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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



FAMILY FOOD CONSUMPTION AND DIETARY LEVELS 19

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
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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



FAMILY FOOD CONSUMPTION AND DIETARY LEVILS 23

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-
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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 production and canning of meat and pouliry for home use,
average guantily eanned per household in a year, and percentage of houscholds
owning pressure cookers, families of types 4 and 5 in income class $1,000-§1,499,
18 analysis units, while farm operaters in 19 Slates,! 1235-36

[Households of white nonrelief families that Include a husband and wife, both native-horn)

Households having Haouse-
home-produced— House- |holds pro-| Average
holds can-{ ducing |guantity | House-
ning any | more of meat | holds
Region and analysis unit meat or | ihan half | and poul-| owning
Other poulity | of home- iry pressura
Tork |Poultry| . ...% |for home| canned |canned at| cookers
use moat or | home
pouliry
I
NEW ENGLAKND Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent | Percenf ‘ Quaria | Percent
VOrmonb. oo e oo 40 G5 42 56 5T ] 3
MIDDLE ATLANTIC AND
NORTH CENTRAL
Pennsylvania... . __ 3 95 25 -
ORiQ m e 1 o 98 &0 } ‘4 73 a9 4
Mirhigan__ 71 81 48
Wisconsin. . 8% a1 13 } 57 52 82 11
1linais. ... a5 9g 44 | -
Towa. oI 89 95 51 } E i a2 18
PLAI¥S AND MOUNTALN
Morth Dakota a5 95 68 - .
Hansas_ ... ! 77 87 51 } 51 4 34 19
South Dakota-Montana—Color 72 3 G5 4z 45 2 29
.
P ACIFIC ;
Washington. .o 6l 70 48 }
Oregon ..____ fil B 4% 6 B & 3
California, central . - 24 82 35 } 2 2 B 5
California, southern._._______________. 4 a9 [
HOUTHEAST
North Carelina self-sufficing counties. a1 g6 16 7L 71 16 ¢
MNorth Carolina 04 04 19 } 18 17 4 7
Zouth Carvlina. - 98 G }?g i
(Heorein. - s 00 48
Mississippi... .- [ 48 o0 9 } & % 10 3

i Data in columns 2-4 are from the incnme <chcdu]es those in columns 53-8 are from the expenditure sched-
ules. Pereentages and averages in columns 2-§ 7, and % are based on all households in the corresponding
analysis unit. Percentages in column & are bmed on the rumber of houssholds raporting on this item. See
(Hossary for definitions of terms used In this tabla.

1 Ineludes beetf, veal, lamb, mutton, rabbit, game killed for food.

Meat canning—both the proportion of families canning meat and
the quantities canned—was related to the value of home-furnished
food as shown below for families of type 2 (all income classes com-
bined) in the Pennsylvania—Ohio unit:

Percentage of Aperage num-
families can-  Ler of quarts

Value of farm-furnished food: ning meat canred
BA0-B149 . 45 39
B1O0-8249 .. 655 40
2508340 e 85 58
B350 OF OVer o o e 78 65

It might be expected that lack of facilities for the home canning of
meat would be the factor limiting the percentage of households under-
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taking this phase of food preservation. However, the proportion of
families eanning meat was not related to the proportion having pres-
sure cookers in the different sections. Thus, among families of types
4 and 5 combined in the class $1,000-$1,499, only 4 percent of the
families in the Pennsylvania-Ohio farm scetion had pressure cookers
andd 7 percent in the North Carolina—South Carolina section; however,
mest was canned by 74 percent of the families in the former section
and by 18 percent in the latter. In most sections the prevalence of
pressire cookers was too low to insure the safe canning of meat, unless
families had access to community facilities (table 16),

Intersectional Comparison of Home-Production Programs

In view of the close association between home-production programs,
expenditures for food, and dietary adequacy, especially among low-
income groups, it is of interest to compare food-production programs
of families of similar economie status living in different sections of the
country. For this purpose a special tabulation was made with respect
to farm-furnished milk, pork, and garden food reported on family-
income schedules by white operators’ farnilies of types 2 and 3 in farm
sections in California, North Dakota and Kansas, Pennsylvania and
Ohio, and Georgia and Mississippi. Only those families were included
in the tabulation whose net family income (money and nonmoney)
was under $750, and the value of whose living {exclusive of farm-
furnished housing) was also under $750.

Omitting the value of farm-furnished housing in deseribing the level
of living eliminates as a variable the regional differences in housing
that are imposed by climatic conditions and other factors. Fixing an
upper limit for value of family living (exclusive of farm-furnished hous-
ing) as well as for family income excludes from the group those well-
to-do families whose 1935-36 incomes chanced to be low, but whose
credit or assets permitfed them to continue to live on a compara-
tively high scale. Among families of white operators with incomes
under $750, the following proportions had a living (exclusive of farm-
furnished housing) valued at less than $750:

Pereentuge of  families
with  incomes  wunder
750 whose value of tiv-

ing (other than farm-
Jurnished hausing ) was

Parm scetion: alse under §75)
California . e 39
North Dakota—Kansas_ . . ________. .. 40
Pennsylvania—Ohio_ - ____________ ... 73
Georgin—-Mississippl_ o .. _.. 92

Thus, among families with 1935-36 incomes under $750, a living val-
ued at less than $750 for the year (exclusive of farm-furnished housing)
was maintained by only 39 percent of those studied in California as
compared with 92 percent in the Georgia—Mississippi section.
Differing elimate, soil, market value of land, general level of income,
and custom result in widely varying practices with respeet to produc-
tion for home use in different parts of the country. There are also
wide differences within each farm section in the kind of home-produc-
tion program planned by families of similar economic status. Thus,
about half of this lower mcome group of families studied in California
kept a cow, and half did not; 3 in 10 had gardens, while 7 did not.
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In Pennsylvania and Olie all had gardens, about 8 out of 10 kept a
cow and about 7 in 10 raised pork. The proportion of families having
the kind of farm-furnished food specified, and the average quantities
of each are shown in table 17 and figure 4.

MILK PORK GARDEN

AMALYSIS UNIT
| o, .

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES HAVING
CALIFORNIA afn! LR
norTi oaxota-kansas (BRI B Y BB OM mnyepfl
remsvmna-ono (ST BBNA (OB HA nasansnt
ceorcia-mississerr (M BBNBE Bymangl ROROND

AVERAGE AMOUNT PER PERSON PER DAY

" s — pe—
CALIFORNIA ! >

worth oaxota-kansas [ @ § W | @\
PENNSYLVANIA-OHIO B | HNMNI o9
ceoroa-msssseer | @ @ 8 HEESIO0O

EACH FaMiLY SYWBOL REPREEENTS 15 PERGENT OF ALL FAMILIES IN EACH LOCA TY. OTHER SrMBOLS REPRESENT OWE wWiT EACH

Fioure 4.—Home-produced milk, pork, and garden food: Percentage of families
having home-produced milk, pork, and garden food, and average quantities
home-produced by families of types 2 and 3 (husband, wife, and one or two
children under 16) with incomes and value of living (except farm-furnished
housing) under $750, nonrelief white farm operators’ families in 4 analysis
units, 1935-36.

In the counties studied in California the average quentity of home-
produced milk was low, scarcely more than a cup a day for each person.
The average value of garden products was also relatively low, amount-
ing to only one-fifth of a cent per person a day. Nevertheless, the
money value of farm-furnished food from cow, garden, poultry flock,
and meat animals averaged 28 percent of the value of the whole
food supply. At the other extreme, among the lower income families
of white farm operators studied in Georgia and Mississippi, almost all
(96 percent) produced a variety of foods for home use and generous
quantities of milk, pork, and garden food. Farm-furnished products
were found to average 75 percent of the value of their whole food
supply.

In areas of highly specialized farming such as truck-vegetable or
fruit growing, where farms are small and land values high, farm fami-
lies tend to produce comparatively little of the expensive animal
products. In livestock and grain-producing sections, such as in
1llinois, Towa, Kansas, the Dakotas, and the Mountain States, supplies
of meat and eggs retained or produced for family consumption tend
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to be considerably above the average for most other farm sections,
though gardens and orchards appear to be small or rather unproduc-
tive. Families in general farming areas usually arrange for a fairly
well-balanced program of food production for family use, Among
low-income groups, food for household use is extensively produced
where conditlons are favorable, &s in the Southeast.

ANALYSIS UNIT VALUE PER PERSON PER MEAL (CENTS)
2 3 L]

CALIFORNIA
NORTH DAKOTA-KANSAS
PENNSYLVANIA- OHIO

GEORGIA-MISSISSIPPI

l FARM=-FURNISHED PURCHASED

FiourE 5.—Preperiion of money value of fuod represented by farm-furnished
and by purchased food: Families of types 2 and 3 (busband, wife, and one or
two children under 16) with incomes and value of living (except {arm-furnished
housing) under %750, nonrelief white farm operators’ families in 4 analysis
units, 1935-36.

Money expenditures for food were inversely proportional to the
value of farm-furnished food, among the families included in the
special tabulation on food-production programs as is shown in table
17 and figure 5. With home production geared to nutritional needs,
food expenditures can be cut while maintaining or improving the
quality of the family’s diet. DBut merely increasing the quantity of
home-grown foods without reference to family needs may not be
advantageous. Careful planning is essential to avoid an unbalanced
food supply and unnecessary overproduction of some items.

TapLE 17—HOME-PRODUCED MILK, PORK, AND GARDEN FooD: Percentage of fam-
ilies having specified foods farm-furnished, average quantity or value furnished per
person per day, and money value per persen per meal of home-produced and pur-
ehased food, families with one or two children under 18 (types 2 and 8) and family
tncome and value of Lwving 1 under $750, 4 selected analysis units? while farm
operators in 7 States, 1935636

[Households of white nenrelisf farnilies shat in¢lude a husband and wife, both native-born]

Familict having A verage quantity or Aversge value of fpod
home-produced— value per person per 4ay | per person per meal

Analysis unit -

i Garden : Garden! Home- Fuar-
Milk | Pork food Milk | FPork food | produced | chased

Pereent | Percenl | Percent | Cups | Ounces | Cends Cents Cents
Califernif. ..o ocoomoooo. £3 0 2% 11 0.0 0.2 2.8 6.6
North Dakota-Kansas__ 100 7% 72 2.4 2.8 L3 5.1 3.8
Pennsylvania-Ohio. .. - 84 72 100 1.8 3.4 18 5.7 3.5
Qeorgin-Mississippi ... o8 9 96 3.8 4.6 2.0 .7 2.5

1 Value of farm-fumished‘ housing excluded,
1 8ee Qlossary for definitions of terms used in this table, All percentages and averages are hased vn the
number of families in each analysis unit.
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Nutritive Value of Diets

Nutritive Value in Relation to Money Value of Food

One way of describing the character of diets 1s to discuss them in
terms of the quantities of the various nutrients they provide. A
large number of chemical substances are recognized as essential to
human nutrition. In this section the nutritive value of diets is
presented with respect to food energy, protein, calcium, phosphorus,
total iron, vitamin A value, thiamin, ascorbic acid, and riboflavin.
There are other nutrients equally important but net included, as
potassium, sodium, chlorine, iodine, nicotinic acid, and vitamin D,
For some there is little danger of shortage in present-day diets;
for others, too few data are as yet available on their distribution in
common food materials to make possible an estimate of their concen-
tration in diets; for still others, as in the case of vitamin D or sodium
chloride, common foods are not the chief sourece.

Even for the nutrients included in this analysis, the figures are
considered but tentative, The computations have been based on
average figures for food composition compiled from many sources
and probubly of unequal validity. They were applied to the quanti-
ties of food brought into the house and available for consumption,
with adjustments made to correct for average quantities of refuse,
but with no deductions for kitchen or plate waste, and without
adequate deductions for the frequent and sometimes large losses of
nutritive value during storage of food, food preparation, and service.
These include losses of minerals and vitamins through the discarding
of cooking water; through destruction due to heat or oxidation; and
#lzo losses of all nutrients through waste of edible materials, especially
of fats and carbohydrates, in the preparing and serving of meals. As
a result, the nutritive value of the food as reported is probably above
the value of the diets as eaten, and the dietary picture presented
probably is optimistic.

The estimates of nutritive value of diets are based on information
obtained from actual records of the kinds and quantities of food had
by each household during 1 week. (See Glossary, Supplementary
Schedule.) The food records were classified for analysis according to
the money value of food per food-expenditure unit. This method of
classification involves fewer categories and can therefore be used with
smaller numbers of cases than would be required for a complete
classification by family type and income. It has the added advantage
of showing up most strikingly the relation between money value of
food, consumption of major [ood groups, and the nutritive value of
diets.

In order that the relative importance of averages presented by
level of money value of food may be appreciated, there is given in table
18 the distribution of families by money value of food. In each
analysis unit ® nearly two-thirds of the cases fell into two money-value-
of-food classes. In the units in the North and West, these were the
classes $2.08-82.76 and $2.77-$3.45 per week per food-expenditure

8 Data from food records showlng distribution of families (white farm aperators) by money value of
food per week per food-expenditure unit are presented for five analysis units—New England, Middle
Atlantic and North Ceatral, Plains ang Mountain, Pacific, and Sontheast. Tables in this section present
gvernge nutritive values for four anslysis units—New England, Middle Atlantic and North Central.

Pacific, and Southeast. For other types of Information presented in this sectinn, analysis units have been
combined into two broad regional groups—tke North and West, and the Southenst.
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unit; in the Southeast, the classes $1.38-%2.07 and $2.08-$2.76. One
of these classes ($2.08-$2.76 per week per food-expenditure unit—30
to 40 cents per day) was comumon to all analysis units of white operators;

hence this level of money value has been selected for more detailed
discussion than some of the others.

TABRLE 18.—DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEROLDS BY MONEY VALUE OF F00D: Percenlage
distribution of households by money value of food per week per food-expenditure
unit, & analysis unils, white farm operafors in 20 Stales,® 1936-37

[Households of white nonrelief {families that include & hasbhand and wife, both native-hora}

Households having food with monoy value ? per week per food-
expenditure unit of —
House-

Analysis anit holds 7

Under | $0.69- | $1,35- | $2.08~ | $2.77- { $3.48- | $415- . $48t
50.60 | SL.37 | 5207 | $2.76 | 3345 | %414 } 583 , or over

Num- | Per- Per- DPer- Per- Per- Per. Per- Per-

ter cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cend
New Ergland ... __.... 104 0 3 7 29 30 17 10 [}
Middle Atlantie and North
290 0 O] i4 33 n 14 [ 3
36 [ i1 41 28 14 [} 1)
142 0 1 0 31 37 15 4 2
439 @ [ 30 35 13 9 3 3

! Data in this tahle are from fond regords furnishéd by families in the cansumption sampla. Sec Meth-
odology for the States and counties studied in each region; see (Mossary for definitions of terms used in
this table.  All percentages are based on the number of households in each analysis unit,

1 A djusted to June-Augcst 1936 price level by the U. 8, Bureau of Labar Statistics index of rotail food costs.

8 (.50 pereent or less.

The nutritive values of diets at the several levels of money value
are given as averages per person and per putrition unit per day.
(See Methodology, Measurement of Houschold Size in Dietary
Analyses.) In this section the nutrients are discussed one by one,
with some consideration given to nutritional reguirements and the
extent to which they probably are met by the available food supply.
In addition, the tables also show the distribution of houscholds ac-
cording to the content of their diets with respect to each of the
nutrients.

Food Energy

Food energy is needed to carry on the internal work of the body
and to provide fuel for all external activity. Fats, carbohydrates.
and proteins all contribute to the energy value of the diet. In addition
to yielding calories, fats supply the unsaturated fatty acids that are
essential to normal nutrition. Fats also promote the utilization of
certain other nutrients needed by the body.

The energy requirements of normal a,duﬂs doing approximately the
same kind of work vary with body size and build. Because of [arger
surface ares and the greater ratio of sctive protoplasm to body fat,
the fuel needs of the tall, thin person are relatively higher than those
of the short, stocky person of the same age and body weight. Re-
quirements are also affected to a great extent by the severity of
muscular work., Thus, a man doing heavy farm labor may require
nearly twice as much food energy as his brother who spends his day
in an office. TIn old age, requirements tend to lessen because mus-
c]ular activity declines and because internal processes are somewhat
slower,
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Children need more energy in proportion to their size than adults,
Not only does the internal work of their bodies proceed at a higher
rate of speed than with adults, but there must be an extra supply of
food to provide for the growth of new tissue. The relatively great
physical activity of children contributes still further to their cnergy
needs,

Dietary allowanees of calories for normal adults are usually planned
it a le.ve%(at which intake will just about halance the probable energy
output. Studies of food consumption and energy expenditure indicate
that a man weighing 70 kilograms (154 pounds) doing moderately
active work is likely to require from 2,700 to 3,300 calories n day.
Table 73 shows the relative allowances in calories that have been
suggested in this study for persons of different age, sex, and activity.
Taking 3,000 calories as the value of unity or one, the relative allow-
ances for individuals range from 0.4 for a child under 4 years of age to
1.5 for a man performing severe muscular work. In assigning an
energy factor for an adult, account was taken of age, height, and
daily activity as reported in the food reecord. Consequently, the
calorie content of the diets of farm families, when expressed on a food-
energy-unit. basis, should be direetly comparable to that of other oe-
cupationsl groups; the great energy neads of the adults on farms have
already been allowed for in the scale of relatives.

The average number of food-energy units to which each group of
familics was equivalent, estimated both in terms of the Bureau of
Home Economiecs scale and of the International scale, is presented in
table 19. (See Methodology, Measurement of Houschold Size in
Dietary Analyses.) Although the latter scale is believed to represent
the relstive food needs of American families the less accurately,
averages for household size in units based on the International scale
have been included in order that comparisons may be made between
this study and those made in other countries.

Because each young child counts as one person but as less than one
food-energy unit, household size expressed in persons is usually greater
than when expressed in food-energy units. Hence the average calorie
value of the diets, also shown in table 19, is less on & per capita than on
an energy-unit basis,

The food supplies of the farm families studied provided generously
for their energy needs in most cases.  None of the group averages was
as much as 5 percent below the suggested allowance of 3,000 calories
for a moderately active man. The men performing the strenuous tasks
of the farm were generally considered as equivalent to 1.2, 1.3, or 1.5
food-cnergy units, depending on size, age, and the tasks being per-
formed, so that an allowance of 3,000 calories per unit means from
3,600 to 4,500 calories for the farm operator.

With money value of food less than $2.08 per food-expenditure unit
a week—less than 10 cents per meal-—there were, in most of the analy-
gis units, a few families whose diets furnished less than 2,700 calorics
per energy unit. With rising levels of money value of food there was
an increase in the average encrgy value of diets and in the proportion
of families whose food supplies were high in available calories,

These high averages for food-energy value should be interpreted in
the light of the earlier discussion (p. 52) of the reasons why the nutri-
tive values presented may be higher than those of the food actually
eaten. Food waste wassuggested as a possible cause. Little is known
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about the amount of edible food that is wasted in farm homes. It is
probably negligible in households where strict economy must be prac-
ticed and where at best there is scarcely enough to eat. On the other
hand, families with access to plentiful food supplies may be more
wasteful. No record was kept in this study of the amount of waste of
edible food. In many households & share of the food that came into
the house for human consumption undoubtedly found its way to the
cats, dogs, chickens, or pigs. There is also the possibility of great
waste in the preparation of those foods that are abundant on the farm
at any particular season. -

TasLE 19.—Fo0oD ENERGY: Average household size, average food-energy value of
diets, and percentage of households with diets furnishing specified quantiiies of food
energy, by money value of foad per week per food-expenditure unit, 4 analysis
units, white farm operators <n 16 States) 1936-37

{Households of white nonreliel families that include a hushand and wife, both native-botn]

| . T¥iets farnishing specified num-
Average house- A;;zrda?eggsvaé];m ber of calories (per Bureau of
hold size ¢ du; iy Eome Econemies unit per
¥ day)
Feod-en- 45
"
Anslysis unit and money ergy units 58
vale 3 of food per week per 8
foed-expenditure unit (dol- ow | - 1
lars) g2 | = @
- 5.9 £
v = @ Ze EFE g
2 =553 8 |5 % |3ls|gl|gla|d
g ® 8! g% @ =od | o - =
g | g |z5.8 8 | 2o8 | o |9 9 |F|F[F]8
&5l o A [ <=E E | E
§ § g8 12 e rod | ¥ é | g 3 g §
2 | Em@ @ i Sk B SR & | &
] AR A A ~ I A I I
NEW ENGLAND No, f No. | No. { No. | Cal. | Cel. |Pet.|Pet. Pel.|Pot,| Pet |Pet.| Pt
4.13 | 3,60 | 8,520 | 3,700 3|10} 713|117 30
70 |41 | 56| a0 0| o | pli2|i8|2:| 385
421 | 5.60 | 4180 | 4300 S N T P -
i |
CENTRAL | |
‘5.71 523 | 4,67 12,810 5068013 18" 133610 3
4.86 [ 4408 | 3.64 | 3320 | 3,600 1| 214 |16 |i@| 28| 18
La1y|383i332|a78| 2o o 1‘ 0| 6|15 |49 [ 20
18.47 (319 "2.83 [ 4,500 | 4940 | . OSSN DR RS J
. 3.47 | 3.09 | 2,81 | 2,600 2,520 012114322 | 14 0 L]
3.70 ) .41 ) 3.05 | 3,300 3, 880 1] 4 1416|2028 18
C8.56 |21 (2903700 | 4,190 O 2| 4(13[36| 45
C 290 | 272, 2,43 | 4,730 | 6,030 | - Y U
I
5.76 | 6,03 | 487 | 2,550 | 2,920 (1721 (21 (17| 8|12 4
547 E 4,82 | 4.20 | 3,200 3,730 0 11312163 25
4.60 408 | 3.41 | 4,010 4, 520 Q Q 1 6] 9|27 58
3.79 | 3.38 | 3.06 | 4820 B, 400 0 0 a| 0 012 83

' Trata in this table are from feod records furnished by families in the cousumption sample. Ses Meth-
odelogy for the States sud counties studied in each region; see Glossary for definitions of terms used in this
table. All averages are hased on the number of housaholds in each money-value class, All percentage
distributions except that noted in footnate 5 below are based on the number of households in each class.

i Adjusted ta June-Augnst 1938 level by the U, 8, Bureau of Labor 8tatistles index of retail facd costs.

3 Bee table 58 for the distribution of heussholds into those giving data for spring-summer and fall-winter
sendons. Al reglons include househalds reporting far hoth season groups; however, for the New England
region, $3.48-%4.14 money-value class, only spring-summer records are included in this table, and for the
Pacifle, $3.46-$4.14 only fall-winter records. o )

S'! Bee Methodolopy, Measurement of Houschold Size in Dictary Analyses. See also Glossary, Household
120,

¥ The percentages for this money-value class are based on 76 households; all averages are based om 1)

households.
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Fach food eaten makes some contribution to the energy value of the
diet. Pound for pound on a dry-weight basis, fats contribute more
than twice as many calories as sugars, starches, and proteins. But the
relative importance of various food groups as sources of calories de-
pends not only upen the composition of the foods, but upon the quan-
fities in which each is eaten.

TaBLE 20.—AVERAGE CONSUMPTION OF SPECIFIED GROUPS OF FOOD: Average per
copita consumption of specified groups of food in e week, by money value of Jood
per week per food-expenditure unit, 4 enalysis units, white farm operators in 18
States,! 1936-37

[Households of white nonrelief fornilies that include a husbhand and wire, both nutive-born]

- - 5 w & w R
2 olg2 8 |8 0 f (gE2 A
- 5 = B8 (B8 ik |3 |43 5522
Analysis unit and money | & s Z= 2% |Fp|“3 | c=i83 98| 8F
value ! of foad per week | 3 5 2F By [ 7 Bl 2 | g2 2% 5| 88
per  food-expenditure | g & E |TEe | B B3| BE | | P
unit {dollars) 8 % M - aé ,gz*é 28 3 &3 ~:_-. B | @5 E 8
2 = - cEa® = = = 3
I T T B - B S & |&€ |[& e |3
NEW ENGLAND
Nn. | Doz.| @t | Lb. | Lh. | Lb. | ELb. | Kb, | Lb. | Lb. | Lb. | Lh.
2.08-2.76 - 26 | 0.47 | 5,42 ] 1,411 1.26 | 417 | 1,89 [ 6.41 | 0.52 | .43 | 0.25 | 3.62
2,77-3.45 25| .B4(6. 48 | 1,18 | 216 413 )1,90 8581 1.2512.29 16 | 5.62
3.46-4.14 W| 62623 | 148 3.03 480|221 (681232 3.4 371 6,48

|
|
|

MIDDLE ATLANTIC AND
NORTH CENTRAL

B4 | 161 340|178 405 (89| LO5, .15 3.98

1,23 | 203 |3.62( 2144601121120 23| 4.55

1.5 (308 |426i218|562]|1.46}1.81| .22 608

204 [3.35 (485|201 | 603 L87[219] .30 715

1.02] 170 | 3.18 | 1.46 | 3.85 | 1.43 | 246 .13 | 6.4

L7710 237 | 340 213|376 166 | L9l 18] 6.7

.90 | 3.10 | 3.8t Led!lgev ey |aor| c22| o

2,25 | 374 447 209 474 203 |221| .16 BT

. 2. LODCL03 546 | 83231 .a8' 18| .07 1M

.22 4 131 151|597 | 120|213 38|25 (12 2.06

.08-2, .. | 1801 .37 8 1.65 | 203 | 440 | 1.61 | 219 | .89 | 256 .17 3.22
P T T, 641 .47‘7.38 2.27 | 267|741 [ 211|221 | 150 |27 3,38

]
i

1 Trata In this table are from food records farnished by families in the consumption ssmple. See Method-
ology far the States and counties studied in each region; see Glossary for definitions of terms used in this
table, Al averases are based om the number of househalds in each money-valus class.

¢ Adjusted to Tune—Aupust 1936 leve] by the U. 5. Bureau of TLahor Statistics index of retail foed costs,

@ See tabls 58 for the distribution of households into spring-suromer and fall-winter seasons.

+ Approximately the quantity of fluid milk to which the various dairy products (excepi hutter) are
equivalent as far as proteins and mincrals are concerned.

3 Tncludes butter, bacon, salt side.

8 Does nat include bacon or salt slde.

7 Twa-thirds of the weight of the baked goods has been added to that of flour, meals, and cereals.

? Includes the fresh fruit equivalent of dried fruig.

Grain products arc one of the most impertant sources of calories.
At a usnal level of money value of food ($2.08-%$2.76 per food-expendi-
ture unit per week) these foods furnished 27 percent of the total eal-
orics in the diets of families in the North and West and 38 pereent in
the diets in the Southeast. These proportions represent average
quantities of grain products amounting to 3.8 pounds and 6.4 pounds,
respectively, per person in a week. As the money value of the food
increased, the proportion of calories from grain products decreased
even though the quantities brought into the house for family con-
sumption increased. This is illustrated by figures taken from records
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kept by families of Southeast white operators in the fall and winter,
as follows:
. Pounds of grain  Percentage

. . . e products per of colories
Money value of food per food-expenditure unit in nerscn in a4 from gratn

aweek: week products
$0.69-81.37_ _ L. ... 3.5 50
$208-82.76 ... 6.0 37
B346-m414 . . 7.0 32

Among the other important sources of food energy in these diets
are fats, milk, and sugars. The proportions of the total calorics
furnished by each of these and by certain other food groups in diets
with & money value in the range $2.08-$2.76 per expenditure unit
per weck were as follows:

Fercentage of celories from

specified food groups in
Jarm digls in the--

Food group: North and West  Southeost
Grain produasts.______ ... ._ 27 38
Butter and other fats________... __ ____ ____._ 17 n
Milk or its equivalent_.________________________ 15 15
Sugars. .. .. .. 15 9
Meat, poultry, fish_____ . ____ 3 6
Potatoes, sweetpotatoes_ . ____ S i 4

Tutal accounted for.____ . _________________. 88 93

The weekly per capita consumption of the foods shown above is
given in table 20 for the groups of families at the same money-value
levels as were listed in table 19.

Protein

Proteins are essential to the structure of various tissues, particularly
muscle, and to many of the regulatory mechanisms of the body. In
studies of protein requirement, balanee experiments on normal sub-
jects have shown that nitrogen equilibrium can be established on very
low lovels of intake, but that there is eonsiderable variation in the
minimum amount needed by different individuals. The results
indicate that the adult's average minimum requirement is probably a
little over two-thirds of a gram of protein per kilogram of body weight
{44 to 55 grams per adult per day). To allow for individual variations
in need and for differences in the biological value of food proteins,
dietary allowances for adults are usually set about 50 percent above
average meintenance requirements. For protein, them, the adult
allowance would be about 1 gram per kilogram of body weight, averag-
ing 65 to 75 grams per adult per day. Since good nutrition seems to
be associated with diets containing a liberal suoply of protein, some
investigators believe that an optimal protein intake may be somewhat
above the level of I gram per kilogram.

Growing children need more protein per unit of body weight than do
adults. The requirement varies with the rate of growth, being as
high as 2.5 to 3 grams per kilogram for very young children and
gradually falling as age increases.

By expressing the adult allowance of 65 to 75 grams daily as unity
and the allowances for persons of different sex and age as proportions
of unity, a scale was developed for use in computing the number of
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protein units to which the households were equivalent. (See Meth-
odology, p. 374.) For any group of families, average household size
was much the same whether expressed in persons or in protein units;
hence, the protein averages expressed on the two bases are similar
{table 21).

TaBLE 21.—PROTEIN: Average household size, average protein content of diets, and
pereentage of households with diels furnishing specified quantities of prefein, by
money value of food per week per food-expenditure unit, 4 analysis units, while
farm operators in 16 States? 1936-37

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

Average Average con-
household | tent of diets
Amalysis unit and money size & per day—

valua 2 of feod per week é)er House-
food-expenditure unit (dol- | holds$

Diets rnishing specified quantities
of protein (in grams per unit pet day)

lars) Pro- Per | Un- = _ | 133
units | P unit | 44 mare

NEw ENGLAND Num- | Num-| Num- Der- | Per- | Per- | Per~ | Per- | Per-

ber ber ber ) Grams| Grams| cent | cent | cent | cent | cent | cent

30430432 9B 92 0 10 33 40 17 1]

32| 4.84 | 4. 88 110 109 0 0 i} 53 25 18
16 | 4.34 | 4.38 132 bE:4 I RN FR .-

MIDDLE ATLANTIC AND NORTH
CENTRAL

5.71 81 81

413 uo| 1
342 | 18| |||

3.47 70 70 0 43 43 14 0 0
3.72 86 96 0 2 37 4 23 4
3.54 118 119 9 2 [ 26 32 3
2.87

145 ) L N SRR PRSI R PP,

5.70 65 a6 12 kL 42 12 0

5. 42 39 90 0 4 45 a7 11 3
4. 56 112 112 Q 0 7 40 40 13
3.78 135 137 9 1] 0 14 a0 58

| Drata in 1his table are from food records furnisked by families in the consumption sample. See (Jlossary
for definitions of terms used in this table. See alse table 19, footnote 1.
-8 See table 19 for footnotes 2-5.

Among families of white farm operators, the average protein content
of the diet was at least as high as 75 grams per nutrition unit per day,
except for 2 groups of familics at low levels of money value of food.
At higher levels some of the averages were nearly twice this figure.
Of the 676 families of white operators studied individually, only 3
woere found that had less than 44 grams of protein per nutrition unit
per day. These three were in the group from the Southeast, whose
diets were in the money-value class $0.69-$1.37 per expenditure unit
per week {10 to 20 cents per day).

When food supplies had a moncy value in the range $1.38-%2.07 per
food-expenditure unit per week (20 to 30 cents per day), all families
of white operators obtained at least 44 grams of protein per unit per
day. Having food that provided an average W-lt}liirl the range 44-G6
grams of protein per unit a day, were 16 percent of the farm families
studied in the Middle Atlantic and North Central region, 43 percent
of those in the Pacific region, and 4 percent of the white farm operators’
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families in the Southeast. At still higher levels of money value of
food most families enjoyed ample supplics of protein. These figures,
and others in table 21, bear out the findings of other studies of Ameri-
can diets to the effect that protein gemerally is supplied in fairly
adequate guantities.

Many kinds of foods contain proteins, but not all are equally
effective in meeting the physiological needs of the body. The proteins
of milk, eggs, meat, and fish are of high quality and can supplement
those of poorer quality found in grains and other vegetable products.
When families rely upon grain products and mature beans or peas as
the chicf source of their protein supply, it is usually 8 matter of
economic necessity; as money for food increases, the consumptiion of
meat, eges, and milk tends to rise markedly.

The proportion of protein from animal sources varied directly with
the level of money va}l)ue of food. In diets valued in the range $2.08—
$2.76 per food-expenditure unit per week, one of the most usual levels
of money value, animal produets furnished more than half of the total
protein—56 percent in the case of families in the North and West,
and 51 percent among white operators in the Southeast.

At every level of money value of foed for each regional group, grain
produets ranked among the first two food groups in the share of the
total protein they contributed. The proportions were 28 and 37
percent, respectively, in diets in the money-value cless $2.08-$2.76
per week per unit of white operators’ families in the North and West

and in the Southeast, as shown below:
Percenfage of protein
from specified  food
groips in Jarm dicls

in the—
North a_nd
Food group: West Southewst

Grain produets________ . _________.___. 28 a7
Milk or its equivalent_______________.. IR 25 28
Meat, poultey, fish__ .. _______ . _____ 24 19
Bggs . 7 4
Total accounted for . ______________. . B4 88

For the two groups of farm families shown above, milk was the
second most important food in its eontribution of protein. Milk is
an extremely valusble source of dietary protein, especially in house-
holds with young children. For the farm families furnishing food
records, the average consumption of [luid milk, or its equivalent in
other forms, was 5.1 quarts a week or about 3 cups a day for each
person. This quantity would furnish 25 grams of protein or about
one-third of a generous allowance for an adult. Actually, however,
not ell families fared as well as this. When the money value of food
was low, milk consumption was likely to be low also.” For example,
families of white operators in farm sections of the Southeast with
diets valued in the range $0.69-$1.37 per person per week had an
average of only about 2 quarts of milk a week, or & little over a cup a
day for each family member.

Meat, poultry, and fish accounted for 24 percent of the total protein
in the diets in the money-value class $2.08-$2.76 per week per unit
in the North and West, and for 19 percent in the Southeast. These

81267°—41— 8
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foods occupy an important position in the diets of most Americans,
not only because of their nutritive value but because of the flavor and
“staying-quality” they impart to s meal. City families spend s
fourth to a third of their food dollar to procure them. On farms, the
quantity of meat consumed depends both on the supply of meat ani-
mals or poultry raised for home use and on the smount of available
cash. In farm sections studied in the North and West and also in the
Southeast, the average consumption of meat, poultry, and fish varied
from 1.5 pounds per person per week in the cheapest diets to about
twice this quantity in the more costly ones (table 22). At any one
level of money value of food, the consumption of meat also varied
greatly from family to famﬂy Thus, with total food supplies at the
money-value level $2.77-83.45 per unit per week, 4 percent of the fam-
ilies in the North and West consumed less than 1 pound per person
during the week of the study; 11 percent had quantities in the range
1.0-1.9 pounds; 67 percent, 2.0-3.9; 16 percent, 4.0-5.9; and 2 percent,
6 pounds or more.

These three groups of foods—-cereal grains, milk, and meat—pro-
vided more than three-fourths of the total quantity of protein in the
diets of the farm families studied; the remainder was derived unequally
from the other groups of foods. Since even the families most depend-
ent upon grain products for their subsistence were able to secure at
least a fair share of their total protein from animal sources, it appears
that the quality as well as the quantity of protein in the diets of the
farm population studied usually was adequate.

TaBLE 22 —WMEAT, POULTRY, AND FIsH: Average consumplion of meaf, poultry,
and fish per person in a week and percenlage of households consuming specified
quantities, by money value of food per week per food-expenditure unit, 2 analysis
units, white farm operators in 20 Stales,) 1936-37

[Flouseholds of white noxrelief families that include a hushand and wife, both native-bora]

Households eonsuming specified quantities of meat,
Analysis wunit snd  money Average | pouliry, and fish ¥ (in pounds per person in a
value 7 of food per week per | House (}Eﬂf‘ EY week)
fuod-expenditure anit (dol- | holds ¢ o0 J— T T T
lars) weelk 8.0
D or
0.0-0.9 1.40-1.9 2.0-3.4 4.0-5.9 more
NORTH AND WEST ! ‘ |
Pounds Perrcnt Percent | Percent | Percent | Pereent
1.5 | a7 31 1]
a9 4 11 87 15 2
3.8 3 8 43 33 12
1.h 2 36 30 2 0
7 14 22 45 18 3

' Data in this table are fromn food records furnished by families in the consumption sample.  See Method-
ology for the States angd counties studled in each region; see also (lossary for definitions of terms used in
thistabte. Allaveragesand percenisgesare barsed o1 the nimber of households in each money-value class,

2 Adjusted to June-August 1936 level by the U, 8. Durean of Labor Statistics index of retail feod costs.

3 Nacs not include bacon and satt side.

i1 Now England, Middle Atlantic and North Centrul, Plains and Mountain, and Paeific regions.

Calcium and Phosphorus

Of the several minerals required for normal nutrition, caleium and
phosphorus are needed in relatively large quantities. They are the
chief constituents of bone and teeth and for this reason it is essential
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that there be an abundant supply during the period of growth.
About 99 percent of the body caleium is in the skeletal structure,
but the other 1 percent fulfills an extremely important role in the
fluids and soft tigsues of the body. Phosphorus is an essential con-
stituent of all living cells. It participates in many of the chemical
reactions that control metabolism.

