsin _____.__. . __ 100 120 129
Minois-Yowa . ___________________ 100 127 143
North Dakotu-Kansas _ . ___________.____ 100 116 136
South Dakota-Montana-Colorado _.._.___ 100 125 144
Washington-Oregon - . ___.___________ 100 126 142
Oregon part-time farms_ . .. ___________ __ 100 101 119
California- . ___________________ 100 124 143
North Carolina self-sufficing eounties..___. 100 138 142
North Carolina-S8outh Carolina_____...___ 100 118 132
Georgia-Misstssippl oo oo o ____ 100 114 128

The several analysis units tend to agree, as shown by the above
figures, in that the average food expenditures of families of types 2
a#nd 3 usually are from an eighth to a fourth higher than those of
type 1 families, whereas those of types 4 and 5 usually are from a
fourth to nearly a half more; differences between types tend to be
smaller in the part-time farming unit of Oregon than elsewhere. In
no farm section were the increases on a family basis sufficient to main-
tain the dietary level of the larger families on the same plane as that
enjoyed by the smaller. This is shown by figures corresponding to
those just given, but on a food-expenditure-unit basis:

Relative ezpeﬂdituresforgoad (faod-
expenditure-unit basfs), ihcome
range $750-$1,459, of fuwmilies of

{ypea—

Analysis unit: ! #ands  fand 5
Vermont. oo - . 100 82 71
New Jersey . ______ 100 91 74
Pennsylvania—Ohio__ _____________________ 160 82 71
Michigan—-Wiseonsin_ . ___________________ 100 82 63
Minois—Towa_ . _____ .. ________ 100 38 &1
Narth Dakota-Kansas_ __ ___ . __________ 160 78 69
South Dakota—Montana—Colorado_ . _______ 100 85 74
Washington-Oregon._ _ . ______________.____ 100 88 79
Oregon part-time farms_ . _____.___________ 100 70 66
California_ _____________._ ____________ 100 33 77
North Carolina seli-sufficing eounties_______ 100 92 71
North Carolina~South Carolina____________ 100 84 69

Georgia—Mississippi_ ... ___ ________________ 100 81 66
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As g rule, the purchases of families of types 2 and 3 in these income
classes were about a fifth lower than those of type 1 (food-expendi-
turc-unit basis); and those of types 4 and 5 from a fourth to a third
lower than for type 1 families.

Expenditures for Food Away From Home

Farm families incur but small expenditures for food away from hormne,
This category of expenditures includes board at school; meals pur-
chnsed and eaten at school, at work, or while traveling or on vacation;
and between-meal food and drink, such as ice cream, candy, and bev-
erages. In the income class $1,000-81,249 families of types 4 and 5
ranked first more frequently than those of other type groups in the
proportion of families having these expenditures, and usually ranked
first in the average amounts spent for food away from home. Average
expenditures of such families were $10 or less in the farm sections of the
New England and Middle Atlantic and North Central regions. In
gections of the Southeast average expenditures for food away from
home ranged from $10 to $16; in Kansas and North Dakota and sec-
tions of the Pacific region, between $17 and $29. The only higher
average, $40, was found in the South Dakota—Montana—Colorado
farm sectien.

The proportion of families having expenditures for food eaten away
from home differed widely from one farm section to another. Among
families of types 4 and 5 m the income class $1,000-31,249, from 15
to 42 percent had such expenditures in four of the analysis units in the
New England and the Middle Atlantic and North Central regions
(New Jersey unit omitted); 44 and 52 percent in the two Plains and
Mountain units; and 59 and 69 percent in two Pacific units (the part-
time farm unit omitted). In snalysis units in the Southeast (white
operators}, the proportion of families of this type group and income
elass having any expenditure for food away from home ranged from
45 percent in the Georpia—Mississippi unit to 66 percent in the North
Caroling seli-sufficing counties. As incomes rose, there was an upward
trend in the percentage of families having these expenditures and in
the average amounts so spent.

Board at school,

The burden of expenditures for board at school fell, as might be
expected, on the families with children of high school and college
age. Of the farm families having these expenditures (373 out of
13,559 fomilies in the consumption semple in white-operator unita),
only ! was of type 1, 22 of types 2 and 3 combined, and 33 of types
6 and 7 combined. The remaining 317 were of types 4 and 5
those farnilies including at least one person 16 years or older in addition
to husband and wife.

Among families of types 4 and 5, expenditures for board at school
were incurred infrequently in most analysis units among families
with incomes below 81,000, but the percentage having these outlays
sharply increased as incomes passed the $2,000 mark. However,
more than one-tenth of the families in every income class had such
expenditures in the South Dakota~Montana—-Colorado analysis unit.
There the percentage was as high among families with incomes under
$1,000 as was found in most of the analysis units in the North among
families with incomes of $2,000 or more. Distances from farms to
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high schools and travel hazards in wint_er in the Plains and Mountain
States may explain the frequency of this outlay, regardless of income,
among families with older children.

Since few families in any farm section had e}:{)endibures for board
at school, average expenditures were low; for all families of types 4
and 5 in the income class 81,000-$1,999, averages ranged from $1 in
counties studied in New Jersey to $18 in the South Dakota—Montana-—
Colorado unit. . _

Averages based on the number of f:.Lmlhe.s having such expenditures
give a better idea of what a family might expect in estimating magni-
tude of these expenditures or in planning ahead for them. These, as
well as averages for all families, are shown in table 8 for families of
types 4 and 5 grouped into three broad income classes. Among fam-
ilies that had such expenditures, the average outlay for board at school,
income class $1,000-%1,999, ranged from $83 per family in a year in
the Michigan—Wisconsin farm section and the Oregon part-time unit
to $156 in counties in South Dakota, Montana, and Colorado. The
average amounts spent by familics having such expenditures inereased
lose rapidly with incoine than did the percentage having expenditures- -
average expenditures seldom more than doubled within the range
of income shown in table 8, whereas the percentage of families having
expenditures increased threefold or more, except in the Plains and
Mountain States.

Other food away from home.

Expenditures for meals and between-meal food and drink bought
and eaten away from home were small. The amounts spent for meals
away [rom home differed from one farm section to another, usually
being greater in the more western sections than elsewhere. In the
income class $1,000-$1,249 among families of types 4 and 5, expendi-
tures for meals ranged in the West from an average of about $7 in the
North Dakeota—Kansas section to more than $16 in the South Dakota—
Montana—Colorado section. Included in the latter figure was %5
for meals while traveling or on vacation, and $8 for meals while at
work. Among New England, and Middle Atlantic and North Central
families, average expenditures for meals away from home were less
than $4. The average amounts spent by families of white operators
of this family-type group and income class in the farm sections studied
in the Southeast were between those of the Northeast and the West.

Between-meal food and drink were the items of food away from
home for which expenditures were most frequently incurred in most
farm scctions, but the average amounts spent for them were low.
Among families of types 4 and 5 in the income class $1,000-$1,249,
the averages seldom were as much as $5 in a year. They exceeded
this amount somewhat in the farm seections of North Dakota and
Kansas, and North Carolina and South Caroling, but did not reach
an average of $6 in a year in any unit.

MOI‘IEY VCIIUQ OF Home-Produced FOOd

In most sections, all farm families included in the consumption
sample produced some food for home consumption. The wide differ-
ences from one group of counties to another in the average money
value of the home-produced share of the food supply represent to
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TABLE R.—BOARD AT sCHOOL: Percentage of families having erpenditures for
board at school, and average expendilures based on all families and on famalies
having espendilures, by income for families of types 4 and 5, 13 analysis unils,
white farm eperators in 20 States,! 1935-36

[White nonrelief famnilies that include a husband and wife, both native-born)

Average £x- Average ex-
enditures penditures
Fami| Dased on— Fami.| based on—
Reglon, analysis g loaiie Region, analysis | pu liaving
unit, and income |y ex-nb Farnu- unit, and ineome "yt gy’ Fami-
class (doliars) ] endi- Al lies claas (dollars) pendl- ATl | Mes
P b faml- | having P itee: | faml- [having
arest ipsi | ex- lies? | ex-
pendi- pendi-
tures 3 tures?
NEW ENGLAND PACIFIG
Vermont Num= Ier- | Dol- Dol- Washington—Oregon [ Num-| Per- | Dol- | Dol-
| ber |} cent lora lars ber | cent | larz Iers
All INCOTOOR 0 oo 232 7 8 116 || Al incomes %9 & [i] 108
a1 i) 6 43 Under 1,000..____ 106 2 1 150
125 § il 103 01,999 . _| 173 <] 7 106
26 jti] M 156 2,000 orover......| 1Q 9 11 117
MIDDT.E ATLANTIC AND Oregon—part-time
HORTH CENTRAL 1 ani " . o “
New Jersey ; Allincomea. ... ! !
All fncomes. ... 201 1 1 + 08 Tnder 1,000_ .____ 15 4] [V I
- — 1,000-1,099. %« 2 2 483
Under LK. ... 44 U [} . 2,000 or over_ 55 14 23 159
1,000-1,859__ . - o1 1 1 4120 ———
2,000 or over_ 66 2 1 i 7 California
Pennapivanic-Ohio Al ineomes. ... 345 6| 1ml e
175 3 4 148
o Under 1,000..___y 77 3 5 1178
180 1 1 1128 1,000-1,960 __ o] 122 3 4 115
352 2 2 &8 2,000 or uver 146 11 21 191
233 [ 1 179 | ——=ez
; SOUTHEAST
Allineames_________.| 377 4 4 02 North Caroling self-
— sufficing coundies
Tnder 1,000, _.__.| 107 2 1 128
1,000-1,99¢__ 3 ] 4 3| Allineomes_ ....__.. 244 3 2 87
2,000 or over. ... 62 8 10 144 Under 1.000
e B S nder 1,0M______ 149 n [ 1 P
Hlinols-Iowa 1,000-1,58 .- 95 5 & &
Allincomes_ . .. ___ | &% § 6 118
Norik Carolina-South
Under 1,000 .. _. 165 a 3 ] Carolina
1,000-1,999 a0/2 3 3 @
2,000 or over..._.. 16d 11 15 135 |} Allincomes____._.___| 732 8 13 155
PLAINS AND MOUNTAIN Under1 1,000, .0 197 0 [\ .
1,000-1,009 _ 316 4 5 104
North Dukota-Konsus | 200¢ of over. L. e om| 8| 1
All incomes._._.._...| 451 3 8 104 * . L
———] | Georgin-2Lississippi
286 8 7 89
153 5 8 N2 | ANl incOmMes., occemuee 527 ] ) 126
2,000 erover_ ... 42 10 18 161 N
South Dakota-Mon- }'(?‘Sﬁ'i ;’(_%m """ Zii 2 2 87
tano-Colorado g AT EETN I Y 7 B 12
2,000 ar over______.| 108 23 4 147
Allineomes_ . _._.._. 180 15 21 140
Tnder 1,000____ il 14 18 131
1,000-1,998_ il 12 18 156
2,008 or over__.. 25 28 37 133
|
1 Includes families in the consumption sample whose expenditures were analyzed in detail. See Glossary

tor definiticns of terms used in this tahle.
1 Averages in these eolirmns are based on the number of families in each income class (eolumn 2 or 7),

! A verages in these columns are hased on the numbar of families incurring expense for beard at school.
1 Average based on fewer than 3 caseq.
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some extent real differences in practices of production for household
use; in part, however, the money-value differences between sections
are due to the varying values assigned to farm-furnished products.

As explained in the Glossary, the prices used in valuing farm-
furnished products in each farm section were those that families
reported they would have paid had food of similar quality and quan-
tity been bought at the most likely pluce of purchase, in most cases
from a neighboring farmer. On the whole, these prices were higher
than farm or wholesale prices. Availability of a market for food
undoubtedly affected the prices quoted. Families in a section near a
lurge city, able to make sales from a roadside stand or by delivering

roducts to urban homes, probably charged their neighbors prices
more like those charged by retail merchants than did families living in
more isolated communities. _ ‘

This method of valuation complicates intersectional comparisons
of the money value of home-produced food. The foll()'W'ing'ﬁgures
show the ratio of the value of farm-furnished food priced in each
section, as described, to the value that would have resulted had uni-
form prices (Pennsylvania prices) been applied everywhere to the
quantities recorded:

Ratio of local Ratio of Tacal
value (o Penn- value tp Pean-
Analvsis unit: sylranis salue | Analvsis unit: splvenie salice
Vermont_ oo ... 0. 94 Washington_._____________ 0. %8
New Jersey. ..o ---- L 15 Qregon_ ... ___________ 1. 14
Pennsylvania_ . _________ . 1.00 Oregon part-time farms_ ____ 1. 20
Ohios e PR ° [ Central California_____ .80
Michigan_. . _____..___ . 86 Southern Californis._ - 1,04
Wiseonsin. . ________. . 80 North Carolina_____.___.__ 1.13
Ilinmeds_ oo oL . 89 North Carolina self-sufficing
Towa_. . .. . e eiCeo .92 counties ... ________ 1, 07
North Dakota_ __ .. ________ .70 Scouth Carolina___.________. 1.12
Kansas____ .. ____________ . 86 Georgla. ... ____________ .79
South Dakota-Montana- Mississippi . .. ___._.____ . 80
Colorado. oo oo .75

Valued at uniform Pennsylvania prices, the three analysis units
showing the highest average figures for farm-furnished food per
expenditure unit-meal (income class $1,000-%1,249) were the Georgia-
Mississippi farm section, the self-suflicing counties in North Carolina,
and the counties in Illinois and Towa. The three farm sections
showing the lowest average figures in this income class were those
studied in California, in Oregon (part-time farms), and in Vermont.

Valued at locally reported prices, the three analysis units (income
class $1,000-81,249) showing the highest average levels of farm-
furnished food per expenditure unit-meal were found in the counties
in North Carolina where self-sufficing farms predominate, in the other
counties studied in North and South Carolina, and in those in Georgia
and Mississippi. The three farm sections showing the lowest values
Wel};;l those in California, in Michigan and Wisconsin, and in Vermont
(table 9),

n almost every section, home-produced food formed a large share
of the total food supply of families. In 9 of the 13 analysis units for
white operators among families of types 4 and 5 with incomes in the
class $1,000-81,249, the average value of food from the farm ranged
from 44 percent to 65 percent of the total. Much lower proportions

were found in California; and higher, in the analysis units of the
Southeast.
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TABLE 9.—HOME-PRODUCED FOOD: Average money value of home-produced food per
food-expenditure wunit-meal and percentage of the money value of all food that was
home-produced, selected income eclasses, 18 analysis units, white farm operators in
20 States,! 1985-36

[White nonrelief families that include a husband and wife, both native-born]

Average value of home-produced | Fercentage of total money value of
food per unit-meal, in income ford that was heme-produced,

. . class— in income class—
Region and aaslysis unit I
Al $25EFL$750— 31, 000-1B1, 750 Al $250- 1 $750- |81, 000-[$1, 750~
B40E | $690 | B1, 249 $1, 699 400 | 5009 | 51,249 51,995
NEW ENGLAND
Crs, | Cta. | Cls. | Cta, Cre, | Pef. | Pol. | Pel. | Prl. Pet.
Vermont . 47| L8| 4.6 5.2 5.8 41 42 41 44 45
MIDDLE ATLANTIC AND NOKTH
CENTRAL
New Jersey .. .. .. ._._...--f 63| 48| 658 4.4 6.3 44 il {5 43 44
Pernsylvania-Ohio_.__ .| &9 53| B35 6.8 7.0 63 37 63 ! fid 43
Michigan-Wisconsin___ .| 501 42| 4.7 5.0 5.6 49 47 1 49 a3 52
Tineis-TOWs . oo o 7.9 6.7 8.1 74 5.4 63 04 64 64 63
PLAINS AND MOUNTAIN
North Dakotu-Eunsas__.. ...._.....] 86| 61) 6.5 4.8 7.4 56 55 46 56 58
Zouth Dakota-Montana-Colorade | 67| 58] 7.1 8.4 8.1 40 46 51 50 54
PACIFIC
Washingzon-Oregon.__ 7.0 | 54| 6.6 7.2 7.1 &7 53 57 50 52
Oregon---part-time 6.5(21.58 6.1 6.5 7.2 43 7 14 48 48 4L
Californda. .. 28| 25| 3.4 3.3 3.3 2] 22 28 27 22
SOUTHEAIT

North Carolina self-sufticing coun-
[T N 0.8 &7 .10.1 11. 6 11.2 82 81 84 83 84
North Carolina-South Carolina BT| 42| 7.2 8.6 10.8 72 63 72 72 75
Georgin-Mississippi. . ..ol 7.7 6.8 i 7.8 8.7 80 B4 76 75 | 86

1 Ineludes families in the consumption sample. See Glossury for definilions of terms used in this table.
All averages wnd percentages ure based ¢n the number of families in each income class.
z Based on fewor than 3 cases.

Income in Relation to the Meoney Valve of Home-Produced Food

Although the varying values ascribed by the families in different
farm sections to their home-produced products complicate intersec-
tional comparisons, they do not affect comparisons by income and
family type within any given analysis unit. With increasing incomes
the average value of the food that was furnished directly by the farm
increased in each analysis unit. Table 9 shows these figures on a
food-expenditure-unit basis which eliminates as a variable differcnces
in family size and composition.

From one analysis unit to another there were differences in the
rates of increase in the money value of food with increases in incomes.
In New Jersey, the average value of food from the farm consumed by
families of types 4 and 5 in the income class $2,000-$2,499 was only
20 percent higher {on a family basis) than that of families in the class
$500-$749; in the California, the Illinois-Iowa, and the Georgia-
Mississippl sections, 30 to 35 percent higher; in the North Dakots-
Kansas section, 42 percent higher; and in the Vermont, the
Pennsylvania-Ohio, the Michigan-Wisconsin, the South Dakota-
Montana-Colorado, and the Washington-Oregon sections, 58 to 78
percent higher. In the North Carolina-South Carolina section, the
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average vaJue of home-produced food was more than twice as great
at the higher income level as at the lower.

Fomily Type in Relation to the Money Value of Home-Produced Food

In every analysis unit, the average money value of.hnme~producnd
food increased with size of family as shown by family-type groups,
but not sufficiently to maintain the dietary level of large fanulics on the
same piane as the small, Simple averages of the relative values of
Liome-produced food per food-expenditure unmt are shown below for
two family-type groups as compared to type 1 in the income classes
$750-8999, $1,000-81,249, and $1,250-51,499:

Felativs value of hame-produced

Juod (food-erperediture-untt bagiz),
income range $750-41.499, of faw-

Hies of types—

Analysis unit: I fand8 jand
Vermont_ - . . 100 83 73
New Jersey oo _____._. . _______ 100 97 82
Permnsylvania-Ohio o _________________._._ 100 20 68
Michigan-Wisconsin . ____ . _____...____ --- 100 81 66
Ilhineois-lowa o Lo - oL .- 100 82 71
North Dakota-Kansas_ .. ____ ______ .. _. 108} a2 a0
South Dakota-Montana-Colorado _-___..__. 100 89 71
Washington-Oregon - ... .__.___.__._ 100 90 8
Oregon part-time farms_ . ____ . S 100 81 73
California._ . ________________.. _______ 100 85 83
North Carclina self-sufficing eounties _______ 100 72 65
North Carolina-South Carelina __.._______. 100 78 65
Georgia-Mississippl. ______._______ . ____.____ 100 83 67

On a food-expenditurc-unit basis, compared to type 1 families,
familics of other type groups appeared to maintain their home-pro-
duction programs most adequately in the couuties studied in New
Jersey and in North Dakota and Kansas. Inmost other farm sections,
families of types 2 and 3 combined had approximately four-fifths as
much home-produced food as those of type 1; families of types 4 and
5, about two-thirds to three-fourths as much.