The problem of determining the caleium and phosphorus require-
ments of normal adults has been approached by means of balance
experitnents. Two decades ago & study of the evidence available
indicated that 0.45 gram of calcium and 0.88 gram of phosphorus
were the average intakes necessary for maintenance for a 70-kilogram
person. In setting up dietary allowances, it has been customary to
aidd to these basie figures a 50-percent margin of safety to allow
for individusl varistions in requirement and for fluetuation in the
mineral content of foods. On this basis 0.68 gram of calcium and
1.32 grams of phosphorus have been widely recommended as daily
allowances for normal adults,

There is now reason to helieve that to be generous, the allowances
of calcium for adults should be higher than 0.68 gram & day. How
much should be considered an optimal amount is not clearly estab-
lished as yet. It must be high enough to provide liberally for those
individuals whose requirements are higher than the average and to
allow for differences in the availability of the caleium in various foods.

The requirement of calcium is greatly increased during pregnancy
and lactation. The Health Organisation of the League of Nations
recommends a daily allowance of 1.5 grams to provide for the normal
and extra demands on the maternal organism,

Children need relatively large amounts of caleium to provide for
skeletal development. An allowance of 1 gram per child per da
has for some time been considered adequate. Recent studies of cal-
cium retention in children furnish additional evidence thet this is
sufficient, at least until the period of rapid growth at puberty. It
should always be kept in mind, however, that efficient use of dietary
caleium can be made only when there is at the same time an ample
supply of phosphorus and of vitamin D). A daily intake of 1 gram
of phosphorus has been found to give good retention and this has
been generally used as a suggested allowance for children. Sinee the
phosphorus requircment for maintenance increases with body weight,
the allowance for children probably should be increased during ado-
lescence until the adult level is reached.

The scales of relative allowances used for computing the number
of calcium units and phosphorus units to which the persons in each
household were equivalent are shown in the Methodology, page 374.
Because children need more caleium than do adults, houschold size
in terms of caleiwm units is alwuys larger than the namber of persons
when the family includes children (table 23). For this reason the
averages per capita are higher than averages per nutrition unit.
This is not true in the ease of phosphorus, however,

The average calcium content of the diets of farm families furnishing
food records was at least as high as 0.68 gram per nutrition unit per
day for every group of families except those in the Southeast whose
diets were in the money-value class $0.69-$1.37 per food-expenditure
unit per week. The average for this group was only 0.58 gram per
nutrition unit per day. The food of about a fifth of thess families
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furnished less than 0.34 gram of calcium per unit per day; of 17 per-
cent, 0.34 but less than 0.45 gram; and of 29 percent, 0.45 but less
than 0,68 gram. These figures depict a widespread calcium defi-
ciency in this low-income group. Fortunately, only a small propor-
tion of the white farm operators studied were subsisting on food
supplies of such low money value. Although in each group there
were a few families receiving subminimal amounts of calcium, more
and more of the families were found to have relatively liberal quan-
tities of caleium as the money value of diets increased.

At one of the most usual levels of money value of food ($2.08-
$2.76 per food-expenditure unit a week), diets furnishing less than
0.68 gram of calcium per nutrition unit were obtained by 13 percent
of the families in the New England farm section, and by 29 percent
in sections of the Middle Atlantic and North Central region. At
the other extreme, diets supplying 0.90 gram or more of calcium per
nutrition unit per day were obtained by 87 to 60 percent of the families
in farm sections of the North and West, and by 81 percent of those in
the Southeast.

Calcium occurs in many foods, yet the fact that the diets of numer-
ous familics were relatively deficient in this nutrient indicates that
caleium-rich foods were not selected in sufficient quantity. Milk in
its various forms is the best single source of calcium, one glassful
supplying nearly half of the daily requirement of an adult. Green,
leafy vegetables as a group probably would rate next in order of im-
portance as a source of calcium from the standpoint of chemical
composition, but it is now known that the calcium in some of these
foods is only partially, if at all, available for utilization by the body.

In the diets of the farm families studied, milk furnished a large
part of the total caleium. It accounted for nearly three-fourths of
the total in the case of families of white farm operators when food
supplies were valued in the range $2.08-$2.76 per food-expenditure
unit per week. The direct relation between mﬁk consumption and
the level of caleium in diets is clearly shown by the following data based
on food records of white operators in the Middle Atlantic and North
Central region:

Quurts of milk Grams of cal-

Money value of food per food-expenditure per persomin chim per per.

unit per week: a week sont per day
F1. 388207 e maeen 4 2 0. 68
B8 82.T6 e 53 . B7
BT T-83.4h . e aeae- 4,5 . 82
$3.46-B4. 04, e meo 6.2 112

In the case of no other nutrient is it possible to demonstrate such
a close relation between the consumption of & single food and the
provision of that nutrient.

Even when the averages for a group were fairly high, there were
always some families in each group that used but little milk. The
average quantity of milk consumed by the 175 farm families in the
North and West whose diets were in the money-value class $2.77-
$3.45 per person per week was 10.5 pints a week (table 24). Butin
about a fifth of the households, the consumption was less than 7.0
pints a week, or less than a pint per person per day.



TABLE 23.--CALCICM aAND PHOSPHORUS: Average household size, AVEr e
diels furnishing specified quantities of colcium and phosphorus,

holds wilh

analysis unils, white farm operalors in 16 States,! 1936—37

calcium und phosphorus conte

nt of diets, and percentnge of house-

by money value of feod per week per food-expenditure unit, 4

[Households of white nontelief families that include & busband and wife, both palive-barn]

Calcium Phosphorus
fohi ; Dietsfurnishing specificd
Average con- | Diets{urnishing specified quan- .| Average con- Py 5
Analysis unit and_money valuc ? of food H " A‘ﬁ{)ﬁ;ggl}w tent 0{ diets titics C]tf caic(iil;u; {lo grams Av;t;;ﬁes?z%u!se tergr(gad‘iw gs}?ﬁlt;ggfspggﬁpgﬁt
mr)week per food-expenditare unit (dol- | 1, 355% ber Gay— Der unit per day. P ¥ per day)
3
Un- 0.90 Per -
Per- e | Per | T L der (034 0 loes | or | Per | BhOS ] per | phos | UN- |ogn | 1a- | 178
008 upits | Persom o 0.34 | 044 | 0.67 | 0.89 'more! sons units | Person pﬁg:]:tls I .88 1.31 | 1.75 mors
Per- | Per- | Per- | Per« | Per- er- | Per- |Per- | Per-
NEW ENGLAND Number| Number| Number| Grams | Grams | cent | cent | cent | cent | cent | Number Number| Grams | Grams | cent ; cent | cenl | cent
SOB-2.78 ... a6 4.30 531 1. 15 0.93 ¢ 3 10 27 G0 4.30 4 417 1.70 0 5
2.77-3.45. - 32 4,54 €.09 1. 36 1,08 & 0 3 H Bl 4.8 ‘ 4.70 1.49
a4 14 1.3 5,29 1. 44 LIS e - 4311 4.34 229
MIDDLE ATLANTIC AND NORTH CENTRAL o T
571 7.48 LBY i Iyl 16 42 21 21 8. 71 5.40 1.42
4. 6. 29 1.12 .87 3 2 24 34 31 4.88 4. 64 1.71
4. 17 533 1.05 82 1 1 19 a6 43 4. 17 3.65 1,83
3.47 4.33 1,30 i1 RN D P I E 3.47 331 2.21
347 4.35 1,07 ) 7 7 50 29 7 3.47 3. 36 1.28
3. 70 4 63 106 LB i} 4 21 31 43 3.70 357 1. 68
3. 56 443 1.28 1.04 0 LI] & 26 66 3. 56 3.42 203
390 3. 54 1.64 1,35 || I R 2.90 2.82 2,48
5.7 7.78 .78 . hE 20 17 atl i7 17 5. 76 5,35 1.54
& 47 7.16 L 26 .05 1 4 18 22 55 5. 47 5. 16 202
4. 60 5,93 1. 58 1.22 ] 1 5 13 81 4. 0 4. 36 2,43
3.79 478 1.87 1.48 G Li] 3 9 88 379 3.63 2,92

1 Tyatn in this table are (rom faod records furnishe

= Bee table 19 for fopinotes 2-5.

d by familics in the consutnption sample, See Glossary for definitions of terins used in this table. See also table 19, fouinuie 1.
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Grain products were usually the next most important source of
calcium beecause of the large quantity in which these foods were
eaten. In the Southeast, the use of self-rising flour not only increased
the total intake of calcium considerably, but also the proportion of
the total calcium furnished by grain products. In diets at the money-
value level 82.08-82.76 per food-expenditure unit a week, the propor-
tion of the total calcium furnished to white operators’ families by

specified groups of foods was as follows:
Percentnge of calcium  from
specified food groups in farm
diels in the—

Food group: A’VO(‘HI and West  Sourheast
Milk or its equivalenf. _________________________ 73 69
Grainproduets_________________. . . ... 8 19
Leafy, green, and yellow vegetables_____._______. 3 6

Total aceounted for._ . __________________ 24 94

TaBLE 24.—MILK EQUIVALENT: Azerage consumplion of milk equivalent per person
in o week and percentage of hovseholds consuming specified quantities, by money
value of food per week per food-expenditure wnil, 2 analysis units, white ferm
operators in 201 States,) 1936-87

[Households of white nonrelief farcilics that include a busband and wile, both native-barn]

Average Households consuming specified ynantities of milk
guantity ot its equivalent 3 {in pints per person in a week)
per per-
00 In 8

" - 21.0 or
week 0.0-3.4 3.5-6.9 | 7.0-13.9 | 14.0-20.0 Tore

Analysis urnit and money
value ¢ of food per week per | House-
food-expenditure unit {(dol- [ holds
lars)

NORTH AND WEST !

Number | Pints Percemt | Percent | Percent | Percend | Percent
53 8 35 L]

8.4 51
175 10. 6 4 14 9 20 8
33 14.6 0 3 &5 24 13
133 2.1 16 24 36 17 4
64 4.7 5 1 kL) 31 17

! Data in this iable are from food records furnished by families in the consmnption sample. See Glassary
for definitions of terms used in this table. See also table 19, fvotnote 1,

! Bea table 18, footnote 2. .

1 Approximately the quantity of fluid 1nilk to which the varions dairy produets (except butier) are equiva-
lent so fur us proteins snd minerals are concerned.

1 New England, Middle Atlantic and North Central, Plains and Mountsin, and Pacifie reglons.

Phosphorus usually was well supplied by the food of the farm
families studied. The lowest average for any group was 1.30 grams
per nutrition unit per day, and this was found for the group from the
Pacific region having food valued in the range $1.38-$2.07 per week
per food-expenditure unit. At this level of money value of food
none of the diets in any of the farm sections studied furnished less
than 0.88 gram of phosphorus per nutrition unit per day. When
food supplies had a money value in the range $2.08-$2.76 per ex-
penditure unit per week, approximately 90 percent of the families
studied in the North and West, and all of those in the Southeast re-
ceived at least 1.32 grams of phosphorus per nutrition unit per day.

Phosphorus is widely distributed in foods, and among families
having ordinary mixed diets, a serious deficiency is seldom encountered.
For the farm groups studied, grain products, milk, and meat were the
most important sources of phosphorus. In the Southeast, where
self-rising flour is used to & large cxtent, this food in itself contributed
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an important share. The proportion of the total furnished to white
operators’ families by specified groups of foods in diets in the money-
value class $2.08-$2.76 per expenditure unit in a week was as follows:

Percentage of phosphorus from
specified food groups in jorm

dints in the--

Food group: North and West  Scutheost
Milk or its equivalent ... .. . o - ... 38 36
Grain produets. .. 20 40
Meat, poultry, fish. . ... 15 9
Potatocs, sweetpotatoes_ .. .. __._ -] 2

Total accounted for . _____________ 81 87

II’DI"]

Iron is needed for the formation of hemoglobin, the oxygen-carrying
pigment of the blood. It also functions as an aectivator of certain
chemical processes in body tissues. From some of the earlier balance
experiments on normal individuals, it appeared that the minimum
daily iron requirement of adults averaged about 10 milligrams. The
addition of a 30 pereent margin of safety brought this figure to 15
milligrams, an allowance that has been used for a number of years in
planning and evaluating diets. The accumulation of more recent
experimental data indicates that this allowanee may have been un-
necessarily high. Some investigators consider that an allowance of
12 milligrams is adequate for both men and women; others have
suggested that women should receive larger amounts to provide for
increased needs during the reproductive period of life. Conclusions
regarding human requirements may undergo still further change as
more becomes known of the factors affecting the utilization of iron in
different foods.

Children should be liberally supplied with iron, although the
experimental evidence showing requirements at different ages is
comparatively meager. Balanece studies on 2 small number of infants
indicate a minimum requirement of about 0.5 milligram per kilogram
of body weight. In studies with preschool children, intakes of 0.6
milligram per kilogram have been shown to provide good retention.
Few data are available concerning the iron requirements of older
children, and it is usually assumed that their needs are similar to those
of adults.

The allowances for different individuals expressed in terms ef the
allowance for men in the scale of relatives used for computing the
number of iron units to which families were cquivalent are shown in
the Methodology, page 374.

On the whole, liberal gquantities of iron were available in the food
supply of the farm families givin~ food records (table 25). TFor only
three groups of families was the average iron content of the diets
below 15 milligrams per iron unit per day. As the money value of
the food increased, the average iron content of the diets increased
also, a tendency that has been observed in the case of each of the
nutrients,

When food supplies were valued at an amount in the range $1.38-
$2.07 per food-expenditure unit per week, all households of white
operators included in the study had diets furnishing 8 milligrams or
more of iron per nutrition unit per day. In the Middle Atlantie and
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North Central region, 10 percent of the families with food valued at
this level had diets furnishing as much as 8 but less than 12 milli-
grams of iron; and 66 percent, diets furnishing 12 but less than 16
milligrams of iron per nutrition unit per day. At this same level of
money value of food, only about a third of the white farm operators
studied in the Southeast had diets furnishing less than 16 milligrams
of iron per nutrition unit daily.

The liberal supply of iron in the diets of these farm families may be
attributed in part to their use of iron-rich foods, and in part to foods
which, though less rich in iron, were consumed in large quantities,
TFrom the standpoint of chemical analysis, good sources 0% iron are
meat, eggs, whole grains, dried beans and peas, and the green, leafy
vepetables. The proportion of the total iron furnished to white opera-
tors’ families by these and other selected food groups at one of the
most usual levels of money value of food ($2.08-$2.76 per unit per

week) was as follows:

Percentage of total from from
specified foods in form dicte

in the—

Food group: North and West  Southeaat
Meat, poultry, fish. . _________.. 21 15
Grain produets_ ... ___________.___ 21 41
Potatoes, sweetpotatoes. . ... ______ 14 |3
Milk or its equivalent. ... _____________ 10 i1l
B e 8 5
Other vegetables and fruit .. ... ___________ 7 3
Dried vegetables_ _ _ . . [ 2
Leafy, preen, and yellow vegetables________________ 4 10

Total aceounted for____ . ____________._ 91 92

! [ncludes all vezetables except potatoes and sweetpotatoes, tomatoes, drled vegetables, and lealy, green,
and yollow vegetables; all fruit except citrus.

The figures just given are for fumilies with food valued at an amount
in the range $2.08-$2.76 per expenditure unit per week. Among
groups of families in this elass in the North and West the consumption
of meat, poultry, and fish, contributing 21 percent of the total iron,
averaged about 2 pounds a week per person.  About the same propor-
tion of iron came from grain produets, the consumption of which
averaged 3.8 pounds per person per week. Although most of these
cercal foods were eaten in a highly milled form, thereby losing as much
as four-fifths of their original store of iron, they are used in such
quantity as to constitute one of the most important distary sources
of iron. In the diets of white operators in the Southeast with food
valued within the range mentioned, grain products accounted for 41
percent of the total ironm. This figure represents a consumption
averaging 6.4 pounds per person per week.

Potatoes and sweetpotatoes furnished 14 percent of the iron in the
diets of these families in the North and West, but only ahout 5 per-
cent in the case of white operators in the Southeast. Average con-
sumption of these foods by the two groups was, respectively, 4.5 and
2.2 pounds per person per week. ilk consumed at the rate of 4.9
and 6.7 quarts per person per week by these two groups of families
aceounted for 10 and 11 percent of the total iron, although milk
itself is very low in iron content.

Egos are rich in iron in easily available form. They also contain
significant amounts of vitamin A and thiamin as well as protein of
good quality. Because eggs are so valuable nutritionally and are one
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of the foods which can be produced on farms in practically all parts

of the country, a study was made of the distribution of families by

their consumption of eggs. _ .

Egg consumption was found to be fairly liberal on farms n the
North and West. Families with food supplies of a value in the range
$1.38-$2.07 per expenditure unit per week consumed an average of 5
eggs per weck for each person (table 26). In half of the households
4 but fewer than 8 eggs were eaten per person a weck; but in a little
over a fourth, fewer than 4 eggs. On the other hand, in about a fifth
of the households, consumption amounted to § or more eggs per person
per week. As the money value of the diet rose, average consumption
increased, and there was a larger proportion of the families in the
group consuming 8 or more per week, or more than 1 egg per person
per day.

TaABLE 25.—IRON: Average houschold size, average iron conlent of diets, and per-
centage of households with diets furnishing specified quanlities of iron, by money
value of food per week per food-expenditure unif, 4 analysis unils, white farm
operators tn 16 Stales,' 1936-37

I'Houscholds of white nonrelief familles that include a hushand and wife, beth native-born)

Average Average con- | Diets furnishing specifled quan-
hou_sehPld tent of diets tities of iron (in milligrams per
Analysisunit and money value fof | .. szt per day-— unit per day)

food per week per food-expend- | o= ‘
iture unit {doilars) Per | Per | Tn- 80~ 1200 | 100 | 240

per- | iron | der or
S0l unit 8.0 119 j 159 | 239

Num- | Num-{ Num- | Mitli- | Milli- | Per- | Per-: Per- | Per- | Per-

NEW ENGLAND ber ber ber | grams | grams | cent | cent : cemt | eent | cend

4, 04 15.9 16,9 0 31 3 47 13
4 55

Per- | Tron
sons | units

3 18.1 16.2 0 3! 16 72 4]

407 s | @al ... I T I
MIDDLE ATLANTIC AND NCORTH
CENTRAL
50| 130 145| o 0| as| o 0
439 | 58| 17.6| a| 3| 31| 6o 8
373 88| 21| of o| & 7Tl 18
L5 | 2| adr |||
a2 12,3 13.2 29 50 21 [
345 168) 171 0| 1| 27| 4 9
3.29 ;191 M7 ] il 85 24
T 227 3 SRR I o
I . .

4,42 12,7 14.9 ! 3 2L 0 37 17 17
4.82 . 17.2 14.5 0 4 prat] 45 22
4.00 0 20.0 22.8 ; 0 1 ] 54 37
3. 45 [ 2.1 26. 4 i Q 0 B 38 a7

* Data in this table are from food records furnished by families in the consumption sample.  Ses Qlossary
for definitions of lerms used in this table. Sce also table 19, foctnote 1.

-3 Bee table 19 for footnotes 2-5.

A considerable number of families of the white farm-operator group
in the Southeast used no eggs at all during the week covered by the
food record. Of those whose {ood was valued in the range $1.38-
$2.07 per expenditure unit in a week, 22 percent used no eggs, 49 per-
cent had up to 3 eggs a person a week, 20 percent 4 but fewer than 3,
and only 9 percent had 8 or more eggs per person per week. The
average for the group was 3 eggs a person in & week. At the next
higher level of money value ($2.08-$2.76 per food-expenditure unit
per week), the average consumption was 4 eggs per person a week
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gmong familics of farm operators studied in the Southeast, and 7
eggs per person among families in the North and West. TUsed in
these quantities, eggs furnished, respectively, about 5 and 8 percent
of the total iron in the diets,

TABLE 26.—EGGs: Average consumption of eggs per person in a week and perceniage
of households consuming specified quantities, by money value of foed per week per
food-expenditure unit, 2 anelysis unils, while form operators in 20 States,' 1936-37

{Households of white nonrelief tamilies that include s busband and wite, boih native-bora]

} Average | Households cepsuming specified number of eggs

Arpalysis unit and moDeY | pone. . quantity (per person in n week)
vulue ® of feod per week per holds per per-
food-expendilure anit (dollars) 03 ) sonina
week Nuneg 1-3

4-7 811 |12¢rmare

NOWPH AND WEST !

Number | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percemt
5 3 25 51 18

8 2 1§ 34 2 22
10 3 1 | 21 2 40
3 22 1 20 & i
8 1 21 3 B 8

1 Data in this table are from food records furnished by families in the consumption sample. See (lossary
for definitions of terms used in this table. See alse tabls 18, foctnote 1.

% 8ee table 19, footpote 2,

: New England, Middle Atlantic and Nerth Central, Plains and Meantain, and Pacific regions,

In interpreting the apparent abundance of iron in the diets of these
farm families, one should consider at the same time the high calorie
values yielded by the quantities recorded of some foods. (See p. 52.)
That these figures do not represent the physiologic intake, especially
at the higher levels of money value of food, is obvious. It seems
reasonable to suppose that much of the food waste would be in the
cheaper forms of food—{fats and grain products. Since grain foods
have been shown to be one of the most important sources of iron,
it follows that the figures showing the iron content of the diet are
correspondingly higher than the actual iron intake. However, the
average iron figures for the diets exceptionally high in calories were
so far above the suggested allowance that they would provide & con-
siderable margin for reduction due to waste.

Vitamin A Value

Vitaming are organic substances necessary in small quantities for
growth and for the maintenance of a norma.ly state of nutrition. One
by one their chemical nature is being identified, and their specific
functions in the body are becoming more clearly understood.

Vitamin A is needed for growth and reproduction and for the main-
tenance of health and vigor at all ages. One of the early signs of a
deficiency is night blindness, or the impaired ability of the eye to
adapt to dim light, Changes in the structure of epithelial tissues
also oceur which greatly interfere with normal functioning. A serious
deficiency leads to an eye disease, xerophthalmia.

Knowledge of requirements for vitamin A is based chiefly on studies
to determine the minimum intake of the vitamin that will prevent
nutritional night blindness. These studies have shown that the
vitamin A need of adults is related to body weight. Iowever, there
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are great individual differences in requirement, perhaps because some
persons assimilate and utilize vitamin A (and the provitamins, as
beta-carotene) to better advantage than others. Several investi-
gators have reported that carotene is less efficient than vitamin A in
cod-liver oil for maintaining normal visual adaptation. There is
some indication, however, that the utilization of carotene may be
gomewhat more complete when it is supplied in the form of cooked
vegetables than as pure beta-carotene dissolved in cottonsecd oil.

The daily minimum vitamin A requirements of humans can be stated
only approximately, with an indication of the range of such require-
ments as estimated from studies of small numbers of human subjects.
According to laboratory studies in the Bureau of Home Economies,
adults need from 25 to 60 International Units of vitamin A per kilo-
gram per day to support normal visual adaptation when the vitamin A
18 supplied almost entirely by fish liver oil. The average minimum
requirement fell between 40 and 45 International Units per kilogram,
which for a 70-kilogram man would mean approximately 3,000 Inter-
national Units per day. Since there are wide variations in the require-
ment or utilization of vitamin A as well as its precursors, and since a
margin for storage is advisable, it would scem well to set the goal for
diet planning at a level at least twice the minimwm established for
vitamin A from fish oil,

Farm family diets tend to provide a liberal supply of vitamin A,
usually increasing as the money value of food rises, according to
averages for groups of familics at several levels of money value of food
(table 27). However, there were a number of individual families
faring less well than the averages might suggest. When diets were
in the money-value class $1.38-%2.07 per food-expenditure unit per
week, 21 percent of the families in the Middle Atlantic and North
Central region obtained from their food supply amounts of vitamin
A in the range 1,500-2,999 International Units per nutrition unit per
duy; 29 percent, 3,000-4,499 International Unite; and 24 percent,
4,500-5,999 International Units, In other words, almost 80 percent
of these families were receiving 3,000 International Units or more
per nutrition unit per day, and one-fourth were receiving 6,000 Inter-
national Units or more per nutrition unit.

In the Southeast, many families of white operators recorded diets
that were poor in vitamin A. At the lowest level of money value of
food {$0.69-$1.37 per week per food-expenditure unit), which included
5 percent of the families studied, about a third were receiving less
than 3,000 International Units of vitamin A per nutrition unit per day,
and about the same proportion 3,000 but less than 6,000 International
Units. Even at the money-value level $2.08-%2.76 per week per
expenditure unit there were & percent of the diets that yielded less
than 3,000 International Units, although more than 60 percent had
6,000 International Units or more per nutrition unit per day.

In each farm section there was a wide variation in the averages for
individual families at every level of money value, This tendency
was especially marked in the data from the Southeast, At each of
the three lowest money-value levels, which included almost three-
fourths of the total number of ‘amilies studied, the food of individual
families provided amounts ranging all the way from less than 1,500
International Units to 24,000 or more International Units of vitamin
A per nutrition unit per day.



TasLk 27,—VITAMIN A VALUE: Aperage household size, average vitamin A value of diets, and percentage of households with diets furnishing
specified quantities of vilamin A value, by money value of food per week per food-expenditure unil, 4 analysts units, while farm operators

in 16 States,! 193637

[Houscholds of white nonrelief fuwilies that include a husband and wife, both native-born)

Average house-

Average content of diets

Diets furnishing specified quantities of vitamin A value (in International Units)

. . hold size * per day—
Analysis unit and money vahe® of [ o Per nutrition unit per day Per kilogram per day
food per week pet food-expenditure |4 (;td e N
onit {dollars} olds ] i o
Nutri- Per nu- Per Un- 24,000 | Un- 24
Per- h Per H ; 1,500 | 3,000~ | 4,600- | 6,000 12,000~ %> 30~ | &0 | 120-
tion N trition | kilo- | der |39 ! ; ' " or der . or
song unitg | Person it gram | 1,500 2,900 . 4,400 | 5,990 11,999 | 28,988 ... | 30 59 118 | 239 more
Infer- ' Inter- Inter

national | natiomal | nationa | Per- | Per- | Per- | Per- | Per- | Per- | Pes- | Per- | Per- | Per- | Per- | Per-

NEW ENGLAND MNumber| Number|Number| Unils Units Unils | cent | cent | cend | cenl | cenml cent | cent | cent | cent 7 cent | cent | cant
K 4. 30 4.20 8, 400 8], 600 140 0 10 13 30 24 10 3 0 13 83 17 7
4. 84 4.73 1, 6O 7, 800 125 ] 1] 13 12 a9 ] 6] 1] 1 47 50 ]
4.34 4.28 9, 300 I 0, 460 140 | ... U [ PO S, JRSUES AU (RN (SR -
5.7 5. 47 5,400 5, 600 a5 )] a1 20 24 18 8 0 0 34 43 18 5
4.88 1.69 6. 400 £, 400 115 L] ) 15 30 47 [} ¢ 1] 3 bl 31 5
4,17 199 8, 060 8, 400 140 1 0 8 18 57 16 0 1 4 38 46 11
3,47 .35 10, 300 10, 700 165 Lol [N PR PRI IR R JEREUREY DRSS VSN PR P
3. 47 3,38 9, 200 9, 409 165 1] 7 14 7 43 29 ] 7 [+ 21 43 29
8.70 3. 60 9, 200 9, 4 145 0 2 T 9 62 &0 0 0 2 37 57 4
3. 56 3.45 13, 100 13, 500 215 V] 2 ] 2 43 £7 ] o 0 13 57 30
2.80 2.B2 | 13,400 13, 80 219 R RN FSRIPRNY (NPURIR I RO (O PRI R (R S
76 5. 42 6, 600 7, 000 140 -] 25 25 4 17 17 4 12 17 33 17 21
5.47 521 b, 200 9, G0N 180 4 a 18 14 26 24 ] 3 14 29 28 26
4. 60 4,39 11, 400 12, 000 215 1 7 13 15 31 18 14 1 12 32 22 33
3.78 3. 66 12, 260 12, 700 215 {+ 2 12 ¢ 35 28 14 0 3 25 39 33

i Data In this table are from food records turnished by familles in the consumption sample.
Bes Glossary for definition o. terms used in this table.

-3 Sew: table 18 for foolingles 2-5.

See also table 19, footinote 1.
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It is easy to understand how such variation could occur when one
ronsiders the difference in the vitamin A value of commen foods.
Tor example, if for a dinner, a family of five used 3 pounds of turnip
greens {found by assay to contain about 75,000 International Units
per pound), this one meal zlone would add enough vitamin A to raise
the entire week's average by 6,400 International Units per person

er day. If in another houschold, the food supply during the week
of the record included no green, leafy vegetable, but instead, only
vecetables of much lower vitamin A value, as beets, celery, or onions,
the two diets might be similar in every respect except for the choice
of o single food (turnip greens rather than beets, for example) and yet
the final average vitamin A values for the week would be wvery
different.

Green-colored vegetables, including peas, green beans, and broecoli,
as well as green leaves of all kinds, are among the richest sources of
carotene or, as it is sometimes called, provitamin A. Large yiclds
are also obtained from yellow vegetables, such as carrots and sweet-
potatoes. .

The relative importance of different food groups as sources of
vitamin A value for white operators’ families whose diets were in the
money-value claoss $2.08-82.76 per food-expenditure unit per week is

shown below:
Percentnge of sitemin A value
Jros epecified food groups
in farm diets in the—

Food group: North and West  Southeast
Butter and other fats__ __________________________ 25 10
Leafy, green, and yellow vegetables___ ... __________ 23 28
Milk or its equivalent____________.___._. e 15 11
Other vegetables and fruit ' . _____________________ 10 4
Potatoes, sweetpotatoes. . . ______________ 9 36
B S e 7 3

Total aceounted for . ______.. 89 92

t Tnehides all vegetables except potatoes and sweetpotatoes, tomatoes, dried vegetables, and leafy, green
snd yellow vegetables; all fmiit except eitrus.

A significant source of vitamin A value in the diets from the South-
east was sweetpotatoes. The week’s food supplies during the period
studied ncluded an average of about 1.4 pounds of sweetpotatoes
per person. Sweetpotatoes are somewhat seasonal in their availa-
bility; consumption is much greater in fall and winter than in spring
sl summer when home-stored supplies are exhausted. Sweet-
potatoes and potatoes together furnished more than one-third of the
total vitamin A value. In the North and West where sweetpotatoes
constituted a small part, only 4 percent, of potatosweetpotato con-
sumption, the contribution of vitamin A from these foods was only
4 percent of the total.

Vitamin A, as such, oecurs abundantly in fish-liver ¢ils Other
cxeellent sources are fish roe, liver, egg yelk, butter, and cheese,
Because of the quantities in which they are used on farms, millt and
cream are important in the proportion of the total vitamin A they
furmsh. For example, for the group of families from the North and
West represented above, milk and cream supplied 15 percent of the
total vitamin A value. Eggs accounted for 7 percent, and fats,
chicfly because of butter, 25 percent. In the diets of the Southeast,
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these foods from animal sources supplied a relatively smaller pro-
portivn of the total vitamin A, not only because of lower consumption
of butter and eggs, but because of relatively greater contributions
from foods of plant origin.

According to food records, the average consumption of butter was
higher in the North and Wast than in the Southeast in diets of the
same money value. In the money-value class $1.38-82.07 per food-
expenditure unit per week, average consumption in a week by families
in the North and West was 0,33 pound per capita (table 28). Thir-
teen percent of the families used no butter at all during the week;
22 percent used less than a fourth of a pound per person; 38 percent
used o fourth but less than a half pound; and 27 percent, a half pound
but ess than a pound per person in a week,

TABLE 28.—BUTTER: Average consumption of butter per person in o week and per-
centage of households consuming specified gquantities, by money value of food per
week per food-expenditure unit, £ analysis units, white farm operators in 20
Staies,! 1936-37

[Househelds of white nonrelief {amilies that inelude a husband and wile, both native-born]

) ) Average ‘ Households consuming speclied quantities of butter
Mmooy | iy | o pounds pr pason i weel)
food-expenditure anit (dol- holds per per-

sor in a
lats) week | Nome | 0.01-0.2¢ | 0.25-0.49 | D.0-0.9 | L00or

NORTH AND WEST?
Number | Pounds | Percent | Percent | Perceni | Percent | Pereent
63 0.33 13 22 a8

138207 el o7

B35 el 175 52 12 8 33 40 7

415483 el 33 R 8 9 21 40 24
SOUTHEAST

1.88-2.07 o 133 .28 a7 - 26 18 11 )

DIT-4E el 64 .41 24 19 20 25 12

1 Data in this table are from food records furnished by families in the consumption sample.  See (Hlpssary
for deftniticns of terms used iu this table, Sce slse table 19, (wotnote 1

? See table 18, [pothote 2,

*New England, Middle Atlantic and North Central, Plains and Mountain, and Pacific regions.

In the Southeast at the money-value level $1.38-82.07 per week per
food-expenditure unit, the consumption of butter averaged 0.26 pound
per person in a week. Of the total number of families, 37 percent
used no butter; 26 percent used less than a fourth of a pound per
person; 18 percent used a fourth but less than a half pound; 11 per-
cent, a half of a pound but less than a pound; and 8 percent used a
pound or more a person in a week. As the money value of the food
supply inereased, there was an increase in the average consumption
for the group and also in the proportion of families at the higher
levels of consumption,

Thiamin (Vitamin By)

Thiamin (vitamin B;) plays an essential role in the metabolism of
carbohydrate and therefore in the normal processes of all body cells.
It i3 required for growth, for the maintenance of appetite, and for the
normal functioning of the gastrointestinal tract. A severe and pro-
longed shortage of vitamin B, results in & disease ealled beriberi.

One of the first estimates of the human requirements of vitamin B,
was based on studies of the thiamin content of diets known to be asso-
cisted with the presence or absence of beriberi. Additional informa-
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tion has come through research with experimental snimals. From
studies of the relationship of the vitamin requirement of several species
to body weight and to energy metabolism, a formula has been pro-
posed for estimating human requirements. With pure vitamin B,
(as thiamin hydrochloride) recently made available, new fields of
research are opening for studying human requirements.

So far as investigated, the results of the several types of studics,
together with clinical observations of cases of thiamin deficiency,
indicate that in a mixed diet, the minimum intake required to prevent
periberi is from 200 to 250 International Units per 70-kilogram adult
doing moderately active muscular work. That the requirement is
related to energy metabolism is well established. It now appears
that the vitamin may play a specific role in the intermediary break-
down of carbohydrate. This theory would seem consistent with the
findings that the requirement for thiamin (vitamin B,) is less when
Jdiets econtain considerable fat than when most of the calories are
derived from carbohydrate and protein. This ‘“vitamin B,-sparing”
action of fat has led to the suggestion that the vitamin requirement
is more closely related to the nonfat calories than to total calores,

In planning diets for adults, allowanees may well be et two or
three times as high as the minimum required to prevent beriberi.
This would mean a level of intake of from 1.5 to 2.0 milligrams of
thiamin (500 to 666 International Units) for a 70-kilogram adult or
about 20 International Units per 100 calories. Whether or not this
intake could be considered optimal is unknown. In the scale of
relatives used in this study for determining the number of nutrition
units (for thiamin) to which cach household was equivalent, the
allowances used for different individuals bear the same relation to
that for the moderately active man as do the energy allowances.
(Sce Methodology, p. 374.)

Most of the farm families studied had access to a fairly liberal sup-
ply of thiamin in their food. This is reflected in the averages per
nutrtion unit which ranged from somewhat more than 1.5 milligrams
{500 International Units) to more than 3 milligrams (1,000 Inferna-
tional Units). In ecach anslysis unit the averages inereased as the
monecy value of food increased. For example, among families in the
Middle Atlantic and North Central farm sections at the money-value
level $1.38-82.07 per food-expenditure unit per week, diets furnished
an average of 1.88 milligrams per nutrition unit per day; at sucees-
gively higher levels of money value the averages were 2.28, 2.75, and
3.28 milligrams of thiamin per nutrition unit per day (table 29).

Mouch less variation in averages was found when the thiamin content
of the diet was expressed as International Units per 100 calories. For
the groups of families just used for illustration (Middle Atlantic and
North Central), the averages per 100 calories were 21, 21, 23, and 22
International Units at the four levels of money value of food. The
extreme range in averages for all levels of money value of food in four
analysis units was from 18 to 23 International Units per 100 calories,
?lr the equivalent of 540 to 690 International Units for a 3,000-calorie

1etary,

Very few of the diets in the New England, Middle Atlantic and
North Central, or the Pacific farm sections furnished less than 1.0
milligram of thiamin per nutrition unit per day. However, there
were many diets supplying as much as 1.0 but less than 1.5 milligrams
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per nutrition unit. These were most frequently found at the lower
levels of money value of food. Of Middle Atlantic and North Central
families at the money-value level $1.38-$2.07 per expenditure unit
per week, 34 percent were receiving 1.0 but less than 1.5 milligrams
of thiamin per nutrition unit per day. About the same proportion
of families in the Pacific farm sections were obtaining less than 1.5
milligrams per nutrition unit per day, some of these families having
sven less than 1.0,

In the Southeast, food supplies valued in the range $1.38-$2.07
per food-expenditure unit per week furnished to individual families
very different amounts of thinmin. Four percent obtained less than
1.00 milligram of thiamin per nutrition unit per day; the averages
for 13 percent were in the interval 1.00-1.49 milligrams; 39 percent,
1.50-1.99; 30 percent, 2.00-2.99; and 14 percent, 3.00 milligrams
or more of thiamin per unit per day.

In all farm sections, the proportion of families receiving at least
2 milligrams of thiamin per nutrition unit a day increased as the
money value of food rose. This relationship between money value
of food and the thiamin content of the diet was, however, not found
when average values were computed on a 100-calorie basis; with
increasing money value of food, the total energy value of the diet
kept pace with the consumption of those foods furnishing the largest
share of the total thiamin.

Thiamin is found to be rather widespread, although in small quan-
tities, in both plant and animal focds. Among the richest sources
are seeds such as peas, beans, and the whole grains. Lean pork is
exceptionally rich in thiamin, while kidney and liver are likewise
excellent sources.