Money Valuve of Food Received as Gift or Pay

Little food was reccived as gift or pay. In the income class $1,000-
$1,249, its average value among families of types 4 and 5 ranged from
$3 to $18 per family in the different farm sections (table 42). The
average amounts received by these families were highest in the coun-
ties of North Carolina where self-sufficing farming predominates arul
money incomes are low, and in the part-time farming unit in Qregon;
they were next highest in the wheat-growing sections of North Dakota
and Kansas where drought cut into money incomes during the vear
covered by the study. From about a sixth to g half of these families
recrived food as gift or pay in differcnt analysis units. The proporiton
was lowest in the several farm sections of the Middle Atlantic and
Nnrth Central region.

The percentage of families having food as gift or pay was not related
to Income. It was fairly constant from one income class to another
In the Southeast, but fluctuated widely with income changes in the
Middle Atlantic and North Central region, Families of type 1
lgecmved food as gift or pay relatively less often than those of oiher

yDes.

B1967%~q]—3
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Money Value of All Food

Income in Relation to the Money Value of Faod

Within each farm section the average money value of the food
supply as a whole—purchased, farm-furnished, and received as gift or
pay —increased as incomes rose. In the Pennsylvania-Ohio section,
for example, families of types 4 and 5 combined, in two income classes,
$500-4749 and $2,000-%2,499, had food with an average money value
of $377 and $657, respectively. Corresponding averages for Vermont
were $408 and $641; for the Illinois-Towa section, $476 and $638; and
for the Washington-Oregon section, $406 and $661. Among families
of white farm operators, types 4 and 5, in the Southeast, the averages
for the North Carolina-South Carolina section in these income classes
were, respectively, $417 and $828; for the Georgia-Mississippi section,
$410 and $666 (table 42). Although there were varying rates of in-
crease in money value of food with rise in income in the several farm
sections, in none did the increase in meney value of food keep pace
with increase in income; in each section the proportion of income
represented by food decreased as incomes rose, especially in the upper
range of the income scale.

TaBLE 10.—ALL voob: Average money value of all food per family in o year, and
value of all food as a percentage of the total value of family living, families of types
4 and 5, sclecled income classes, 18 analysis unils, while farm operulors in 20
States,! 1935-38

| White notrelief [smilies that include a husband and wite, bolh native-tornj

Value of fopd as a percentage of
total value of family living, in
{neome class—

Average money value of all
feod, in income cluss—

Region and analysis unit

I I
Al 250~ | $750- | $1,000-131,750— All $250- .’5?50—51.000—‘31,7&—
- 5409 | 8009 181, 240981, 965 $409 | 3000 . §1, 240 51,099
WEW ENGLAND Dol- | Dal- | Dol- | Del- | Dol- | Per- | Per- ' Per- Per- | Per-
fard | fare | fars ; lovs | lorg 4 cent | cent . cent | cenf cent
R0 3 ToY 1 SN 516 | 357 ) 448 | 446 | 618 40 46 X 42 43
MIDDLRE ATLANTIC AKD NORTH ‘
CENTRAL
New Jersey. ...... _| 678 509 509 1 642 | 05 38 47 49 4 4
Pennsylvania-Ohio 549 1 330 | 4481 491 | 578 3% 43 47 44 37
Michipan-Wiscons 401 | 941 | 411 | 464 | 588 36 4 41 39 34
Tlingis-lows 569 457 | 485 516 583 41 54 46 43 35
PLAINS AND MOUNTAIN
‘North Dakota-Kansas..._..___.._._..| 877 480 | 80| 815 636 42 46 43 42 36
South Dakota-Montana-Colorado .| €21 § 8512 | 564 [ 502 | 783 46 42 fivd 4R 48
EACIFIC
Washington-Oregon 338 | 2| 54 | 6A4 42 82 49 46 42
Qregon—part-time. 490 1 558 | 701 40 jooo_- 46 | a4 40
California__........- R 402 | 551 | 58D ) 588 34 42 42 ; 41 31
SOUTHEAST
North Carolina self-sufficing counties. | 609 | 337 | 609 | 723 | 735 a4 a7 a7 88 53
Naorth Carplina-South Carolina_._.._| 671 | 205( 483 | 581 | 708 45 49 54 52 46
Georgia-Mississippd______....__...... 574 | 306 | 492 272 | (48 43 6t 55 53 46

1 Tncludes families in the consumption sample, Bee Methodology for the States and counties studied in
each region; see Glossary for detinittons of terms used in this table. All averages and percentaeea in this
table sre based on the number of families in each income class,
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Figure 3 shows for two analysis units the change in the relative
value of food with change in relative income for families of types 4
and 5 combined. Both the average value of food and the average
income for cach income class are expressed as pereentages of the aver-
ages for all familics of these types in the analysis units. This method

[
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FAMILY INGOME (MONEY AND NONMONEY) AS PERCENTAGE OF AVERAGE

Frovre 3.—--Relationships hetween money value of food and income, families of
types 4 and 5 {husband, wife, one person 16 ar older, and nanc to three others),
nonrelief white farm operators’ families in the North Carolina-South Carolina
and the Illinois-Towa analysis units, 1935--38.

of presentation eliminates regional differences in general levels of
income and money value of food, and facilitates the comparison of
consumption patterns from one farm section to another. The curve
representing the Illinois-Iowa farm section illusirates the pattern
that shapes itself if the total dollar value of food increases compara-
tively little as incomes increase, The eurve based on data from the
North Carolina-South Carolina section illustrates the other exireme—
a relatively large increase in total dollar value of food with increasing
incomes. In the Southeast sections, the rate of increase was more
muarked at income levels above the average than was observed in
other farm seetions,

With rise in incomes, a decreasing proportion of the money value of
family living was represented by food, as a rule. In some farm sec-
tions, however, the proportion rose in the lower part of the income
range before following the genersl trend of decreasing with rising
mcome (table 10).

Family Type in Relation to the Money Valve of Food

The relationships found in the several farm sections between family
type and the money value of all food are similar to these already
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peinted out for the component parts; in all farm sections the relative
increase in the number to be fed from one family type to another wag
much greater than the relative increase in the money value of the
family food supply. Differences between the dietary levels of fam-
ilies 1n the several type groups were greater in some farm sections
than others. The following figures (simple averages of the relative
values of food of families of two type groups compared to type 1, in
three income classes, $750-$999, $1,000-81,249, and $1,250-$1,499)
indicate that differences hetween types tended to be least marked in
the New Jersey section, and most marked in the North Careling
counties where self-sufficing farming predominates:

Relative money value of foed
Uvod-expenditure-unit ba-
5i8), income range 3750-
£1,459, families of types—

Analysis unit: 1 2and3 Land §
Vermont__________ . __________ IR 100 82 72
New Jersey e 100 94 78
Pennsylvania-Ohio... . _ emem s el 100 80 314}
Michigan-Wiseonsin. - _____________ ... _. 100 82 67
Tlinois-lowa._____ . . _______ e 100 84 75
North Dakota-Kansas_ . __ . ___..__. . __________ 100 85 79
South Dakata-Montana-Colorado .- __ .- 100 85 73
Washington-Oregon______ ___. 100 89 77
Qregon part-time farms _._ 100 75 69
California_ . _ ... ______________...__ ... 100 84 7R
North Carolina self-sufficing eounties__ _________ 100 74 66
North Carolina-South Carolina__._._______..___ 100 79 65
Georgia-Misslesippl - - _______ 100 83 67

In round numbers, on a food-expenditure-unit basis, the tendency
was for families of types 2 and 3 in income classes $750-$1,499 to
have food supplies valued at 75 to 90 percent of those of type 1
tamilies; families of types 4 and 5, food valued at 65 to 80 percent of
that of type 1; and families of types 6 and 7, food valued at 50 to 70
percent of that of type 1. The relationships between the money value
of diets of families differing in type are not unlike those existing be-
tween the money value (per food-expenditure unit) of diets patterned
after plans outlined in the 1939 Yearbook of Agriculture, Food and
Life. These proposed diets were valued (on the basis of prices paid
by farm families for purchased food, and values assigned by the
families to their home-produced goods, adjusted to January—October

1938 price levels) as follows:
Estimoted money
value of food per
expenditure wnit

Diet plan: Jor @ week
BExpensive good diet_ _ . _____ $2. 60-§2. 90
Moderate-cost good diet. . ________._ $2. 00-32. 60
Low-cost good diet_ - _ _ .. . ___._ £1. 60-%2. 00
Economical fairdiet. _ _ . . _____ .. _..___. $1. 25-%1, 60

The relative values of these diets (midpoint of range given above)
compared to that of the expensive good diet are; Expensive good diet,
100; moderate-cost good diet, 84; low-cost good diet, 65; and the
economical fair diet, 52. These figures fall within the range of rela-
tives of money value of food shown previously for families of types 1,
2 and 3,4 and 5, and 6 and 7, respectively. Hence, within the incoms
range, $750-$1,499, if families of typs 1 have food valued in the
expensive good-diet class, families of types 4 and 5 might be expected
to have food valued in the low-cost good-diet class.
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Dietary Patterns as Shown by 7-Day Schedules

Since much of the struggle for livelihood on the farms in this
country is directed toward obtaining the food supply, it is only natural
that farm families are interested in the costs of home production and
in food prices. But necessary also is their interest in diet from the
nutritional viewpoint. Proper food is the stuff out of which sound
and efficient bodies are built, and upon which their daily upkeep and
activity depend. The nutritive qualities of customary diets deter-
mine to a large extent whether an ndividual or & nation achieves the
highest possible level of vitality. For the [ullest realization of the
physical and mental powers of a people, much depends upon buoyant
health, important to the development of well-rounded personalities,
and upon sturdy bodies capable of ready response to the mind’s
direction and equal to the demands of & long span of life.

This section, describing the character of farm family diets, con-
siders them in terms of the proportion of the money value of food
representing major food classes and the quantities consumed of the
several important foods or groups of food; the next section (p. 52)
discusses the nutritive wvalue of the diets in terms of chemical
substances.

Proportion of the Money Value of Food Representing Major Food Classes

Meat, poultry, and fish accounted for the lurgest share of the
money valuc of food eaten at home (from a fifth to a fourth) among
households of white farm operators at each income level in three
broad regional groups. (See Methodology, Combinations of Farm
Sections into Analysis Units.) Milk, cheese, and cream usually took
second place; vegetables and fruit, third; and grain produets, fourth.
(Data for money value of food eaten at home are given in tables
48 to 52.

Milk t)ends to be more prominent in farm diets than in those of
urban groups. From 70 to 90 percent of the money value of all
home-produced food had by families of types 4 and 5 combined inr the
income class $1,000-%1,499, could be attributed to products from
animal sources in 17 of 20 farm sections studied (the part-time form-
operator unit omitted),  Tn 11 farm scetions, meat, poultry, and cegs
contributed a somewhat larger share to the money value of farm-
furnished food than did milk and cream; the reverse was true in 9.
Within each analysis unit the relative importance of these products
wage similar for families differing in type with incomes in the same
class, §1,000-$1,499.

Close comparisons of regtonal dietary habits cannot be made on the
basis of value in dollars and cents, cither in total or propertional
amounts. With total money value of food constant, some classes of
food may represent a higher percentage of the total in one region than
another, either because relatively large quantities are consumed or
because the food is valued at relatively high prices.

Within each region families of the several type groups did not
differ markedly with respect to the proportion of the money value
represented by wvarious food groups. For example, among families
of type 1 (husband and wife only) at the income level $1,000-%1,499,
the proportions representing eggs, meat, and miscellancous items gen-
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erally were highest {or egual to the highest) as compared to the other
family-type groups, and the proportions representing milk, grain
products, and sugars generally were lowest (or equal to the lowest).
As compared to families of type 1, there was a tendency among
households of types 2 and 3 combined, and 6 and 7 combined—both
groups with a larger proportion of family members under 16 years—
to distribute o larger share of the total money value of food to milk,
Excepting milk, which is of special dietary importance to children,
the differences occurring between proportions distributed to various
food classes by type 1 families and those of types 2 and 3 or 6 and 7,
indicate that families of type 1 selected a somewhat more expensive
type of diet (table 11), The preceding section brought out the
point that, as a group, families of type 1 spent more per meal per food-
cxpenditure unit than families of other type groups.

As incomes rose, the average dollar value of each of the major
classcs of food tended to remain fairly constant or to increase.
Changes in the percentages of the total value of the diet representin,
gach food class indicate, therefore, whether its money value incre&seg
at the same relative rate as that of all food, or more or less rapidly
than all food. The proportions of the food dollar representing dairy
products ‘and vegetables and fruit followed different trends with
rising incomes in the three broad regional groups. Between the
clagses $0-$499 and $3,000-$4,999, the share representing milk,
cheese, and cream decreased from 19 to 14 percent among families of
types 4 and 5 combined in the North (New England, Middle Atlantic
and North Central regions). In the West (Plains and Mountain, and
Pacific regions) the share increased from 18 to 25 percent between
these same classes; in the Southeast, the percentage Increased from
21 in the income class $0-$499 to 24 in the class $500-$999, and then
decreased with income to 19 percent in the class $3,000-$4,909. As
incomes rose throughout the entire range studied, the share of the
food dollar taken by vegetables and fruit increased from 16 to 20
percent among families in the North; it remained fairly constant in
the Southeast: but it declined from 19 to 16 percent in the West
(table 11).

Changes with income in the proportion of the food dollar represent-
ing other classes of food were in the same direction in the three broad
regional groups. The proportion of the money value representing
eggs and miscellaneous items remained fairly constant in each unit.
But fats, grain products, and sugars accounted for progressively
smaller proportions as incomes rose between the limits indicated, and
meat, poultry, and fish accounted for progressively larger proportions
in each analysis unit.

At practically every income level, the money value of eggs, milk,
cheese, cream and vegetables and fruit (groups classed among the
protective foods) taken together amounted to 40 percent or more of
the total for all food; and of fats and meat combined, to about a third
or more of the total.

Quantities Consumed of Important Food Groups

Within income classes or family-type groups the consumption of
individual erticles of food or of groups of food may be expected to
differ more than the money value of the food supply as a whole.
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Many combinations of major classes of food, with hundreds of possible
choices among individual foods, may be selected to provide the three
dozen or so chemical snbstances that the body needs for its nourish-
ment. Among families of similar economic status, food choices are
influenced by family tastes and preferences, both among foods that
are too digsimilar to be more than partial alternates in the diet and
among foods that are similar in food value.

TaBLE 11.-—MONEY VALUE OF FOOD BY CLAES OF FOOD: Average money value of food
per household in a week and percenlage distribution by classes of food, by family
ype for income clase $1,000-81,499, and by income for types 4 and 5, 8 analysis
unils, white farm operafors in 20 States,! March-November 1936

[Households of white nonrelief families that include a husband and wife, both native-boen]

— ; _—
Percentape distribution of money value by class of fopd
1 famil a ey ‘
Analysis unit, family type, otse-| value ' .
and income class P halds | of all Milk, Moe@]t_: Grain gu&aﬁ, Vige- .‘M]is-
food | Egps cheese, Fats?| D prod- |FTUB% | aples,| Cella-
crewm ' ¥ | wets | PP | feuar | Deous
| fish'3 serves iterns
i
INCOME OLASS $1,000-$1,150
NFW ENGLAND, MIDDLE AT-| __
LANTIC, AND NORTH CENTRAL
Na. Dni. Pet. | Pot. | Petl. | Pel. Pet. Pel. | Pel. Pet.
Type Lo o 135 7.94 4] 17 9 25 12 [} 19 8
Types2and3d . ... 18 9.34 § 18 | 9 21 13 8 18 5
Types4and 6. ooooomomomaao o 264 | 10.08 5 17 10 24 13 7 19 5
Typesband 7 ... ... 40 | 10.72 5 17 9 24 15 8 17 5
e e | —
PLAINS, MOUNTAIN, AND
PACIFIC
BN LI T 48 | B 04 [} 22 13 24 10 [ 17 5
Types 2and 3. ... 72| 644 4 2] 1t 24 11 & 8 5
Typesd4and 5 . .oono. 102 | 10.562 4 72 11 24 11 [ 17 5
SOTTHEAST i | ;
Type b . 74 7.24 4 2 10 27 13 L] 15 5
Types2and 3. T 11 52| &7 4 21, 11 23 13 7 18 5
Typesdand 5 ooo .. 242 ( 0.90 4 21 10 24 14 7 15 4
Types 6804 7.opeoeooameen 115 | 12 04 | 2 25 10 23 14 7 16 3
NEW ENGLAND, MIDDLE Af7- FAMILY TYFES ¢ AND §
LANTIC, AND NORTH CENTRAL
SO-R400 . 49 802 ] 19 10 22 15 7 16 8
5008099 . ... 193 8 14 6 5] 10 20 15 7 18 6
SLO00-85,480 . _________.___. 264 14,08 5 17 10 24 13 7 14 5
SLE00-81,000 . . .. 183 10. 87 b 17 10 22 14 8 18 [
$2,000-§2,099__ e 13% 12,27 & 16 d 25 13 7 19 &
$3,000-$4.089_____ . __________ &6 13.03 5 14 9 26 14 i 20 5
FLAINS, MOUNTAIN, AND |
FACIFIC
BO-$408__ . 53 7.02 f 18 10 23 12 K 19 6
fod0-8099_________ . 93 8. 46 & 0 L] 22 11 7 20 5
STLOGD-§1,490_ ... 02 10, 52 4 3 11 23 11 G 17 5
$LO00-%1,999 L. 71 1. 92 & 22 10 24 0 ] 18 5
F2,000-52,000__ e ;3 12,06 ] 25 1t 22 10 ] 17 5
$3,000-54,859_ .. 18 13.19 4 25 10 25 ] ] 15 5
SOUTHEAST
BO-R409 . 71 4. 29 3 21 14 19 18 7 15 q
5005999 o .o 3549 B15 3 24 13 20 14 T 15 4
$1,000-$1,489_ . .. __ R 242 Q.90 4 22 10 24 14 i 15 4
FLA00-$L000_ 145 10. 44 4 22 11 26 12 £ 15 4
F2000-$2,909 . . ... 121 10.98 4 26 41] o 12 [} 18 13
$3,000-$4,999___ .. . ______.___ b5 i3.82 4 19 10 20 11 6 i7 4

! Data in this table are frem food check lsis furnished by families in the consumption sample. See
Methodology for the States and counties studied in cach region; see Glossary for the definitions of terms
used in this table. Al percentages are based en the money vulue of all food for hoasebolds in each family
ty¥pe or income class,

* Dyoes not include bacon and salt side.

? Includes bacon and sslt side. See table 54 for separation of bacon and salt side from other meats in the
Southeast, Data are not available for the units of the Nortk aud the Wost analyzed separately.
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Seasona! Trends in the Consumption of Major Food Groups

Differing periods of time were covered by schedules reporting on the
varying aspects of the food supply in this study. Figures on food
production for home use taken from the family-income schedule, and
those on money value of food and food-canning programs taken from
the expenditure schedule cover a 12-month period in 1935-36. On the
other hand, the information on quantities of food consumed, derived
from food check lists and food records, cover ouly & 7-day period
gometime in 1936 or early 1937.

Most of the 7-day estimates of consumption (check lists) were
obtained from March to November inclusive; those collected in this
period have been pooled for study within regions of the relationships
between income and family type and the consumption of food. But
because schedule collection did not proceed uniformly in the several
Jocal offices, the mouths within this Feriod of time were not equally
represented everywhere, and the resulting averages cannot be used in
making interregional comparisons of the consumption of any item
that is seasonal. Only in the summer months—June, July, and
August—were enough schedules collected in each region to obtain
averages that may be used for such regional comparisons.

Modern methods and facilities for storing, preserving, shipping,
and marketing food products have greatly reduced the influence of
season on the availability of foods in cities. But on farms, families
purchase only a portion of their food supply, more especially the
staple articles as grain produets, sugar, and flavorings, that are not
seasonal. Hence the technological developments tending to reduce
seasonal differences in food consumption are less significant for farm
than for city diets. Of several major groups of foods there are distinet
seasons] trends in farm family consumption.