In diets of white operators’ families with & money value in the range
$2.08-%2.76 per {ood-expenditure unit per week, the food groups con-
tributing the largest proportions of the total thiamin were as follows:

FPercentege of ithiamin from
rpecified food groups in farm

diets in the—

Food group: North ond West  Southeast
Meat, poultry, fish__________.._ I e 24 26
Potatoes, sweetpotatoes___ . ____ . __ . ____________ 22 6
Milk or its equivalent____________________________ 15 17
Grain produets_ - - . ... i4 27
Other vegetables and frait * ______________________ g 2
Leafy, green, and yellow vewctables____________.___ 4 ]

Total accounted for. .. _____________.___.__ gS 87

1Tneludes all vegetables except potatoes and sweetpotatoes tomatoes, dried vegetables, and leafy, green,
and yellow vegetables; all fruit except eitrus,

Meat, poultry, and fish supplied abont a fourth of the total thiamin
in the diets of families studied both in the North and West and in
the Southeast. This proportion represented an average consumption
of about 2 pounds of meat, poultry, and fish per person in a week,
In the diets of families included in the analysis unit of the North and
West, potatoes and sweetpotatoes furnished almost as much thiamin
as did meat. DBut in the diets of the Southeast, potatoes and sweet-
potatoes accounted for only 6 percent of the total. This was partly
because the consumption of these foods was only half as great and
partly because pound for pound potatoes contain larger quantities of
thismin than do sweetpotatoes,
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TaABLE 20, —THIaMIN: Average household size, average thiamin conlent of diets, and percentage of households with diets furnishing specified
quantitics of thiamin, by money value of foad per week per food-expendifure unit, 4§ analysis unils, white farin operators wn 16 States,! 1936-37

[Households of white nonrelief families that includas a hushand and wife, both native-born]

Average
hau_seh‘old Average content of diets per day— Diets furnishing specificd quantities of thiamin
size
Analysis anit and moncy value * House- In Tnt ticnsl TUnits | In Internationa! Units
of ‘ool per week per food- [F 20%% In milligrams per nutrition s e er 100 ealories per
expenditura uait (doliars) olds . unit, per day per nuirition unl he ca P
Nutri- Per Per per day day
Per- 1Myop | PO triti
sons ) person nu rl.@lun ll)O_
units unit calories
Under| 1.00- | 1,50~ | 2,00~ |3.00 or Under| 300- | 600~ (800 or,Under| 10-19 | 20-29 | 30 or
100 | 148 | 1.09 | 299 | more | 300 | G689 | R9% |more| 10 mora
Inter- Inter- Inter-
NEW ENGLAND Num- | Num- | Num- | national | Milli- | nutionol | national | Per- | f'er- | Per- | Per- | Per- | FPer- | Per- | Per- | Per« | Per- | Per- | Per- | Per-
her her tier Units | grame | [nits Units | cent | cent | cent | cend | cent | cend | eent | cent | cent | cemt | cent ) cent | cemt
a0 4,30 | 404 610 | L.94 650 18 3 20 37 37 3 0 53 33 17 60 30 3
32 4.8 4.61 70 2.43 810 21 1] & 19 53 22 0 g 60 31 L] 46 338 14
Qo414 . 6| ¢34 | 418 810 | 2,72 ) P> I IR PR [N (RN ISR PSR RSN NSPRUOIOES PUUPIVIVIPN SRR FPRR
MIDDLE ATLANTIC AND
NORTH CENTRAL
21 1] 34 3 32 & 52 40 8 ] 48 47 5
21 0 10 26 47 17 0 27 45 27 4] 43 41 16
b a & 16 43 a6 11 a3y 30 0 36 45 19
'~ 2 (SRR PRUSRNS RPN PRSPPI AP [N I P 1 ORI RS I R
7 0 0 64 36
34 ] 0 48 43
39 21 0 23 45
SOUTHEAST
469137 ____ __. 576 | 494 440 1. 54 520 17 8 12 30 8 4 83 21 12
1.38-2.067. 5. 47 4. 82 G360 2.12 700 30 14 | 2 39 38 21 3 61 27 9
2.08-2.75__ 4.5 | 4.10 B2 | 274 u19) 46 a2 1 12 46 41 3 50 43 4
2TTA45. .. 3.70 | 3.44 92 | 3.08 1, 010 42 49 ; ] g 39 56 ] 27 &
I

1 Data in this table are from food records furnished by families in the consumption sample.

4 See table 1Y for footnotes 2-5.

Bee (Hossary for definition of terms used in this table.

See aiso table 19, footnote 1.
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Although milk is not one of the richest sources of thiamin, it was
consumed in such quantities by the two groups of farm families dis-
cussed above as to provide 15 and 17 percent of the dietary supply
of thiamin. Grain products, most of which were used in a highly
milled form by families studied in the North and West, accounted
for only 14 percent of the total thiamin in these diets. In the South-
east this proportion was about twice as great, both because the diets
included larger quantities of grain products and because & considerable
amount of corn meal was made from the whole kernel.

Ascarbic Acid { Vitamin C)

Ascorbic acid (vitamin C) was first known as a substance necessary
for the prevention or cure of scurvy. Its most clearly established
function is that concerned with the physical state of intercellular
substances. In this capacity ascorbic acid is closely related to the
development and maintenance of the structure of teeth, bones, and
various conmective tissues in the body. The relatively high concen-
tration of vitamin C in tissues characterized by a high metabolic
activity suggests that the vitamin is essential to growth In animals and
plants.  There is evidence also that ascorbic acid is necessary for the
normat functioning of the blood-serum complement, a substance
concerned with resistance to bactertal invasion.

TABLE 30.—ascORBIC acip: Awverage household size, average ascorbic acid conient
of diets, and percentage of households with diets furnishing specified quantities of
ascarbic acid, by money value of food per week per food-expenditure unit, 4 analysts
units, white farm operators in 16 Slales,! 1936-37

[Househaids ¢ white nonrelief farnilies that include a husband and wife, both native-born]

Average Averzge con- | Diets furnishing specified quantities of asror-
household | tent of diets bic acid (in milligrams per unit per
Analysis unit and slzed per day— day)
maney valae® of |g oo l

food per week per i
food-expendirure boids per |Foras| (.

unit (dallars) Per- | carbie . jeorbie oo 100- | 125- | 190
sons | scid | DO |Tacid | 9EF (348 |S0TH TR Tpe | gy or
units unit morg

NEW ENGLAND Num. Num-! Num- | Milli- | Milli-; Per- | FPer- | Per- | Per- | Per- | Per- | Per-
ber ber ber | grama | grams | cent | cend | cenf | cent | cent | comt | cent

2082 7B et 30 [4.30 | 4.13 70 3 8

277345 . 32484 | 473 89 91 [} 3 5 35 u 3 v}

3464 14 auieen_ 16 (434 | 428 100 BE1 < 0 S SRPUY PR (R S ,

MIDELE ATLANTIC AND
NORTH CENTRAL

1,38-2,07 38571 535 61 £6 3 32 44 8 10

2.08-2. 7. . 481488 | 4.60 6 24 0 19 40 28 10 3 0

2 77-3. 45 - A0 | 4.17 { 3.8% 82 1 11 30 27 18

B4 14 ____ .. 30 | 3.47 | 3.3z 64 JEVEORY RPRVREEY PUIISY RSN RPNV RNV NI

PACIFIC

3.34 68 't 43 29 T 7 14 ¢
3,58 81 84 1] ] 48 21 15 2 4
3.38 102 106 0 21 30 19 15 15
2, 8G 100 |- JRUPRS RPN N PRI (SR R
5,24 38 42 33 M 12 21 L} a4 0
5.07 S0 -] 0 39 31 16 4 1 1]
4,28 84 68 3 28 32 19 1} 4 2
3.67 76 80 ] 19 36 20 [ . 8

! Data in this table are from food records furnished by families In the consumption sample. See Glossary
for definitlons of terms nsed in this table. See also tabls 19, foctnote 1.
-1 Sga table 19 for footnotes 2-5.
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The thrce methods most commonly used in the study of human
requirements for ascorbic acid Involve measurement of capillary
resistance or fragility, the amount of ascorbic acid excreted in the
urine, and the ascorbic acid content in blood. Investigations with
these methods indicate that there is a wide range between the physi-
ologic minimum req;irernent and the level of intake required for
tissue saturation. The average minimum requirement of adults
appears to be between 25 and 30 milligrams per day. There is less
agreement as to what shall be considered an optimal intake, but diets
probably should furnish at least twice and possibly three times the
minimum intake needed to protect against specific symptoms of
deficiency. Per unit of body weight, requirements appear to be
several times greater for young children than for adults. Pregnancy
and lactation also increamse the need for vitamin C. The scale of
relative allowances used for computing the number of ascorbie acid
units to which the persons in each household were equivalent is
shown in the Methodology, page 374.

Estimates of the ascorbic acid content of the farm diets studied
suggest that the supply of this nutrient was relatively less generous
than that of some of the others. This was particularly true in the
Southeast, where at each money-value level the average content per
nutrition unit was lower than for & corresponding group in other
analysis units.

In all regions the diets most likely to be deficient in this nutrient
were those at the lower end of the money-value scale. Families of
white farm operators in the Southesst, at the money-value level
$0.69-$1.37 per food-expenditure unit per week, had diets providing
an average of only 42 milligrams of ascorbic acid per nutrition unit
per day. In a third of these households, the average ascorbic acid
content of the diet was below 25 milligrams per nutrition unit per
day; and in another third, as high as 25 but less than 50 milli-
grams per nutrition unit per day. At the next higher money-value-
of-food level, where the average ascorbic acid of the diets was 55
milligrams per nutrition unit per day, $ percent of the diets furnished
less than 25; 39 percent furnished amounts in the range 25-49; and
31 percent, 50-74 milligrams of ascorbic acid per nutrition unit per
day. This means that the majority of this group of 133 farm families
had diets supplying less than a liberal allowance (table 30}.

About the same situation was found among the fomilies in farm
sections in the Middle Atlantic and North Central region at this
latter level of money value of food ($1.38-%2.07 per food-expenditure
unit per week). An Increase in the value of the food supply to the
level $2.77-$3.45 per unit per week meant that a larger proportion of
farmilies had a liberal provision of ascorbic acid; however, 42 percent
were receiving less than 75 milligrams per nutrition unit per day.

Because ascorbic acid is water soluble and unstable to heat and
oxidation and therefore readily lost or destroyed, the actual intske of
this vitamin is somewhat less than figures computed on the basis of
fresh, uncooked food materials would imply. The estimate of the
ascorbic acid content of diets as indicated by the fizures in table 30
may be considered somewhat optimistic.

Among the richest sources of ascorbic acid are citrus fruit, tomatoes
(raw or canned), and raw cabbage. Green, leafy vegetables are also
goad sources, although there may be relatively large losses in cooking,
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Most other fruit and vegetables contain some ascorbic acid; their
importance in the diet as a source of this vitamin depends on the
quantities in which they are consumed and whether they are eaten
cooked or raw. Potatoes are o good example. In the guantities
eaten by white operators’ families in the North and West with dicts
in the money-value class $2.08-%2.76 per food-expenditure unit per
week, potatoes contributed as much as 27 percent of the total ascorbic
acid value of the food supply. The consumption of potatoes by this

roup of families averaged 4.5 pounds per person a week. In the
Southeast, where the average consumption of potatoes and sweet-
potatoes was only 2.2 pounds per person in a week, these foods fur-
nished 14 percent of the total ascorbic acid as shown below:

Percentage of nscorbic

acid from specified
food groups in farm

diefs in the—

Food group: North and West  Southeast
Other vegetables and fruit '____________________ 28 18
Potatoes, sweelpotatoes . . ... .. . 27 14
Tomatoes, eitrus fruit___ .. . ... 18 14
Leafy, green, and vellow vegetables_ .. ___.____.._ 16 40
Milk or its equivalent__________________________ 9 12

Total aceounted for_______________________. 98 08

t Includes all vegetables except potatees and sweetpolatoes, tomntoes, dricd vegetables and lealy, green,
and yellow vegetables; all fruit except citrus.

Tomatoes and citrus fruit, foods in which ascorbic acid is very
concentrated, furnished only 18 and 14 percent of the total in the
diets of the two groups of families mentioned above. In general, the
consumption of eitrus fruit among the households studied was very
low (table 31). At three levels of money value of food, the average
consumption by families in the North and West was 0.24, 0.52, and
0.61 pound per person per week. In these three groups, 57, 42, and
40 percent of the families used no citrus fruit at all during the week of
the study. In the Southeast (Florida was not included in the sample),
both the average consumption and the proportion of households eon-
surming some citrus fruit was lower than in the North and West. The
relatively infrequent use of citrus fruit on farms is not unexpected
sinee they are foods which in most sections of the country would
require a cash outlay.

The consumption of fruit other than citrus was much more liberal,
especially in the analysis unit from the North and West. At one of
the most usual levels of money value of food ($2.77-83.45 per food-
expenditure unit per week}, the average quantity used was 4.1 pounds
per person in a week (table 31). Only 5 percent of the families had
none at all; 47 percent used up to 3 pounds a person & week; and sbout
the same proportion used 3 pounds or more per person during the
week of the food record. In the Southeast, at the same level of
money value of food, about a fourth of the families consumed none
of this fruit; 59 percent used less than 3 pounds a person a week; and
only 16 percent, 3 pounds or more.

Riboflavin

Riboflavin is a constituent of an oxidative enzyme involved in cell
respiration. Although the need of experimental animals for riboflavin

e B e, SR el R 02
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bas long been clearly demonstrated, it is only recently that a riboflavin
deficiency in human beings has been recognized. Among the several
charscteristic symptoms that may develop in a severe deficiency are
a cheilosis (lesious of the lips) and keratitis (ocular changes). These
conditions have been found to appear in patients on diets low in ribo-
flavin and have been cured by the administration of the crystalline
yitamin,

Less is known of the minimum human requirement for riboflavin
than for vitamin A, thiamin, or ascorbic aecid. Until recently there
had been no physiologic condition in human beings that was recognized
as resulting [rom a specific deficiency of riboflavin, and consequently,
no criterion for determining minimum needs. 1n the absence of actual
measurements of requirement, dietary allowances have sometimes
heen based on the gquantities of riboflavin furnished by mixed diets
belicved to be adequate in other respects. On this basis, an adult
gllowance of 1.5 to 2.0 milligrams has been suggested as a reasonable
level to use in planning diets. How far above average maintenance
requirements such an intake would be is not known, but it probably
represents a fair margin of safety. An optimal allowance may prove
to be higher.

TaBLE 3l.— CTTRUs AND OTHER FRUIT: Average consumplion of citrus and other
Jruit per person in a week and percentage of houscholds consuming specified
guantities, by money value of food per week per food-expendilure unil, 2 analysis
wnits, while farm operators in 20 Stales.! 1936-87

[Huusehotds of white nonrelief families that include 8 husband snd wife, both native-bora]

Citrus fruit Other frait

Households consuming
specitied guantities of

- . i Househole con i pi-
Analvsis unis and | 1s suming speel

Aver- fied nuantities of other fruit

money vAlURT ol gy A2 citrus fruit {in pounds age (in pounds per i
foor] per week per 0T quan- feuit {in p auan- | {1 pounds per person in a
frod-expendivire § 10148 1 ity per person in & week) lity week)
unit {dollars) peT  |— 1 per
person person
ina | oo oo foso | 10 Tina | N0 o | gp- ! gon | 90
week fruit 0.49 | (.59 mora werk frait | 29 | 5.9 | 89 more

NORTH AND WEST?

Lh, Pel, | Pet. | Pet. | Pel. | Lb.

] Pt | Pet, | Pet. | Pet. | Pet,
024 57 32 5 6 2.

4,

5

4 11 57 il 11 ¥}
.1 5 47 28 10 10
. 5 0 18 45 21 16

.62 42 22 19 17
.61 40 18 15 27

S0UTHEAST
L3823 07 .. 133 .08 85 12 1 2 1.0 2 a3 & 2 1
FAY PR S, 64 .13 k) 12 6 G L7 25 59 0 3 4

! Data in this table are from food records furnished by families in the consumption sample. See Glossary
for definitions of terms used in this table, See alse table 19, footnote 1.

2 Bee tahle 19, footnate 2,

*New England, Middle Atlantic and North Central, Plains and Mountain, and Pacific regions.

Among families of white farm operators in three analysis units, the
average riboflavin content of the diet per nutrition unit was at least
as high as 1.8 milligrams per day at the money-value level $1.38-$2.07
per food-expenditure unit per week. The proportion of families in
this money-value class receiving less than 1.8 milligrams, however,
was 47 percenl in the Middle Atlantic and North Central region; 43
percent in the Pacific; and 38 percent of white farm operaters in the
Southeast. The figure for the latter group includes 11 percent of the
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families whose dieta furnished less than 1.2 milligrams per nutrition
unit per day (table 32).

At the most usual levels of money value, riboflavin apparently was
well supplied. It was only among those families in the Southeast
with diets valued in the range $0.69-§1.37 per food-expenditure unit
per week that the intake may have been dangerously low. The diets
of over half of this group supplied less than 1.2 milligrams per day per
nutrition unit; a,nc% of a third, 1.2 but less than 1.8 mﬂﬁgmms per
nutrition unit per day.

Riboflavin is widely distributed among plant and animal foods.
All meat contains some riboflavin but organs, such as liver, kidney,
and heart, contain larger quantities than muscle meat. Among
plant foods, leafy, green vegetables are especially good sources,
From & practical standpoint, milk is an important source, because of
the quantities in which it can be consumed. When food supplies
had 2 money value in the range $2.08-$2.76 per week per food-
expenditure unit, milk furnished 50 percent of the total riboflavin in
the diets of families in the North and West, and 60 percent in diets
of families in the Southeast. This higher proportion for the latter
group was due partly to a higher average consumption of milk (table
24) and partly, of course, to relatively smaller contributions from
other foods. Meat, poultry, and fish combined were the next most
important group of foods in the proportion of riboflavin they supplied
to white operators’ families with diets in the money-value class
$2.08-$2.76 per week per tood-expenditure unit, as shown below:

Percentage of rihoflazin from
specified food groups in farm

diets in the—

Food group: Northand West  Southeast
Milk or its equivalent. .. __ . __.._____ 50 60
Meat, poultey, fish._________ ... . _._......._. 18 16
Potatoes, sweetpotatoes . ... ______ 8 4
Egga_ . . e _.. 6 4
Other vegetables and fruit o __________.__ ... ___ 6 3
Leafy, green, and yellow vegetables 4 7

Total accounted for . ________._ 92 94

1 Tneludes all vegetables except potatoes andd sweetpotatoes, tomatoes, dried vepetables, and lealy, green,
and yellow vegetablas; all (ruit except citrus.

In third place as contributors of riboflavin were potatoes in the North
and West, and leafy, green, and yellow vegetables in the Southeast.

Canned or fresh vegetables other than potatoes were eonsumed in
very different amounts by individual families. At the money-value
level $1.38 $2.07 per unit per week, 25 percent of the families sur-
veyed in the North and West used less than 1.5 pounds per person in
a weck; 33 percent used amounts in the range 1.5-2.9 pounds; 32
percent, 3.0-5.9; and 10 percent, 6 pounds or more. Even when the
money value of the diets was as high as the level $4.15-$4.83 per
food-expenditure unit per week, there were some families (21 percent)
consuming less than 3 pounds of vegetables per person in a week,
At the other extreme were a few families using over 12 pounds of
vegetables per person during the period of the food record (table 33).

Table 33 and similar ones for eggs, milk, meat, butter, and fruit
show clearly why there is such diversity in the nutritive values of
d%efts of individual families living at the same level of money value
of food.



TABLE 32 —RIBOTLAVIN: Average household size, average riboflavin content of diels, and percentage of hous
fied quantities of riboflavin, by money value of food per week per food-cxpenditure unat, 4 analysis units,

1936-37

[ Houscholds of white nonreliel families that include a hushand and wife, hoth native-born|

chalds with diets furnishing speci-
white farm operators in 16 States}!

Average house-

Average content of

Diets furnishing speelfied quantities of ribofavin (in milligrams)—

. i hold size diets per day— .
Analysis unit and money value ! oo Per nulrition unit per day Per kilogrum per day
of fond per week per food- ! holds ? - - — - -
expenditure unit (dollars) ; |
i >
persons| orl- | pyr ler Bl Fer | oner | L2o- | 180 | 240 | 300 | Undor .00~ {0,030 | 0040 | Q080 0. 080
e units | PErSOQ | “unie gram 1.20 L79 | 2.3% 2. 99 |ormoere| 0.020 0.020 | .039 0,049 | .05 jor mouTe
NEW ENGLAND ! Milti- | M- | Ml
Number| Number Number| grama | grams § groms | Percent | Percenf| Percend| Percen | Percent | Percenl | Percent Pereent| Percent| Percent| Percent
2.08-2.76_.__ 30 4,30 4. 20 231 2.2 0.03% ] 13 b4 23 10 3 13 ! Py 3 7
T3, 3z 4. 84 4.7 2.7 2.8 . M6 V] 3 B 60 31 0 ¢] 34 25 24 18
16 4.4 4.28 315 3.21 L9 JER R I N IR [ R [
MIDDLE AT (IQ AND ) B | T
NORTH CENTRAL !
|
5.47 1.89% 1.58 L35 5 42 42 9 3 3 32 44 3
4. /9 2.37 2. 40 LG43 a 14 45 23 19 1 12 32 10
3.0 2.61 2.73 . Udb 1 L 33 35 a0 0 4 38 10
3.35 3.13 324 L)1 - P e . -
1 ——mem == = _—
3.8 183 [ A3 ] 43 43 14 29 A0 a
3. 6} 240 2, 46 39 ] 9 41 3n 161 39 4
345 106 3. 18 1130 LI] 2 13 25 8 10 28
282 | AT | 3e0| (060 ... [ I - R N
5. 42 LOR 1.14 22 a5 33 8 4 1] 4H 29 17 | b a, Ll
5.2l 105, 204 038 1 27 kD 15 9 k] 23 30 210 141 5
4. 3% 270 2, 82 L050 1 8 21 24 46 )] 7 20 21 26 ; pras]
3. 66 318 3.30 058 0 [} J 28 60 0 3 14 5 22 ; 36

1 Data in this 1ahle are from food records [urnished by familiss in the consumplion sample.

14 See table 14 for footnoles 2-5.

See Glossary for delinitions of terms used in this table. See also table 19, foolnote 1.
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Classification of Diets by Grade

Nutritional well-being demands that the diet provide adequate
amounts and suitable proportions of each of the required nutrients in
wholesome, digestible, and attractive form. Liberal quantities of
one nutrient do not compensate for less than minimal quantities of
another, although there are well-known interrelationships in funetion.

From data supplied by their food records, families have been
classified according to the richness of their diets in respect to each
nutrient, as described in the preceding pages. In addition, an nttempt
has been made to grade diets =0 as to take several nutrients into ac-
count at one time, and thus to provide an over-all picture of the
quality of the diet. Any such grading must, of course, be regarded
as provisional and highly tentative. Scientific knowledge is still too
fragmentary to make possible a thorough-going appraisal of the
nutritive adequacy of diets. To do so would necessitate more infor-
mation than s now available regarding both human requirements
for food and the nutritive values of food as commonly eaten. Since
relatively little is known either of minimal or optimal requirements,
specifications for diet-grading are somewhat arbitrary.

In this publication, diets of families have been classified into four
groups—poor, fair, good, and excellent. To escape classification as
poor, and to merit classification as fair, good, or excellent, a diet had
to meet or exceed the following specifications per nutrition unit per
day:

Nutrient: Guantity per nulrilon unit per duy

Protein__________________. _.. 50 grams,

Caleiurm. .o ___._. 0.45 gram.

Phosphorus_ . __________ 0.88 gram.

Tron. ... 10 milligramas.

Vitamin A . _____ e 3,000 International Units.

Thiamin (vitamin By _________ l.QUmilligram or 383 International
. nis.

Ascorbic acid (vitamin C)_ . ___ 30 Cmiliigra,ms or 600 International

mits.
Riboflavin____________._._ - 0.9 milligram.

A diet was classed as poor if it failed to meet the above specifica-
tions with respect to one or more nutrients; as fair, if it met or exceeded
the quantities of each nutrient specified above, but by less than a 50-
percent margin with respect to one or more nutrient; as good, if it
provided at least a 50-percent margin beyond the specifications listed
for each nutrient, but less than 100-percent margin in the case of the
vitamins. A diet was classed as excellent if it provided per nutrition
unit per day, the following nutrients in &t least the quantities listed:

Nutrient: Quantily per nulrition unil per day
Pratein______________________ 75 grams.
Calelum_____________________ (.68 gram,

Phosphorus_ ... __________ 1.32 grams.
Tron_ ... ___._ 15 milligrams.
Vitamin A value _____________ 6,000 International Units.
Thiamin {vitamin B,)__._______ 2.0 milligrams or 666 International
Units,
Ascorbic aeid (vitamin Cy...__ 60 E}nil]igrams or 1,200 International
nita.

Riboflavin_ ... . ______________ 1.8 milligrams,
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TABLE 33 —VEGETABLES OTHER THAN POTATOES: Average consumplion ef vege-
tables other than potaioes per person in o week and percentage of households
consuming spectfied quantities, by money value of food per week per food-expenditure
unit, £ analysis units, white farm operators in 20 Statest 1936-37

[TTouseholds of white noprelief fainilies that include s hushand and wife, both native-barn}

Households consuming specifiled guantities ot vegetablos 3

Analysls unit And Average other thin polatoes (in pounds per person in & week)

ﬁggegor‘&ﬁilpg EEII:;; %gnpté?
food-expenditure son in a

umit (dolinrs) week | 00-14 | 1528 | 3058 | 6089 | 90119 | 200r

—_—

XORTH AND WE3T 4

Numbar { Pounds | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent
1.398-2.07 ... £3 3.0 25 33 32 8 2
27345 . - 175 5.2 10 23 34 18 il B
415-4.83 o 33 7.6 2 18 24 25 12 18
SQUTHF AST
138207 ... 133 3.5 23 22 38 13 3 1
P R R P —— 64 5.4 12 2 33 11 17 f

|

1 Data in this table are from fead reeords furnished by families in the consumption sample. See Glossary
for efinitions of terms used In this table. See also table 19, footnote 1.

f Sec table 19, footnote 2.

+ Does not include dried vegetables,

«New England, Middle Atlantic and North Central, Plains and Mountain, and Pacific regions.

Criteria other than those listed above might have been selected
that would impose higher or lower standards for each grade of diet,
and thus classify relatively more or fewer families in each category.
Probably, however, most scientists working in the field would agree
that any diet clagsed as poor by the specifications listed above could
be improved to the advantage of human welfare, and that the lower
limits of the definition for an excellent diet are very modest with respect
to a number of nutrients.

Grade of Diet in Relation to Money Value of Food

A clear-cut association between money value of food and grade of
diet, as defined in preceding paragraphs, can be observed in the
data from food records obtained both in the North and West and in
the Southeast. The percentage of diets graded execlent increased
markedly as money value of food per expenditure unit increased,
while the percentage graded poor decreased. In the North and West,
for example, 8 percent of the diets were graded excellent and 30 per-
cent were graded poor in the money-value-of-food elass $1.38-52.07
per food-expenditure unit per week, whereas 50 percent were graded
excellent and only 3 percent graded poor in the class $2.77-83.45
{table 34).

Along with the recognition of this association between money value
of food and grade of diet should go an appreciation of the fact that at
all levels of money value of food some families were more successful
than others in obtaining satisfactory diets. Thus, in the North and
West among families with food valued in the class $2.08-$2.76 per
expenditure unit per week, about one-fifth succeeded in obtaining
excellent diets, whereas one-tenth had diets that were graded poor.
Greater knowledge and skill in the wise selection of purchased food,
together with home-production programs more adapted to family
needs, undoubtedly were [actors in the situation.
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Diets that did not provide enough of one or more nutrients to be
classified in the fair grade were reported by about one-tenth of the
families that furnished food records in the North and West unit.
Diets equally poor were reported by about one-fourth of the families
of white operators in the Southeast. On the other hand, food supplies
that could be classed as excellent were reported by about one-third of
the families furnishing food records from the North and West unit and
by about onefourth of those from the Southeast. These facts are
shown graphieally in figure 6 for families living in the North and West.

[T exceveent

pL

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES

MONEY VALUE OF FOOD PER WEEK PER FOOD-EXPENDITURE UNIT (DOLLARS)

Ficore 6.—Grade of diet by money value of food: Distribution of families by
money vahue of food per week per tood-expenditure unit, and proportion having
dicts graded poor, fair, good, and excellent, nonrelief white farm operators’
families in the analysis unit of the North and West, 1936-37.

Of the food records from the North and West that were graded poor,
well over a third fell short of the specifications for a fair diet with
respect to vitamin A und calcium; and about one-fifth, with reapect
to vitamin C. When diets were deficient in but one factor, it was
about as likely to be calcium as vitamin A. Leas frequently vita-
min ¢ was the only limiting factor. Other nutrients were the
sole deficiencies but seldom.

Of the food records from white operators in the Southeast that
ware graded poor, about half failed to meet the specifications listed
for a fair diet with respect to vitamin A and ascorbie acid, and about
a fourth with respect to calcium. Only infrequently were thiamin or
riboflavin the sole limiting factors,

Of the diet records classed as fair in the North and West, about
half failed to meet the specifications for a good diet with respect to
caleium and total iron; about a fourth failed to meet the specifications
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with respect to thiamin, vitamin A value, and ascorbic acid. When
g single deficiency prevented classification as good, it was most likely
to be calcium, Of diet records from the Southeast white farm
operators’ families, between a third and a half of those that failed to
meet the specifications for a good diet were relatively deficient in
ascorbic acid and vitamin A,

The chief dietary sources of each of these nutrients have been
discussed in the preceding pages. Diets graded good or excellent
included much more milk, eggs, green, leafy vegetables, and fresh
fruit than diets graded poor.

TABLE 34.—GRADE OF DIET BY MONEY VALUE OF Foob;: Percentage of households
having diets of specified grades, by money value of food per week per food-expenditure
unil, 2 analysis units, white farm operators tn 20 States,! 193637

[Frousehelds of white nonrelief families that include a busband and wife, both native-born)

North and West 3 Southenst (white operators)
Money value 7 of
foodd per week per Households with diets graded-— Huousehelds with dicts graded—
RO L e el -
lent Good Fair Poor Texnt, Good | Fair Poar

Number Percent | Percent | Percent | Percemt Number Percent | Paveent Percent | Percent
- : _- - 24 Q k] 25

T PP EERTTEE EETII S 75
63 8 8 56 30 133 10 18 41 33

162 18 25 47 10 76 37 21 25 17
175 50 26 21 3 64 46 3 22 9

33 88 9 3 [} 13 100 Q [ 0

! Data in this table are from food records furnished by families in the consumption sample. See Method-
ology for the States and counties studied in ench region; see Glossary for definitions of terms nsed in this
table. For specifications used in grading diets, see p. 82. Al percentages are based on the number of
bouseholds in each money-value class.

4 Adjusted to June-Aupust 1938 price level by U, 8, Bureau of Labar Btatistics index of retail food costs,

1 New England, Middle Atlantic and North Central, Plains and Mountain, and Pacific rLgicns.

Had criteria other than those adopted in this study been used in
classifying diets by grade, somewhat differing proportions would have
been judged to be poor, fair, good, and excellent. For example, had
a lower standard for thiamin been the dividing line between diets
classed as poor or fair—0.75 milligram per nutrition unit per day
rather than 1.0 of thiamin—and had 1.5 milligrams of thiamin per
unit per day rather than 2.0 been the dividing line between diets
classed as good or as excellent (all other factors kept constant), the
grading would have placed a somewhat larger proportion of food
records in the higher dietary classes, especially of records showing
relatively high money value of food. On the other hand, had the
standards for ascorbic acid and riboflavin been higher, proportionally
more would have been placed in the poorer diet classes in every
money-value-of-food class.

Table 35 compares for selected money-value-of-food groups the
proportions of diets in each grade using the criteria adopted for this
study with the proportion that would have been in each (1} had the
lower standards for thiamin deseribed above been imposed; (2) had
the ascorbic acid standards been raised by one-fourth; and (3) had
the riboflavin standards been doubled. The figures in the table
indicate the need for care in interpreting an appraisal of the nutritive
quality of diets based on any single set of figures.
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TARLE 35.—DIETS GRADED BY FOUR SETS OF CRITERIA: Percentage of households
having diets of specified grades, as judged by four sels of eriteria, by money value
of food per week per food-expenditure unit, 2 analysis unils, white farm operators
in 20 States,! 1936-37

[Households of white noorelief families that include a husband and wife, both pative-born)

North and West 4 \ Southeast
Money valuc?® of food per week per food-
expenditure unit and eriteria? for grading | ] {
diets El’e‘getl' Good  Fair | Poor E].:]cletl Good | Fair | Foor
$0.69-$1.37: FPef, Pet. | Pct, ' Pect. | Pet. | Pet, | Pol. | Iel,
Specifieations adopted for this publieation.|.. .. [ .ol 0 [ 25 73
Specifieations modified to allow: ®
Liower standsard for $hiamin. o joeeaeo.. FREIIN SU 0 0 25 75
Higher standard oz aseorbic acid. - 0 0 21 7%
Higher standard fer viboflavin. | 0 0 4 96
$1.38-§2.07: H
Zpecifications adopied for this publication . ] [ 56 30 10 16 41 33
Specifications modified to allow: ¢
Lowér atandard for thiamin_ 10 5 55 30 1% 13 13 32
Higher standard for aseorbic a 5 8 B0 a7 7 11 38 44
Higher standard for riboflavin. . 10 39 49 2 5 42 i
$2.08-32.76:
Specifiestionsadopted for this publieation . . 18 25 47 10 7 21 25 17
Specifications modifled to allow:
Lower gtandard for thiamin. ... b} 19 43 9 41 17 25 17
Higher standard for ascorbic acid | 15 23 45 17 25 25 2% 24
Higher standard for ribollavin. ......._ 2 17 63 18 12 29 35 24
£2.77-53.45:
Specificationsadopted for this publication_ . 50 26 21 : 28 SRR PR DSOS PR
Specifications modified to allow:d
Lower standard for thiamin_ .. ________ 63 14 21 ]
Higher standard for ascorhic acid . 41 30 26 3
Higher standard for riboflavin_ .. ____. 12 42 42 L3

i Datain thiztable are from food records furnished by families in the consumption sample. See Methodol-
ogy [er the States and oonnties studied in each region; see Glossary for definitions of terms used in this
table. All percentages in this table are based on the number of households in each money-velue class.

1 Adjusted to Tune-Aupust 1936 level by the T. 8. Bureau of Labor Btatistics index of ratafl food costs.

i See description in fext,

i New Encland, Middle Atluntic and North Central, Plains and Mountain, and Pacific regions.

¢ Modification made in the specified nutrient only.

Grade of Diet in Relation to Family Type and lncome

Within a given income class, $500-3999 for example, there was a
tendency for the smaller families (type 1) to have a larger proportion
of diets graded good or excellent and a smaller proportion graded
poor or fair than the very large families (types 6 and 7). This was
in line with average money value of food per food-expenditure unit-
meal for white operators’ families furnishing food records at this
income level, as shown below:

Percentage ol digls

Aperage money calue graded—

. : . of food per food- e
Analysis unit and family-type group: erpendilire unit Pooror  Goad or

North and West: ment (cenis) fair excelient
Type 1. 14, 0 37 63
Types 2and 3 aaao--- 13. 3 85 35
Typesdand . ______. - 13. 6 50 50
Types 6and 7. .- 10. 5 87 13

Southeast:

Type 1 e 14.4 50 50
Types 2and 8. ______-- 12, 5 41 59
Types dand 5o ... 10. 8 57 43
Typesband 7oL~ 9. 4 69 31
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Contributing to the differences in money value of diets are, of course,
the differences in the quantities had of the relatively expensive pro-
tective foods. - . _

As incomes rose, families of each type generally had an increasing
proport-ion of diets graded excellent or geod. This would be expected
from the increasing quantities of milk, butter, succulent vegetables,
and fresh fruit usually found in diets o_f higher money value associ-
ated with higher incomes. (See Quantities Consumed of Important
Food Groups, p. 32; and Nutritive Valpe of Dleps, p. 52.) Among
farm families, however, there are wide differences in dietary patterns.
Through home-production programs many families with low incomes
(montsy and nonmoney) are able to maintain high distary levels
(table 36).

TABLE 36.—GRADE OF DIET AND MONEY VALUE OF FOOD EY FAMILY TYPE AND
NncomE: Average money value of food per food-expenditure unii-meal and percentage
of diets graded excellent or good and fair or poor, by family type and income, £ anal-
ysis wnats, white farm operators in 20 Stales, ! 1986-37

|1icusebolds of white nonralief families that include a husbang and wile, beth native-born)

North and West ¥ ' Southeast

Average | Proportion of Average Proportion of

Family type and income ciass money | diets graded— monsy | diets graded-—-
(doliars) House- value of House- | 7alue of —

hols | f0od per belgs | food per
05 | expendi- | Excel- f il " | expendi- | Excel- [ o .

ture lent or - puor . ture | lent or mﬁ or

unit-meal| pood } unit-meal| good | POF
: _

TYPE 1 !
Number| Cents | Percent|Percent | Number] Cents | Percent | Percent
D509 . . . __ 44 14.0 63 87 19 14. 4 5 50
1, 000,493 al 15,8 7 20 10 179 50 20
TYPES 2 AND 3
B899 . a7 13.3 35 85 L) 12.5 59 41
1, 00-1, 400 __ 53 4.7 f2 a8 25 12.4 45 56
1, 000~ 1,890 el 28 1449 56 44 12 14.9 76 o4
TYPES 4 AND &

4% 13.6 an 1] 87 10.8 43 &7
852 i1 84 32 51 120 33 687
47 13.2 44 56 = 11.4 31 fitt

I Trata in this table are from fond records furnished by families in the censumption sample.  See Method-
ology Jor the States snd counties studied in each region; see (lossary for deflnitions of terms used inm this
tabla. For specifications used in grading the dlets, see page 82.

i New England, Middle Atiantie and North Central, Plains and Mountain, and Pacific regians.

Diflerences in grade of diet from one income class to another are
not always clear-cut however; in part because of the wide variations
in the home-production of the protective foods within each income
class, and in part because the lower income classes include two groups
of families in any given year—those that fall in these groups vear
after year, and those that are in lower income classes for a single year
because of temporaty reverses. The latter generally have resources
that enable them to mainiain higher dietary levels than would be
expected of families accustomed to living within correspondingly low
incomes (see p. 369).

To the circumstances noted above which bring ahout exceptions
to the general rule that each family-type group tended to have better
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Frocure 8.—CGrade of diet by income: Distribution of families by income, and
proportion having diets graded poor, fair, good, and excellent, nonrelief white
farm operators’ families In the Southeast analysis unit, 1936-37.
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diets as incomes rose, should be added another in considering the
relationships shown by this study between grade of diet and income
(all family types combined). The reader should recall that the eligi-
bility requiremnents for the r;tudy excluded families on relief, thus
eliminating from the lower income classes of the study many more
families of larger size (types 3, 5, 6, and 7) than smaller (types 1, 2,
and 4); smaller families can remain independent of public assistance
on lower incomes than can the larger familics. (See Methodology,
The Consumption Sample in Relation to the Total Population.) As
shown earlier, at any given income level smaller families tend to have
relatively more of the protective foods for each person than do the
larger, and hence food of higher money value per food-expenditure
unit.

TABLE 37 —GRADE OF DIET, BY FAMILY TYPE AND INCOME: Percentage of households
having diets of speczﬁed grades, by family iype and income, 2 enalysis undls,
while farm operators in 20 Stotes,! 1936-37

[Households of white nenrelief families that include & hosband and wite, botk native-born)

Percentage of dists graded—
Analysi ; ; House-
ysis unit, family type, and income clasa haids | g
ngil- Good | Fair Poor
ALL TYFES
Morth and West: i Number | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent
BB L miicmsaeaameee 22 41 9 14 38
$500-3999 . . __ - 113 27 20 44 '}
$1, 000-%1, 499 - 112 41 22 32 b
$1, 500-$1,999___ - 48 31 18 40 1
$2,000 0T O¥eE e camaaas 90 41 -} I 4
Southeast;
$0-54 36 17 14 38 31
124 31 14 15 30
78 19 21 36 A4
64 31 19 31 19
FAMILY-TYPE GROUPS IN INCOME CLASS $500-$950
North and West:
B2+ 0 a5 37 28 31 (]
Types 2and 3.___ 28 12 2 54 11
Typesdand §____ 44 34, 15 41 g
Types 6 and 7 8 0 13 75 | 12
Southeast: |
10 50 10 40
29 38 21 17 24
58 27 18 30 27
Typeséand 7. 29 24 7 28 4t

V I>ata in this table are from food records furnished by families in the consumption sample. S8ee Methad.
nlogy for the States and counties studied in each region; see Glossary for definitions nf terms used in this
table. For specificationa used in grading dlets see page 82, All percentages are based on the number of
bouseholds in eweh elass,

As a result of the unequal distribution of families by type in the
different income classes, there is great similarity in average money
value of food per food-expenditure unit {(all family types comblned)
from one income class to another. This was particularly true of
average value of food per expenditure unit in the farm sections of the
North (New England, Middle Atlantic and North Central regions),
as is shown by the following data from food records:
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Money value (i cents) of food per ex-
peaditure unif-meal in—

Family-income ¢lass: North West Southeast
FO-8499_ .. .. ... 141 13. 5 10, 8
§500-8999_ _ .. 13. 7 13.3 1.3
$1,000-851,499_ ________ e 14 8 13.9 12, 1
$1,500-81,900_.___ . ____. 13. 9 14.0 13. 0
$2,000-%2,999_ _ ____________________ 14. 3 14. 9 14. 0

Because a larger proportion of the families in the North and West
meeting the eligibility requirements of the study were in the higher
income classes than in the Southeast, and because within each income
class families in the North and West had food of higher money value
per food-expenditure unit, there was a distinet difference in the nutri-
tive quality of diets of farm operators’ families included in the con-
sumption sample in the North and West on the one hand, and those
of the Southeast on the other. 'This is true whether each unit is con-
sidered by income classes or as a whole. A larger proportion of the
former group than of the latter had diets that could be classed as
excelcllen)t, and fewer that had to be classed as poor (table 37 and figs,
7 and 8).



SECTION 3. FOOD OF WHITE SHARECROP-
PERS' FAMILIES IN THE SOUTHEAST

Families of sharecroppers supply labor and some part of the expend-
itures for the operation of the farm, and receive in return a specified
proportion of the crop. They do not furnish work animals, nor do
they make major decisions as to policies of farm operation (Glossary,
Sharecropper).

Money Value of Food of White Sharecroppers' Families

More than four-fifths (84 percent) ol the nonrelicf families of white
gharecroppers in the Georgia-Mississippl section had incomes (money
and nonmoney) below $750 i 1935-36. In the counties of the
Carolinas the proportion was smaller, 39 pereent. However, even in
the latter section, the medisn income was under $900, These figures
indicate that many families must devote a high proportion of their
income to food, su}gsist on a low dietary level, or both.

The average money value of food at a given income level was
higher in the Georgia-Mississippi section than in the Carolinas,
For example, the average for types 4 and 5 combined 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 products 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 & relatively high pro-
portion to devote to the purchase of so small a share of the food sup-
ply; it reflects the fact that the amount of money available for family
living was relatively low,

With rising income, the average money value of food per food-
expenditure unit increased, and in each income class the money value
of the sharccroppers’ food was usually lower than that of operators in
esch farm section, a8 is shown by the following figures for families of
types 4 and 5 combined in selected income classes:

Average  money Pereentage

Fa‘rmwsectiog, fa.]mi]y-bincn{lniclasis, and tenure: !;‘f;_'fi;’fﬁ‘;]féﬂﬁdu?:f; tﬂh{]i fﬁ"ﬂgf
North Carolina-South Carolina: Tl . !
$250-$499: Rt L ok
Sharecroppers._ - __ . ___________.._..._ 5. 3 53
Operators.__ .. ___.._ e 5.9 60
$500-%749:
SharecroppPers. - oo co o e oo 7.0 59
Qperators..._ ... ____________._ 82 69
Georgin-Mississippi:
$250-5499:
Sharecroppers_ . . 57 60
Operators_____ . ____ .. 6.3 75
$500-$740:
Bhareeroppers - - - o e 7.8 71
Operators - ___ . _____________. 7.6 75
91

81267°-—41——7
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Practically all of the money spent for food by families of sharecrop-
pers was for meals to be prepared and served at home. Most of the
moucy for food purchased and eaten away from home was spent for
between-meal food and drink, such as soft drinks, sandwiches, candy,
ice cream; only small amounts went for school lunches und for meals
atwork., In the income class $500-8749, for example, average cxpend-
itures for meals amounted to about $2 or less for any family-type
group; the highest average for between-meal food was almost $3.

Milk and fats accounted for almost equal shares of the money
value of the home food supply—about one-fifth each—in the diets of
families of types 4 and 5 in the income class $500-4909. Meats
(exclusive of bacon and salt side), grain produets, and vegetables and
fruits combined accounted for somewhat less, about 15 percent each.
As incomes rose, the shift was in the direction of a smaller share to
grain products, sugars, and fats, and a larger share to meat and fo
vegetables and fruit, The differences between the patterns of the
various family-type groups might be anticipated from a comparison
of average values of food per unit-meal—at comparable incomes, the
larger families, with relatively less for the food of cach person, hud
dietary patterns in which meat accounted for a smaller share of the
total money value than in diets of small families; but with milk and
orain products taking a larger share. These shifts are in the direction
followed if the income of families of any given size decreases.

Dietary Patterns of White Sharecroppers’ Families as Shown by
7-Day Schedules

Something of the nature of the diets of families of sharecroppers
may be seen from figures on average consumption in a weck during
the season March—-November 1936, the two farm sections of the South-
east combined. Among families of types 4 and 5, in the income class
$500--$999, the food supply of families of sharecroppers included
smaller quantities of the relatively expensive protective foods than
did diets of families of operators, as the following figures show:

Pounds consumed per Rouse-
hold in a week

Classes and groups of food:

Class A {groups including many of the protective Sharecroppers Operators
FO0AS) e e e et amam 81 4 91. 4
E1ggs ______________________________________ 20 2.4
Milk, fluid, or its equivalent in other forms__. 51 6 48. 3
Butter_ . _._ ... e 2.4 2.6
Succulent vegetables, fresh and canned_____ . 14. 6 13. 9
Fruit, fresh 'and canned _ - ______ . ______. 10. 8 14. 2
Class B (other foods of plant originy . 40. 2 47. 0
Grain products (four equivaleni) ... .. 339 31.5
SBugar, sirups, Preserves. .o oo 7.0 7.8
Potatoes, sweetpotatoes . .- o . ___ 7.7 7.2
Dry mature beans, peas_ . .. oo oceeaaooon . B .5
Class C (other foods ehiefly of animal origin)______ 13.7 12. 3
Fats, ofls & - 6. 8 5 8
Meat,® poultry, fish. _ L oo 6.9 6.5

t Tneludes also the fresh freit equivalent of dried {rait.
* Excludes buttar, but ineludes bacen and salt side.
) Excludes bacon and salt side.
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The houscholds fed from the fond supplies Listed above included
an average of 4.76 persons among the sharecroppers and 4.57 among
operators; the value of the food per expenditure unit-meal was 8.1
ceitts and 8.6 cents, respectively.

Over three-fourths of the families of white sharccroppers giving
estimates of their food consumption had incomes {money and non-
money) below $1,000 for the year. As incomes rose to this point,
average consumption of most major groups of foods increased among
families of each type group. Average consumption of grain products
decreased on & per eapita, but not always on a household basis; there
was an apparent (though not a real) decrease in the per capita eon-
sumpiion of dairy products.!

In comparable income classes there were increases in the con-
sumption of most food groups from one family type to another, with
inereasing family size. The increases were not in proportion to the
number of persons to be fed, however. There was less difference in
per capita consumption from one family type to another with respect
to erain products than most other food groups.

Inasmuch as the nutritive quality of diets of low-income families
living on farms is closely related to programs of food production for
home use, it is of interest to examine the extent of this practice among
families of sharecroppers. The proportion of families of types 4 and
5 in the Income cluass $500-$999 having farm-furnished mitk sometime
during the year differed markedly from one State to another. In
North Carolina, the percentage was 31; in South Carolina, 67; in
Mississippi, 96 pereent; and in Georgia, 100, This does net mean
that all of these sharecroppers’ families owned cows but that at some
time during the year they may have shared in the milk supply (chiefly
buttermilk) of the families of the operators for whom they worked.
In each group of farm counties the percentage having some farm-
furnished milk inereased appreciably with income, and with increasing
size of family.

It is not easy to replace milk by other foods in achieving adequate
dicts; hence, the proportion of families having no fresh milk is of
parsicular interest. Among white sharccroppers interviewed at
some time during the period March-November 1936, 26 percent had
no fresh fluid milk in the preceding week ns compared with 11 percent
of the white operators. As was found to be the case among families
of white operators, there was no income level at which all families had
fresh fluid milk.

Some eggs furnished by the farm in 1935-36 were used by practically
gll of the families of white sharecroppers included in the study.
Among families of types 4 and 5 in the income class $500-$999, all
farm sections combined, 79 pereent used eges during the week for
which the family gave an estimate of food consumption in the period
March-November; the percentage of families of this type group and
income clags in each farm section that produced some cges for home

I T'he apparent reversal of the usual trend of ap inercasing consumption of dairy products with inereasing
income (tuble 48) ean be sxplained as follows: ‘Table 48 is based on data from counties in four States. In
cach group of eounties, family-ineome schedules showed that milk preduction for family consumption in-
erraged as incomesrose.  But the weneralievels of milk preduction differed, heing much lower in the eounties
studied in North Carolina than elsewhere.  Furthermore, anly a very sinall praportion of the lower income
grouns furnishing eheek lists were from these North Carolina counties, but most of the higher ineeme gronps
were from these counties. Henee, the pooled results from the {our States show an apparent, but not™a tras
derrease, in consumpiion as incomes rose. A comparable effect of pooling data frem the four groups of
counties was hol encountered in the case of any other wajor vod ¢lass.
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consumption in 1935-36 was: North Carolina, 83; South Carolina,
£0; Mississippi, 91; and Georgia, 100,

Ninety-five percent or more of the sharecroppers’ families had
home gardens. Almost all families having vegetables during the
week of the special food consumption study (season, March-Novem-
ber) reported that a large proportion was farm-furnished. Tomatoes,
cabbage, snap beans, peas, and the typical southern greens were the
kinds used in largest quantities. Practically all families had some
food from the garden, and more than threefourths canuned some
vegetables. Almost all of the families that canned food, morcover,
raised more than half of what they canned.

The proportion of sharecroppers producing pork usually was some-
what lower than of operators comparable with respect to family type
and income class; and the average quantities produced for household
use were, as a rule, considerably smaller. The farm-furnished pork
consumed by sharccroppers may have included a large proportion of
the less salable cuts; families in straitened circumstances may have
disposed of the choice leaner cuts, as ham, for needed cash and re-
tained for home consumption the salt side and other fat cuts that are
less valuable nutritionally. Kelatively more fat meat was consumed
by families of sharecroppers than by families of operators, as shown by
consumption estimates.

Nutritive Value of Diets of White Sharecroppers’ Families
Nutritive Value as Related to Meney Value of Food

Classified by level of money value of food, there was no consistent
trend in the differences in nutritive value between diets of families
of sharecroppers and operators.  Of food energy and some nutrients—
protein, phosphorus, won, and vitamin A —diets of sharecroppers
furnished slightly larger average quantities; of one other, ascorbic
acid, slightly smaller quantities than were found for operators. With
respect to other nutrents, the direction of the differences was not
consistent at the three comparable levels of money value for which
there are data (table 38),

With food supplies valued in the range $0.69-$1.37 per food-
expenditure unit per week—and nearly a fourth of the families of
sharecroppers that kept food records were in this class—some of the
diets were very restricted. The average ascorbic acid content of the
raw food was only 38 milligrams per nutrition unit per day, a level
that will be still further reduced by cooking. The average value of
riboflavin, 1.2 milligrams, was also low. The caleium econtent of
these diets, averaging 0.66 gram per unit, was higher than might be
expected in view of the low milk consumption, but self-rising flour
supplied significant guantities of both ealeium and phosphorus.

Dicts valued in the range $1.35-%2.07 per food-expenditure unit
per week supplied somewhat larger average quantities of cach of the
nutrients considered. Only in ascorbic acid and riboflavin were the
average values per nutrition unit below what could be considered a
fairly liberal intake. This does not mean, of course, that every family
with food valued within this range obtained desirable quantitids of all
other nutrients. For example, about one-{ifth of the families obtained
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Jess then 1.5 milligrams of thiamin (300 International Units), and the
gume proportion, less thian 4 560 lnternatiensl Units of vitamin A
er nutrition unit per day.

The average quantity of ascorbic acid furnished by ihe food of this
group of families (i. e., those with diets in the money-value range
$1.38-$2.07 per expenditure unit per week) was 30 milligrans per
putrition unit per day.  Average values for individual families were
distributed as follows:

Fereentage  of familizg
fiering specified nunn-

tities of ascorhic weid
Der wutrition wnll per

Milligrams: day
Under 25._.__. e e e . 13
43
28
13
3

These figures show the variation around thie average, and indicate the
extent of the ascorbie acid deprivation that probably existed when
over half of the families had in their food supplies less than 50 milli-
grams per nutrition unit per day.

TABLE 38.—NUTRITIVE VALUE OF DIETS BY MONEY VALUE OF Fo0OD: Average
nuteilive value of diels per nudrition unat per doy and average houschold size, by
maney value of food per week per food-expenditure wnit, Southeast white operator
arnd white shavecropper analysis unils,t 1956-37

[FL.usehalds of white nonrelief fumtlies that inchede o busband and wile, both native-hoin]

- i ‘
. : ) i |
Money vilue T ol | ae v g Lo | ]
fuod per week ! hanea | : I R
per foadex- | B BOUSE  Rood  Pro- | Ol | Phos-| g VITS g As007 | Rika.
penditure unit -y o o S encrry! tein | elum iphoruss Dvalge | Min foch  flavin
and analysis peiis orsons) | i ! \ | !
unit | i | | f ; .
! ‘ i | ' : | ! :
- e -
| J AVERAGE NUTRITIVE VALUZ TER NUTRITION
| UNIT PER DAY
i B | ! ] ]
H ' . H Infer | i
Cutor- i | M- paafional] M- | AL M-
S.50-$1 371 fes Grams Griws |Geams  grame . Unils | grams  grams : graats
ol |20 GGO0AN . LEA | 148 RO L6 FE R W
. 2 P LT} fiy N i L7 owsd omgon| L3 S8 L@
| X H
o 7R W i Ty 105 } o.M 2 550 2
-1 | A0 ez T 21 ws 1L, T ‘ 213 5000 LT
! | i
G vas | et onwozae! 2202w o T
2 R | ATl 115 | L17: 267 : 213 . W0 | 312 62 NS
. I I i ! i | .
! . ) e
' E AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD BIZE, IN NUTRITION UNLTS
i : i . | | T
i Nwa- ) Num- | Nvm-| Num-© Num-| Nom- | Num- :
FOEG=51.470 o r ber her 4 ler ‘ ey F ber o ber
OLAraluTs. ... 24 | 56 sl stof vragones| we| sl 4w
SUAreeroppers . 18 5.44 . 466 &2 799 joatE; 433 507 456
S e207: | E | |
Cperalors. ... 138 o5.47 | 4.82 52 TG 56 452 5,211 4.82
Snareeroppers. . 38 | 4404 0 414 ( 4.00 | 6.51 ) 4.58 | 405 BN L
52,0852, 76 | ! ! \ ; |
Crperntors. ... 150 4.6 0 4.03 4.5 5080 4.30 | 409 [ ‘ 4.10
Sharecroppers. 29 401 s j 387 | BET k 3.74 ‘ 3.39 3.76 i 340

* Trata in this table are from food vecords frnished by families in the consumption sammle,  See Method
elogy for the States and courties included in the Sontheast recion: see Glossary [or definitions of terms uzsed
i this table,  Allaverazes are baged on the number of houscholids in each money-value class.

¢ Adjustend to Tune-Ausust 1936 level by the UL 8. Bureas of Labor Statistics iDdex of retail food coste.

 Week-equivalent persons,
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The average riboflavin content of these diets (in the money-value
range $1.38-%2.07 per unit per week) was 1.7 millierams per nutrition
unit per day, but 29 percent of the families received less than 1.2
and another 26 percent, as much as 1.2 but less than 1.8 milligrams.
Until more is known of human requirements for this nutrient, the
significance of these levels of consumption cunnot be appreciated.

At the next higher level of money value of food, $2.08-$2.76 per
food-cxpenditure unit per week, the average values for each of the
nutrients were all above suggested dietary allowances. However, with
an average energy value of 4,770 calories per food-energy unit,
there was doubtless considerable food waste and consequently the
nutritive value averages may exaggerate the actual intake.

Classification of Diets by Grade

At comparable levels of money value of food per food-expenditure
unit, the diets of families of white sharecroppers in the Southeast
tended to be less satisfactory with respect to the proportion of diets
graded excellent or good and fair or poor than diets of families of
farin operators. This is shown by the following fipures:

Percentage of diets graded

Money valuc of food per week per expenditure unit, and tenure:  Ercetlent Fair or
$1.38-52.07: ar good poor
ShareCrOpPPeTS .« e e 21 79
Operators ... ..o .. _ S 26 74
$2.08-%$2.76:
BharecToPPers. . o o e e e 45 55
Operators_ e e .. 58 42

At cach money-value level, the diets of shareeroppers included less of
the protective foods than those of operators.

Too few records were obtained from sharecroppers to classify their
diets by grade within family-type and ineome categories. For all
family types combined, the dilfercnce in grade of diet among tfamilics
in the two tenure groups is shown below for selected income levels:

Dercentuge of diets graded

Family-income elass and tenure: Escellent Foir or
Under $500: or yooid poor
Shareeroppers. - o _______ e 25 73
Operators . .. 31 69
B500-$999:
TRl T R 41 59
Operators e 45 55

A larger proportion of sharecroppers than operators lived at the lower
meome levels.  Families of sharecroppers tended to be larger; their
programs of production for home use were less adequate; their diets
usually included less of the protective fooda.



SECTION 4. FOOD OF NEGRO FARM FAMILIES
IN THE SOUTHEAST

Money Value of Food of Negre Farm Operators’ and
Sharecroppers’ Families

Most of the nonrelief Negro families living on farms in the counties
gtudied in the Southeast had incomes (mouey and nonmeney) under
$750 in 1935-36. Ineluded in this group were 57 percent of the fam-
ilies of farm operators in the Carolinas, 70 percent of those in Georgia
and Mississippi; 70 percent of the families of sharecroppers in the
foriner section, and 92 percent of those in the latter. 1t is not sur-
prising, therefore, to find the average money value of the food of
Negro farm families relatively low, More than 40 percent of the
operators” families included in this study and more than 60 percent
of the sharecroppers’ families had food valued at less than 20 cents
per food-expenditure unit per day (table 44).

Among families of types 4 and 5 in the income class $250-$489, for
esample, the average money value of a year’s food supply in the
North Carolina-South Caroling farm section was $207 for Negro
operators and $237 for Negro sharecroppers. These figures are
simifar to those for corresponding family-type, income, and tenure
groups in the Georgla-Mississippt scetion.  Home-produced food
accounted for almost two-thirds of the total value of food of the
farm operators (61 and 63 pereent in the two analysis units) but for
only about half that of the sharceroppers (43 and 54 pereent).
Despite the fuet that farms furnished so large a share of food, average
expenditures for food took almost half of the total money expendi-
tures for living of families of operators and more than half of those of
sharceroppers’ families.

As ineomes rose, thefe was an accompanying increase in the average
money value of food, whether expressed on a family or on a food-
expenditure-unit basis. The latter iz the more satisfactory basis of
comparison because 1t eliminates the effect of differences from one
analysis unit to another in average family size which exist even within
the family-type groups.  TFor families of types 4 and 5 combined, the
gverage money value of food per expenditure unit-meal is shown
below:

Average value {in cents) of food

. . - er erpenditiure unif-meal
Family-income class and farm scetion: perem

52503499, Operators  Sharecroppers
North Carolina-South Carolina - ______.__._ 5.1 4. 4
Georgla-Mississippl oo .. L I 5.5 4,8

8500 §749:

North Carolina-South Carelina . . PR 6, 4 6. 4
Georgia-Mississippl . ______ D . 64

97
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This Increase in money value of food per food-expenditure unit-
meal with rising income was found for both tenure groups in both
farm sections. However, within the same income class families of
operators usually had food of higher money value than sharecroppers.

The average money vale of food per food-expenditure unit de-
creased as family size increased at practically every income level.
This is illustrated by the following figures for families in the Carolinas,
in the income class $250-8499:

Average value (in cewls) of food
per erpenditure uni-meq

Fami[y_type group: Operators Sharecroppers
U 7.5 81
Band 3 . eioo- 59 57
dand b l.- [P 5.1 4.4
6 and T oo 3.9 39

While some of the decrease in money value of food per unit-meal with
increasing family eize may reflect economies possible through re-
duction in household waste or through purchasing on a large seale,
the quality of diet from a nutritional standpoint generally was less
satisfactory among large families then among small.  (See p. 107.)

Exnenditures for food were chiefly for supplies for meals at home.
Average expenditures for food away from home were always small,
seldom averaging as much as $5 a year in the income classes below
$750. Among families of types 4 and 5 in the income class $250-
%400, average expenditures for food away {rom home amounted to
less than $3 during the yvear. Most of this sum was spent for between-
meal refreshment.

Dietary Patterns of Negro Farm Families as Shown by 7-Day
Schedules

In the analysis, by income and family type, of the quantity and
money value of food consumed in a 7-day period, all Nepro farm
families were combined—operators’ and sharecroppers’ families from
the counties studied in the four States. Grain products and fats
(including bacon and salt side), each accounted for more than one-
fifth, 22 and 21 percent, of the money value of the home food supply
of Negro families of types 4 and 5 in the income class $0-$499, accord-
ing to estimates of consumption covering some week in the period
March-November 1036, Meat, milk and cheese, and vegetables and
fruit ranked next: each was 14 or 15 percent of the total value. As
ineomes rose, the shift was generally in the direction of less prominence
to grain products and more to meat. But at each income level below
$1,500 more of the money value of food represented grain products,
meat, and [ats among Negro than among white families in these farm
counties in the Southeast; less represented milk and cheese, and
veretables and fruit.

Diets were rather restricted among families in the lower income
classes. Even for the class $300-$999—and almost half of the
Negro families included in the eonsumptlion sample had incomes
under $500—the quantities of major groups of food estimated as
consumed in a week sometime during the period March—November
1936 by families of types 4 and 5 combined were as follows:
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Pounds congumed
per hoicsenofd

Classes and groups of food: in a week
(Class A {groups including many of the protective foods) ._____ 56. 0
Eggs el 15
Millk, fluid or its equivalent in other forms_.__________. - 310
Butter__ ___ L al_. 14
Bucculent vegetables, fresh and canned._._____________ 12. 1
Fruit, fresh tand eanned______________________ . 10. 0
Class B (other foods of plant origin) - ... ... ____________ 43. 6
CGrain produets (flour equivalent) .. __________________ 30. 2
BSugar, sirups, Preserves. . ___ ... ___._____ .. ___ 7.0
Potatoes, sweetpotatoes_ . ... _________. _. 5.7
Dry mature beans, peas__ . _______..___ . .7
Class C (other foods chiefly of animal origin).__ . ._______ 13.8
Fats, olls ¥ . 7. (_)
Meat,® poultry, fish__ . .. __. 6.8

! Imeludes alsa the fresh squivalent of dried fruit.
* ¥xcludes butter, byt ineindes bacon and salt side,
¢ Excludes bacon and salt side.

These quantities of eggs and milk are a third less than those generally
recomrended for low-cost adequate diets. The average for milk 15
doefinitely lower than that reported by white farm families of the same
family type and income class living m the Southeast.

Relatively few of these Negro families (of operators and share-
croppers) had incomes of $1,500 or over in the year of the study. In
successive income classes up to this level, there usually were marked
incresses in the consumption of eggs, fluid milk (or its equivalent in
other forms), of meat, poultry, and fish, and of potatoes; and rela-
tively smaller increases in the consumption of vegetables other than
potatoes.

Most Negro families ineluded in the 7-day study of quantities con-
sumed obtained their milk, butter, eggs, poultry, and ham dircetly
from their farms, or as gift or pay. Beef, veal, or lamb usually were
purchased, but were used infrequently if at all; less than one family
in three had beef during the week covered by estimates of food con-
sumption, and veal, lamb, or mutton were rarely eaten. Morc than
three-fourths of the families purchased some salt side and lard, show-
ing that insufficient quantities were home-produced. About one-
fifth of the families purchased some bread, crackers, or other baked
goodls, but the quantities bought of these ready-to-eat products were
small. White flour and corn meal were the forms in which grain
products were chiefly obtained; next in order of average quantity came
rice and hominy grits.

Estimates of food consumption, covering some week in the secason
March-November 1936, showed home-grown cabbage, greens of many
kinds, peas, tomatoes, and snap beans to be the vegetables consumed
in largest quantities. From one-half to three-fourths of the total
gquantity of vegetables other than potatoes belonged in the nutrition-
glly important category of leafy, green, and yellow vegetables. Few
canned vegetables were used; of these, average consumption of toma-
toes was highest. Somewhat more sweetpotatocs than potatoes were
consumed. Aside fromn melons in scason, peaches and apples were
‘fnhc fresh fruits consumed in largest quantity; and peaches, the canned
ruit.
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Since farm [amily consumption of vegetables, fruit, eggs, dairy
proditets, and meat tends to be related to home-production programs,
1t is of interest to note that in the year 1935-36 practically all families
of types 4 and § in the income class $500-$999 had gardens, and most
of them (90 percent or more except among the sharecroppers in South
Carolina and Mississippi} had some farm-furnished eggs at some time
during the year. The proportion having home-produced milk was
lowest in North Carolina—48 percent of the operators and 27 percent
of the sharecroppers—and highest in Georgia where practially all
farnilies, both operators and sharecroppers, had milk furnished by the
farm at some time during the year. Eighty percent or more of the
families in each seetion had some home-produced pork. Some families
also raised fruit, poultry, and part of the corn for their meal and
hominy, and had sirups or molasses from home-produced cane.

From 80 to 90 percent of the Negro farm families did some home can-
ning to supplement winter diets. The average quantitios so preserved
were small, however, amounting to 55 and 56 quarts for families of
farm operators canning any food at home, and to 40 and 44 quarts
for sharccroppers. Only 10 of the 2,208 families studied had pressure
cookers.  Few, therefore, had proper equipment for canning meat or
nonacid vegetables. Fruit made up about half of the total quantities
of food canned; vegetables, chiefly tomatoes, made up the next
largest quantities. Relatively more families of {arm operators than
of sharccroppers raised half or more of the food that was canned.
A larger proportion of families raised half or more of the vegetables
canned than of the fruit; the differences were more marked in the
Carolinas than in the Georgia-Mississippi section.

Nutritive Value of Diets of Negro Farm Families

Nutritive Valve as Related to Money Value of Food

The content and nutritive value of family diets are reflected in
the money value of the food supply. A large proportion of the
Negro families furnishing food records for this study had food of low
money value, as is shown below:

Percenfege of Negro fumilies having
spetified maoney ralue of food per
week per food-crpendilure unit

Money-value ela:s: Operators  Sharecroppers
Under 50.69 . _ . e - 3 5
SO60-81.37 .- - B3 46
§1.38-%2.07. ... ____ e e 36 32
$2.08-%2.76_ ___..__ e 14 13
82 TT-83.40. .- e em 5 2
e T o U 3 2
B4.15 Or OVer e eaan 4 0

For the three money-value classes with the largest proportion of
families, the nutritive value of the diets was computed in termg of
food encrgy (calories), protein, three minerals, and four vitamins
{table 39). Beenuse most of the food records were analyzed individu-
ally, it is possible also to show how the dietary supply of the several
niutrients differed from family to family. J

Iniets valued in the range $0.69-%1.37 per week per food-expenditure
unit—and a large proportion of families had food valued in this class—
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provided an average of about 3,000 culories per nutrition unit per day.
However, 25 percent of the operators and 14 percent of the share-
croppers received fewer than 2,400 calories per nutrition unit. At
this low level of money value of food, grain products assumed groat
prominence in the diet, furnishing about half of the total calories.
This figure represents an average consumption of a little over 5 pounds
of grain products per person in a week {operators and sharecroppers
combined)}. Fats, consumed at a rate of about 1 pound per person in
o week, furnished 23 percent of the calorics.  The proportion furnished
by mitk, meat, potatoes, and sugars was from 5 to 7 percent each
{table 40).

TaBLE 30— NUTRITIVE VALUE OF DIETS, BY MONEY VALUE OF FOOD: Average
nulritive value of diels per nulrilion unil per day and average household size, by
money value of food per week per food-erpenditure unit, Southeast Negro operator
and Negro sharecropper analysis unils,! 1936-37

[TTouscholds of Negre nonrelicf families that fnclude a husband and wife, hoth native-born]

i : |
Maney value ? of l Num- ﬁivomge | i v ! N
food por week prr |7 10USC- R ~ ita- ;o Ascor-| .
food-expenditire . Oggo_i hold [’T;g?;i‘ iﬂ%’ cclli!n ‘I.P}'E(r)is Iron - min A ;P:rl;ilﬁ i [%,135;
unit and analysls frolds | size 3 vk + value | acid 1
unit i {persons) i
\ : N
‘ AVERAGE NUTRITIVE VALUE PER NUTRITION UNIT
1 I'ER DAY
!
H
! | | Inter- | |
! Culn- ' M- \netionel] M- | MH- ' M-
$0.69-$1.37: ries 1Grams Grama Groms grams . L'nifs © grams | grama grams
Operalors. _____ w o 2,400 651 Q.86 167 16,3 | 8,160 I.74 38 114
Sharecroppers. - . 3. 030 £6 LB 167 5.8 9,800 171 35 1.23
$1.38-32.07: R ‘
Operators .| 3% §._.._._._. 4,400 96| .85 wol| 229 !13.000| 290 500 192
Sharecroppers_ _ il | .......... 4,420 02 870 218 | 207 16,006 | 248 fili} 1. 89
32.08-%2.78:
Operaters ... Mo 5070 . 130 LT8 | 3.290 GG 5100 | 276 1] 3.42
Sharecroppers. 200 4,750, 119 | L27 ) 2V6 ) 250 16,200 3.03 68 2.73
i
AVRERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE, IN NUTRITION UNITS
Nuwm- + N | Nuem- | Nom-: Nume | ANum- | Nem- ‘ Num- | Num-
$0.60-81.37: ber | ber | ber ber ber fer ber ber | ber
Operators______ 18 5.4 4.57 | AT i Tl 5.02 4 50 502 452 | 4.88 5.02
Shn;e.’.crrlppcrs_. it 3097 4650 540 i 76T L O5U3 .y 459 5231 4.6L| 606 5.23
$1.38-52.07: i :
Cuperators_ _____ a8 4.01 4. 1% 105 A 44 468 4480 474 4501 484 4.74
" Shareeroppers. . 51 4,30 370 | 420 558 404 3.72 408 . 3721 3.895 4.08
2.08-32.70: ! '
Operators . _._. 141 3. 60 3.44 . 3.66 | 4.83 .45 330 349 332 345 3.4
Sharccroppers. - 20 | 3.48 | 3.7t 341 | 445 | 324 3.00 380 3ded ] 319 .30
i

' Data In this tabte are from faod records furnished by familiesin the consamptinn sample.  See Methodol-
ogy for Slates and counties studied in the Southeast region; see Glossary for definitions of terms used in this
table. Al averages are based on the number of honseholds in cach elass.

1 Adjusted to June-Augist 1936 level by the T, 8. Bureaa of Labor Statistics index of retail food costs.

# Week-pquivalent persans.

The average protein content of diets valued in the range $0.69-$1.37
per week per food-expenditure unit was 85 grams per nutrition unit
per day for operators and 66 [or sharecroppers.  Although these figures
are well above a level believed to represent average minimum require-
ments, there were a few [nmilies—3 percent of the operators and 8
percent of sharecroppers—that received subminimal amounts (less
than 44 grams) of protein per unit per day during the week of the food
record. A large proportion—63 percent of the operators and 44 per-
cent of the sharecroppers—-received more than 44 but less than 67
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grams per nutrition unit per day, quantities too small to afford much
margin of safety. Over half of the protein (55 percent) came from
grain products and only about one-third, from animal products such
08 meat, eggs, and milk.

TaBLE 40.—CONTRIBUTION OF FOOD GROUPS TO NUTRITIVE VALUE OF .DIETS:
Proportion of each nutrient furnished by specified groups of foods in diets in the
money-palue class $0.69-§1.37 per week per Jood-expenditure unit, Negro operaiors
and sharecroppers in the Southeast,! 1936-37

[109 houschelds of nonreliel Negro families that include a husband and wife, both native-born)

l Vita- Ascor- ;
Food 1 Cal- | Phos- i Thia- H Ribo-
Fuod group energy |FTOM] (iim | phargs| 10 Ig;‘u‘: min 921:1 favin
! |
Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent| Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent| Percent
Allfoed - J 100 100 100 106 100 J 100 | 100 1(HY
Eggs * i [ (&) 1 (5 ] 0 1
M ilk, cheese, cream._ .. & 15 43 18 5 4 ] ] 44
Butter, other fats. .. 23 1 %) 2 3 4 6 0 1
Meat, poultry, fish_____ 4 17 1 9 11 5 20 1 21
Grruin produets .. ... 49 56 42 61 53 &3 39 (%) 8
Bugar, situps, preserves. 7 @ 2 O] 8 0 0 O] Q
Pofatoes, sweetpotatoes., 5 2 5 52 7 22 9
Diried vegetzbles, nuts - 1 1 4 1 7 L] 3
Tomutoes, eitrus fruit .| (&) 0] ] O] 1 2 1 9 1
Lealy, sreen, and yel- |
low vegetables . 2 4 8 4 8 31 10 85 11
Other vegetables and
frudt. ... .. -- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 1
Miscellnneous ... .. ® 2 ) ® Q] ) O] &) )

1 Data In this table are {fram food records furnished by families in the consumpticn sample. See Method-
ology for States und counties studied in the Southeast region; see (Glessary for definilions of terms nsed in
this table,  All percentages ave based on the total number of Negro households at this Jevel of money value.

10.50 percent ar less.

One of the most usual deficiencies found in the diets of Negro
families at this level of money value of food was in calcium. The
average guantity for operators wasg 0.56 and for sharecroppers, 0.60
gram per nutrition unit per day; these ﬁ%ures suggest a rather low
level of caleium intake. The distribution of individual families aecord-
ing to the calcium content of their diets shows that a deficiency of this
nutrient was common among families with diets of low money value,
Supplying less than (.45 gram per nutrition unit per day were 30 per-
cent of the diets of operators and 42 percent of those of sharecroppers.
Another 31 and 18 percent, respectively, provided as much as 0.45
but less than 0.68 gram of calcium per nutrition unit per day, a level
allowing little leeway above probable requirements (table 41).

The meager calcium supply of these families is associated with a low
consumption of milk, which averaged for operators and sharecroppers
about 4 pints per week, or slichtly over 1 eup per day per person.
Used in this quantity, milk (or its equivalent) contributed 43 percent
of the total calcium. Grain products accounted for 42 percent, while
leafy, green, and yellow vegetables, the next most important source,
supplied 8 percent of the entire dietary supply of calecinm.