To show something of these seasonal trends and to make possible
an estimate of consumption on a year-round basis, figures on consump-
tion in a week (check list data) obtained in each of four 3-month
periods have been averaged separately for two broad analysis units
{one, New England, Middle Atlantic and North Central States; the
other, the Southeast region). The months combined were:

Month: Season
March—April-May ... .. Spring
June-July-Angust_____________________ SN Summer
September-October-November.___________________ Fall
December-January—February .. ______..__ Winter

As would be expected from the seasonal cycle of production and
farm prices, more eggs were consumed on farms in the spring and earl
summer months than in other seasons. This was true in both analysis
units, as is shown in table 12 for families of types 4 and 5 with incomes
in the class $1,000-51,499. For dairy and meat products, the figures
do not show any consistent seasonal trend; the difference in averages
from season to season was greater in the Southeast than in the North.
For grain products, spring appears to be the season of highest consump-
tion; and for sugars, summer,

Potato—sweetpotato consumption in the Southeast was markedly
seasonal; a much larger proportion in this region than in the North
was represented by sweetpotatoes, a product less well adapted to
storage than potatoes. Potatoes are & year-round food on farms in
the northern seciions of the country, where conditions are favorable
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to home storage throughout the winter and early spring, and where
markets, thanks to commercial storage plants and early crops from
the South, can supply farm demsand between the time when home
stores are exhausted and the new crop is harvested locally.

TABLE 12—CONSBUMFTION OF SPECIFIED FOOD GROUPS, BY SEASON: Average
household consumption of specified food groups in a week, by season, families of
types 4 and 8 in the tncome class $1,000-$1,489, 2 analysis unils, white farm
eperators in 12 States,} 193637

[Households of white nonteliel families that include a husband and wife, bath native-botn)

b 5o le |8 e
= £ = [ Other .
=2 Z 1% |8 E v | vegetahles Frait
9 i g=lgm|@E | =8
- = e EoL Y3l B R 1
Analysis unit and season | E =) &) 3 5 g2 o | o
A AR P LR R b P
= : % | & 4 Z a o &
= & — = & =] = =} 1 g [ & =S =
BEla | 2| &2 |& (& |[&f | & |0|la|la|d |’
NEW ENGLAND, MIDDLE
ATLANTIC, AND RORTIL
CENTRAL
No. [Dor. | Qt. | Eb. | Lb. | Lh. | Lb. | Ib. | Lb. | Lb. | Lb, | Lb. | Lbh. | Ib.
Spring 1636, .. G 2.6; 20,07 4.2' 12.7) 15.2] 8.4 381 4.4 52.2] U] 69 5.3 0.7
Summer 1986 . ___._..._ o LaA| 2.6) MR 4.1 10.9) 148 6.7 201 8.6 28 7 1LG o] L4
Fall 1836 - o C43 R2 23Ol 4. ﬁ; 11. 4| 4. 9i TR 2571 12,3 24 10| 128 .5
Winter 1936-37____________ 27 2.0) 20.5) 3.7 1.} 1L6] 7.21 12,5 2.5) T.1) L0 9.5\ 1.8) 10
SOUTHEAST
Spring 1036 ___. . _.__. 48 3.0| 28.5{ &.5| 11.5| 35.3] 8.6/ 11.1| 58] 4.6/ 1.2| 4.4 420 .8
Suminer 1936. - 130 L9| 26.6/ A9 13.8 3.4/ 0.3 9.9 189 1 5 AN 1T 4 LD L2
Fall 1936 . _ — B4 1.3 25.4) 5.1) 12.6) 28.8] 7.9 10.8] 13.8 .9 .51 6.5 1.2 .3
Winter 1936-37. ... _____| 16| 2.0| 18.8] 6.1 184 3%0| 7.9 16.4] &1 L5 .9 9.1 2,1‘ .8
. 1

t Data in this teble are from fnod check lists furnished by familics in the consumption sample, See Meth-
odology for the States and counties studied in each region; see Glossary for definitlons of terms used in this
table.  All mverages are based on the nutuber of househelds in each seasonal group.

t Approximately the quantity of fuid milk to which the various dairy preduets (except butter) are equiv-
alent sb far ns proteins and minerals are coneerned.

t Does not inclade bacon and salt side.

1 Ineludes bacon and salt side.

$ Two-thirds of the weight of baked goods has been added ta that of flour, meals, and eereals.

Farm family consumption of the more perishable of the fresh
vegetables and fruit tends to follow the marked seasonal trends of
garden and orchard productivity, and usually is highest in summer and
fall. Inversely related to the quantities of these foods consumed in
fresh state are the quantities of processed {canned or dried} products.
These processed foods are consumed In largest average quantity, as a
rule, in the winter and early spring months when home stores of fresh
farm-furnished produects are low, and when retail prices of many of
the fresh vegetables and firuit are relatively high.

Consumption of Major Food Groups as Related to Income and Family Type

Consumption of the various foods or groups of food is related in
differing degrees to income and family type.! Among families living

¢ |n interpreting the data of this report on quantities of food, it should be kept in ming that figeres on the
quantity of individual foods or groups of food refer to the consumption of the heusvhold ruther than to the
cousumption of the eeonomic family.  Houscheld members that are not part of the sconomic family—beard-
ing song and daughters, houschold help, paid farm help, and guesis—inorease the guantities of foad con-
sumed. ‘T'he average number of persons in a honschpld in eacl: anulysis unit was greater then the nymber
in the economic family. Thus, in the uhit of the Narth (sections in the New BEngland, Middle Atlantic
und Narth Central States), average household size dpring the 7-day perlods covered by food cansumption
estimates among families of husband and wife (type 1) was Dot 2 persons, but 2.50 persons.  This is equiva-
lent to finding threa persons rather than two in about half of the households. Similarly, among families of
hushand, wife, and one or two children {types 2 and 3), the average size of the economic family was sbout
3.50 persons, whereas average household size was 3 .88 persons; 5 out nf 6 rather than 3 ot of 8 househalds of
family types 2 and 3 combined included a fourth person.  The proportion of persons in each househeld that
were not rmembers of the econotnie frrmily differed from one farm section to another and also frormn one incohe

clags to another within the same section. Average household size, by ibcome and family type, is given in
tuble 47 for each analysis unit.
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in the North (New England, Middle Atlantic and North Central
regions), there were steady increases in household consumption of each
major food group as incomes rose. Because the number of persons fed
from household supplies also increased, it is easier to interpret con-
sumption figures on a per capita than on a household basis.  The rela-
tive quantities provided for each household member are shown in table
13. The rate of increase with rising income was greatest for fresh
fruit among familics of types 4 and 5 in farm sections in the North; next
for meat, tfresh vegetables, and eggs; and least for milk, fats, grain
products, sugars, and potatoes. The trend toward increase in the con-
sumption of fresh vegetables and fruit with rising income is significant;
these foods are important sources of vitamin C and, in general, farm
diats were not well fortified in thiz nutrient.

In the West (Plains and Mountain, and Pacific regions), the rate of
increase with rising income was greatest for fresh vegetables, Upward
trends were found also for eggs, milk, sugars, and fresh {ruit, while the
per capita consumption of meat, grain products, and potatoes changed
but Hitle. In the Southeast the most marked increases in per capita
congumption were in eggs and meat.

The figures in appendix tables from families in income classes at the
extremes of the income distribution should not be given undue weight
in the interpretation of trends in consumption. There were relatively
tew families in the highest income classes. In the lowest classes there
were two groups of families—those whose incomes chanced to be low
in the year of the study, but whose assets enabled them to maintain
during the relatively brief period the higher living levels to which they
were accustomed ; and those whose incomes usually were low and who
had adjusted their levels of living accordingly.

Within the food groups, income affected the consumption of some
food items more than others—purchased foods more than farm-fur-
nished. For example, as income rose, there were marked increases in
the consumption of commercially baked goods. TIn the North, the
inerease in these products was more than onc-third between the income
classes $500-8999 and $2,000-$2,999; average consumption for familics
of types 4 and 5 was 6.2 and 8.5 pounds per household, respectively,
at these levels. Tn the Southeast, the increase was fourfold ; quantities
averaged 0.5 and 2.2 pounds, respectively, for the corresponding family-
type group and income classes. The proportion of these families buy-
ing the prepared foods mentioned increased but little between the two
income classes, from 79 to 87 percent in the North, and from 58 to 65
percent in the West; but in the Southeast, the proportion rose from 26
to 74 percent. At no income level, however, did families in the South-
east buy so large a share of their grain products in the form of baked
goods as was common among families of the North and West,

Twenty-nine percent of the weight of grain products (flour equiva-
lent) was bought in the form of baked goods by households of family
types 4 and 5 1n the income class $500-$999 in the North, and 35 per-
cent in the income class $2,000-82,999. Corresponding figures for the
West were 16 and 24 percent; and for the Southeast, 1 and 5 percent
(table 50).

The quantities of important foods consumed by families in the
different type groups increased with family size; but the increases
were not proportional to the inerease in numbers to be fed. The
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rates of increase differed for the various kinds of food. Thus, in the
income class $1,000-$1,499, families of other type groups most nearly
approximated families of type 1, with respect to the per capita
supplies of milk, grain products, and potatoes; they approximated
them least closely with respect to cggs, meat, and (cxcept in the
Southeast) fresh fruit.

TABLE 13.—RELATIVE CONSTMPTION OF SPECIFIED FOOD GROUPS: Relaiive per
capita consumption of specified food groups, by family type for income class
$1,000-81,499, and by income for family types 4 and 5, § analysis units, white
form operaters in 20 Stales,! March—November 1936

[Honsckolds of white nonrelief families that inelado 2 husband and wife, hoth native-born)

o
i E g2 E g | &
1 5 =3 Bw e ]
. 3 R o @ 5T Ry  BR | &y < s
Analysis unit, family type, and incomn | B 4 2g s | L% & | =2
class 2 Z a {An glygs| o E
= o 3183 = &
£} G - : lpEol 21582 o
@ w ™ ey = 2o an- o B =
g o = ] i w, H] =
- @ c3z o I 5 & 2
2Eom | A= |2 | @G = | =

INCOME GLASS $1,000-81,499 (fniuily type 1=100)

NORTH CENTRAL Na. | Pet, | Pet. | Pot. | Pet. | Pel. | Pef. |
Typel.. ... : 1

Types 2 and 3.
Types 4 und 5.
TypestGand 7_..

NEW ENGLAND, MIDDLE ATLANTIC, AND f
i
|
|
|

FLAINS, MOUNTAIN, AND PACIFIC !
i

TYDR L oo 2| 100 10| 100] 100| w0’ 00| 00| wWo| 100

Types 2 and 7 . 72 it} 80 78 78 85 B4 92 78 73

Typesdand 5. ... .. 102 a3 21,1 41 72 46| BT | 100 69 58
SOUTITEAST e T

Tyvpelo o . e i M. 100 100 100 100 10¢ | 100 100 100

el
Types2and 3 _ 2 i3] £ 1] i 70 g2 88 25) 97 g5
Types 4 and 6. 242 63 89 75 68 88 84 91 88 63
Types8und 7 ... 115 | 37 78 81 54 % 69 | 108 80 o0

FAMILY TYPES 4 AND 5 {income class $1,00081,460=100)

NEW ENGLAND, MIDDLE ATLANTIC, AND
WOWTH CENTRAL

88 a1 9 103 a7 83 91 4

100 100 1) 100 100 | 100 100 104

7 104 W4, 108 | 102 88 | 100 104

m4 110 126 ; 1M 110 | 103 § 137 140

83| 82| 8% &, W ‘ 93| 82 03
100 | 100 | 106 100G oo 10| 100 | 100
95| 68| 104 9l 108 01| 134|105
14| 11| W2 88 11! 89| 141 134

|

03| 103: 72 e8| e | 71| 93| 104
300 | 100 100} 100 100 | 100 | 00| 100
06| 13, 18| oL | | 9| a7 | a0s
97| 110, 12| 87| 89| sl 1%, L&

' Data in this table are from food check lsts furnished by households in the consumption sample, See
li{_ot?oglolugy for the States and conntics studied in each reglon; sea (tlossary fur definitions of terms used in
this table.

* Approximately the quantity of Auid milk to which the various dairy products (exoept butter) are equiv-
alent so far as proteins and minerals ure concerned.

} Tneludes butter, bt does not inelnde bacon or salt side.

¢ Includes bacan and salt side,

¢ Two-thirds of the weight of baked goods has been added to that of flour, meals, and cereals.
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As a rule, families of type 1 and fypes 4 and 5 eombined—groups
that include in their membership a large proportion of persons 16
years or older—consumed more potatoes and grain products on a
per capita basis than families of types 2 and 3 or 6 and 7—groups with
proportionally fewer persons in the older age group. This probably
reflects the greater need for inexpensive energy-vielding food by the
older family members, called upon to perform heavy farm tasks.

Interregional Compatison of Quantities Consumed of Major Food Groups

Food choices probably are as divergent between the analysis unit
of the North and West (New England, Middle Atlantic and North
Central, Plains and Mountain, and Pacific regions) on the one hand,
and the Southeast on the other, as between any two parts of the
country. (Comparisons in this section are based on data from white
operators’ families only; had all tenure-color groups in the Southeast
been combined, different conclusions would have been reached.)
There were charancteristic differences within similar totals when the
food of white operators’ families is considered under three broad
classes: (1) selected food groups that include many of the so-called
protective foods; (2) other groups of foods of plant origin; (3) other
groups of foods chiefly of animal origin.

The food groups included in each class, and average consumption
per person in a week in summer months are shown below for white
operators’ families of types 1 to 5 combined in the income class $1,000-
$1,499, in cach of two analysis units:

Pounds corsumed per peraon
in ek in gummer on farms

in the—

Noréh outh

(Classes and groups of food: I%xt .S%t "
Class A _ e 19. 3 21. 6

) O T 1.0 0.6

Milk, fluid, or its equivalent in other forms__ 11.1 12. 0

Butter. - o e aaa .5 . b
Suceulent vegetables, fresh and canned..__ 3.0 4.0

Fruit, fresh L and eanned _ _ ________.__.___.__ 37 4 5

Class B__ ... 106 11. 1

Grain products {flour equivalent) .. _______ 3.3 7.1
Sugars, girups, preserves_.._____________._ 2.2 20
Potatoes, sweetpotatoes.___ ... _.... 4.8 1.9
Dry mature beans, peas 1 1

Class O e 3 4 3.9
Fats, olls 2 __._ .7 1.6
Meat,? poultry, fish_ ... ________________ 2.7 2.3

t Inclides also the fresh equivalent of dried truits,
1 Excludes butter, but includes bacon and salt side.
¥ Excludes bacon and salt side,

Because the food groups included in class A tend to provide farm
families with most of the caleium, the vitamin A value, the ascorbie
acid, and the riboflavin of their diets, as well as a large share of the
high-quality protein, they play an important role in determining
dietary adequacy. It is in these nutrients that farm diets often are
relatively deflicient; the loods supplying thera are sometimes called
protective foods,
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Class B iscomprised of four food groups, each of whichisarelativelyin-
expensive source of food energy.  Combined, the four groups are about
equally prominent in the diets of both regions; this reflects common
experience that carbohydrate-rich foods of plant origin—the grains,
tubers, and sugars—generally are cheap means of staving off hunger.
In the unit from the North and West, each of three types of food—
grain products, sugars, and potatoes-—entered into diets in substantial
quantities; in the Southeast, the quantity of grain products greatly
outweighed that of other produets.

Foods in class ¢ give to the diet a “staying” quality and a flavor
that has appetite appeal to most persons, Fats and meat are by no
means interchangeable so far as nutritive values are concerned;
both groups supply food energy, but the leaner cuts of meat, poultry,
and fish are important also for high-quality protein, and for certain
winerals and vitamins, In a given income class, families of the same
type groups in the Southeast consume considerably more fats than do
families in the North and West, but somewhat less of meat, poultry,
and fish.

Foods of Class A {(Groups Including Many of the Protective Foods)

Among farm families, the level of consumption of most of the foods
in class A is closely related to programs of food production for house-
hold use. This is especially true of eggs and milk, and to a lesser
degree, of succulent vegetables and fruits, also. (For data on quan-
titiea of home-produced food consumed during the 7-day periods n
1936 covered by the special food study, see tables 55 and 55a; for
figures on the number of families producing different types of products
for home use in 1935-36, see table 56).

Eyggs.

Some farm-furnished eggs for household use were had in 1935-36
by more than 75 percent of the white operators’ famiiies of types 4
and 5 in the income class $1,000-%1,499 in every farm section studied.
In 15 of 21 sections, the proportion was 95 percent or more. Almost
all families consumed some eges during the week coverced by the 7-day
eslimate of food consumption. TIn the North and West the proportion
was 95 percent or more at all income levels. In the Southeast,
92 percent or more of the families with incomes of at least $1,000 used
some eggs during the week; but when incomes were in the classes
$0-$499 and $500-5999, the proportions were 79 and 86, respectively.

Of families having eggs during the week of the consumption study,
95 pereent had most if not all of them directly from the farm. In
three broad regional groups, the average consumption of eggs in a
week in June, July, or August ranged from 2.6 dozen to 1.8 dozen
per household among white operators’ families of types 1 to 5 combined
in the income class $1,000-$1,499, as shown below:

Egge consumed in o week

Approzrimad &
Dozen per number per
Analysis unit: hausehold  person
New England, Middle Atlantic and North Central____ 2.5 g
Plains and Mountain, Paecifie ... ___________ 2.6 9
Southeast_ _ - ... e 1.8 5

As might be expected from the scssonal cycle of production, these
figures are higher than would be found in winter.
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Milk.

In 15 of the 21 analysis units included in the survey (white farm
operators), 90 percent or more of the families of types 4 and 5 in the
income class $1,000-$1,499 produced some milk for home consumption
in 1935-36. In southern California only 34 percent of these families
reported production of milk for home use and in the other five sec-
tions—New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Oregon (part-time operators), cen-
tral California, and North Carclina—from 55 to 88 percent produced
some milk for home use,

Fresh milk from the farm was had by almost all (97 percent or more)
of the families of white operators in the income class $1,000-81,499
consuming this food during the week of the special food study. The
fluid milk to which the cheese, cream, evaporated milk, dried milk,
and ice cream were equivalent (in milk solids other than fat), when
added to the fluid mil%, gave the following averages per week for the
summer of 1936 among households of families of types 1 to 5 combined,
in the income class $1,000-$1,499: .

Quarts of milk econsumed in q week

Ana]ysis unit: Per household  Per person
New England, Middle Atlantic and North Central . 18 5 4.8
Plaing and Mountain, Pacifie. - . ____.._ 22,1 6.1
Southeast__________________ .. 23. 2 5. 6

Of the total quantity of milk or its cquivalent consumed by these
families during the week, 85 percent represented milk produced on the
farm in the North, 87 percent in the West, and 91 percent in the
Southeast.

At this income level, milk consumption was fairly generous during
the summer in all three regions. On a per capita basis, it was lowest
in the North and highest in the West. The proportions of the total
quantities that were consumed as fluid milk were 81, 83, and 93 per-
cent, respectively, for the North, West, and Southeast. Most of the
fluid milk consumed was produced on the farm, In the North and
West 8 small proportion (a fourth or less) of the cheese consumed
during the week studied was home-produced, but in the Southeast
practically none. Little seasonal diffcrence was found in the propor-
tion of families having fresh milk in the North, but in the Southeast
fewer familics (cspecially among the larger families in the lower income
classes) consumed fresh milk in the winter than during the other three
5eASODS.

Vegetables other than potatoes.