The averages for phosphorus and iron suggest a more plentiful
supply of these nutrients relaiive to body need than was found for
caleium in diets valued in the range $0.69-$1.37 per week per food-
expenditure unit. Only a few families of each group were receiving
average quantities of these minerals which might be considered
seriously low.
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TABLE 41.— DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDA BY QUANTITY OF NUTRIENTS: Distri-
bulion of households by quantity of specified nutrients per nulrition unit per day,
2 selected levels of money value of food, Southeast Negro aperator and Negro share-
cropper analysis unils, 1886-37

[Households of Negro nonrelief faruilies thut include o husband and wife, both native-born]

Households having food ‘ Honscholds having food
with money value3 per with money valueé per
food-expenditure unitc per - food-expenditure unitper
week of— ‘ week of—

Nutrient and quan- 7 \N;;r.rient and !qunn-
tity per nutrition . | ity per nuirition oy
uoit? per day $0.65-$1.37  $1.38-§2.07 writ ¥ per duy $0.00-51,37 | 51,38-52.07
! i ]
e 135 gper | oper 8582 e S
ators | 100 utors | e | ators | TR Jators | TOR
| ]
| ¥ i
| ;
Food-energy, in calo- | Per- | Fer- | Per- | Per- Vitamin A, in Inter- . Per- | Per- | Per-| Der-
ries: cent | cenf | cent : cend national Units: { cent | cent  cent | cent
Under 2400 ... 25 14 2 ] Under 1,500_ . 11 16 3. 4
2,400-2,690 . __ 14 20 3 4 |l 1,500-2,000_ 17 & S 6
2,700~2,999_ 19 12 0 410 3,000-4 469 __ R 22 13 6
32,000-3,299 8 16 10 12 1 54 11 10 0 L]
3,300-3,509. - 20 20 ] 8 ‘; 6,000)- : 23 ] 25 22
3,600-4,199_ 1 12 26 a1 12.000-23,069__ 22 26 24 29
4,200 OF OVCTameno.. 3 G 5 39 l 24,000 or over. 3 120 o o
E—— I —_
‘Protein, in grams: ., Thiamin, n mili-
Under 44 3 8 3 2 | grams: |
4446 63| 48 10 12| ¥ Under 100 ul al g 2
HI-88_ .. ... 17 32 21 BT 1.00-1.49 ___ 39 20 2% Z2
B-110___ 17! 18} 42 7 | 1.50-1.99 25 2| 13 20
111-152__ 0 0 21 10 200-2.99__ 19 24 24 29
133 orover ... __ [ 0 3 120 3.00-389 . 3 4 18 14
i 0 0 R 4
Caleinm, in grams: | E
Under 034 ... 19 o4 3 4 |
(n3a-0.44 ... 1 1B 13 § |
0.45-0.67 31 18 11 25 | 19 0] 13 4
N.68-0.89. 28 3z 3 23 } 55 50 47 45
0.90-1.12. I8 4] A 16 | T By o240 20
L12 or aver. ,| 3 4 18 22! 8 2 13 13
KEE e e e [ 0 0 Q [ 4
Phosphoras, in grams: | | Q 0 3 0
Under 088 ____. 3 4 0 ‘ === S
0.88-1.31 __.. 22 20y 8 8 |, Riboflgvin, in milli- ,
132-1.76. . 48 38 11 16| grams: } l
1.76-2.19 - ] 24 31 25 Unrer 120 ___._... 55 16 13 18
22 orover ... 19 4 50 44 ! 1.20-1.79__ - 31 30 37 9
‘- 1.50-225..
[ron, in milligrams: i 0.40-9.0M
TUnder890____..__. 3 10 3 L] \ 3.00 or over L
80119 e 10 8 8 |l | s
12.0-15.9, - 33 32 18 28 || Ribnflavin per kilo-
16.0-23.9__. ] 3 29 a5 geam, o milligrns: l
HMOorover.....__.| 4] 14| 42 31 ¢ Under 0,020, _ 47 3| 18] 16
0.020-0.020_ a9 38 32 25
0.030-0.039 11 10 26 25
0.040-0.049._ 3 4 14 16
1,050-0 150 0 it} 5 ]
0.060 or over.._.... i [H Q 5 12

! Datn in this table are from food records frnished by lamilics in the consumption sample,  Sec Method-
olowy for Stutes and connties studied in the Southeast vepion; sec Glossary for definitions of terms used in
thistable. All percentages are based on the number of households in each money-value elass.

2 {Tnless otherwise specified.

4 Adjusted to June-August 1936 level by the T, 5. Barcnn of Labor Statistics index of retailfood costs.

The average vitomin A content of the dicts valued in the range
$0.69-$1.37 per food-expenditure unit per week was estimated to be
8,100 International Units per nutrition unit per day for operators and
9,500 International Units for sharecroppers. These averages repre-
sent a wide range in values for individual families, as shown in table
41, They suggest that while many families were bountifully sup-
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plied—for example, the 25 percent of the operators and 38 percent of
the sharecroppers having 12,000 International Units or more per day
per nutrition unit—many of the diets were in need of improvement
with respect to vitamin A.  The two outstanding sources of vitamin
A in these diets of low money value were sweetpotatoes, which together
with potatoes furnished nbout 52 percent, and leafy, green, and yellow
vegetables, which furnished 31 percent of thetotal.

The dietary supply of thinmin averaged 1.7 milligrams per nutrition
unit per day for both operators and sharecroppers when food was
volued in the range $0.69-51.37 per week per food-expenditure unit.
Of the individual families 14 percent of the operators and 24 percent
of the sharecroppers were receiving less than 1.0 milligram per nutri-
tion unit per day, o lower level than is considered desirable. In these
diets grain products contributed 39 percent of the total thiamin. The
use of lightly milled corn meal by Negro families is of special impor-
tance as a source of thiamin. Meat, chiefly pork, was the next best
source, acconnting for 20 percent of the entire quantity of thiamin.

At this low level of money value of food ($0.69-%1.37 per food-
expenditure unit per week) diets furnished an average of 38 milligrams
of ascorbic acid per nutrition unit per day in the case of families of
operators and 35 for sharecroppers. Low ascorbic acid values for
individual families were usual at this money-value level (table 41).
Food supplies provided less than 25 milligrams per nutrition unit, per
day in the case of 19 percent of the operators and 30 percent of tho
sharecroppers. A large proportion of the two tenure groups, 56 and
50 percent, respectively, had diets furnishing as much as 25 but less
than 50 milligrams of ascorbic acid per nutrition unit per day. Aver-
ages for individual families falling within this range could scarcely be
considered generous, and those at the lower end probably were close
to average minimum requirements, Over half, 85 pereent, of the
ascorbic acid was furnizhed by lealy, green, and yellow vegetables,
and 22 percent by potatoes and sweetpotatoes,  Since the preparation
of these groups of foods may involve large losses of the vitamin due to
oxidation and discarding of cooking water, it secms probable that the
actual intake of ascorbic acid was even lower than the computed figures
would indicate. That there were many cases of actual or borderline
deficiency of nscorbic acid among Negro families in this money-valie-
of-food class, there can be little doubt.

The average riboflavin content of dicts valued in the range $0.69-
$1.37 per expenditure unit per week was 1.1 milligrams per nutrition
unit per day for families of operators and 1.2 for sharecroppers. Of
the families of the two tenure groups represented by thesc averages,
only 14 and 24 percent, respeciively, were receiving as much as 1.8
milligrams per nutrition unit per day. In fact, 55 percent of the
operators and 46 pereent ol the sharceroppers obtained from their
food less than 1.2 milligrams of riboflavin per nutrition unit per day.

With food supplies more liberal and of higher money value, the
chances of having good diets increased. About a third of the families
of both operators and sharecroppers had food valued in the range
$1.38-$2.07 per week per food-expenditure unit. At this level of
money value the nutritive value averages were higher than those found
at the level discussed above; moreover, a larger proportion of the
families were obtaining gencrous quantities of each nutrient.
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Riboflavin and ascorbic acid were the nutrients most hikely to be
inadeguately supplied by diets valued in the range $1.38-$2.07 per
week per unit.  About hall of the diets furnished less than 1.8 milli-
grams of riboflavin per nutrition unit per day. This is in part because
of the low consumption of milk. The average consumption of milk
was almost 7 pints per person per week, but there was considerable
variation in consumption from family to family, as shown by the
following figures:

Fercentage of families having
specified guantities of mitk

Pints: per person in o week
Lessthan 3.5 _ . ____ 39
3500 . .o-- 18
T0-18.0 . . 27
B.0-20.9 13
2l0orover...o.o . . e emmmeme L 3

The average ascorbic acid content of diets valued in the range $1.38-
$2.07 per food-expenditure unit per week was 50 willigrams per nutri-
tion unit per day for operators and 55 for sharecroppers.  Obtaining
less than 50 milligrams were 60 percent of the former and 49 percent
of the latter tenure group. The relatively small supply of ascorbic
acid can be accounted for by a low consumption of those foods that
are rich sources of this nutrient. For example, the consumption of
citrus fruit was negligible; in fact, 98 percent of the families in this
money-value-of-food class used none at all in the week during which
they kept the food record. Similarly, their average consumption of
other fruit was less than a pound per person in a week, and the diets
of over two-thirds of these families included no fruit.

Some tomatoes were used but in such small quantity that they
contributed but a small part of the total ascorbic acid for families in
this cluss—dicts valued in the runge $1.38 $2.07.  Lealy, green, and
yellow vegetables were the most important sources, Suppl]:ying over
Lalf of the nscorbic acid in the entire food supply. These foods were
used in quantities averaging over 2 pounds per person in a weck, 8
level of consumption high enough to supply significant amounts not
only of ascorbie acid but of caleium, iron, thiarin, riboflavin, and
especially of vitamin A, The habits of individual families with respect
to consumption of lealy, grecn, and yellow vegetables are shown in
the lollowing distribution:

Percentage of famifies horing

specified quantities of leafy,
green, and yellow regetables

POunGlS:d Lo er Persan im a week

Jnder 1.0 - o e 15
L0 e 38
20 e 23
30-3.9 . 16
44 0r OVer___ . 8

Tn general, the dicls moest in necd of improvemnent were those in
which there was little milk, tomatoes, or fruit. In many diets butter
and eggs likewise were used in small quantity. Of families with food
supplics valued in the range %1.38-%2.07 per food-expenditure unit
per week, 41 percent used no butter and 44 pereent, no eggs during
the week of the special eonsumption study. Such data on the lood
consumption of individual families help to explain why so many diets
supplied iradequate quantitics of one or more nutrients,
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Classification of Diets by Grade

About half of the Negro farm families furnishing food records had
diets that failed in one or more respects to meet the specifications of
fair diets. (See p. 82 for a discussion of specifications used in grad-
ing diets.) The proportion classed as poor decreased with increasing
money value of food, as is shown below:

Percentage nf diets groded—

Money value of food per week per expenditure Ercelient

unit: or good Fair Poor
$0.60-81.87 e 3 17 30
81 3R-82.07 e 19 39 42
B2 08-82. 6. . _iea 56 29 15

Of the diets graded poor, almost half failed to meet the specifica-
tions for & fair diet with respect to calcium and ascorbic acid; about &
third, vitamin A and riboflavin, and nearly a fifth, protein and thia-
min, When only one nutrient was the limiting factor, it was most
likely to be calcium or vitamin C. Shortages of other nutrients were
found as part of multiple rather than as single deficiencies. Of diets
classed as fair, about a half and a third failed to meet the specifica-
tions for a good diet with respect to ascorbic acid and ealcium, re-
spectively, When only one nutrient was the Limiting factor, it was
most likely to be ascorbic acid.

EXCELLENT
GOQD

L]

FAIR

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES

o : o : 000 . — 00
FAMILY INCOME (DOLLARS)
Figure 9.—Crade of diet by income: Distribution of families by income, and pro-

portion having diets graded poor, fair, good, and excellent, nonreliel Negro
farm farnilies in the Southeast region, 1836-37,
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The proportion of diets classed as excellent or good decreased with
increasing size of family within an income class. For families of &
given type, the proportion classed as excellent or good increased as
incomes rose. These points are Ulustrated by the following figures:

FPrreentage of diels praded—

Family-income ¢lass and family-type group: Ereeltent Fair or

$500-3959; or good poor
Type 1. . 78 22
Types2and & ________ . ___. 21 79
Types4and 5 ... 18 82
Types 6and 7 L. 14 86

Types 2, 3, 4, and § combined:
3250-84900_ _ __ ... 12 88
B500-F749__________.__ e — e mamooooo 15 84
§7E0-%009_ _ _ . 26 74

These trends in the proportion of diets classed as excellent or good
follow in general the trends in consumption of eggs, dairy products,
and the succulent vegetables and fruit. The proportion of diets
classed as excellent, good, fair, and poor are shown in figure 9 for
Negro families (all types combined) differing in income.

81267°—41——8



APPENDIXES

Appendix A. Table Titles and Legends for Figures
Text Tables

SECTION 2. FOOD OF WHITE FARM OPERATORS’ FAMILIES

Table Na.
1, Fawily type: Number of persons included by definition in each

10.

11.

family type, and number, pereentage distribution, and average
size of families, by famiiy type, Pennsylvania-Ohio analysis unit,
L3530 e
Kank comparison of family types by money value of food: Families
in each income class ranked by average money value of food per
family in a year, and by average money value of food per food-
expenditure unit-meal, by family type, Pennsylvania—Ohio analy-
sls unit, 1936-36_ L _____
Relative money value of food, standardized and actual distributions:
Relative monev value per family and per food-expenditure unit of
all food, purchased food, and home-produced food, by income and
by family type, standardized and aectusl distributions, Pennsyl-
vania—Ohio analysis unit, 1935-36____________ _ [
Relative expenditures for food, by family type and income: Rela-
tive food expenditures per family within family-type groups by
income, and within income classes by family type, 3 Middle
Atlantic and North Central analysis units combined, 1935-36_____
Purchased food: Average expenditures for food per family in a year
and distribution of families by expenditures for food per family in
a year, by family type and income, 3 Middle Atlantie and North
Central analysis units combined, 1035-36. . ________.__._._____
Money value of food by wvalue of home-produced food: Average
maoney value per family in & year of home-produced food and pur-
chased food, by value of home-produced food, for families with one
¢hild under 16 and no others (type 2) at selected levels of total
mouey expenditures [or living, Pennsylvania-Olio analysis unit,
103536 . ae_.
Purchased food: Average expenditures for food per food-expenditure
unit-meal and pereentage of total expenditures for family living
allocated to food, selected incomne classes, 13 analysis units, white
farm: operators in 20 States, 1985-36. . _ ____________________
Board at school: Pereentage of families having expenditures for hoard
at sehool, and average expenditures based on all families and on
families having expenditures, by income for families of types 4 and
5, 13 analysis units, white farmn operajors in 20 States, 1935-36___
Home-produced food: Average money value of home-produced food
per food-expenditure unit-mneal and pereentage of the money value
of ail food that was home-produeed, selected incoine classes, 13
analysis units, white farm operators in 20 States, 1935-36._______
All food: Average money vaiue of all food per family in a year, and
value of all food as a percentage of the total value of fam:ly living,
families of t¥pes 4 and 5, selected income classes, 13 analysis units,
white farm operators in 20 States, 1935-36
Money value of food by class of food: Average money value of food
per houschold in a week and percentage distribution by classes
of food, by family type for income class $1,000-$1,499, and by
income for types 4 and 5, 3 analysis units, white farm operators in
20 States, March-November 1936 .. .o oe e
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Table INo.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16,

7.

18.

19.

21.

22,

23.

24,

Consumption of specified food groups, by season: Average household
copsmnption of specified food groups in a week, by seasow, families
of types 4 and 5 in the income class $1,000-%1,499, 2 analysis units,
white farm operators in 12 States, 1936-37 .. ___________

Relative consumption of speeified food groups: Relative per eapita
consumption of specified food groups, by tamily type for fncome
class 51,000-$1,499, and by income for family types ¢4 and 5, 3
analvsis units, white farm operators in 20 States, March—November
1988 e e i

Vegotables and fruit produced and canned for home use: Percentage
of households reporting produetion and canning of vegetables and
fruit for home use, average value home-produced, and average
quantity canned at home per houschold in a year, famnilies of types
4 and 5 in income class $1,000-31,49%, 19 analysis units, white
farm operators in 19 States, 1935-36__._______._______________

Vegetables and fruit canned at home: Number of houscholds canning
vegetables and fruit at home and average number of guarts canned
during a year, by value of home-produced food, families with one
child under 16 and no others {(type 2}, Pennsylvania-Chio analvsis
unit, 1985 86 L il

Meat and poultry produced and eanned for home uze; Percentage of
households reporting production and ecanning of meat and pouliry
for home use, average quantity canned per household in a year,
and percentage of housecholds owning pressure cookers, families of
types 4 and 5 in income class $1,000-81,499, 19 anvalvsis units,
white farm operators in 19 States, 1935-86. oo

Home-pruduced milk, pork, and ga.rdt*n food: Percentage of fa:mi:c;
having specified foods farm- furnished, average quantity or value
furnished per person per day, and money value per person per
meal of home-produeed and purchased food, families with one
or two children under 16 (tvpes 2 and 3) and family ineome and
value of living under 3750, 4 sclected analysis units, white farm
operators in 7 States, 1935-36_ . _ . _______________________

Ddistribution of houscholds by money value of food: Pereentage dis-
tribution of households by money value of food per week per food-
cxpenditure unit, 5 analvsis units, white farmi operators in 20
States, 193637, . ...

Food energy: Average household size, average food-energy value of
dicts, and percentage of households with diets furnishing specified
quantities of food energy, by money value of food per week per
food-expenditure unit, 4 analysis units, white farm operators in 16
States, 1936--37__ e m e e e

. Average (‘mmumption of spec:hed groups of food: Average per capita

consumption of specified groups of food in a week, by money value
of food per week per food-expenditure unit, 4 analysis units, white
farm operators in 18 States, 1936~ 837 ___ ______ __________._____
Protein: Average household size, average protein content of diets,
and percentage. of households with diets furnishing specified
quantities of protein, by money value of food per week per food-
expenditure unit, 4 analysis units, white farn operators in 186
States, 193637 _ L ____.____
Meat, poultry, and fish: Average consumption of meat, poultry, and
fish per person in & week and percentage of households eonsuming
speeificd guantities, by money value of food per week per food-
expenditure unit, 2 analysis units, white farin operators in 20
States, Y936 87 _ _ _ . oL _____._.__.
Caleium and phosphorus; Averape household size, average calcium
and phosphorus content of diets, and percentage of houscholds
with diets furnishing speeified quantities of caleium and phosphorus,
by money value of food per week per food-expenditure unit, 4
analysis units, white farm operators in 16 States, 1936-37________
Milk equivalent: Average consumption of milk equivalent per person
in a week and percentage of households consuming speeified
guantities, by money value of food per week per food-expenditure
unit, 2 analysis units, white farm operators in 20 States, 1936-37_.
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Table Neo.

25.

26.

27,

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

ad.

33.

36.

37.

Iron: Average household size, average iron cantent of dicts, and
perventage of households with diets furnishing specified quantities
of iron, by money value of food per week per food-expenditure
unit, 4 analysis units, white farm operators in 16 States, 1936-37_.

Eggs: Average consumption of eggs per person in a week and per-
centage of households consuming speeified quantities, by money
value of food per week per food-expenditure unit, 2 analysis units,
white farm operators in 20 States, 1936-37 . ________ ___________

Vitamin A value: Average household size, average vitamin A value
of diets, and percentage of households with diets furnishing specified
quantities of vitamin A value, by money value of food per week
per food-expenditure unit, 4 analysis units, white farm operators
in 16 States, 1936-37 . - o oo

Butter: Average consumption of butter per person in a week and
percentage of households consuming specified quantities, by money
value of food per week per food-expenditure unit, 2 analysis units,
white farm operators in 20 States, 1936-37_____________________

Thiamin: Average household size, average thiamin content of diets,
and percentage of households with diets furnishing specified
quantities of thiamin, by money value of food per week per food-
expenditure unit, 4 analysis units, white farm operators in 16
States, 1936-37 _ o il_o. R,

Ascorbie Acid: Average household size, average ascorbic acid eontent
of diets, and pereentage of households with diets furnishing specified
guantities of ascorbic acid, by money value of food per weck per
food-expenditure unit, 4 analysis units, white farm operators in 16
States, 1936-37__ . ________ e e =

Citrus and other fruit: Average consumption of citrus and other fruit
per person in a week and pereentage of households consuming speci-
fied quantities, by money value of food per week per food-expendi-
ture unit, 2 analysis units, white farm operators in 20 States,
1086-37 L e

Riboflavin: Average houschold size, average riboflavin content of
diets, and percentage of households with diets furnishing specified
guantities of riboflavin, by money value of food per week per food-
expenditure unit, 4 analysis units, white farm operators in 16 States,
193687 . ————m e e

Vegetables other than potatoes; Average consumption of vegetables
other than potatoes per person in & week and percentage of house-
holds consuming specified quantities, by money value of food per
week per food-expenditure unit, 2 analysis units, white farm cpera-
tors in 20 Btates, 1086-37 ___ ... _____.

Grade of diet by money value of food: Percentage of houscholds having
diets of specified grades, by money value of food per week per food-
expenditure unit, 2 analysis units, white farm operators in 20
Btates, 103637 . e,

Diets graded by four sets of criteria: Percentage of households having
diets of specified grades, as judged by four sets of eriteria, by money
value of food per week per food-expenditure unit, 2 analysis units,
white farm operators in 20 States, 1986-37________ .. ... __

Grade of dict and money value of food by family tvpe and income;
Average money value of food per food-expenditure unit-mesl and
pereentage of diets graded exeellent or good and fair or poor, by
family type and ineome, 2 analysis units, white farm operators in
20 States, 1986-37_ _ _ _____ ... e edemo-s

Grade of diet, by family type and ineome: Percentage of households
having diets of specified grades, by family tvpe and income, 2
analysis units, white farm operators in 20 States, 1936-37__. ______
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SECTION 3. FOOD OF WHITE SEARECROPIERS’ FAMILIES IN THE SOUTHEAST
Table No, Page
38. Nutritive value of diets by money value of food: Average nutritive
value of diets per nutrition unit per day and average household size,
by money value of food per week per food-expenditure unit, Southeast
white operator and white sharecropper snalysis units, 1936-37____ 95

BECTION 4. FOOD OF NEGRO FARM FAMILIES IN THE SO0UTHEAST

39. Nutritive value of diets, by money value of food: Average nutritive
vatlue of diets per nutrition unit per day and average household
size, by money value of food per week per food-expenditure unit,
Southeast Negro operator and Negro sharecropper analysis umts,
1936-37 e o el 101
40. Contribution of food groups to nutritive value of diets: Proportion of
each nutrient furnished by specified groups of foods in diets in the
money-valiue class $0.69-$1.37 per week per food-expenditure unit,
Negro operators and sharecroppers in the Southeast, 1936-37___ 102
41. Distribution of households by quantity of nutrients: Distribution of
houscholds by quantity of specified nutrients per nutrition unit
per day, 2 selected levels of money value of food, Southeast Negro
operator and Negro sharecropper analysis units, 1936-37_._.____. 103

Appendix B Tables

42 All food: Number of families having food obtained without direct
expenditure, average number of persons per family, average money
value per family in & yesar of all food, purchased food, and foed ob-
tained without direct expenditure, "and average value of family
living, by famnily type and income, 19 analysis units in 20 States,
13036 e 115
43. Food away from home: Number of families having expenditures for
food consumed away from home, and average expenditurcs per
family in a year, by family type and ineome, 19 analysis units in 20
States, 193536, _ . .o 140
44, Money value of food per meal (12-month schedule): Av erage value of
food per person-meal and per food-expenditure unit-meal, and
distributions of households by money value of all food and of home—
praoduced food per mesal per food-expenditure unit, by family type
and income, 19 analysis units in 20 States, 1935-36__ . ___________ 156
45, Money value of food served at home (7-day estimate) : Average value
of food per week per househiold and per meal per food-expenditure
unit, and distribution of households by money value of food per
meal per unit, Ilay family type and income, 5 analysis units in 20
States, Mareh-November 1936 _______ .~ _________ . 174
46. Family income (12-month schedule): Average family income, by
family tvpe, 18 analysis units in 20 States, with regional combina-
tions, 1935— ______________________________________________ 178
47. Houbehold size {7-day estimate): Average houschold size, by family
type and income, 6 analysis units in 20 States, March—hnvemher
136 o o e e 179
48 TEggs, dairy products, and fats consumed at home during one week
(7-day estimate}: Number of households consuming eggs, dairy
Eroducts, and fats, and average quantities and average values per
ousehold, by family type and income, 5 analysis units in 20
States, March—November 19836 . o o e 181
49, Meat, poultry, and fish consumed at home durmg one week {7-day
estlmate) Number of households consuming mesat, poultry, and
fish, and average guantities and average values per household, by
family type and income, 5 &unalysis units in 20 States, March-
November 1936 e 188
50. QGrain products and sugars consumed at home during one week (7-day
estimate) : Number of households eonsuming grain produets and
sugars, and average quantities and average values §er household,
by family type and income, 5 analysig units in 20 States, March—
November 1036 . e 195
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Table No.

51. Potatoes and other vegetables consumed at home during one week
(7-day estimnate): Number of households econsuming potatoes and
olher vegetables, and average quantities and average values per
household, by family type and income, § analysis units in 20 States,
March—November 1936 . ___ ... . __ e

52. Fruit, nuts, and miseellaneous foods consumed at home during one
week {7-day estimate): Number of households covsuming fruit,
nuts, and miscellancous foods, and average quantities and average
values per household, by family type and income, 5 analysis units
in 20 States, Mareh-November 1936 . . ______._____

53. Ttems of food consumed at home during one week (7-day estimate):
Number of households consuming speeified items of food, average
value and average quantity per houschold, and average value of
all food per food-expenditnre unit-meal in households consuming
specified item, by family tyvpe and ineome, 4 analvsis units in 20
atates, March-November 1936, ___ . ____ ______ ______ ____. _

54. Specified items of food consumed at hotne in a week (7-day estimate):
Average quantity of 13 specified items of food consumed at home
per household in a week, by family type and income, 4 analysis
units in 20 States, March-November 1936 __ ____  ____________.

55. Hggs dairy products, and meats reeeived without direet expenditure:
Average quanfity reecived without dircet expenditure per househald

in a week and percentape of quantity eonsutned that was received
without direct expenditure, by family tvpe and income,’ analysis
units in 20 States, March-November 1986 _ _ . ______ . _._____ . __

55a. Fata, sugars, flour equivalent, vegetables, and fruit rececived without
direct expenditure: Average quantity received without direct ex-
penditure per household in a week and pereentage of quantity
consumned that was received without direct expenditure, by family

type and income, 5 analysis units in 20 States, March-November

T Y .

56. Home-produced food: Numher of households producing specified
types of food for home use, by family type and income, 33 analysis
units in 20 States, 1935-36_ _ . ..o __

57. Food eanned at home: Number of honseholds eanning specified kinds
of food, average quantitics of such food canned during a year,
number of households having pressure cookers, and number of
households producing more than half of their home-canned vepeta-
bles, fruit, poultry, and mecat, by family type and inccme, 19
analvsis units in 20 States, 1935-36___________ .

58. Money value of food served at home per meal and per week (7-day
record): Distribution of households by monev value of food per
mesl and per week per food-expenditure unit, 8 analysis units in
21 Btates, spring—summer 1936 and fall-winter 1935-37__. _______

59. Egegs, milk, cheese, and cream consumed at home per person in a
week (7-dav record and 7-day estimate): Average quantity and
average maney vaine of eggs, milk, cheese, and cream consumed at
home per person in a week, by money value of food per week per
feod-expenditure nnit, & analvsis units in 21 States, spring-summer
1936 and fall-winter 1936-37._________ e e e

60. Fats and svears consumed at home per person in a week (7-day
record and 7-day estimate): Average quantity and average money
value of fatz and sngars consumed at home per person in a week,
by meney value of foad per week per food-expenditure unit, 8
analysis units in 21 States, spring—summer 1936 and fall-winter
LR 37 e .

61. Meat, poultry, and fish consumed at home per person in a week (7-
day record and 7-day estimnate): Average quantity and average
money value of meat, pouitry, and fish eonsumed al home per
person in a week, by money value of food per week per food-expend-
iture unit, 8 analvsis units in 21 States, spring summer 1936 and

Cfall-winter 1936-87_ .

62. Grain produets consumed at home per person in a week (7-day record
and 7-day estimate): Average quantity and average money value
of grain produets consnmed at home per person in a week, hy
moncy valie of feod per week per food-expenditure unit, & analvsis
units in 21 States, spring-summer 1956 and fall-winter 1936-37. .

Page

202

209

216

277

282

286

290

309

328

329

332

338



FAMILY FOOD CONSUMPIION AND DIKETARY LEVELS

Table O,

63. Vegetables and fruit consumed at home per person in a week {7-day
record and 7-day estimate): Average quantity and average money
value of vegetables and fruit consumed at heme per person in a
week, by money value of food per week per food-expenditure unit,
8 analysis units in 21 States, spring-summer 1936 and fall-winter
13687

64. Food elasses as sources of energy value (7-day record): Average food-
energy value of diets and percentage of calories derived from speci-
fied elasscs of food, by money value of food per week per food-
expenditire unit, 8 analysis units in 21 States, spring-summer 1936
and fall-winter 1936~37______ .. ____

Appendix C Tables

g5, Cities, villages, and farm counties studicd by the Bureau of Home
Economics and the Bureau of Labor Statistics, by region______ . _
8G. Combinations of data from farm sections: Number of farm counties
studied, number of each of four types of schedules tabulated, and
number of analysis units presented for each type of schedule in this
publieation, by region and State _____________________________.
67. Fanily type and ineome of fanilies furnishing four types of sched-
ules: Ddistribution by income and by family type of families keep-
ing food records, families furnishing estimates of food consumption
(March-November 1036), families in the eonsumption sample, and
families in the income sample, § analysis units in 20 States, 19353~
36 e e -
68. Money value and guantities of food reported an cheek lists 1s a per
centage of those reported on foed records: Money value and guan-
tities of food reported on check lists expressed as a percentage of
eorresponding data from food records (food record data=100), 5
analysis units in 20 States, 1936-37_______________ . ___..___.
69. Prices used in valuation of home-produced food for food check lists,
198887 e
70. Money value of food per food-expenditure unit as reported on three
types of schedules: Distribution of households by money value of
food, households keeping food reeords, househalds furnishing esti-
mates of food consumption, and all households in the consumption
samplr, 6 analysis units in 20 States, 1935-37.______ . ___________
71. Report year: Percentage distribution of families by date of end of
repart vear, 19 analysis units in 20 States, 1935-86__. .. ________
72. Month of collection: Distribution of supplementary food schedules
by month of collection, 5 analysis units in 20 States, 193G-37_____
73. Scale of relatives for food-energy allowances: Suggested daily allow-
enees and Bureau of Home Ecohomies scale of equivalents

Appendix D Table

74. Computation of ineome: Methods of computing family income from
schedule entries for income and consumption samples, farm families.

Legends
Flgure No.

1. Definitions of family tvpes: Tllustration of the definitions of the seven
types used in the elassification of families in the consumption sam-
ple. Possible variatioms in the number and age class of persons
other than husband and wife are indicated by dotted lines________

2. Food expenditures as related to money value of home-produced food,
families of type 2 (hushand, wife, and one child under 16} with
expenditures for living in the class 8500-%$749, nonrelief white farm
operators’ families in the Pennsylvania-Ohio analysis unit, 1935-36_

3. Relationships hetween maney value of food and income, families of
types 4 and 5 (husband, wife, one other persan 18 or cider, and none
to three others]. nonrelief white farm operators’ families in the
North Carclina—South Carcling aud the Hlincis Lowa analysis
unita, 1935-36
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Fipure No. Paga
4. Home-produced milk, pork, and garden food: Percentage of families
having home-produced milk, pork, and garden food, and average
quantities home-produced by families of types 2 and 3 (husband,
wife, and one or two children under 16} with incomes and value of
living (except farm-furnished housing) under $750, nonrelief white
farmn operators’ familics in 4 analysis units, 1935-36.__. . ___ 50
5. Proportion of money value of food represented by farm-furnished and
by purchased food: Families of types 2 and 3 (husbhand, wife, and
one or two children under 168} with incomes and value of living
(except farm-furnished housing) under §750, nonrelief white farm
operators’ families in 4 analysis units, 1935-836_______________ __ 51
6. Grade of diet by money value of food: Distribution of families by
money value of food per week per food-expenditure unit, and pro-
portion having diets graded poor, fair, good, and exeellent, nonrelief
white farm operators’ families in the analysis unit of the North and
West, 1086-37 . . 84
7. Grade of diet by income: Distribution of families by income, and pro-
portion having diets graded poor, fair, good, and excellent, non-
relief white farm operators’ families in the analysis unit of the
North and West, 1936-37______________ . _________________ 88
8. Crade of diet by income: Distribution of families by income, and pro-
portion having diets graded poor, fair, good, and exccllent, nonrelief
white farm operators’ families, in the Southeast analysis unit,
183687 e 88
9. Grade of diet by income: Distribution of families by inecome, and
praportion having diets graded poor, fair, good, and excellent, non-
relief Negro farm families in the Bouthesst region, 1936-37 . _______ 106
10. Communities surveved by each ageney in the study of consumer
purchases. Transfers of data for some communities were made
for the analysis of consumption {see table §5)



FAMILY FOOD CONSUMPTION AND DIETARY LEVELS 115

Appendix B. Tables

In analysis units for the Middle Atlantic and North Central and Southeast
farms, seven types of families were studied—Iin the other analysis units, only five.
In using data for all family types combined for eompariséns among regions,
allowances must be made for this variation in the composition of the families
jncluded in the analysis units. SBee Methodology and the rcports on Family
Income and Expenditures, Part 2, Family Expenditures, for a diseussion of this,
the use of the all-incomes line, and other limitations which should be recognized
when these data are used for regional eomparisons,

In tables giving the break-down of a total, it has been necessary in some cases
to raise or lower one of the rounded components by one point in order to have the
sum of the various categories comprising the total agree with the total. In a few
instances, therefore, discrepancies of one point may appear between figures as
given on different tables,

Slipht differences between the number of families in table 42 and in other tables
presented for the consumplion sample (tables 43, 44, and 57) are due to reediting
of schedules for the more detailed reports. In some oases, the final editing re-
sulted in a shift in a family’s income elassification. For example, final editing on
antomobile expenditures might, show business use of the car that would increase
business expenses and thus serve to reduce net income; this might shift a border-
line farnily to a lower income level. (See Glossary, Income, for method of com-
puting income.) In other eases, final editing may have caused the rejection or
scceptance of a few expenditure schedules, so that the total number of families in
a unit may ditfer slightly.

TABLE 42.—aLL ¥ooD: Number of families having food oblatned without direct ex-
penditure, average number of persons per family, average money value per family
tn a year of all food, purchased food, and food oblained without direct expenditure,
and average value of family Hving, by fomily type and income, 19 analysis unils
¢n 20 States,! 1935-36

[Nonrelief farm families that include & husband and wile, both native-born 1]

Average ? value of food ® per family :};e{r;ﬁ;:!\_rai-
i o ily
Families per year livin
obtaining | ... g
food with- ape® |
out divect § gy, Obtained
Region, analysis expendi- ber of without
unit, family type, | Fam- ture per- Purchssed direct
and income class ; ilies sons cxpenditure
{dollars) per All Pur-
fam- | food | A | chasod
Home| v | H¥ 4 Al | go0q f&?g Homel Gift
pro- | or . el 8t o Teom | Fro- | or
duced| pay fopd | RFME g onduced’ pay
48] Y| @ @ (6] 6) 6] 8 | O | am an | a | a3
NEW ENGLAND
Vermont Num-|Num-|Num-| Num- | Dol- | Dol- | Dol- | Dol- | Dol- | Dol-: Dol- | Dol-
ber ber ber lars fars | durs | lgrs | lars | Iors | lars | loss
547 a7 3.28 446 251 243 ) 140 51,175 711
10 1 240 v 176 174 2 104 ° 1 Gi8 428
28 5 2.58 260 1684 163 1 122 . 4 707 382
a2 12 311 a6 200 168 2 150 6 831 513
111 16 3.07 408 235 228 7 189 4 062 572
94 22 3. 35 460 250 246 4| 203 7| L1109 G35
L250-1,499 .. M T 14 1.42 481 267 254 131 211 311,335 79
LA00-1,749_ ... 49 49 11 3. 6% 527 3:2 305 71 2i2 311,458 029
30-1,999___ 44 . 4 7 3. 3% 555 300 | 288 12 | 252 311,612 Ui
2.000-2,499 _ _ 35 34 7 3. 63 546 34 268 36| 23t 7| 1,808 1,208
2,500-2,990. . 11 11 2 425 578 339 332 71 235 4 | 1,708 Ly
——— I v

See fpotnotes at end of table.
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TapLE 42 —aLL vood: Number of familics having food obtained withouf direcl ex-
penditure, average nunber of persons per family, average woney value per family
in a year of all food, purchased food, and food ebtained without direct expenditure,
and average volue of family lving, by family type and income, 19 analysis units

in 20 Stales,! 1836-36—Continued

[Nonreliel farm families that ingluds a husband and wife, both native-born 2]

Reglon, analysis
umnit, (amily type,
uhil inenme class
(dollars)

[¢V]

NEW ENGLAND—CGO.

Vermoni— con,

7099 __ -
1,000-1,249. _____
1,250-1,489 _____
1,600-1, 749 _____
1L,7o0-1,009

2,000 2,400 ____ |

2,500-2,088..____

Types 2and 3 ...

200499,

A
L5G0-1.749 . _.__
1PRO-1,009
2,000-2.4u8 ____.
2,.500-204G

Typesdand 5..._. B

0240 _
25044

1L,250-1.446_ .
1,500-1,73% . __
1TAG 1,999
2,000-2,80%
2,300-2.548 . ____

MIDDLE  ATLANTIC
AND NORTHCENTRAL

New Jersey
Altypes. oo

7O0-088
1,000- 1,249
LOAD-1,190

1,750-1,846
2,000-2,499
2.900-2,499_ -

joon-3n60 L

G218 ‘

Bee footnotes at end of table.
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; Average * val-
Average * value of food & per famil A
Familics P v uc (l]f {gm:lly
obtaining fving
food iwith~
out direct s
Qpica
ture Purchased direct
rxpenditure
3 Al an | Tur-
} food | chased
Tome| (ift ‘tlg | Foo Home| Gift
pro- | or c-ﬁased' pro- | or
.duccd pay food duced] pay
@ 1@ &) (] o | anpoaz oay
| Num- Num- Numt- Del- | Dol- Dol- 1 Dol- | Dol- | Dol-
Coher 4 her lars lurs lars | lars | lars Tars
i 17l 15 352 201 149 211,026 623
70 1 243 ¢ 161 0| 80 2| 83
18 14 2 264 153 0| 110 1 672 i
28 | 28 2 201 17l 2 122 1 803
EL ] 4 344 1493 1 150 1 848
24 0 24 3 401 224 4 172 | 1,0m;
31 2 409 230 8 178 11,320
8 1 418 261 18 155 11,6817
10 1 444 234 1 209 11,6822
| ] L] 388 218 24 | 152 0| 1,608
2 ] S429 | 4271 85 |E158 80 |B1, 908
P KL 21 445 248 5 196 3 (1,358 ‘
1| 1 0 . §400 | 3218, 3218 | S0 8191 | *0| vs3L 481
| 4 1 X 257 152 ] 98 7 715 . 396
24 2 3. 303 P 2 159 | (B 2 | 433
24 1 2 462 { 248 16| 190 3 so!l 500
26 3 3 448 240 31 208 21 LIm i 632
14 5 3. 430 232 7 152 61,246 ) 60
15 2 3. 513 314 2 194 3 | 1,343 829
;13 3 3.02 538 274 7| 263 1 1,457 875
: L] 2 3 504 257 71 248 41 1,784 1,145
2 1] 3. 440G | 8189 298209 11 iﬂl, 691 21108
232 80 4. : 516 280 13 kS | 1, 298 TR
2 0| 3. 8336, 8207 ] Qg ET703 LESY
8 2 3. 357 189 2 8 77 416
30 -] 3. 408 225 3 14 . OAT 572
41 11 1. 448 261 13 g 1,072 A51
44 1§ 4.06 443G 269 4 11 1,168 67
34 6 4 555 310 10 3 1,304 869
26 8 4.7 58 326 [ 4 1,4A3 923
21 3 3. 618 348 4 1,702 1,040
[ ] kil 4. 841 382 12 1,913 1, 258
| T I 5. BER 400 4 1,858 1,064
498 &Y 3, 627 348 7 75 4 | 1,589 1,038
10 2 & 410 263 6 143 4| 1,235 874
36 11 3. 463 281 Z . 180 2] 1,050 43
41 12 3 445 270 1 20 5 L7 A31
49 12 3. 548 300 3 246 311,225 750
B3n 3 & B81 HT7 7 259 611,430 G430
&1 [i} 3. £20 32 5| 277 111,438 887
0 [ 3.4 671 368 8| 296 711,81 1,232
sl 10 4, §81 375 2| 303 31 L0678 1,085
a2 12 3. 6U7 388 12 | 209 10 | 1,870 | 1,251
33 5 i 801 460 13| 338 3 (2012 1,38
i 38 2 . 786 424 16 | 362 (% | 2,398 | 1,637
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TaeLE 42.—aLl Foop: Number of families having food obtained withou! direct ex-
penditure, average number of persons per family, avernge money value per fomily
ir a year of all food, purchased food, end food eblained without direct exprnditure,
and average velue of family living, by femily type and income, 19 analysis unifs
in 20 States,) 1936-36— Continued

[Nonrelie! farm familics that inelude a husband and wife, both native-hoen 1)

Average ? value of food * per family | Aversee? val-
lir‘!mil_ies T Year Y lue E’].[v[fr'llé“ly
SRR | e
| 1
. out direct [?ﬁf‘m l Obtalned
Region, analysis ! expendi- | poo k ;‘l"e
uhit, family type, .Fam- ture Purchased without
anid income class | ilies per- direct
{doilars) =003 expenditure
per All Piir-
[ fam- | food 5 [ ! : AN Y hased
" . iy 1 All | Food N
ame, (it T |F°°d'awa Haotne Gift
Aol o ehased'y S0 ) from ! Pr - of
uee i pay food OO boynertiuced Day
! | ; i :
(1) @ | @ W )] ) ] | (8} | @ | oy 1y | (8 | U
MIiDDBLE ATLANTIC
AND NUORTH
CENTRAL—COD, f !
“ e Num-| Num- Num-i Num- | Dol- | Dol- | Dol- | Dol- Dal- ' Dal- | pot- . Dol
New Jersey—Cen. |5 1 Mher | Tber | Tary ‘ fars | lars | farg . Tars * lars | fare . lers
Type Lo 123 1l 20| 2oa| a7l =y’ ozse! 3. 1M sl w
0-240 2 2 ol szo0, FaoL s3p |dgel lnfaluo| B0 51,138 s8al
2650459, | g 5[ zo7| 30| w5l 214 ) oteal 5 onl 576
500-719. TR 4| 2.00| 30| 250 24 1| 159 6] 960 571
mao-oed TN gl 2o 2| 2001 4lo) m2 29| () | 185, 3 Lo0l F43
Locorzg 0T = 22l 3| 2o4| asel| 29, 25 4| el 1o 654
LBl T | 1 2l 2o, 47 8| 23 Lt s 1| 71t
LAO-LM0 7T 10| 100 21 20l 4A3 | 318 31 T 2| Lak | 1,060
YT T O gi 1| zo0z! 41| 306 30 2| 169 1] 1.3m w7
Z000-2ap0 TN AL | 11§ 2| 2000 47| 29, 260 o 15k | 20l 0| 1,28
2200 5 1] 2,04 ;583 314 St 12| A7 0 1,ur2 b, 413
3000-3.99 3 0| 200| w2 258 28| 0 1s¢' ol a8
Types2and 3., o 19 8.5 ry Tar, é’é_l_l.ﬁo_s.
0248, ; UoooB000 4080 25| 235 191 18| & L6l 1ev
230-499__ 1| 330 ‘ 155 | ar | oy o 137 1] 840, 573
H0-749 4| 34| sn! = ow 5w 1|19t 7aR
750-995 | L| 3300 628 362y 380, 12| 263 1i1,266] 7
1,000-1,240 31 B46; GAL: 2951 28T B | 263 111552 L 03L
1,250-1,468 01 RB§| ex| 46 3327 4 20| 0|30 e
1.500-1,749. ol 33| 62| 210, ns: 2 01373 |
1.750-1 1119 b1 3. #d) R} 353 g 4 N
2.000.2,499_ 3 ‘ T.67 | 661 347 | 348 B UR2s
2AG0-2.590 31 a67i b 205 | 3m8 H :
3.000-3.990 T8 A2 368 | Aab 1
Types4 and 5_.___ Cam 200 | 3t 4 oA
0249 N 5 tloam0 a1t 246 944
! L . .
200496, P13t o3 3 400l e a0 | 300
FO0-70 w! W 20 alag . e 2wh ! o
T Y9 15 15 513k w2k’ 2
1,000 1,249 2! an 6: 402! pa2| 343 3n
1'2&‘};“”9" 2 = 4. 40 | #5 | am - 371
VA00-1,749 w| = 3| 4!l sy osee. w0
(1}.&5&1,&99 | 15 14 3 ‘ aoe ! WA une i 340
2 (K- 2,459 29! 29 00 308 T2 . 4l | 40|
02,000 15, 15 L4407, 472 4N
3,000-3,999 . @i 22 1! a8 825 40 41y
Typestand ... 63 63. 18 G619 &8 458
A D 0 T S S e
2450, 3 3. 2l AT | e 7 B
503;:3 g i i ! 6.23| 70 : g, 1
e S T 95 | i ! : 1
RTINS Y1 I B 6. 0 642| T : 71 3 0 !
12801489 ... & ! 0 a5 s B bogsg 81 41 0 162 310
1,500-1,748. TLo7 tl o &mj 89, 811 5o te 237 | 1, 0837 | nis2
LI L L 12 ! 12 4 I 6 15 Rtk 451 438 11 418 ° 45 1,570 I, 158
2.000-2489 w10 21 RS0, S 438 4 29 41y 8l L7 Ui
2,00-2,900 7 7 1 | £79° 107 | 683D BER - 20 488, 7| 2103 ; 1,335
3,ULH-3, 08 2 2 0L PRS0 Fl4uT | 783 B0 20 1 4ele [ '0,F250s b1 610

Hee footooles at end of
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TABLE 42.—aLL rooD: Number of families having food oblained without direct ex-
penditure, average number of persons per family, average money value per family
in a year of all food, purchased food, and food obtained without direct expenditure,
and average value of family living, by family lype and income, 19 anclysis unils
in 20 Stales,! 1835-36— Continued

[Nonrelief farm families that inclade a husbhard and wife, both native-born ¥

Average ? value of food b per family

Average? val-
ue of family

fnoddwith- e s

out direct N

Region, analysis expendi- 'Eeui-n-:ﬁ' %z;ﬁf{i

unit, family type, | Fam- ture per- Purchased direct
and ineame class | ilies soms expenditure
{dullars) per All Al Pur-
fam- | food Al P chased
Homej Gitt | ¥* . | Food | 00 i momel gty
pro- | or chased', ® | from | Pro- | ar
jluced| pay foad | DOWE" puper Tuced| pay
0 2 & @ (6)] (6) (7} ® | ® | an | a3
MINDLE ATLANTIC
AN NORTH
CENTRAL—CCH.

P Lonia-Ohio || Vum-| Num- | Num- Dol- | Dol- | Dal- | Dol- § Dol- | Dol- | Dol- | Dol
eRNEYLORI-UATE |\ " e U par | ey ber fars | lore | lure | fary | Iers § Jars | lars | lors
ATl types. - voooo.--|2, 857 (2,257 | 288 410 ¢ 507 182 | 175 7| 82 41,202 712
240 .. 22 22 b4 2.61 330 140 | 137 3 | 181 7 977 625
2A0-459_ .f 100 10 20 .97 317 129 124 5! 182 [ 735 398
§U0--740. 2058 | 208 20 3. 51 367 134 132 2, Ml 2 817 419
750-999. ans | 305 38 383 423 153 | 150 31 268 4 0z0 491
1,000-1,248 . 204 1 204 42 4.15 478 1456 163 3¢ 308 411,113 582
1,250-1,36% 3131 33 46 4,11 522 181 178 3. 336 A1 1,273 689
1.500-1,748. 266 | 286 40 4,25 545 139 182 R 6 1.383 765
L,750-1,999 H7 197 19 4.582 548 198 190 g 348 21 1,476 836
2,0N0-2.2490_ 255 | 255 34 4,68 604 215 203 12| 385 4 [ 1,630 916
2,000-2, 4G5 138 136 13 4,88 623 233 215 18| 3N 411,795 1,035
3,000-3,449 1‘])2 1;6 14 A ;2 1?? g é ?3'3; }, %g‘g

40004600 _ 2 4] 1 " . 193 L2
5,000-5,906 ___. g 19 [ 20 [ 44 02082 1,271
[

7 1 U 428 | 438 | 44 202 35| 130 | 17 3 096 2| 481 521
0249 13 13 Y200 245 109 105 41 136 | (%) 22 ! 345
250499_ 44 44 6 2.4 267 106 105 1. 156 5 417 322
S00-T49. i3 63 3 2.00 315 113 112 1 02| M £l 321
ToO-998. .. By 87 ] 2,01 345 113 111 2 231 1 838 412
1,001,249 5{ 50 1 2.10 392 141 138 5| 250 111,039 560
1,250-1,499. 48 48 2] 2.00 405 148 144 4| 248 9 1,154 #148

45 45 L] 2.01 418 142 | 134 8§ 21 3| 1,203 i34

32 32 3 2.08 401 1680) 158 2| #o 111,327 785

2¢ 24 4 2.00 409 150 147 3 258 111289 876

2,50(-2.999_ 12 12 0 2.00 347 148 131 17 | 199 0| 1,556 a80
3.000-3,999 8 ] 3 2.05 405 183 | 183 | (%) 235 & | 1,652 953
4,000-4,2009 . 1 1 0 #2227 | b447 1 5146 | D146 0 (1301 O (5 LOM) B457
5,000-9,999. .. 1 1 0] f2.00| 5202 YR4 | BB 52 | 3208 0| #9958 3588
204 284 31 3.01 434 161 156 5| 27l 2| L1504 630

2 2 0| ¢3.02 | ®*204 9126 d126 | 80 |18 | PO 51,480 %1008

20 20 3 2. 96 3687 147 | 133 14| 211 ] 867 473

34 34 7 3.01 360 133 132 1 223 4 &l 420

33 33 2 2.08 401 130 158 1 241 1 024 408

43 43 3. 307 444 {159 155 4 [ 294 15 L0128 515

34 34 7 2.97 435 172 | 168 4| 262 1| 5160 824

a7 7 2 3N 473 178 ' 171 7| 24 111,335 7680

16 16 1 3.02 480 150 ' 148 2 33| 1,384 700

30 30 6 3.07 484 170 1 183 7 3l 311,492 850

7 7 0 3.00 519 M1 188 15| M8 01,587 281

. [ [i] 1] 3.05 4471 152 ¢ 144 81 295 01,918 I, 148
4,000,999 _ 1 1 01 #3.00) 8407 i tap , s229 0 | 268 80 181,604 |11, 158
5,000-9,900_ RN 1 : 1 0 #3.00 ] #520 | 3169 | %159 L0 | 352 0 |8 1,272 8 890

TYPe B e | 243, 243 | 27| 401| 486| 1691 166 | 3| 3137 2[L2md| e84
G249 L 0 0 L I e [N PR T T I
250494 £ 8 2 400 315 129 125 41 186 1 (O 757 428
500-749. 121 12 2 4.02 368 1 147 . 144 3| 240 2 843 435
7EO-09%. . _. . 27 27 [} 4.01 437 173 | 170 3| 284 01| 1,008 537
1,000-1,249. .. ___ 40 40 & 4.04 453 156 J 154 11 206 211,078 553

Sea footnotes at end of table,
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TaBLE 42.—aLL FooD: Number of families having food obtained without direct ex-
penditure, average number of persons per famtly, average meney velue per family
in a year of all food, purchased food, and fond oblained without direct expenditure,
ond average value of family living, by family lype and income, 18 analysis unils
in 20 States! 1935-36— Continued

[Nonrelief farm families that include a hushand and wife, both native-born 1)

Average ? value of food 8 per family

Average? val-
ue of family

Families rer- per year "
obtaining ":‘:‘rx living
food with- E‘m_
out direct | Dt .
Regicn, a:}alysis cxpendi- ber of Ob:;meéi
unit, family type, B per- withoul
and {heome class 1:1?;? tare suns Purchased direct
(dollars) mer All expenditure A | Por
fame ) fad | Ty Food chased
Heme| Oitt | ¥ ur- | Food |y o [Home| Gitt
pra- [ or chased|; ® | from | Pro- | ar
duced| pay food  |Romety meriduced| pay
(¢4} 2 | @& | W (5} (6) {7 @ | @ a0 |an | g | an
MIDDLE ATLANTIC
AND NORTH
CENTRAL—COD.
Pennsyivania- Ohio—
Gontinned Num-|Num- Num- Dol- | Del- | Dol | Dol | Dol- | Bal. | Dol
Type 3—Con. i her | ber | ber targ | lars o lere | lars | lors | lare | lare
1,250-1,499 &4 o4 4 151 149 2 350 211,263 38
1,500-1,749. . 31 H 4 181 175 6 381 11}1,403 739
L750-1,999__ 14 14 3 147 | 144 3 138 311,445 800
2,000-2,499. 25 25 4 179 1 173 6 J2 4| 1,473 766
2, 5(0-2,90% 15 15 1 278 271 TP M) 1,747 1,078
3,000-3,599. _ 12 12 1 159 | 156 4| AU7TL (M 1,637 ag7
4,000-4,599 5 & 1 228 1 227 1] 35t 912173 1,289
5,000~9,859_ _ 0 0 L1138 [FPRPRSRGRNY RN DONOROR (R OUVIDUVI PRI SR I A
Typedo oo | 474 474 66 3.52 496 184 | 173 I 308 411,316 780
249 4 4 4 3.7h 458 2035 205 Q] 253 0} 1,486 1,030
260160 18 18 & 3.42 325 154 148 8 1468 5 753 428
507 iy an 3 3.0 367 131 123 3| 235 1 890 497
750009 _ 64 54 8 3.52 416 155 | 147 8] 257 4 933 501
1,001,249 59 it 16 3.45 453 154 151 3| 264 511,108 £86
1,250-1,499_ _ 75 Hl G 3,44 501 187 182 51 312 2} 1,282 747
1.600-1,745 44 14 8 3.68 542 194 188 G| 338 I f 1,424 a2
1,750-1,569. 42 42 4 3. 53 50 209 184 20| 338 211,579 935
50 3 3, 60 630 27 202 5| 4N 31,3 1,054
28 3 3. 64 612 220 102 28 | 385 711,745 072
26 2 3,48 558 231 212 19 | 328 11828 1,101
3 0 3,95 604 215 | 184 a1 389 0] 1ee2] 1,314
5 (] 3.8 455 250 249 1 205 071,983 1,372
o | 300 39 5. 44 832 227 | 215 12| 399 8 |1.574 ALLH
1 1 i 8500 | 85821 "148 | 1148 0| F295 | P141 42404 | 9L 778
4 4 3 5,18 351 95 g5 M 225 31 736 387
18 18 a 5.30 405 168 167 1| 234 3 844 440
30 A0 4 5,32 516 193 188 51 3R 2 (1,083 513
32 32 ) 5. 84 570 188 187 1 370 12| 1,230 662
33 i3 ] 541 654 222 | 219 3| 418 14 |1, 360 734
42 42 2 5.32 Bl 224 216 o | 414 211,53 885
24 24 1 5.42 821 2131 204 81 408 1} 1,609 934
42 42 3 5.681 01 258 | 45 14 1 428 411,822 1,039
31 a1 5 5. 54 726 262 | 230 32| 4% 812048 1,222
- 30 30 3 5.54 710 256 | 240 15 | 452 31202 1, 208
4,000-4,999. ____. 7 7 i 5.28 850 386 | 306 B3 1 484 0| 2638 | 1,084
5,000-5,009 . _..__ i3 6 4] 52 746 251 238 13 495 0 2 458 1,477
35 5.38 534 178 175 3| 353 3]1,29¢ 6871
O 8500 | 5395 ( %180 [$180 | 30 |%215 | ®0 | 9831 | ?4dn
1 5.33 477 178 178 1 206 241,168 803
1 §.24 395 141 W1 | 245 9 831 354
T 532 454 148 | 147 17 304 2. 1,me §02
4 8,32 541 181 178 3: 35 17 L,177 &G1
2 5. 381 582 176 173 3| 404 2| 1,289 629
12 5.43 535 172 169 3| 355 8 | 1,311 £81
1 5.40 532 193 18¢ 41 39 M 1,347 M
2 5.42 569 187 185 21 34 111,481 730
3 5. 54 |27 197 193 4| 428 211,766 761
1 5.57 520 251 49 21 368 111,701 972
0 533 [ 4807 223, 295 (B | 268 0 teae ! 1,25
1] 6.00 . 709 26 7 170 50| 489 02172, 1,218

Ses footnotes at end of table,
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TarLEe 42.—arL roop: Number of families having food obfained without divect ex-
penditure, average number of persons per family, average money ralue per family
i a year of atl food, purchased food, and food abiained without direet expenditure,
and average value of family living, by family type and income, 19 analysic units

in 20 Stafes,! 1935-36— Continued

[Nonrelief farm families that include 8 husband and wife, bath native-bern 2]

Region, analysis
ugit, family type,
and income class
(cdollars)

a

MIDDLE ATLANTIC
AN NORTH
CENTRAL—0T.

Pentisyloanin- Ohin—
Continued

250-195.
S 749
750-45G.
1,000~1,249
1,200--1,499  __
1,500-1,749
1.756~1,5969 __
2,00K-2,480 .
2,50)-2,959.
3,000-3,96%_ . .
4,000-4,009__
5,000-9,000

Michigan—Wisconsin

All Lypes..oooaeeoo

1,500-1,749___

2.000-2,499___
2,500-2,999___
3,000-3,999 . __..

Ty Lo e

1,000-1,249. .
1,250-1,409__
1,500-1,749.
1,750-1,049
2,000-2.499 .
2,500-2.999_ 2
3,000-3,800. 110

Types2and 3. ..

e
1,000-1,240. .

Bea footnotes at end of table,

. Average? val-
H
Avcrage 8 vatue of food ¢ per family ue of family
Per year living
Ohbtained
¥am- Purchased W&m‘z‘gt
Hies expenditure
Pur-
All chased
]:‘,'}11} Faod 1;?;’;1? Home| Gift
chased at 5 from | Pro- | or
food DO homer|duced) pay
2 (0 @ | @ | an | an | 1w
N in- Dol- | Dot~ | Dol- | Dol- | Dol- | Dol- | D=
ber Iara ! Igrs | lars | lors | fors | lurs tars
259 244 237 428 9| 1,357 850
1 8259 ¢ 8259 80 | 8417 EDiRL,301 8733
1 8250 | %250 40 | 5238 in: BRug B 544
14 169 1686 3| 325 0| 1,470 560
28 208 | 205 3| 323 19 | 1,141 G18
a3 200 1 203 6 347 7| L217 846
36 285 1 331 2 418 111 1,422 63
30 248 © 238 10 149 16 | 1,541 841
6 239, 248 | 11 428 31,572 863
49 2060 ‘ 247 13 472 911,770 Gl
23 263 259 4 47 Q] 1,770 1, o)
o0 o |27 4] 538 612015 1,140
3 aar | 381 0 524 0| 228| 1423
3 205 1 249 44 554 02133 | I,i65
1,007 231 232 9 227 331,281 | 786
13 a0 | 22 8| 354| 2133 | a7
54 161 156 5 149 4 784 408
114 1794 175 4| 165 1 870 532
177 199 194 4 195 211,005 603
197 228 219 9 228 411,165 709
159 ) 237 2n L] 238 3 (1,202 TOR
115 : 256 244 12 249 3| 1,429 a2
0 ! 264 | 249 | 15| 249 8| 1,587 | 1,0i6
o3 | 278 | 259 19| 269 6| 1,886 1,107
28 320 303 17 225 211,807, 1,268
30 343 315 8 3B 31222 L&7
219 172 66| & 10| 1|1,0m oo
5 0 201 193 8 191 0. 1,430 840
23 2 142 121 1 118 4 635 343
35 5 150 148 2 137 1 79 460
48 4 155 152 3 160 1 908 526
32 3 18§ 172 14 189 i 1,008 612
23 2 161 186 51 192 I:1,178 693
20 2 188 183 L] 167 I]1,2: 767
10 i 181 175 5 189 11,55 740
14 i 228 209 19 186 2| 1, 54% 1,068
8 1 255 259 0 167 2| 1558 1,
3 0 166 166 1] 139 ¢ 11,506 1,131
Tomo u & o0 | 205| 8| 207| 3| 14,183 | 730
I 0 ¥3.00 5153 |®153 80 | V156 'O | 654 ¥ 350
i1 3 .35 194 181 13 175 4 058 i ()
29 6 L 41 168 161 7 158 3 838 486
45 5 L 48 182 185 7 183 1 93 577
57 11 . 48 210 ' 208 70 us 401,127 478
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TABLE 42 —ALL FooD: Number of fomilies having food obfained without direct ex-
pendilure, average number of persons per family, average money value per family
in a year of all feod, purchased food, and food obtarned without direct erpenditure,
and average value of family living, by family type and income, 19 analysis unils
in 20 States,! 19356 36— Continued

[Nonrelief (arm families that include a hushand and wife, both aative-born 4

Average # value of fuod # per famil Averaged yal-
Families per year y H <11'f family
ahtaining Aver- iving
foed l“ ith- age 1 J
out dirget .
Region, analysis expendl- t‘}fr“éf (;E;!t:?]lned
unit, family type, [Fam- ture or- FPurchased & mtlt
end income class | ilies p lged
{dollags) sons ‘expenditure
— —— | per | Al — All Pur-
fam- | food | chaged
Homej Girt | ¥ * p‘tll]} Food fwogdhjmnc: Gt
pro- | oor chased! at , fromy pro- - or
duced; pay foad |POMeYy mer duced; bay
[6)] @ | 3 | @ & ) 7y | @ | @ |y a2 | udy
MIDDLE ATLANTIC
AND XORTH
CENTRAL—COTL
Michigun- Wiscon- i
sin—C ontinued .
Nut| Num-|Nums{ Num- | Dol- | Dol- | Dol- | Doei- | Dol- | Dul- | Dol- | Dol-

Types2and 3—Con. | ber | ber | ber er ' fars | Jers | dare | lava | lors | lars | Jurs | lgrs
1,250-1,499 . 41 41 a R.44 452 233 225 8 29| (M 1,232 67
1,500-1,749______ 38 35 6 3.19 444 221 214 7 222 11,310 772
L750-1.999_ . .. 15 15 ] 350 470 2i8 211 7 4l 11 | 1,485 ™o
2,000-2,499_ _____ 21 F 3 3.45 461 239 223 16 1 221 1| 1,503 1, 004
2R0(-2.509______ 7 7 Ll 3.43 508 307 292 15 | 198 01,77 1,322
3,000--3,889_. . ___. ] 8 1 350 544 263 248 151 2% 211,93 1, 363

377 377 76 4.29 48] 247 235 12| 24¢ 4| 1,350 864

5 8§ 1 4. 40 590 223 . 2 12 | 368 il1,472 861

17 17 4 3. 70 341 180 ;178 2 157 4 B3 &4

33 33 3 .72 355 14 14% 1 164 1 915 5067

52 52 Li 4.28 411 214 211 3 143 411,008 617

A it 12 4.43 464 230 230 0| 24 551,17 741

i} G5 L5 4. 18 481 239 ° 232 7958 41,34 £27

38 38 3] 4.19 555 284 261 23 2657 4} 1,567 1,025

40 40 7 4. 54 580 77 255 221 308 ThLT 1,108

4 4] 7 4.44 578 2l 265 17 256 10| 1,709 1,085

i 10 5 £.20 590 3148 285 4| 1,809 1,334

11 11 b 4. 58 03 3683 362 3| 2,410 1,717

201 201 ! 34 6. 29 A497 200 281 | 5 ) 1, 446 283

2 2 1 €500 414 Bouy [ ae7 EQ |17 - 88 RLpdg 8 584

3 3 1 5. 87 482 239 222 17 | 25 8 1,063 &81

17 17 2 5. &5 469 230 | 22 7| 238 1| 1,069 A24

az 3z 4 6.3% 518 249 246 a1 o87 2| 123 73t

42 42 8 6. 44 i 281 77 4| 283 6| 1,279 773

40 40 ] 6. 16 554 263 257 6| 287 411,373 844

22 22 3 6. 40 G608 324 317 7| A% 4| 1,624 615

15 15 2 6. 60 714 328 0 318 10 36y 17 | 1,671 1,013

489, 18 18 3 A. 81 709 33 327 20 | 3053 3] 1.953 1,287

2,500-2,000_ _ 2 2 01 %640 | 832 | F570 , F56G B4 |%2A2 02,100 31,554

3,000-3,909 ____. B 8 2 7.01 900 420 - 303 a7 178 4 , 454 1, 540
Iliinois-fows 1 ! :

Altypes . ______ 1,642 11, 642 249 3.73 823 . 188 179 9 332 3| 1,243 734
0-249_ .. ___ 24 24 3 3.26 | 371 120 128 1 241 1 =2 427
250499 .y ar 07 8 3.37 ° 402 139 137 2 267 6 807 417
SH)-749 206 206 43 3.40 431 149 146 3 277 & 08 485
750-999 -] 258 . 258 44 3. 40 47! 170 185 ] 306 ¢ 3 1,8 561
1,000-1,249 _| 252 252 31 3.82 519 186 179 7] 331, 2 1,167 650
12501408 | 207 ; 207 19 3. R0 543 1493 186 71 348 . 2 1,24 706
1,A00-1,74% . _____F 162 | 162 26 3.08 570 205 183 12| 363 | 27 1,405 835
1,750-1,969__ ____| 110 110 16 3.72 564 204 196 81 358 2 1,40% 895
2000-2,498 _____| 139 139 18 4.03 597 220 | 20 191 375 21,587 954
2,500-2.999______ 78 78 14 4,28 624 235 | 220 15| 385 4 1,714 1, 094
3,000-3,999_ 63 63 12 4,11 867 258 230 28 406 3. 1,835 1,258
4,000-4,999__ 16 16 2 3.68 627 250 | 204 46 1 375 ; 211,893 1, 189
§,000-8,999__.___ 20 20 3 4. 14 685 20t 251 40 | 3921 2351 1, 838

Sea footnotes ut end of table.
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TarLE 42 —ALL FOOD: Number of families having food obtained without direct ex-
pendilure, average number of persons per family, avernge money value per Jomily
i @ year of all food, purchased food, and food vbtained without direct expenditure,
and average value of family living, by family type and tncome, 19 analysis units
in 20 States,) 1935-36—Continued

{Nporeliet farm families that ineliude 5 husband and wife, both native-born 1]

T
" f Average 3 val-
. Average ! value of food ! per family e of family
Familics per year living
obtaining | , oo
rooi«;:ldwith- nge ?
out diteet
Region, analysis expendi- gg%[ %,bigiilﬁfg
unit, tamily type, | Fam-|  ture prr- Purchased direct
and income cluss | ilies s0n8 expenditure
(dollars) per | Al A | Pur-
fam- | food \ 1 chased
Homel Girt | 1¥* Al 1 Po0a | T00d pome| qite
pro- or at i S| pro- | OF
duced| pay c}‘oﬂjad home? t{;ﬂé, duced | pay
{n 2@ | @ (8) (6 ) @ | @ an | an | an | a@
MIDDLE ATLANTIC
AXD NORTH
CENTRAL—COIL,
Iiline 8- Towa—Con, |Num-|Num-|Num-| Num- | Dol- | Dol | Dol- | Dol- | Dol- | Dol- | Dol- | Dal-
ber | ber ber lare | larg | lors | lars | lare | lars | lars | Tars
421 51 2.05 398 142 138 41 255 987 561
8 Q 2.00 365 135 134 1 230 0 679 3H
35 4 2.04 347 114 116 3 7 1 700 36
73 d 2,01 342 120 119 1 2 1 729 ani
90 15 2,407 398 131 128 3| 263 2 874 40
B0 ¢ 5 2.08 an4 145 | 142 3t 258 & 094 55l
a4 4 2,14 422 148 144 4 bk 141,112 BA!
3l 5 2.01 439 160 ¢ 183 6| 20 ) | 1,190 G
7 ) 2.0 446 185 160 5| 280 | 1,20 bl
22 0 2.03 431 165 159 G| 266 01,238 Tt
8 i} 200 S0 263 | 249 14| 27 011,704 1,19
12 4 208 419 130 122 S 286 31,565 3
5 0 2.00 431 181 163 18 250 0| 1,365 R
4 0 2.00 595 188 154 4| 407 04 15840 09
385 80 3.51 447 179 i72 7| 316 2| 1,186 0
4 (] 3.83 432 127 128 1 305 0| 1,007 58
26 2 3. 58 380 133 130 3 248 1 94 43
47 7 3.42 448 159 1506 3] 2u 1 487 il
67 13 3. 38 496 174 11 4 314 201,047 T
4 11 a5l 810 178 171 T30 211,142 60
51 & 3.51 401 186 | 180 5 303 211,146 | 67
a8 8 3. 66 521 17 1% 5 34D 211,347 L 70
34 3 3584 550 204 197 7 353 2 1,431 | 84
7 3 3,31 546 00 | 187 IR 48 1 1,47% 04
13 3 3.62 832 220 211 91 3t 1| 1,521 1,04
9 2 3. 44 225 | 207 18 | 342 2 L7584 1,15
1 G 9400 *419 ) F211 10128 | ¥85 (2208 #0 | 81,912 | 1], 51
4 2 3.50 652 241 321 an 512510 1,
591 99 4,08 569 210 194 16| 355 411,305 84
10 2 3.49 318 110 10 011 208 2 620 31
34 9 3.7 457 158 153 2 201 11 b2 42
63 20 3.08 476 1654 160 4 3n3 9 974 52
58 8 3.7 445 128 177 11 301 6 | 1,086 62
kil 13 4. 19 H46 JE 198 0| 333 5| 1,260 i
1,250-1,499_ _ T 1] 4,07 £92 219 ¢ 201 & | 381 11,208 75
1,500,749 _ 87 87 11 4,15 615 ; 220 | 201 14| 303 2| 1,534 92
1,750-1,999 . _ 47 47 7 4,25 F&8 214 | 23 1 ' 37 2| 1,566 97
2,000-2,499 . . 66 66 10 4,20 538 241 | 213 8 368 2 1,685 | 1,04
2,500-2,008 4% 7 4,42 628 22| 24 18 402 4, 1,733 1,07
3,000-3,909 __ 32 4 4.22 684 284 246 i 388 1230270 1,30
4,000—4,909._ _ g 20 400 892 278 | 220 58 410 4, 2,059 1,22
6,000-0,999__._.. B 17 405 645 a25 | 242 83 i g 1 i 2,872 | 201

Hee footnates at end of table,
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TasLe J2.—avL Foop: Number of fawi lice having ford obtained without divect ex~
pendifure, average namber of persons per family, average money vabue per fanily
1 o year of all food, purchased food, and food obtained without divee! expenditure,
and average value of fomily Uning, by Jamily type and income, 19 anolysis unils
in 20 States,! [9245-36—Continued

{Nonrelicf farm families that include a hushand wnd wife, brath native-born 7

Lunily tw e,
annl inenme eliss
sdollars)

(4

: Fum-

MIDDLE ATLANTIO J

AND NOHTH
CENTRAL —t{1.

|

{16 i Num-
{iinis - Juwn—Con. 1b!l_ BN

Types §anid R

1,500-1,749
1,750-1, 4

2,002,494
2,500 2,960 _
.00n0-3,00
4,004,599
5.000-0,940

PLAINS AND
MOUNTAIN

North Dalnta—
Iawgas

Alltypes oL .

1,250~ 1299
1.600-1 745

SR 7 A,

Nt losges
Not ineunes .
(=20
250406
N T4

ilies

{1

4

i
CAveraze® val-

177
105
w0

i Axerage Evaliue of fond 5 per family i
I Fomilies T yoar ! i} ue of fanily
I obtaining Avir- living:
i tood with- [,m‘a T T e T T e e
out direct ¢ S5 ! ai |
expendi- | P Rt :
e . eI [l
fure ot Prrehnged direed
! SO0 ul Cemditire
i oy R S Pur-
. : fiin- ol | i All chased
krn!n(’,i il iy ,‘:‘lirl‘ ! Fond ‘[;f::(\)ri"lln:’\_“) Gir i
Jro- oo L":;;lsn*rf o ‘fm{:i\: pro- | oot :
iuucvdi 1y faoed ihmmw ':m‘_:u?;‘m"\‘d pay .
I ; ! !
o & 40! ) #08] ‘ Gy @ am | an ] o i 13
_— . .— - — - o PR
; i ;
| | :
Niowi-iNrm-l Nnme- i Pal- | Do~ Dol ! Dok Dol | Bol- | Dof- | Dal-
bober ber ber o ddre o dapa | furs Viars - Qurs | fers | dors ¢ Tars
I T R 41,405 | w1l
1 I 2\35 27‘ £3 ~'1__g;5;27' E ]T)E
3 JUES 2 M| L0460 A0
3 , f?\ﬁl) 2 i
9 1 A
21 216 E]
4! 29 B
2 28 b
i AT B
[ 14
4 ‘ i
2 ! 20
L} | 35
1 8,
T T L
3. 41810 181
BN R NI
17y 13 | Ara 411 207 |
wal oz 205 208
WMo 120 3w 23l
2! {3 241
! 3.5 206
3.9 260
. a2 ‘
308
s
I

20 1127 133 \___

§1267 —dl———5

AR 60 1w 4
30 asa | e U | s
172i 60 3 LN 4

155 M8 7! &
A201er. I oam} 2
8| 4] 0| 4

22] 5 om0

143 | 25| 0
Wa o) | 7

2 g ‘ TR

| 251 2 3

. 3
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TaBLE 42.~ALL Foob: Number of families having food ebtained without direct ex-
penditure, average number of persons per Jamily, average money value per family
in o year of all food, purchased food, and food oblained without direct expenditure,
and average value of family living, by family type and income, 19 analysis unils
in 20 States,! 1835-36—Continued

[Nonrelief farm families that include a husband and wife, both native-born 2)

Region, anklysis |

unit, family t¥pe,
and income class
{dollars)

PLATNS AND
MOUNTAIN—COR.