Garden vegetables (potatoes not included) were produced in 1035-
36 by a large proportion of the families included in most farm sections.
Among those of types 4 and 5 in the income class $1,000-%1,499, 92
pereent or more had such food from their gardens in farm sections of
the New England and Middle Atlantic and North Central States. In
the Plains and Mountain region, food from home gardens was less
common. In the South Dakota-Montana-Colorado section, about
three-fourths of the families had home gardens; and in Kansas, only
about half. The comparatively arid climate and frequent droughts
tend to make gardening less profitable in these latter sections than in
many others. In the Southeast and in the Pacific Northwest practi-
cally every family had a garden, but in the two sections of California
only about half or fewer had garden food from their own farms, In
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sections characterized by a low percentage of families having food
from gardens, there was a tendeney for the proportion to decrease as
incomes rose {table 56),

In many farm sections, 90 percent or more of all families in the
clags $1,000-$1,499 had gardens regardless of family type. In the
farm sections where gardens were less common, families of type 1 were
less likely to have food from home gardens than were the larger fam-
ilies with greater food needs and more potential helpers.

Among families of white operators, types 1 to 5 combined, in the
income class $1,000-$1,499, household consumption of vegetables
other than potatoes during a week in the summer of 1936 was as

follows:
Pounds of vegefubies comaumed per
howsehold in a week

Analysis unit: Fresk  Ganned  Dried
New England, Middle Atlantic and North

Central. . . . 86 28 0.6

Plaing and Mountain, Pacifie.._____________ 8.5 2.9 .2

Southeast. L __.__. 15. 4 1.2 .3

These figures show the quantity and forms used in the two analysis
units of the North and West to be fairly similar. There were, however,
wide sectional differences within these broad regional groups; the high
consumption by families in Pacific farm sections is counterbalanced
in these averages by low consumption in the Plains and Mountain
sections (table 63). In the Southeast, summer is the season of highest
consumption of fresh vegetables whereas in the North, the peak is in
the fall. However, regardless of season, families in the Southeast
consumed greater quantities of fresh vegetables than the averages
found for families in the North and West combined as one unit.

Most of the fresh vegetables consumed during & week in summer
were obtained from the garden. In the North, the proportion was 86
percent; in the West, 71 percent; and in the Southeast, 93 percent for
families in the income class $1,000-81,439. In the analysis unit of the
North and West, the vegetables used by the largest percentage of
families and in the largest average quantities were tomatoes, cabbage,
lettuce, onions, peas, and snap beens. In the Southeast, a combi-
nation of southern greens tended to replace lettuce; otherwise the
list was the same.

Some of the canned vegetables used by these groups of families
were also farm-furnished although in summer, when last year’s sup-
plies were depleted, the proportion was somewhat less than at other
tlines. In the North, the consumption of canned vegetables both in
winter and spring was about twice as high as in cither summer or
fall. The longer growing season in the Southeast postponed until
spring any great nced for canned vegetables,

Fruit.

Perhaps because it requires a greater investment and more planning
ahead, fewer families raised fruit than garden produce for home use,
except in the fruit-growing scctions of California. In the farm sec-
tions studied in the North (New England and Middle Atlantic and
North Central States) the proportion of white operators’ families of
types 4 and 5 in the income class $1,000-%1,499 having home-produced
fruit in 1935-36 ranged from 33 percent in Vermont to 85 percent in
Pennsylvania; in the West, from 6 percent in Kansas to 92 percent
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in Oregon; in the Southeast, from 52 percent in Mississippi to 88
pereent in Georgia.

In each region farm families consumed but moderate quantities of
fresh fruit even in the summer months. The average quantities of
fruit used in a week in the summer by households of family types 1 to
5 combined in the income class $1,000-%1,499 were as follows:

Pounds of fruit consumed per
. . houaehold in a week
Analvsis unit:

New England, Middle Atlantic and North Fresh  Canned  Dried

Central __________________ . ____ 9.8 1.9 0.4
Plains and Mountain, Paecific.____________. 10. 5 2.0 .4
Southeast _ _ _ _ .. 16. 9 ! .2

These figures for white operators’ families indicate a higher consump-
tion of fruit in the Southeast than elsewhere. This difference is due
partly to the fact that the peak of consuraption of fresh fruit is in
the summer in the Southeast and in the summer and fall in the New
England and Middle Atlantic and North Central States. Further-
more in the Southeast the consumption of locally produced melons
with their high proportion of refuse greatly adds to the weight of
fresh frutt consumed in the summer. There appears to be a simi-
larity in the consumption of fruit between the North and the West;
but sectional and seasonal differences, as in the ease of vegetable
consumption, are very great. Undoubtedly the quantitics of fruit
consumed on farms of the Pacific States greatly exceed those in the
Plains and Mountain region.

Of the quantities of fresh fruit consumed by these families in sum-
mer, 34 percent was home-produced in the North, 25 percent in the
West, and 83 percent in the Scutheast. The kinds of fresh fruit
used in different parts of the country differ considerably. In the unit
from the North and West the five fruits consumed in largest quantity,
from March-November 1936, were apples, oranges, bananas, melons,
and berries; in the Sontheast only three were consumed in similar
quantities—melons, apples, and peaches.

Canned fruit was used most freely in the spring, when farm stores
of fresh fruit tend to be less plentiful, and retail prices of many kinds
higher than in the summer or fall. Although more dried fruit was
used In the winter and spring, the quantities were too small to be of
much consequence in counterbalancing sessonsl differences in the
consumption of Iresh fruit.

Home canning of vegetables and frust.

Home canning of vegetables paralleled the trends in home gardens.
Tn: 6 of 11 analysis units (New Jersey and the Oregon part-time units
omitted), 90 percent or more of families of types 4 and 5 in the income
class $1,000-%1,499 that canned vegetables reported that half or
more of the vegetables they canned were home grown., In farm sec-
tions where home gardens were less common, fewer families produced
half or more of the vegetables that they canned; in the two Plains and
Mountain sections, the proportions were 69 and 64 percent; and in
the highly specialized farm sections of California, only & third. The
sections which led in the average number of quarts canned were
those in Washington and Oregon, North Carolina self-sufficing
counties, and in Pennsylvania and Ohio (tables 14 and 57).
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TaBLE 14 —VEGETABLES AND FRUIT PRODUCED AND (ANNED FOR HOME USE!
Percentage of households reporting production and canning of vegelables and fruit
for home use, average velue home-produced, and average quantity canned at home
per household in a year, fomilies of types 4 and & in income class $1,000-§1,499,
19 analysis units, while farm operators in 19 Slates,! 1835-36

{Households of white nonrelief families that inelude s husband and wife, both native-bora]

Vegetables (other than potatoes) Frait
Production for| Canoing for bome  Praduction for| Canning for homs
horne use 3 use ? home use use
oy Hogse
Legion and analysis unit dpro~ I pvor- h};’}g_s
aeing e ducing Aver-

. mare i ) age
House- 270 | House-| than | 980" prouse-| & VO [House] ™OTE | quot

age | : tity age than :
holds | 3, Doids? halt | oo tholds value |Rolds® haly | tity

of CaL-
home. | Ted * of ned
home-
canned canned
e, fraes

NEW ENGLAND '
Prt, | Dol. | Pl Pel, Q. | Pel. | Dol. | Pet. Pt QL.
YVermont - 96 42 95 96 1 33 4 87 27 45

MIDDLE ATLANTIC AND
NORTH CENTHAL

Pennsylvania.____

Y o 3‘1} 9; wl ow EZ {E |} s

. S VO I I I O T S B
BioBRGow sl sl 81 4 #l e e

- :ﬁ} 7 64 70{ 1 2 s 8 62

South Dakota-Moniana-

Colorada. .. —ooome. | 37| 6] 67| 2 | m 17| 1
PACIFIC

Mecaao| B Bl D ol B sl e om

Califcrnia, southern. ... 3 8 } 82 . { | ol % S 8
BOUTHEAST

North Carolina self- ]

Nevth Caemma e wo| Tl el ol hl &l Wh S %=

Soutn Carolina__ 0 45 } 5 oy 5 { &7 7 } b4 68 “

N w| By ow| w) owf B OB} oa| w| s

] f

! Bee (Glossary for definitions of terms used in this table,

# Data in these columns are from the inceme schedules. Percentages and averages are based on the num-
ber of hanseholds in each analysis unit.

2 Dta in these colamns are frot the expenditure schedules.

4 Does not include sauerkrani, pickles, relishes. Percentages and averages are based on the number of
households in each analysis unit.

"tItJi].C]l'ld(‘S sauerkraut, pickles, relishes, Perceninges are basad cn the number of households reporting
on this item.

¢ Does oot include jellies, jams, proserves. Percentages nnd avernges ure based an the nurzher of house-
holds in each analysis unit.
. T Tocludes jellies, jams, preserves. Percentages are based on the number of households reporting on this
iter.

Home canning of vegetables and fruit tends to accompany increasing
value of farm-furnished food. Among families of type 2 in Pennsyl-
51267°—41-—4
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vania and Ohio, for example, the average quantities canned by those
with farm-furnished food in the money-value class $150-$249 included
91 quarts of vegetables and 92 quarts of fruit, The quantity canned
by those with farm-furnished food valued in the class $250-$349
included 117 quarts of vegetables and 127 quarts of fruit (table 15).

TABLE 15.—VEGETABLES AND FRUIT CANNED AT HOME: Number of households
canning vegetables and fruit at home and average number of quarts canned during
a year, by value of home-produced food, families with one child under 16 and no
others (type 2}, Pennsylvanio-Ohio analysis unit,t 1936-36

[Houschelds of white nonrelicf families that include s husband and wile, beth native-born]

! Vegetables Froit 1

House-
holds House- [Aversge | House- | Average

holds | quantity | helds |guantity

canning ; canned?d| canning | canned?

Value of home-produeed food (dollars)

Number | Number | Quarfs | Nuiber | Quarls
22 22 68 19 a0

945 G2 91 3 92
78 75 117 7 127
54 | 54 i 53 132

1 In¢ludes farm-operator familics in the consumption sample. See Glossary for definitions of terms used
in this table.

* Does not include sauerkraut, pickles, relishes. .