North Dakote-
Kansar—ontinued

Types2amd 3. ____

Net losses . ...
Net Incomaes

249 L
250499
50749
730-980.__
1.000-1,245
1,250-1,499

,000-1 749
1,760-1,509
2,000-2,499_
2.600~2,568
3,000-3,869

Types4and §.______

Mot losses oo
Net incomes

0-249.__

1,5()0—1 740
1,760~1,909
2,000-2, 499,
2,500-2,569
303,996

South Dakota-Afon-
tana-Calorado

All types_ ... .__

1, 2%[#1 490
.uO(l—-l 749
1,750-1,999.
2.000-2,494
2,500-2,909
3,000-3,990 .. __

Average 3 val-
Average * valne of food o per family A .
Families per year ue f’if‘,[;?]mliy
obtaining | 4 .o E
food with- age !
out direct 1 popp. Obtained
expendi- oy or without
Fam. ture per- Purchased direct
ilies son3 expenditare
) per All Al Pur-
fam- | food ehased
Home| Girt | 1! AL [Fooa| Eood Iome| Gite
pro- i or chased! 8% | from | Pro- | ar
duced| pay tood [Homedly o rlduced| pay
2 3 | (# )] (Y] @ @ O [ae [ ay | a4 a»
Num- Num-|Num-| Num- | Dol- | Dol- | Dol- | Dol- | Dol- | Dol- | Dol- | Dal-
ber ber ber ber lara fers lars | fars | lars | lars lars lara
371 3N 85 3.50 457 146 18R 265 1,14 710
30 30 8 3.38 420 17L 168 ¢ 13| 234 15 ] 1,100 T2
341 | 341 77 3.61 44 199 1 191 8| 256 & | 1,126 708
27 27 7 3.50 382 181 173 8 197 4 917 605
68 68 19 3.30 404 172 | 165 T2 i) 9348 570
4 64 12 3.53 440 150 181 9| 244 [ 983 580
67 67 17 3. 63 485 158 | 19 8| 2 51,156 700
38 38 [} 3. 58 468 164 187 722N 301,068 654
31 31 4 3.60 477 225 | 4 281 111,305 883
18 18 3 3.450 536 231 228 3| 304 111,370 5452
10 10 5 3. 54 5568 226 | 219 7| 320 10 | 1,720 1,183
10 10 2 3.42 409 280 151,598 1, 264
4 4 ] 3. 75 1] 275 01,85 0 1,100
4 4 2| sal o mA7) w9 611,78 1,146
481 | 480 | 15| 4.35| &7 241 | 10 f 1,377 B68
45 45 12 4.38 612 264 242 l 2z | 334 [ 14 | 1,37C 874
436 1 435 102 4.35 574 238 l 219 19 19 | 326 10 | 1,377 867
40 3 8 4.23 408 214 1498 16 277 711,148 7l
53 53 9 4. 26 480 168 [ 184 14 272 10 | 1,049 642
74 74 20 4,22 511 T 194 13 295 § | 1,252 781
75 75 2 4.58 540 241 226 15 | 304 151 1,313 RI18
49 49 18 4,32 §15 254 | 235 19 | 347 14 | 1,474 431
47 47 8 4.48 B2h ne| 21 18 | 382 4 | 1,408 840
35 a5 ] 4.3 632 268 239 20 | 359 511,513 977
21 21 3 4.158 f3B 250 223 27| 72 14 11,754 1,125
20 20 2 4. 46 7 206 ' 268 28 | 419 14 | 1,935 1, 257
15 18 -1 4,27 712 321, 268 65 { 388 41,843 1,230
[ [ 0 4.30 A82 308 \ 290 18 3W [ l 935 1,351
447 447 82 3136 530 251 238 281 262 711,174 766
31 31 [ 3.18 427 236 | 218 20 188 H] 936 633
&0 60 8 2™ 439 233 213 20 | 202 4 W9 680
7h 75 7 314 472 2431 231 12| 2% 3 264 514
84 84 17 3.33 522 245 | 232 13} 268 911,001 685
57 57 12 3.62 528 260 | 235 25 | 265 311,158 724
43 43 16 3.67 611 205 275 20 304 12 1 1,368 891
23 23 3 3,42 557 247 | 230 17 | 303 711334 872
28 26 [} 3.87 %1 318 | 261 57 | 283 10 4 1,552 1,010
26 28 8 .70 630 324 268 50 | a37 19 | 1,576 1,058
13 13 3 3.13 564 277 | 258 22| 284 3] 1.534 1,103
] g 2 3. 56 646 344 252 &2 290 12 ] 1,678 1,194

Bee footnotes at end of table,
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TABLE 42.—aLL FooD: Number of families having food oblained without direct ex-
pendilure, average number of persons per family, average money value per family
1 ¢ year of all feod, purchased food, and fonid obtained without direct expenditure,
and average value of family Living, by femily type and income, 19 analysiz uniis
tn 20 States,! 1935-36— Continued

[Nonrelief farm families that include a husband and wife, both native-born 2]

Average 3 value of food # per famlly | Average? val-
Familes per year e ?.r fi:-i,lmily
ohiaining | 4o Tying
fooddvlvith- age 1
out direct . o
Reglon, analysis expendi- EERE %}Ei‘g&?
unit, fismily type, | Fam- ture per- Purchased direct -
and Incomse ciass | ilies sons expenditure
{dollars} T
ey All ! aq | Fur-
| fam- food | chased
4
Home: Gift | ¥ E ‘?1113,'_ Food E%l;d Eome Gift
ro- | OF chased], 2t rromy pro- | or
uced! pay tood homet nome! clucedi pay
(1 @ | & @ (5) (©) )] @ [ @ e oy | ag | a3
PLAIRS AND
MOUNTAIN—E01-
South Dukota~Mon-
tana-Colorado--Con,| Num- | Num-| Num-| Num- | Dol- | Dol- | Dol- | Dol- | Del- | Dol- | Dol- | Dol
ber her ber ber larg lers | lara | Jars | lars | lore | lars lars
Typel oo 130 | 130 18 200 414 211 | 186 15| 189 4 068 | 630
240 . 10 10 3 2.00 403 211 201 10 186 B 830 542
P 24 24 2] 200 357 183 176 7 172 2 B28 559
500749 ... o 28 2 2.00 402 218 205 13 180 4 83z 538
750898 ... 24 24 4 200 443 226 200 17 215 2 466 631
Lo00-1,249_ ... 14 14 1 200 1 996 815
1,250-1,409_ _____ 8 8 3 2.00 20 | 1,154 675
1.500-L,749. 1 5 5 1] 20 2| L1081 7t
1,750-1,908__ ! 3 3 0 2.00 01,343} 783
2,000-2,499. ...« ] ] 1 2,00 3 Lamd 9Rt
2,600-2,099_ _____ B & ] 2.00 4+ 1,170 835
3,000-3,869. _____ 3 3 i 2.00 0| 1,434 969
3 G 14 3. 47 21,128 725
3| 345 5| 1,018 | 686
1 3 3 973 849
1 2 11 545
4 ¢ | 1,120 714
1 211,172 725
: sl
, , 0 3
1,760-1,909_ _____ 4 4 {1 570 288 285 | 3 282 01,234 814
20002498 ____) 7 7 1 598 252 228 24 342 41,582 1,058
2,600-2,999. .. _ 2 2 1 ‘ 5705 B335 | 1317 *18 | 4367 83 |#1,018 | ¢1,366
3.000-3.089_ _____ ] 0 ] -l ! - .
Types 4 nand §_._.___ 181 ! 181 30 4, 26 ‘r 804
-0 9| o] 1| 298 J 651
250109 _________ 20 20 5 3.78 850
S-749_ .. .. 20 20 4 4.28 814
7O0-888 . 3 31 g 4.2 698
1O60~1,249 _____ 28 28 10 4. 51 778
K 20 4 4. 40 1,087
] 2 4.19 - 923
19 [ 4.34 ¢ 1,087
13 L] 4,56 1,103
L] 1 3.83 1,239
3] 2 4,33 1,308

Sen tootnotes ut end of table,
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TABLE 42 —aLyL FOOD: Number of families having food ebtatned withoul dircel ex-

penditure, qverage

i a year of oll food, prurchase )
and average value of femily Living, by fomily type end (ncome, 14 analysis unils
in 20 States,) 1935-36—Continued

[Nonvelief farm families that inelude a husband aod wife, both native-born?]

number of persons per family, average money value per fanuly
d food, and food oblained without direct cxpenditure,

i " -
Average ? valte of food * per family | AVeraze? val-
e o e uc of family
‘ Families piT year Tvin
obtaining | o0 &
‘r‘?;)td'i?rl‘t(q :5?: - ' Obtained t
Region, annlysis expendi- her of witi’mut ) |
unit; family type, j Fam- ture Per- Purchased dirant
F!’Sd]],;[l‘c)mne class | ilies sons cxpediture
{dollars E— f'p(\r fAud - ——{ an Pur-
| am- 7 fool | ;chnsed
Home! GIft ity ‘3113_ Food | g‘gﬁ, Home! Gift
pra- | or c{msed fram pro- | or
‘duced, pay Tood hume®, home! duced: pay
m @ | B | () () (6 (" & ] & o am | an : (n . 13)
e _ | - —
PAUIFIC : |
Washington-Qregon New-| Nua-| Niom-| Nui- Dol | Dol | Dot
ber her v ter lars I furs [ Iary
All typues. oo 838 @48 | 189 3. 34 711,188 744
9220, 7 7| 4| 24 15| 600 | 346
63 12 2.90 # \ §21 332
142 263 %00 10 7 439
117 24 3.2 w45 558
120 26 3.37 411,07 26
113 23 3.51 8| 1,22 T
1K) 21 3.53 811,413 o1l
71 10 3. 48 a 5
102 17 3.4l 2
43 [ 3.62 3
46 17 3,70 14
1 3| doo i 3
206 | 43 202 12 5 ;
11 4 2,00 e 112 11} 2t 143 24 §75 " 32'1;
2 2 2,10 2652 111 108 3 L0 1, 47 252
H0-749__ R Hl) i 202 332 145 141 4 180 7 (76 975
TAO-UNO_ .o 33 33 5 2.06 372 159 157 12} 201 2 840 | 805
L1248 ... 37 37 7 201 381 184 144 20 { 210 7 823 | 540
1,250-1.40%9 . __ 20 20 + 2.00 387 137 | 133 4 245 511,117 657
1,000-1, 748 . L . 19 19 1 2.00 420 1495 184 11 235 (5) 1,327 904
1730-1,480 . 15 18 2 2.00 384 194 1584 14 186 ¢ (%) | 1,208 N3
2,002,499 .. _.. 23 27 4 2.00 384 192 188 24 195 251,249 565
f § i} 2.00 513 261 a2n 41 252 gflad2¢ 1,184
3 2,00 4l4 186 | 176 13 29 6| 1.230 819
G ¥2.00 ! B399 | 124 (31141 10 ;9275 89 |51,732 8959
Typeszand 3. A 293 | 55| A48 | 486| w2 | s ms v 4180 73
0-248. ___ B 6 0 3.15 335 138 | 138 0 210 f 9 672 380
250-400__ 20 &) 4 3 27 345 183 127 64 203 G ‘ 740 416
BK) 749 a7 37 L] 348 434 176 165 11 252 t B ' RA8 195
TR-009. . 42 42 ] 341 447 184 178 8] 238 3 &8 BT
1,O00-1,249 _ a8 38 7 1568 509 1838 1492 6| 309 2 1,053 604
1,250-1,49G 41 41 9 3.46 541 n2 it 11 327 12 : 1170 A80
1.500-1,749_ _ 33 38 8 3.48 523 215 | 202 13 | 34 4| 1,325 847
1,760-1,499 __ : 2 3. 3 (1,390 Q37
g,ggg—gzgg . 2 g 53| 1,500 1,084
,500-2,855 . 81 L795 1, 258G
3,000-3,008__ 2 15} 1,624 | 1,005
4,000-4,899_ ___ Q 0 i 1,727 | 1,288
e |
Typesdond & .. 10 | 1.376 869
0240 . U P
250488 - .3 52 344
5058—535__ 15 823 474
50-9404 _ 21 | 1,019 57T
1,000-1,249 511,214 715
1,250~ 1,499 g 1,282 799
1,500~1,749__ 13 . 1,529 970

See footnotes at end ot {able,
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TABLE 42, —aLL FooD: Number of fomilies having food obfoined withowt direel ex-
penditure, average number of persons per funily, average money value per family
in a year of all foad, purchased food, und food obiained wilhout divect cxpenditure,
and everage value of family living, by family type and income, 19 analysis unils

in 20

[Nonrelief farm famnilies that Include a hushand and wife, both native-horn %

[ —
\ . . - . *Average d val-
I Averame 3 value of fs00 8 et family i
Familics ; pur yuar { ue tl'n_f‘f_aml.]y
ohtaining Aver- ; ' ving
[ood with- agus 3 | —|=—
aut direes | 50
Region, analysis exjiendi- ln“lfr““}f . (‘}Hz‘t?]g’lf;!
unit, family type, | Fam- ture ])i-‘[‘“ Purchased diveet
?{E}(‘}il],:;‘g)ome cless | ilies sons expendirure
¢ | mer All All Pur-
‘ fam-  food | ! chased
Tome i | 29° DLE ! Food j Food | Home Gifl,
pre-: or e Cpro- | oor o
duced] pay ‘R:};" d h |11J.-;(I)111n suced| pay I
(3 @ || ) | om L ® | @ oo an ‘ am | an
1
i D I - | T
FACLFIC—C0D, ‘ :
Washington- Ore-
— Continge
par—Continued Num- Nuw- Num-l Num- | Dod- | Dol- Dol | Da.-| Dint-
Types 4and 5—Con. ber LeT ! ber fier fars  lers | Iors lars o fors g
17301099 A3 33 1] 4.16 654 1 277 241 a6 360
2,000-2,499_ . . 53 a1, 8 4.10 861 268 210 28 391
2,500-2,999 _ 53 P 3 447 73R 312 27% a4 404
3,000-3,0%) 26 20 ‘ 12 4.34 632 321 258 62 344
4,000-4,809 . __ ] 9 3 4.3 06 ik 260 23 41
Qregon —parl-time . ‘ ‘ I B
Alltypes. .. _...... 383 ‘ 383 f 4 S B HZ3 | 258 42 | 268
0-2449. I e [,
25498 da00 | §154  F120 | 120 S, 522 k12 i B580 8352
S--T98 2,86 387 202 182 20 175 1,013 733
THOFO9G . 4.02 444 27 188 14 215 22 1,001 37
1,000—],‘2-19 : 3.38 525 264 | 245 1 251 10 1158 746
1,201,499 63 i34 12 4.3% 563 202 266 28 267 4 1,209 804
LO00-1,749. ... iz 62 14 246 | AR 38 RN | a2 10 | 1,469 1,033
1,750-1,008_ 11 44 12 3.40 44 335 314 40, 282 711,648 1,183
2,000-2,400 A5 Gb [} 3.42 1 688 e | 341 31 273 3 1,832 1,377
2,500-2,000______ 2910 29 3 3.6% . 70 452 | '12; 106 aTh G 2,263 1, 744
3,000-3,999. ___ 17 17 2 3.74 835 ™ 142 | ¥55 2 2,679 2, 104
Typel oo @ ez 16| 201 |— 477 | 45 1,921
w2y | 0l w| o I U
250441 2 2 1 8 3 s 134 3120 . 5120 in
[T R v 7 3 2, J2 381 1701 164 ]
O LAS. 18 13 & 2.00 A28 211 31
Lo-1,249. ... 11 11 1 2,04 454 S i 10
1,250~ 1,400 14 14 2 2‘ H) 434, 2535 | 40
1,500-1,740. 14 14 2 20t hil 366 | 2 7!
1,780~1,008 5 3 u] 200 53 228 Rl 43
2,000-2,409 10 1 0 200 52 2 251 43
2,500-2,004 G 61 1| 20| a0 427 9ws | 142
3,000-3,009 . __ 2 20 0| 200l PAEG D R404 408 | =00
| e e : =
Types2and § .. 131 131 273 5
I
______ [FEEE
778
164 6
9 : 246 14
I, 2.:\0—! 4'“!0 22 22 283 245 15
1,500-1,744 . 22 22 333 and 9
1,750-1,909 . _ 18 18 | 347 523 A4
2000 2,499 17 7 376 310 i
2,500-2,999 ‘ 7 T 7 340 1y
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= == o = el o e
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TABLE 42.—ALL FOOD: Number of families having food obtained wilhout direct ez-
penditure, average number of persons per family, average money value per Jamily
tn a year of all food, purchased food, and food oblained without direct expenditure,
and average value of family kiving, by family type and income, 19 analysis untis
in 20 States 1985-86—Continued

[Nonretief farm families that inclizde a husband and wite, both native-born?

. rage 1 val-
. Average ! value of food ? per family A:g‘;fﬁgmﬁ?
Familles per year "living
obtaining | ..
food with- | 2.7}
. . out direet | oo Ohtatned
Reglon, analysis expendi- ber of without
unil, {amily tvpe, | Fam- ture or- Purchased diroet
and incomse class | ilies s;:m exponditure
(dollars) 1:)91fs All b Pur-
tam. | food T Al | hused
Home| gt | UF* All_ ' Food | T004 \game! Gt
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Contimied Num-| Num- Num- Num- ; Dol- | Del- | Dol- | Dal- | Del- Dol- | Dol- | Dol
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0 |1 P U
0 {3 IR RN e . -
3 1 333 516 340 | 250 84 174 21 2,153 1,883
12 3 3,83 490 240 220 20 231 19 | 1,086 662
19 4 3.8% 558 281 254 2 257 18 1 1,167 740
27 & 4.06 638 31% | 205 24 ) 311 811,383 922
26 9 4.23 i £38 346 ) 34 22| 287 51,417 901
18 7 3.Rg . YL are | 323 53 1 3%0 51,741 1,232
28 6 A.08 Fii7d 437 i 391 44 265 501,888 | 1,432
18 4 4,29 786 429 | 338 90 1 343 141 2,319 1, 738
11 2 4,24 921 606 | 434 122 ) 313 2| 2,667 | 2,070
Culifornia ‘

Alltypes_ ... ______ 88% | R53 | 131 3.32 530 412 ° 377! 35| 113 51,6371 1,201
240......| 190 1] @8] niw| am; w8 we| =l owy 7] ew) 43
250459 52| | 4| 294] 37 [ 88 25 13| &0 2,008| a0
S00-T749.. 74 7l 19 2,92 394 289 280 ] 101 4| 1,003 743
750-990. 89 87 11 3.18 T 335 | 323 12| 129 3| 1,144 863
L00G-1,24% . 0 67 14 3.19 473 344 | 321 23 i26 311,302 94
1,260-1,498 22 89 L7 3.33 507 8¢ | A6d 20 iig 5] 1,496 1, 166
1L,500-1,748. . a9t 89 21 3.35 [ §n 402 | 382 20| i 511,526 [ 1,197
1,760-1,949 . 6 71 15 3.4 557 427 | 3%0 37 123 711,72 1,351
2,000~2,459__ 137 135 33 161 588 463 | 419 44 119 6 | 1,806 1, 530
2,500-2,99G_ _ 79 e, 17 31.60 603 488 | 445 43 109 6| 2,071 1,676
3,000-3,990. . ____ 86 Bl ’ 14 3.42 663 552 | 477 75| 106 512201 1,858
4,000-4,90%__ 24 23 ¢ 5 3.61 740 595 | 495 100 134 11| 2,500 | 2 146
5,000-5,968______ 18 17 l 1 .32 728 6A5 | 498 157 70 1 ! 3,733 | 2,883

Type loes 250 | 241 | 52 201 | 414 { 324 ‘ 249 ‘ 25 f 86 411,413 | 1,068
07249 e mmm———— 10 10 4 2.00 265 i 218 1 211 | 7 a7 i3 T8 554
250-400__ 21 19 5 2.10 348 1 274 | 287 17 It 3] 1,070 879
500-740. 27| 8 sl o2 | a7 247 | 242 6| 82 8| 88 605
THO-004_ q 7 27 [ 2.00 362 250 . Mo 7| o3 3 987 727
L,000-1,249. ____. 23 24 3 2.00 0 384 201 271 20 9 21 1,256 961
1,250-1,409__ Az 31 5 2.00 4apt 32| %12 13 92 201,348 1 1,027
1,800-1,749. 24 23 5 2.01 418 45+ 326 19 70 311,428 1.157
1,750-1,999__ 1B 17 4 2.0 44 343 | 315 28 | 148 3| 1597 1,163
2,000-2,409. . 24 23 7 2.00 484 408 | 373 35 it 11 | 1,851 1, 548
2,5002,999__ 17 18 & 202, 47 asg [ 313 46 110 511,768 1,359
3,003,065 _ 14 14 1 2,00 ( 466 415 | 309 18 9 211,957 L1479
4,000-4,990_ _ 4 4 Q 2,00 596 580 | 368 212 14 0 2385 1,993
5,000-9,999. . ____ 7 7 Q 200 ‘ 522 470 345 125 82 0] 3,546 | 2,762

Sea footnotes at end of table,
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TapLE 42.—aLL FooD: Number of families having food obiained withoul direct ex-
penditure, average number of persons per family, averuge money value per SJamily
i ¢ year of all food, purchased food, and food ebtained without direct expenditure,
and nverage value of family living, by family lype and fncome, 19 analysis unils
in 20 States,! 1986-36—Continucd

|Nonrelief farm families that include 8 hushand and wife, both pative-born f]

Average 7 value of food $ per family  ; A¥erage’ val-
Families per year ue i‘.f tamily
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1 34 473 338« any 31 135 | {5 1,244 H3
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] 3.7 6l 508 473 35 10t 1248 1, 740
3 3.44 inrg 534 | 466 6811 I2200 1 1,548
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[i] 4.42 §91 425 390 23 1rQ i, 1838 1,281
3 4.08 7 579 120 405 21 1401 01,623 1, 244
4 4. 10 2 475 133 42 103 10| 1 A67 1. 495
13 445 643 479 454 45 165 51,032 1,528
f 4,30 B2 537 450 48 118 9| 2 160 1744
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3 4,18 B0 632 | 5221 110 200 I8 | 2,677 2 12
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sufficing counties
Aty pes. oo f07 607 N 425 Jini ap 82 7 460 i0 858 s
0249 . . __ 10 10 4 300 157 k) 37 1] 116 4 262 | B4
250409 K] 7B = 341 [ anl 49 48 1 4 8 453 134
SO0-T49_ 138 138 46 3730 444 B2 67 1 Ri{ii) 10 671 197
Tolr000_ 156 © 156 - 4481 &4 B B0k f 01 9 886 242
1,000-1,249 107 | 107 3. d4n| A0 105 97 . 8| 55 12, 1,48 355
1,251,453 %3 53 i w478 Tls 126 114, 12 550 41,244 S0
1,500-1,744 bi1= -1 I T 48 ;. 752 142 113 : 20 604 & 1,379 141
1,750-1.000_ . ' 18 I 1 | ] 125 o] | 18 685 7' 1,600 TH7

See footnotes at end of tuble,
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TaBLE 42.--aLL Foon: Number of families having food obloined without divect ex-
pendifure, average number of persons per family, average money wvalue per family
in a year of all food, purchased food, and food oblained without direet cxpenditv e,
and average value of fomily Lving, by famidy type and income, 19 analysis wnits
in 20 States,! [335-3F—Continued

[Noprelief farm families that include s husband and wife, both pative-born?]

} ; i Averaze ? val-
1 J 5
Parmilies Averagedy uhgegfyf;;)rd per [amily i ]ﬂf{mlli]y
[ abtaining Aver iving
" food with- o 3 -
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unit, family tvpe, - Fam- ture i per- Turchased direet
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I R 5 5. 2| 34| 1w 37 a7 0119 5 o4 g1
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TA0-990. 38 l 9| am; ss! 9! s 11! 4 r : 331 262
1006-1,249 . 260 26t 51 B38| &2 WP 02 Ags 7. gl a7
1,230-1.499 TR T 21 352 a0l 128 120 81 470 AL dng
1,500-1,744 . T, 2, 0| 4000 571 88| i5 L 1 |d4alR: R [frome 9452
1,740-1,999 . . al 4| 1] 4o0] ool 18l 130 | & 2r| 1620 | L2
ol B S Pl
Types 4 and 5 52 05| 440 12, 934, 520
S [ - PR
(240 ) u a- [ R S . R T N
250408 G M I 434 357 BE| 5L } 260 130 A3l 148
AD-T49. Uz sl 20| Ligp d4%s gh 0 &bl 20805 14 R 183
T80, FCTR SR N N 0 v A0 111 oy | s PR ‘ 0] w2
Looe-1240 0T 4r 0 4t T8 4048 | 723 w4 88 16 Aol | 18 Losk | @3
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Types fand 7. Lol 12, 42 | 852 B5F mwl oo | 2 s 9 1,017 334
1 1 L] £5.00 &1311 FTR| 872 | EG R5L0 BE D MORE TIaR
6: & 2. &S| A 1 a8 [ 8. 402 131
16| 18 l 41 683 | 477 i o | W 1 ‘ 379 T T0A 242
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o6 2L 10| AAY| 78| li2| 1D 2 B0R | 10| L1n 32
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See fentnotes at end of table,



FAMILY FOOD CONSUMDPTION

AKD DIETARY LEVELS

131

TABLE 42.—ALL To0oD: Number of families hoving food eblained withaut direct cx-
penditure, average number of persons per faniily, average money salue per fmily
in a year of all food, purchased food, and food oltained without divect expenditure,
and average valie of family Living, by femily type and income, 18 anolysis unils
in 20 States,t 1855-3A—Continued

[Nonreliel farin families that include a hnsband and wife, both native-horn ?)

Tiegion, analysis
unit, family t¥
and income cluss
{dollars)

68

S0V THEAST-WHITE
OLLIRATORS—CGT.

North Caroling-
Nouth Caralinn

1,000-1,249
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104 104 320 501 [
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42 12 16 5. 11 g
2 26 81 450 3
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8 8 5 2,12 4
30} an & 205 ]
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) 46 17 2.0 3
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19 19 8 2. (s 7
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i 6 g .00 4
2 2 0 oreonc [
4 4 0 20 | 0
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S| 68| 18| 24a| el 112 108 41
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48 43 16 3.51 A4l 135 1M T
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See footnotes ut cnd of lable,
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TABLE 42.—ALL FooOD: Number of families having food oblained without direct ex-
penditure, average number of persons per family, average money value per fomily
in a year of all food, prurchased food, and food obtained withoul direct expenditure,
and average value of family living, by family lype and income, 19 analysis unils
in 20 States,! 1955-36— Continued

|Noorelief farm families that include s husband and wife, both native-born 2]

|
Average ? value of food ¥ per family A.ff’f)?gfﬁ,;}}m‘
Familics per year ¢ living ¥
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4
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7
5
2
6
8
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See footnotes at end of table,
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TavLr 42.-—aLL Foon: Number of families having food oblained without diveet ex-
penditure, average number of persons per family, average money value per family
i year of all Jood, purchased food, end Jued oblained withowt direct expenditure,
and average value of family living, by family type and income, 19 analysis units
in 20 Stotes! 1985-36—Continued

[Nanrelief farm families that include a husband and wife, both native-bprn 7]

|
' Average § value of food 8 per famil Average? val-
Families per year v v ue of family
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foorl with- age 3 — ——
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See footnotes at end of table,
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TABLE 42 —AtLL FOOD:
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Number of families having food obtained without direct ¢x-

pendfure, average number af persons per family, average money value per fomily

in a year of all faed, purchased

food, and food obtained witheut divecl expenditure,

and average value of family living, by family lype and income, 19 analysis uniis
in 20 States,! 1835-368—Continued

| Nomrelief frmn famifies that include & husband and wile, hoth native-horn )

Regian, nnnivsis
unit, family type,
and ineome class
(clollars)
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sippi - Continued
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TarLE 42.—ALL FOOD: Number of families having food obtained without direct ex-
pmdztur& average number of persons per family, average money value per family
n a year of all food, purchased jood, and food obtained without divect expenditure,
and average nalve of family living, by furmfu type and tneome, 19 analysis wniis
n 20 States,! 1935-38—Continued

[Nonrelief farm families that include a busband and wife, both native-horn 4

]
Average } value of foad 5 par farily | AVEraged val-
Families DIC yeur ' “‘I‘?f .‘r""f”ly
obtalning | , ... ving
food with- ape & e
out direet R
Region, analysis expendi- {:E,lrnéf ‘ 0“};1;11‘13;1
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continued i
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See footnates
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at end of fable.
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TaBLE 42.—aLt vooD: Number of familics having food obtained without direct ex
penditure, average number of persons per family, average money volue per family
i a year of all food, purchased fond, and fond oblained witheut direct expenditure,
and average value of family Living, by family type and income, 18 analysis units
in 20 Stafes,t 1935-36—Continued

[Wonrelief farm families that include a husband and wife, hoth native-born?]
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Sea footnotes at end of table,
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Tasrg 42.—arn roon: Number of families having food oblained withoul dirvect ex-
penditure, average number of persons per family, average money value per family
in a year of all jood, purchased food, und food ebtained without direct expenditure,
and average valuwe of family living, by femily lype and fncome, 19 analysis units
i 20 States,! 1236-36-—Continued

[Norreliel farm families that include a hushand and wife, bolh native-born?]

| 1
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Sce footnotes ot end of table.
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TapLe 42— -ALL Foon: Number of familics having food oblained withowt direct ex-

:m‘nr“t‘h"f‘(‘, QeeraRge i mber UJ' pe

SOTLS

per family, average money value per family

i n year of oll food, prrchased food, and food ohiained withowut direct ezpendiiure,
anid average vedue of family Living, by family lype and income, 18 analysis unils
i B0 States,) 1835-36—~Continuerd

[N onrelief farm families that include a husband and wire, both native-born 4]

3
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Siw footnoles ot end of table.
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TaBLE 42.—ALL Foon: Number of families hoving food eblained without! direct ex-
penditure, average number of persans per family, average money value per Family
e u year of all food, purchased food, and food oblatned without direct expenditure,
and average value of family Living, by family type and income, 19 anglysis unils
in 20 States, 1935- 36— Continued

[Nonrelief farm families that include a husband and wife, bath native-born?)

Avernge ? value of food  per family | A¥erage? val-
Familics i Per year uc]?f'.famfl)
obtalning | 4. wing
fond witht- age 9 N —
out diree v | 3
Regior, analysis expendi- [T | gmiﬁﬁ‘;d
unit, fuiully type, | Fam- ture. per- Purchased " dienot
f:;g]ilag?”m"" vlass | ilies sans ‘nxpenditure
i per | All —— | All | Pur-
! f“;llﬂ- food . hJ | chused
Home Git| 0¥ AL Food vood Home, Gite
- or chased at from Cpro- | or
iduced pay food horged homner Guced| pay
I8 @ @@ @ | ® O 8 e | an| a | ay
SOUTAEAST-NEGRO
SHAREUROPPERS—
contineerd
Georpia- N
Missisaippi Num-'Num-\Num- Num- | Dol- | Dal- |, Del- | Dol- | Dol- | Pol- | Dol | Dol-
her her Dober | Ber larg | lore  lars | lurs | lars | dare | lars | lars
Alltypes. ... I 626 625 LI N 256 100 08 2 152 4 418 210
0-20 . Tir o1zl o 3w m| o m ow| 1| % 6] @l 1w
JbOAnR 0757 3. 7% 234 3 92 1 128 . 3 363 183
144 144 35 4. 510 354 1 118 1 3 22 3 572 27
47 47 ] 4.05 404 174 166 8 324 1 814 415
125 125, 35| =202| 199 g2 80, 2| 14| 3| 32| 182
=249 . 41} 40 11 2.0l 124 G7 66 1 &h 1 23 118
20494 i 71 21 202 g6 i 2 125 5 341 166
S0-74%. 13 3 2.05 mG . 12 4 217 . sar 250
1 0| ¢z.00 18R " 152 G 2p4 0, *754 412
st | w0 o3| 2. 12| 2, sse| 201
1 . 30 1) 47| 9| 3| 32
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1| 22t N6 3wl 4 4| w0
28 147 77 78 1 58 12 262 152
99 230 103 11 2 124 3 38N 03
&y 354 129 128 3 az1 4 579 283
27 493 1 14 183 11 208 1 Bil 444
s G| 95 95) () | 27| 3 8 1ea
15 i 1300 sa| | ® | 7 § 2| 110
49 954 8| 8| () | 15 3| T 1A%
_ 27 423 ¢ 114 115 1 304 1 A13 236
TaU-YuH 11 11 : A5 ‘ 132 131 i 1 418 - (0 843 REL]
I i '

! See Qlogsary for definitions of terms such as family, foad-expenditurs unit, Tumily type, income, analysis
unit,

* This table includes families in the consumption sample. See Mrthodalogy for the Siates and coantics
studdied in each region.  Families of white operators only were studied in all regiuns except the Sountheast
where special studivs of white sharecroppera and Negro families were made. See Methodology before using
these data for regional comparisons,

¥ Averapes are based on the number of families in aach class (eolumn 23

* Year-equivalent persons,  See Glostary, Family Type.

5 Exelades prorated value of foad for boarders and farm help.

* Includes menls earried from homne as well as foed and drink purchased for meal and between-meal con-
simaption at home, The numbet of families huving expenses for purehased fvod at home is the same as tho
fotal number of families (column 2),

T E;{nludes foord carried from home.  See table 43 for the number of famtlles having cxpense for food away
Irumn borne,

# Average based on fewer Lthan A cascs,

¥30.50 or less.
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TABLE 43.—F00D AWAY FROM HOME: Number of families having expendilures for food consumed away from home, and average expendilures per

fa—y
femily in a year, by family type and income, 19 analysis unils in 20 Stales,! 1935--36 3

[Nonrelief farm families that include a husband and wife, both native-born 3
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MIDDLE ATLANTIC AND NORTH
CENTRAL

New Jersey
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See footnotcsat end of table,
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TABLE 13.—F0OOD AWAY FROM HOME: Numiber of families having expenditures for food consumed away from howe, and average expendilures per
Samily in o year, by fanily type and income, 19 analysis wnits in 20 Staies,) 1835-36—Continued

[Nourelief farm familics that include a bushand and wife, belh native-bornt)

Families having expenditures for fnod away [rom home s Average ¥ expenuditures for foold away {rom home?
f Other food L Other food
Region, analysis unit, family type, | Fam- ‘ — Belween- e Betaeen-
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34 5 0 il {t 1 1] 1 4 &3 | . .
32 ] n l 8 ¢ 1 M) 3 2 2 2
1,000-1,24% 43 13 o 13 2 o 0 3 H k)
1,240-1,4909 34 5 [ B q 2 2 2 3 2
1,500-1, 749 a7 7 4] 7 1 1 n 3 3 4
1,750-3,909_ 4 0 4 0 Qa u 2 2 2
21000 2400 12 ol 1l o , 2 3 5 7. 2
4 0 1 L 0 0 2 1 \ !
3 [} 3 0 0 1 2 1 0
] ] ] 1 0 ] ] 0 0
[ | 0 [ 0 1] [ [t a Q
. ol s of 1| 7 1w wm _1_3,
0 1] 0 0 0 [t 0 U] ]
2 Q 2 Q 1 ] 0 1 0
5 1} 5 1} 0 1} i 3 2
[ 0 3] [ 1 0 0 4 3
4 il 4 0 n n n 4 [

ovl

ORI

KOLLY 311900

160

=

“Lddd

d0
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1,250-1,499 .. .. ... _ 54 8 0 8 0 4 [\ 1 3 3
1,500-1,749_ 31 10 0 10 0 4 2 5 5 2
1,750-1,999 14 4 0 4 0 0 2 3 2 0
2,000-2,499. 25 8 0 8 0 2 1 4 5 3
2,500-2,999_ 15 3 0 3 0 0 0 2 1 0
3,000-3,999_ 12 3 0 3 0 0 1 2 1 0
4,000~4,999 _ 5 1 i 1 0 0 1 0 1 0
5,000-9,999____________ 0 0 i 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13| 127 12 18 18 33 67 31
0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 . .
1 3 0 0 0 1 1 1 . . .
0 8 0 1 1 2 4 3 . . .
0 21 0 1 1 7 13 5 . .2 .
0 10 0 4 0 2 6 3] 2.97 00| 2.97 00 2.20 00 08 .59 10
2 16 2 0 1 4 11 5 5.10) 1.10} 4.00| 1.56 .00 .26 82 .95 .41
0 1 3 3 2 2 8 3| 566 00 | 5.66| 1.55 61 1.43 18| 1.48 4t
4 16 0 1 5 4 5 2119.52 10,28 | 9.24 .00 90 4.77 64 | 1.50 1.43
2 2 6 2 3 8§ 12 512536 7.14 [18.22 | 7.41| 1.04 1.57| 18] 2.39 3.95
2 7 1 1 1 3 3 2127751661 |11.14 | 38.32| 178 04| L11| 211 2.78
2 7 0 3 3 0 3 211912 92} 9.92 00| 3.2 3.56 001 1.68 1.44
0 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 . . .
0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
9 91 7 12 8 37 49 20
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . . . .
0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 .2 . . .
0 5 0 1 0 3 1 0 . . R .
. 0 9 1 1 0 4 5 3 4,73 . . .
1,000~1,249._ 32 0 4 0 0 0 1 2 2 . . . |2
1,250-1,499_ Sl 33 0 8 0 1 0 3 6 2 3. .00 . .
1,500-1,749_ 42 1 0 18 2 14 1 1 10 8 9. L 2. .05
1,750-1,999 24 9 1 8 0 1 0 2 [} 0 3. . 2. .
2,000-2,499_ 42 12 2 11 1 0 1 6 4 211374 | 6.98| 6.76 | 248 00 64| 2.67 .10 .57
2,500-2,999_ 31 14 3 13 1 2 3 6 7 1(32.48 [16.77 | 15.71 | 5.84 | 1.22 1.71] 3.00 | 2.84 1.10
3,000-3,999. 30 10 1 10 1 0 1 9 7 1114.50 | 3.83 { 10.67 .50 00 23| 7.910 1.83 .20
4,000-4,999 7 2 2 2 0 0 1 2 1 18014 | 69.14 | 11.00 .00 00 4.86 | 5.58 .28 .28
5000-9,999 . __. .. ... 6 2 0 2 1 1 1 0 0 0] 13.33 00 | 13.33 | 12.00 50 83 00 00 00

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 43.--FOOD AWAY FROM HOME: Number of families having expenditures for food consumed away fram home, and average expendilures per
Jamily in a yeor, by family type and income, 19 analysis unils in 26 States,! 1836—36—Continucd

[Nonrelief furm families that include a husband and wite, both native-bera #)

Familics having expenditures for food away from home 3

Average ¥expenditures for food away from horne 3

Other food
Relween- ol Between-
Region, analysis unil, ftamily type, | Fam- urals Meals— meals
and income class (daollars) ilies A Board . - e e
P S Y Al Al
food
school Onl
Ty At At |travels, 2 i
Taod 7 iDrka work |schoel 4 v Otherd | Food ?|Drink®
i tiom ¢
(0 (2) (3 4 (10) (11) (i2) (14 {15) (14) {17) (18) (5] (20}
MIDDLE ATLANTIC ANL} NORTH
CENTRAYL—cOntinned
Peansyplvania-Ohio—Continued
No. | Ne. . | Na. No. X Nu, No. Dot. Dol | Dol Dol Dol Dal. | Dat. | Dol
67 1 U 1] 9 5 22 40 1} 3.03 3.03 a.20 | 0.18 0. 80 0. 60 1.05 0.11
0 E 1} 1] 0 0 ] [ 0| 10 G 0§ 1t 0d W0 | 100 oD .00
1 a 0 0 1 a 1 (] 1.00 1. 0% A .00 1.00 .00 .00 06
2 ] 1] 0 n 4] 2 [t} .24 .24 AN (Y] -0 .00 ) .00
7 0 1! 1 li] 2 fil 1 L14 1,149 .22 (1M i La3 i .03
12 ] 2 3 1 3 b 3 2. 81 2,581 1.03 1 _7h 16 i) At
11 qQ qa 0 [} 4 8 1 3.534 3084 L0 {0 L0 L34 L. 81 .19
i 0 1 2 1] 1 14} 1 28 2. B4 .27 a8 ] 14 2.07 .14
11 4] 1 2 1 L] 6 2 3.061 3.61 .50 48 .45 137 55 .21
[} 4] 0 L] a 5 2 1 1.72 1.72 .00 0 .00 1. 24 .40 A
3 0 0 1 0 1 2 (1] 4. 47 447 .00 .95 .00 -3 3.20 i
2 0 1 a 11 0 [} (4] 1.50 L. 50 Y _0f 1.33 MLl .0n .00
1 0 [H 4] Q 1 1] Q .33 .33 0 00 0N .33 an 00
1 [i] L] 1] 1 L] a 0| 50.00 50.00 .00 00 50. 60 .00 .on it
76 4 13 8 | 2| | | 73s 6.41 | 2a%| .s58! Lup| 06| 1.00 31
0 L] 0 a 0 L] 1] 1] 0t 1K) noa | noo 00 Hoe [ Moo | Q0 i)
1] 0 i) 0 o L] 1] 0 0| 109 100 | 1000 [ .00 nae | .00 .00 100
4 4] 4 0 L] 1 1 2 L] 3.28 3.28 LMY -0n 1.79 1.28 .21 .00
] 0 [1] I] 1 Q 3! 2 1 2.82 2.82 .00 04 N 207 .38 .32
g DI 8 1 1 2 1 5 2 6. 18 6. 18 .21 L 45 1 52 .03 .58 .36
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1,250-1,499
1,500-1,740 . _
1,750-1,999 _
2,000-2,499__
2,500-2,999_ _
3,000-3,909__
4,000-4,999__
5,000-9,999_ _

MAlichigan—Wisconsin

1,500-1,749__
1,750-1,999__
2,000-2,499__
2,500-2,999__

Types6and 7_.