¢ Avernges are based on the number of househalds in each group classified by value of hame-produced

oed,
+ Does not include jellies, jatns, preserves.

As incomes rose, the quantities of vegetables canned did not increase
markedly in any of the farm sections studied except in Vermont and
in the Southeast. In the North Carolina-South Carolina section,
the average quantity of vegetables canned by families of types 4 and
5 in the income class $500-8749 that canned any food st home was
41 quarts in contrast to 63 quarts for families in the class $1,750-
$1,000.,

The kinds of canned vegetables consumed in largest average quantity
and by the largest percentage of white operators’ [amilies m the unit
from the North and West during some week in the period March-
November 1936 were tomatoes, corn, snap beans, and peas. In the
Southeast only canned tomatoes were consumed in equally substantial
quantities (table 53). Families in the North and West produced
about 80 percent of the canned tomatoes consumed during this period,
80 percent of the canned eorn, 85 percent of the snap beans, and 50
percent of the canned peas. In the Southeast, about 80 percent of
the eanned tomatoes consumed were farm-furnished.

Home canuing of fruit was not entirely dependent on the production
of fruit for home use; many more families canned fruit than raised
it. Tor example, among families of types 4 and 5 in the income class
$1,000-$1,499, only 6 and 19 percent, respectively, of the families
in Kanasas and North Dakota produced any fruit for home use, but
as many as 82 percent canned some fruit, In Pennsylvania and Ohio
with 85 und 81 percent raising fruit for home use, 98 percent canned
fruit. Not only did more families can fruit than raise it in most farm
sections but in 6 of 11 sections (New Jersey and Oregon part-time
omitted) half or more of the families produced less than half of what
they canned. Apparently the markets afford farm families opportu-
nities to purchase for canning at prices within their reach,
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The quantity of fruit canned at home varied with income in most
analysis units. In Washington and Oregon where a very high pro-
portion of families raised fruit, the average quantity canned by families
of types 4 and 5 with incomes in the class $250-8499 was 152 quarts
ag compared with 236 quarts canned by families in the income class
$2,500-82,999. In the North Dakota-Kansas unit where compara-
tively few of the families raised fruit for home use, the average quan-
tities canned by families of the same types and income classes were 49
and 116 quarts, respectively.

The percentage of families canning fruit did not increase much with
family size. In farm sections where a large percentage of families
raised fruit, as in the Pacific Northwest, in Pennsylvania and Ohio, and
in the seli-sufficing counties of North Carolina, there was a stronger
tendency than elsewhere for the larger families to can relatively more
than the smaller families.

More fruits than vegetables were canned by families of types 4 and
5 in the income class $1,000-81,499, in 6 of 11 analysis units (New
Jersey and Oregon part-time omitted). The three highest averages
{exelusive of jams and jellies) were 183 quarts of fruit per family in
the Washington-Oregon unit; 149 quarts in the Pennsylvania-Ohio
unit; and 137 quarts in the North Carolina self-sufficing unit. In
five farm sections families canned an average of 100 or more quarts of
fruit; in only three sections were there comparable records for vege-
tables. The greater ease with which acceptable products can be
obtained in the canning of fruit may explain part of the preference
for home canning of fruit over home canning of vegetables. Further-
more, there is a longer period during which many vegetables can be
obtained fresh in the markets than for many fruits.

Foods of Class B {Other Foods of Plant Origin)

Grain products, sugars, potatoes, and mature dry beans or peas
are among the cheapest energy-yielding foods.  They play a prominent
role in farm-family diets. In one form or another, grain products and
sugars appeared on the food lists of every family during the week for
which food estimates were obtained in the season, March-November
1936, and generally these foods were on the table at every meal.
In the North and West at least 95 percent of the white operators’
families of types 4 and 5 in the income class $1,000-$1,499 had potatoes
or sweetpotatoes during the week covered by the consumption study;
in the Southeast, only 82 percent (tables 50 and 51).

Grain products.

Of the plant foods gronped in class B, grain produets made up almost
one-third of the totul consumed in summer months in the North and
somewhat more than a third in the West. In the Southeast, they
constituted about two-thirds. In the three regional snalysis units,
the quantities of grain products (flour equivalent) consumed in the
summer months by white operators’ families of types 1 to 5 combined

i the income class $1,000-51,499 were as follows:

Pounds of grein products
consumed v a week

. . Per house-
Analysis unit: kold Per person

New England, Middle Atlantic and North Central 13.3 34
Plains and Mountain, Pacifie...___ . ____.______ 12. 9 3.6
Southeast_ .. __________________ L ____ 26. 5 7.1
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Sixty-eight percent of the total number of pounds of grain products
consumed came into the kitchen as flours, meals, and breakfast cereals
in the North, and 82 percent in the West; the remainder was bought

in the form of baked goods, according to estimates referrmg to the
permd March-November 1936 for families of types 4 and 5 combined
in the income class $1,000-$1,499. In the Southeast, the proportion
was quite different—97 per cent was in the form of ﬂou;s, meads, or
cereals, and only 3 percent as baked goods, Ranked in order of
1mportance, after flours eame rolled oats in the North and West, and
corn meal, hominy, and rice in the Southeast.

Sugars.

Average consumption of refined sugars, molasses, sirups, preserves,
jams, jellies, and candy, combined, was higher among households.of
white operators in the North than in the two other regional .‘:ln%Lh"“lS
units. The figures given in this report do not, h0we'. er, take into
account the quantities of sugar included in commercial baked goods
and canned fruit, both of which were consumed in comparatively
large quantities in the North. In each unit, families of types 4 and 5
in the ingome class $1,000-51,499 used between 1 and 2 pounds of
refined sugar per person in a week., Other sweets (sirups, jellies,
candies) amount to about a third as much in the North and the West
and half as much in the Southeast. Almost three-fourths of the
families of this type and income group had jellies, jams, and preserves
during the week of the food-consumption study. The average quan-
tities of jellies and preserves made at home by these familics in 1935--36
ranged from 6 quarts per household in the North Carolina-South
Carolina farm section to 29 in the Pennsylvania-Ohio section. The
making of jellies or preserves was less common in the former unit than
in the latter; 56 and 96 percent of the familics, respectively, reported
this activity (tables 50 and 57).

Potatoes, sweetpotatoes.

In 17 of 21 units (white farm operators) some potatocs or swees-
potatoes were produced for home use by three-fourihs or more of the
families of types 4 and 5 in the income class $1,000-$1,499. Much
lower figures were found in Kansas and the two sections of California
where the proportion of families raising potatoes was less than 25
pereent,

Average consumption of potatoes and sweetpotatoes in the summer
months by white operators’ families of types 1 to 5 combined in the
Income class $1,000-$1,499 was highest in the North and lowest in
the Southeast, as is shown by the following figures:

Pounds of polufoes con-
sumed in @ week

Analysis unit: Per houwsehold  Per person
New England, Middle Atlantic and North Central.  20. 9 5 4
Plains and Mountain, Pacifie.___________________ 11. 9 3.4
Southeast .. .________ e eeiccca 80 LY

Families in the North preduced about 85 percent of the average quan-
tities consimed in & week during the summer;in the West, 66 percent;
in the Southeast the proportion was 94 percent.

Sweetpotatoes were much more prominent in diets of families in
the Southeast than in those of families in the North and West. Dur-



FAMILY FOOD CONSUMPTION AND DIETARY LEVELS 47

ing the period March through November, this food constituted over a
third of the total quantity of potatoes and sweetpotatoes consumed
by families in the Southeast in the income class $1,000-81,499, but
for only 3 percent of the total in the North and West,

Foods of Class C (Other Foods Chiefly of Animal Origin)

The kinds and quantities of meats and fats used by farm families
depend in part upon home-production practices—cream and butter on
miik production; and lard, bacon, and salt side on pork production.
The proportion of families included in the study that raised pork for
home consumption in 1935-36 ranged from 4 percent in southern
California, 1o 100 percent in Georgia, among families of types 4 and 5
in the income class $1,000-%1,499. Over 90 percent of white opera-
tors’ families of these types and incomes reported raising pork for
household use in farm sections of the Southeast and in Ohio, Illinois,
and North Dakota.

Sinece the quantities of meats and fats in meal preparation are some-
what interrelated, it is useful to consider the consumption of these
two groups of products as a whole. The average quantities of all
fats, meat, poultry, and fish consumed by households of families of
types 1 to 5 combined in the income class $1,000-81,499 in a week
during the summer of 1936 were as follows:

Pounds of fals, meat, poul
try and fish conqumed in a

week
Analysis unit: Per household  2'er person
New England, Middle Atlantic and North Central. 14.2 3.7
Plains and Mountain, Paeifie.____ .. __.._.__._ 16. 8 4.7
Southeast L ___.. 8.3 4.4

Thus it appears that consumption of white operators’ families in the
North was somewhat lower than that in the other broad regional
groups.

Fate,

Fat consumption was much higher in the Southeast than in the
North and West. In a given income class, $1,000-51,499, fully as
much butter, more than three times as much bacon and salt side, and
almost twice as much lard and cooking fats were used, The lesser
use of fats in the North and West is balanced in part, however, by
larger purchases of commercial baked goods which add some fai to the
diet.

Meat, poultry, fish.

Not all the varieties or forms of meat, poultry, and fish are used by
a single family in any one week, and the emphasis on & particular
product may shift not only from week to week, but from season to
geason. Since pork animals are most frequently slaughtered in the
late fall and early winter when temperatures are favorable to curing,
the consumption of home-produced fresh pork tends to be highest in
the winter. Fresh pork was consumed in the 7-day period covered
by food check lists Ey almost two-thirds, 63 percent, of the families
{types 4 and 5 in the income class $1,000-%1,499) interviewed in
winter months, but only by one-fifth, 21 percent, of those interviewed
in the summer in farm sections in New England and in the Middle
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Ailantic and North Central States, Corresponding figures for the
analysis unit of the Southeast (white operators) were 75 and 18 percent.

TABLE 168.-——MEAT AND POULTRY PRODUCED AND CANNED FOR HOME USE: Percenluge
of households reporting pro