Illinois-lowa

Type 1
Types 2and 3.__
Types 4and &5
Types 6 and 7

See footnotes at end of table,
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TABLE 43.—FOOD AWAY FROM HOME: Number of familics having expendifures for food consumed eway from home, and average expenditures per
Samily in a year, by family type and income, 19 analyyis unils in 20 States,! 1935-36— Coniinued

[Nonrelief farm familics that inelude a hasband and wife, buih native-born 2]

l Families having expenditures for food away from home ? Average ¥ expenditures for faod away from home3
e - . -
Other food Gther Tood
; Between- T Betwern-
Region, analysis upit, family type, | Fama- Meals— meal Meals meals
and incoeme class {dollars) ilies Any Board Board
faod AL Any All at All ‘ ) 1 |
sehool Orl] | school N At | Un] i |
At 1 AL |travels, FE— At / | travels, | 1l Drink
work |school| vaca- | tBer ¢) Food Tirinks work lschool vaea- 1\Jtherﬂ Fooi7 |Drink?
tion $ tion &
(1 2 [H)] (4) (5) 6) (7 ) & (1) | 12 (13 (14} 13} sy ; an (18) (10 (207
- R I .. o .
PLAING ANTH MOUNTAIN '
North Dakoto Kansas ‘
Neo, | Nao. | No. | No. | No. | Na. No. Mo, Nuo. Na. | Dol | Dof. | Dol Dol Dol Dol Lol Dal Dol
ANbyDes o io.. S[1,088 § 495 42 ™ 26 3 o7 205 362 193 | 12.78 3.88 8.0 0.78 0.54 1.
Neb1osses oo oo 10 | | 4| w3l 2] 1s| 21 s e |is7| 475|102 | 43| sl zen 27l impo3
Net incomes ... . - 984 | 437 i3 421 23 20 82 151 26% 171 {12 465 3.78 8. 68 82 o) 243 1.90 | 1 1
o0 .. 89 44 2 45 2 3 7 20 a0 23 | 10. 98 3.55 7.40 kL] 1.43 “ 1. 642 1. 582
250 199 165 67 K] 66 7 1 G 24 47 26 7,92 2.76 5. 16 38 1.39 ° 1.70h 98
SCH)-744 180 ol 7 86 4 7 14 31 57 27 1 10.02 282 7.2 0 165 L&Y 1, né
T50-999_ . 177 "7 7. 08 3 4 14 39 62 41 | 11,18 228 8. 90 7] 2,220 1.42 1.2%
1,000 1,246 U 5] 40 i 45 1 5 12 19 24 201 12,34 3. 66 €. 69 02 i 2.21 L4 1,94
1,250~1,469 R 30 3 29 1 2 8 15 14 14 | 1117 4.00 .17 21 1,32 1. 61 1.01
1La00-1,748, Lo B2 26 3 25 4 4 4 8 14 41 17.61 5.05 | 12 66 567 1.74 0 1,81 3
1,750- 144G _ i a9 15 - i [t} 0 4 8 f 51 16.26 513 | 11.13 00 3.44 | 1. 40 1. 67
2,000-2,404_ _— 33 11 2 9 { 1 3 4 5 A& {2036 | 10.42 g. 04 1] 1.76 143 214
2,500-2,004_ 23 13 1. iz 0 1 ) 3 ) 4| 4530 1 13.56 | 31.74 00 265 2. 1% 348
3.000-0.000_ . o1 5 1, 4 1 1 2 2 2 202544 | 675 18.690 | 169 6.57 | 1.12 1.81
Type ! . - oo me| w| ol e a0 25| 48| 53| 38| 6or| .ov| sor| .7 163 | 120 .99
Types 2and 3. 37| 171 17170 11 3 a6 71 1% 68 | 8. 73| 2T 35 181 | Lgz| 13
Typesdand 5 ___ I 481 230 38 - 24 12 23 46 -] 128 89 71 19.51 820 | 11.31 1,14 220 1. 84 17
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South Dakota-Montana-Colorado

Types4and 5__
PACIFIC

Washingion—Oregon

See footnotes at end of table.

b
L
©
e
‘N
o
3]

=
©
k=

—_

[c-‘wwowwowoo
e W TSI S O Y O

S o 1
PSR ON -

5. 30

I

w
SWQ'M'-U!W'-‘NO'NWBN =]

|
f

@%N‘
—

»n
0 ww ’cmwuv-ﬂonsuouw

“ P=X—N—} O-OWOO = ~D

!ﬁ;&

!

|

b
b

|

omwwwwuxm——ao’
N e
RWROCNHROXORWD

|
|

O‘ RN WNBWOD |

I

N
5

cooupeomoneS \I!Owwca-q»—.—wwon-o 8

COOODOOOOOOO ::'
'-scngeo

OO0 OOCO®

S DD = UT D 0 e D D
OmWDLWDOD

O DI W I D =N

i 14,16 I 1.42
11,00 .00
10.03 .00

8.15 .27
10.70 .00
12,61 | 3.72
15.76 | 5.84
11. 52 .00
34.68 | 1.60
38.04 | 3.23
17.84 1 1.38
12,11 .00
14.98 77
10.47 1 1.31
16.38 | 1.96
1487} 1.56

1.53 00

3. 54 13

6.14 91

8.01 09
12,61 93
12,88 12
15. 21 09
25.76 | 5.28
25.68 | 3.16
34.66 | 5.48
29.87 | 5.80
17.64 00
11.70 | 1.06

2.36 00

2.50 00

3.77 32
1L.70 00
19.78 | 1.05

4.45
11.21 00
14.47 { 4.73
24.18 | 5.63
41.33 00
13. 22

0 . 2 .00
1110.00 | 11,00
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TABLE 43.- TOOD AWAY FROM HOME: Number of families having expendilures for food consumed away from home, and average ezpendilures per
family in a year, by family type and income, 19 analyses units in 20 States,! 18935-36—Continued

[Nonrelief farm families that include a busband and wife, both native-born 1]

Families having expenditures for food away from hume ¥

Average 1 expenditures for fpod away from home?

Other food Other food
Region, pnalysis unit, family type, | Fam- Between- Between-
and income class (dollars) fdieg | 4o | Board Meals— meals 0 Toard Meals— meals
oot at _ | A at —
school school | All
Any On On‘

At At | travels, 5 At At | travels, [ : inkd

work |schoolt| vaca- Other €| Food 7| Drink? work [school!| vaca- Othert, Food 7} Drink

tion ¢ tion #
[88] ) 8] (%) & [ W 7 (8) %) (o) (3) (12 {13 (14) (15) (16 ¢hy} (18) aw (20
TACIFIC—aontinned
Washington-Oregon- -Continued

. No. | Na. | No. | No, | No. | No. No. No, Ne. No. | Dot | Dol, | Dol. | Dal. | Dal, Dol Dol. | Dol. | Dol
Types2and 3. ... | 293 181 [(] 181 8 3 o a7 109 53 | 14.08 .00 | 14 06 2.20 0.18 3.9 4 1.83 1.81
3 0 0 0 [ 1} ] J 0 0 -0 .00 .00 Lo .00 DO .00 00 .00
20 bl 0 9 1] 0 2 4 3 2 5, 55 O 5. 55 .00 .00 2. 65 1. 40 . B} .90
37 20 [} 20 1 1 2 n 10 6| 1.89 L06 | 10.89 2.43 U8 .25 7 289 .88 1.35
42 27 0 a1 0 1 1 13 22 9 5,07 BLH 6.07 .00 7 070 212 2, 5 1.31
a8 21 Q 21 [ ] 2 17 13 4 5.84 A0 5. 84 ML .00 .24t 3.84 1. 46 .10
11 24 1] 24 0 2 4 11 17 11| 1112 00 | 11,12 .00 95 1.85 3.61 2,20 2. 51
38 28 0 28 0 4] 2 1% 20 8§ | 13.02 00| 13.02 .00 i .45 8.49 2. 7% 1.29
24 £ (] 18 4 0 B ¢ 7 6 | 40.46 00 | 40.46 | 12,25 00 11. 58 7.42 k.96 7.25
22 17 Q 17 1 Q 8 4 ] 4 | 30.59 .00 | 30,59 2.50 .0 2319 1,54 L.77 1.59
11 10 q 10 2 L] 0 & § 1 34,00 .00 | 34.00 | 18.64 LOn . 10.27 2.7 2 36
11 5 0 5 [t] 1 4 2 1 241273 A0 | 1273 .00 .61 8.37 ) 145 45 L. 56
3 2 0 2 [} 0 0 1 2 1] 6, 67 O 6. 67 .0a L0 .00 P 4.3 2 .00
389 | 253 | 23| 244 | 17| 1B 11| 40| 120 77 |23.89 | 624 |17.65| 143 | .78 | 8.0 B.79| 276 | 23
0 1] 0 0 Q ] I G 1] 0 [ U P R JEE PO P P, [
19 7 0 7 i3 0 1 1 6 2 3.1 00 274 42 o .63 .37 1.22 .14
45+ 23 1 23 2 2 3 12 13 2 7.40 2,00 5. 40 .44 L11 225 1,43 1.13 .04
42 23 ] 22 2 2 4 12 11 2 T 240 T L26 36 1. 48 3.20 1. 80 .14
45 31 2 31 2 1 2 20 22 0| 17.09 467 1242 1.62 42 LT 482 3.4 1. 56
R, 52 37 4 37 1 1 3 25 21 16 | 22 81 5.29 ‘ 17. 52 .25 .12 241, 7.97 306 3.81
LEN-1.749 e an 43 25 2 25 1 1 5 15 16 glazss! 395! 1891 .21 .32 T7o| els2i 330 3.47
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L750-1,999 . ... 33 21 31 19 1 2 5 12 10 & ] 35,61 | 15.40 | 20.21 | .45 1 115 2.36 1 916 ) Z¥Z &. &t
2,000-2,499. __ 53 43 3 42 3 3 7 25 22 412519 3.79 | 24.40 1 217 | 1.26 4.74 | 10,10 3.51 ! 2,62
2,500-2,999_ _ 22 17 2 16 1 3 4 ] 9 51 53.95 1 21.68 | 32.27 1.14 4,30 5.68 | 14.86 4.14 | 2.09
3,000-3,999___ 26 20 5 17 3 2 8 8 8 8| 61.65 | 18.77 | 42.88 | 10.27 | 1.15| 18.30 | 4.62 | 3.77 4.77
4,000-4,999____.__ 9 5 0 5 o 1 2 4 2 1| 23.00 .00 | 23.00 .00 | 1.67 3.00 1 10.55 | 2.00 578
Oregon—part-time
AL tyDes. oo 383 | 237 0] 235 115 55 72 56 71 43 141.72 | 3.76 | 37.96 | 19.52 | 2.84 9.46 | 2.50 | 1.54 2.10
0-249 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1] [0 20 AU IR SR (RS ) PR I B
250-499 2 0 0 0 [ 0 0 Y 0 01,00} .00 .00 | .60 | 11.00 1,00 | 11,00 | .00 1100
500-749 . 17 ] 0 8 3 2 3 2 3 3| 19.65 .00 ] 19.65 | 12.53 | 1.06 4.00 | 1.35 .53 .18
750-999. _____ 44 20 0 20 10 2 3 4 5 3(19.16 .00 | 19.16 | 9.54 | 1.48 6. 66 .25 .30 .93
1,000-1,249 __ 50 28 0 28 6 8 8 5 7 51 19.04 .00 | 19.04 | 2.86 | 3.30| 10.12 .60 [ 1.60 . 56
1,250-1,499___ 63 35 0 35 17 7 8 9 9 4|25 59 .00 | 25.59 | 12,07 | 1.56 8.22 | 2.56 .70 .48
1,500~1,749___ 62 38 2 37 13 7 8 8 9 14 {35.92 | 2.66 | 33.26 | 16.64 | 2.47 490 | 1771 1.61 5 87
1,750-1,999. __ 44 30 0 30 11 8 10 9 16 4 | 40.04 .00 140,04 11475 3.75| 14.20 | 4.73| L7 .91
2,000-2,499 . .. 55 40 3 39 24 9 17 12 9 5|50.631 634 (44.290 122,81 { 2.02 | 12.64 | 4.29| 120 1.33
2,500-2,999. 29 24 2 24 20 8 8 5 5 1110517 | 14.65 | 90.52 | 65.53 | 7.48 | 13.52 } 2,55 | 1.34 .10
3,000-3,999 17 14 3 14 11 4 7 2 8 4 (142,00 | 29.47 [112.53 | 64.82 | 565 13.12] 6.06 | 9.70 | 13.18
California
Alltypes. ... .. 888 | 574 27 | 562 70 124 184 280 303 255 | 34.57 | 5.25 [ 29.32 | 3.52 | 4.52 7941 891 2.34 2.09
0-249_ _ . 20 10 1 10 0 1 4 5 4 3| 2L50(12.50 9. 00 .00 .95 3.30 3.30 .55 .90
250499 R ! 26 1) 26 1 3 8 14 13 13 | 12.88 00 | 12.88 M 172 3.82 1 4551 1.14 1.51
500-749.. 74 33 1 33 2 6 10 11 20 11§ 9.00| 1.35] 7.65 .09 | 1.92 2,39 | 1.42 .93 .90
750-999_ . 87 49 1 4R 2 7 8 22 21 10 | 12.07 1.15 | 10.92 1.29 2.67 1.45 3.24 1.14 1.13
1,000-1,249_ [ S 38 1 37 5 6 9 19 19 18 123.38 | 1.89]21.49 | 4.41 | 1.08 4.77 | 8.07 | 1.30 1. 86
1,250-1,499. 93 58 3 57 4 13 17 30 34 26| 20.31 1 231 118,00 | 1.72 | 3.26 4.45 | 5.47 | L77 1.33
1,500-1,749 91 56 0 56 3 11 17 23 30 29 | 19.68 00 | 19.68 | 1.13 | 4.45 4.91( 4.25| 2.56 2.38
1,750~1,999_ 76 53 2 51 9 15 16 24 30 25 | 37.09 | 3.80 [ 33.20 | 3.74 | 5.47 9.53 | 9.36 | 2.39 2.80
2,000-2,499_ 137 | 107 6| 104 18 24 35 55 56 39| 44.05 | 6.92 | 37.13 | 553 | 4.23 | 10.84 | 10.97 | 3.02 2.54
2,500-2,999. 79 61 2 61 13 14 20 37 36 31 | 42.96 .96 1 42.00 | 5.40 | 10.03 859 | 13.27 | 2.99 1.7
66 48 8 45 10 13 22 26 21 21 1 74.62 | 21.66 | 52.96 9. 50 8.73 14.97 | 12.21 4. 08 3.47
24 18 1 17 3 6 7 10 9 8 | 99. 50 9,17 | 90.33 | 13. 58 8.25 23.04 7. 84 5.29 2.33
19 17 1 17 [t 5 11 13 10 12 [157.47 | 47.37 |110.10 .00 | 10.05 45.31 | 40.84 6.32 7.58
Typel ___.____ _f 247 144 0 144 11 0 60 85 57 66 [ 24.70 00 ] 24.70 2.04 .00 8
Types 2and 3 -] 296 190 5 187 32 47 55 97 117 85 | 30.63 2.69 | 27.94 4.17 3.97 6.
Types4and 5__ 345 240 22 231 27 e 69 107 129 104 1 45.00 | 11.20 | 33.80 4.02 8.24 8

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 43.——F00D AWAY FROM HOME: Number of families having expenditures for food consumed away from home, and average expendilures per
family in a year, by family type and income, 19 analysis units in 20 Steles,t 1935-36-—Continued

{Nonrelief farm families that include a husband and wife, both nalive-horn ¥

Region, analysis unit, famlly type,
and inepme ¢lass (dollars)

(1)

SOUTHEAST—WHITE OFERATORS
North Carolina self-sufficing counties
AN Ly Pes. et

0-948 . L.
260-400 T
BI-749_
VA 999
1,000-1,219 .
1.250-1,400
1.500-1.749.
L T

Typel R
Types 2nnd 3.
Typesdand 5___
Types6and 7. ______..

North Caroline-South Curolina

Families having expenditures for feod away from home 3 Average § expenditures for food away [rom howe 3
Other food Other (ood
Fam-] e Between- y Belween-
ilies | 4y [Board Meals— meals Meals— meals
Tond | M e All | Board B o
sehool An at
¥ On school | All A At |t Onl
At At ltravels 'y : t ravels, P
work |school®| vaca. |O1Der ¢ Food 7| Drink® work |schools| waen. |0 ther ¢ Faod? Drink
tion & 1jon 5
@ | @ (4 5 | (& [©)] 8 @ | aw an | an | an | e ey | o 7 a8 | a9 | )
No. | No. | No. | No. | Me. ¢ Ne. No. No. No. Nu. Doi. | Dol ¢ Dol | Dol. | Dol Dol. Dol | Dol Dot
#)7 250 7 250 17 1 47 59 180 &h 6. 0% 1.00 5.8 Q.86 0. 1% 2. 80 0. 654 1al 0 A7
16 it 0 L] Q 4] ¢ 3] Q 0 .00 .00 .00 .00 LGB0 .00 L8 Q0 0l
78 0 15 1] 0 1 k] 9 1 .58 Nt . 58 oo LB 19 S 18 21 (1)
138 0 34 2 (i} 6 3 27 ] 1.45 L0l 1. ¢4 J12 L0 ! .24 .42 61 Q6
156 0 71 5 i 10 18 50 13 5 87 .00 5. 87 ] .24 42 it 99 L4
107 2 55 5 0 8 12 a1 12| 8.42 B3 T4 L8 .0n 4.04 RIS N a8
63 40 4 i 5 11 28 13 1 12.25 16 1209 1,30 DB 4.30 1350 3,43 1.70
39 23 ] 2 5 bl 18 B {28 82| 1090} 17.92 | 2.67 41 10038 .92 2,36 L. 18
16 12 { 0 2 0 12 3| 17.50 6.62 | 10. 88 00 00 b A8 L0 3.88 1.62
oy 1 ) 50 1| 11 &1 1.08) .00 LbG| .nl 26| .as| .| .22
142 7 1 & 13 Al} 1% 5. 27 Lo 5, 27 L B0 218 i) 1. 36 .47
244 7 1 23 27 78 26 | 12.69 | 2,49 110.20 1,02 5.82 42 1,51 78
122 2 2 I B 46 5 237 .00 2,87 L4 AH .32 1.78 [E:2]
1. 914 (1, 279 80 (1,264 72 200 o8 374 821 656 | 20.23 | 0.74 | 13,49 1.70 1.20 2,33 1.48 2.83 3.05
Tl 6 0| & o o] ef 1| 4 4| .61 .on| .ea! on| .oo| .e0| .e4| 3| .=
123 38 1] i G G 2 11 RED 16 214 O 2.14 Lo 24 06 .59 .77 .48
257 123 4] 123 4 12 & 31 81 58 4, 51 L] 4. 51 .51 24 .04 .61 1.25 1.34
av4 107 1 180 A 10 7 4R 102 73 fi K7 BT 5. 90 .3 31 ] i 1.62 1.82
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1,000-1,249 _ ..
1,250-1,490
1,500-1,749 _
1,750-1,999 __
2,000-2,499
2,500-2,999
3,000-3,999
4,000-4,999
5,000-9,999

1,000-1,249.
1,250-1,499.
1,500-1,749

1,750-1,999_
2,000-2,499.
2,500-2,999
3,000-3,999
4,000-4,999
5,000-9,999 ...

1,500-1,749_
1,750-1.999_
2,000-2,499
2,500-2,999_ _
3,000-3,999_
4,000-4,999___
5,000-9,999

Sce footnotes at end of table.

271 175 23 4 5 62 1 113 R2 | 10,13 1101 .58 .31 \ 1.33 2.24 2. 0%
237 | 155 21 6 38 103 75| 12,27 1.36 1 1.22 .51 it 276 3.13
177 120 31 5 41 73 58 | 16.92 3.71 1. 86 1.01 1.80 | 2.88 3. 59
121 92 16 6 31 52 18 1 22,98 2,26 1.55 1.89 1.29 | 3.26 7.60
204 161 33 14 41 113 94 | 31.35 3.13 ] 2.28 4501 1.29 | 4.07 6. 66
105 83 | 14 23 59 57 | 42.96 2.68 | 2.40 5,201 2.60 5.80 6.92
93 83 15 18 28 a1 48 | 71.02 2.38 1 3.63 7.76 | 4.54 | 552 | 10.74
42 37 7 7 12 24 24 | 82.47 3.93 | 2,19 13.45| 6.40 | 7.48 8.98
26 26 3 9 7 18 20 {144.00 5.46 1.38 | 30.16 | 8.50 | 7.69 11.08
250 130 0 1 49 74 79| 6.85 .34 00 62 | 1.24 3.13
8 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 .25 . . .00 .00 .00 13 () .12
30 6 0 6 0 0 0 2 2 2 .27 . .27 .00 .00 .00 .17 .07 .03
45 23 0 23 [ Q 0 8 13 4] 3.9 .00} 3.91 .00 .00 .00 .73 91 2.27
39 24 0 24 0 [} 0 10 11 14| 4.20 00 420 .00 .00 .00 1.15 1.05 2.00
45 23 0 23 0 0 0 11 13 10| 4.29 00| 429 .00 .00 .00 1.31 .98 2.00
24 12 0 2 1 0 1 3 10 8| R.67 .00 | 8.67 1.33 .00 .08 37 3.4 3.05
14 8 0 8 1 0 2 3 3 41 9.57 .00 | 9.57 114 .00 1.50 | 3.08 .78 3.07
7 4 0 4 0 0 1 3 1 21 9.86 .00 | 9.86 .0n .00 5721 2.00 14 2.00
19 12 0 12 1 0 2 3 6 10 1 12.10 00 ] 12.10 1.89 .00 .84 . 68 2.47 6,22
7 7 0 7 0 0 2 0 6 71171 .00 117,71 .00 .00 1.86 .00 | 5.86 9.99
6 5 0 5 0 0 2 2 5 4| 43.83 .00 | 43.83 .00 .00 6.50 | 3.83 ] 8.17 | 25.33
2 2 0 2 1] 0 0 2 1 0 |'L8.00 | 100 11800 | .00 | 00 1,00 117,00 11,00 100
4 3 0 3 0 [ 1 1 2 3 |31.50 .00 | 3L.50 .00 .00 6.25 | 13.00 | 2.00 10. 25
373 | 260 0] 260 12 44 17 75 172 144 | 12.00 .00 | 12.00 L9211 L15 1. 14 1.50 2.70 4.59
4 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 7 .00 .75 .00 .00 .00 .00 75 .00
35 14 0 14 0 1 1 4 13 7| 3.66 00 | 3.66 .00 .08 () 1.72 1.09 i
68 42 0 42 0 6 2 9 26 22| 4.13 .00 4.13 .00 .46 .35 .38 1.44 1. 50
70 46 0 46 3 5 4 14 30 23| 8.20 .00 L 8.20 .98 .26 1.87 .76 1.57 2.7
47 35 0 35 0 6 2 10 27 18 | 11.02 .00 | 11.02 .00 .08 .81 1.49 | 4.06 3.68
46 35 0 35 3 5 1 1 21 17 | 12.28 .00 | 12,28 | 1.59 1.91 .61 1.26 | 2.83 4.08
29 24 0 24 1 7 0 8 15 12 | 13.93 .00 | 13.93 7 2,03 | 2.17 .00 1.31 4.24 4.18
23 19 0 19 3 4 1 6 9 11 | 21.96 00| 21,96 2,04 2.22 .13 1.00 | 2.13 14. 44
21 17 0 17 1 5 2 6 9 14 | 22.00 .00 | 22.00 L1411 4.33 3.331 295 224 9.01
13 11 0 11 1 2 1 1 9 7 | 31.46 .00 | 31.46 | 7.23 .92 7.381 1.46 | 7.54 7.00
10 ] 0 9 0 1 1 3 8 8 [ 42.90 .00 | 42.90 .00 .40 1.00 | B.70 | 7.60 | 25.20
4 4 0 4 0 1 0 2 3 3 | 35.00 .00 | 35.00 00| 175 .00 | 14.50 | 10.50 8.25
3 3 0 3 0 1 2 1 1 2119.33 .00 § 19.33 .00 | 5.33 8.34 | 2.33 100 2.33
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TakvLE 43.—FOOD AWAY FROM HOME: Number of familivs having expenditures for foad consumed away from home, and average expenditures per
famaily in a year, by family type and income, 19 analysis unils in 20 States,! 1935-36—Continued

[Monrelief farm familics that include a husband and wife, both native-horni)

Families having expenditures for [ood away from home!

Average? expenditures for food away from bhome?

Other food Other food
Region, analysis un't, family type, | Fam- Mesl Between- Meals— Between-
and income ¢lass {dollars) ilies An Board eals— meals Board meals
oo e];.t . Al gt A
schoo school
Any On All . On]
At At | travels . At t |[travels
work, lschoot $ vacs. | Other & Food 7| Driak? work (sehooldl vaeas Other ¢} Food? Drinkf
tion s tion &
(1} @@ ) ® | ® N ®) &) am | aQu | a2 | ay | an [ as | a1 (17) asy [ as | (20
SUUFHEAST— WHITE OPERATORS—COD.
North Carolina-South Cerotina—Con.
No.; Ne. | No. | Ne. | No. | No. No. No. No. No. | Dal Dol. Dol. | Dol Dol. Dol. Doal. ol. .

732 502 60 492 33 85 441 129 34 260 | 20.44 | 12.74 | 16.70 2381 1,49 3.69 1. 45 3. 14 4,62

7 2 0 2 0 0 U a 1 B 2 .43 L0 .43 0] iy il L0 .28 L4

31 13 0 13 1l 3 0 ] L] 4 2.94 A0 2.94 SO0 .7l .00 L2 1.33 .68

08 29 0 09 1 0 1 ] 3 14 4.12 -00 4.12 .98 .00 .54 .B2 1.2% .78

61 44 0 44 1 3 3 9 25 20 [ 4.62 00 4. §2 .06 it 1,12 .40 1.28 1. 46

04 #2 2 B2 3 B ' 18 35 32 [ L2.86 3.70 9. 16 2.62 .50 A7 L 72 LO7 3. 18

07 B85 4 £3 4 12 2 12 45 31| 13.99 3.64 | 10.35 1. 16 1.46 . B8 .58 2.63 3.64

75 B8 3 58 5 14 2 19 a 28 | 21.80 252 | 19.37 6. 04 2, 25 1,47 181 2.0 4. 3%

48 38 b 306 3 5 4 n 25 20 F M08 | 1177 | 22.31 3.27 1.17 3.87 .1 4,73 8. 42

h 7 13 73 5 18 7 18 85 35 1 41.97 | 18.25 ; 23.72 2,78 2,96 6,41 1.06 4,88 5. 63

[ 44 12 42 B 7 9 12 25 27 | 89.67 | 31.50 | 28.17 3. 60 2,40 B. 14 288 4.27 6. 88

43 40 g 39 1 10 12 13 22 21§ 72,19 | 37.58 | 34.61 .86 4.12 .99 4. 81 5.30 9. 53

22 20 & 20 1 4 4 H 11 16 | 96 14 | 55 32 | 40.82 2. 64 2. 41 10.27 5.09 8.18 12.23

11 11 7 11 2 1 3 2 7 9 [249. 45 [157.54 | 91. 8¢ 9.82 1.73 45.82 | 10.00 8 18 16. 36

589 | 387 | 20| 382 Wi T 2] 1| 20| 174 | 19.67 | 641 | 13.96 | 201 1.38| 2.0z | Lal| 310| 3.04

3 1 0 2 0 [} a )] 1 1 2.00 . O 2,00 00 L0 .00 00 100 1.0

27 5 [H] b 1] 2 1 L] 4 2 Lz 0 1.33 .00 .18 30 D0 .48 .37

&6 2 i 29 3 [i] 2 9 19 8 4,95 .00 5. 95 .98 .55 1.20 77 1.34 111

84 53 1 52 1 11 0 15 a6 18| 343 17 G, 16 1.24 T3 _00 T8 2.30 1.1

83 &5 1 H 1 ] 1 41 38 22 | 9.4 2.17 7.47 .54 .75 38 1.85 221 1. 66

70 43 2 43 2 4 2 12 27 11 3.60 7.51 1.48 .83 -DR .74 2. 55 1.83

G ‘S A ‘S0F NOIIVOTTAAd “DSIN

GST

TIALTOIAIV A0



153

‘a[qu] jJo pue }® S3j0UjOoU] Y

0O =
wag
—ow

----------------- 2 pus g SadAT,
TT°="-g pus j sadAE,

i || edd il

XUBEBRT
R P pe

TN

-

—

IRNERNZ||8832

—8CSYS tSBaEr
===

OFMN=~ON MmN e

1B
o
o~

g
oo

~loCNOmMm~ MmN
N ooCoooH~|lcone

~
-

DUIOIDY YIMOS-DUN0ID) YION

SYAJIOUOTYVHS HLIHMA—ISYTHLNOS

o
<t =
"o~

]

— O O =t
g
-0
——
-

BLoBGBEBT | I
i 0 06 G S N

-t 0
NS
T—-

@K
-

Gor)

-
'r-ico'vioo'oig'as ———

-

00 W O = O3 00 00 1D

(49
149
I

(=]

COMMANNIDMMNNE PO || Ot oD

CODPTORINOINHNOON
CONTRONNMNMO NN w~

961

hd
©
1]
0
~

FAMILY FOOD CONSUMPTION AND DIETARY LEVELS

~BNSBEN

GL'8%
(<4
61°L
(443
00
18"

IRLRRRN
S3RBRITR
N B

© 00 < ¢ 1D
o

09 '6¢
00 2
L9°0¢
V2 53
8611
0801

09 °c¥
13 ‘€€
0g 19
168
0e'1
00"

=1

T 666'61-000°0T
~7666'6-000'¢

" 66¥'2-000'2
TT666'T-08L°T
- TTBRLT-008'T

—_o MMM
OISV NR—~
I E O
O = N e

-




TABLE 43.- ¥0UD AWAY FROM HOME: Number of families having expenditures for food consumed away from home, and average expenditures per
family in a year, by family type and income, 19 analysis units in 20 Stafes,! 1935-36— Continued

Reglon, analysis unit, family type,
ang income class (dollars)

[tH]

SOUTHEAST—WHITE SHARECROP-
PERs—uontinued

Genrpiu-—-Migsissippi
All types

Type | e
Types2and 3_.
Types4and 5. .
Types 6 and 7

SB0UTHEAST-NEGRO QIrERATORS
North Caroline-South Qaroline
Al Lypes.

750 #98. .
1.000-1,249_
1,250-1,490_
1,500-1,999

Type 1
Types 2and 3..
Types ¢and 5..
Types Gand 7

[Nonreliel farm families that include a husbhand and wife, bolh native-born 1]

Families having cxpenditures for food away from home+

at

Baard

sehool

At
wark

Between-

Other food

Averaze ¥ axpenditeres for food away from howe

p
=)

oSS | ol

[=EF

—

DS DO L]

B F T [ R T Py

WSO

SRS T
S | tn

f
H|
|

I

CIRD
B -

7 . ‘ BCI_\’\'IEE']']-
meals Meuli— ! meals
Al T 1
Al ‘ On
Drink® At t,{:?“('.;l_s, Otber 5| Food 7 | Drinks
Lipn s

{11 a2 (14) (10} ‘ (4] (18) (0 20

No, ol Dol Bal. | bel. - Dol | Do,
70 | 2.32 220 | 0.20 | 0.081 065 003
0] .19 .19 | wml .m .00
2] 90 59 Top | L0632 TG0
3| 247 2,47 20| 13, (68 T8y
18| 564 485 | sl L s
13| 15 178 0z | Lme! w1
3t | 2.61 2.61 o3| .05l .70 1.3
23| 270 270 AR | 61 %0 81
1.3 L48 o bk Lm0 gt
12 | 562 3.90 } T 54, 154 | 147
0| .39 30 | o | o7l am| w
17| 248 159 ) 22 (8% 30
24| 378 2 o5 o3 66 (32 JEs
25 | 504 5.0l ah 46| 164} L&D
20 5, 52 5. 2% 00 T4 218 2,30
14 | 2434 10,21 25| U ogus | 4w
12 | 15,43 10 08 T 35| 34| 5w
| 2 2.00 oo Lm| L] 13
16| 419 241 R 17 | 170 83
46| 626 3,71 0z o7 | 174! 1
40 | 6,39 £ 57 5 52| Las| 1aw

29}
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Clenryic- Al issivsippi

All types._..___

1,250-1,409

Type 1
Types 2and §__
Types 4 aud 5__
Types 6and 7.

SOUTLEAST—NEGRO SHARECROPPERS

North Caroline-Seuth Caroling
All types

(=249
250404
S00-74%_
150099
Looo 1 249
},250~1,461 et e

Typel_ ...
Types2and 3
‘Cypues 4 and 5
Types 6 and 7.

Gevrgia-Mississippi

Tyrws 2 nnd 3
Types 4 and 5__
Types6amdl 7.

| | } | ! L \ } \
51| 2 7] 48| 1] e | 458 [ A5 lt 41| 1% .12\ 1 l 37 \. e 2o
3| 5 a 2 4 2| .48, 00| .48{ .00| .00l ool .13y .19 .16
17 | a0 2| 131 43| =) fw| ‘s vsz] oo .go| oal | 81| (81
97| o sl 1| ay s 12| 13 Zedl Tor| Le| vz e | rmm| Yes
| s| 13| a| 87| Ro2| Uss| a46| 3| .m) | 72! sl oo
7| 2% 1 sl b wluaa| sifwez! tes| ve|  ae | (s = 495
17| @ 2 1 8| v |i6za| Cseliras| ool Ceo| 35| 29| 35| 10018
1y | 48 2l u| | s 409] .13, ses! .00 .sl| o6 3¢ L1z 213
1| s il wm| s ds| e ’ Yis| ol ez| e} | Lar) Zan
wi| w Wi 247 ea| eal &ws| g9l soa| a3y 32| 32| 47| v6l| 220
63 11 0 1 8 7 92 16 | .76 .60 8 00 .02 .50 .24
610 [ 387 8 335/ Bl 1 2| am| | |t 452! f
12| 1 of 10 0 0’ 0 7: 2 s | . . . 1 . . 2L
W6 | 1wy il w1 0! o w1 wa| s Zes| Coal Zsx| ot| leo| o) e rmloLw
8 | 132 of B2 1 3 ol B 9| T4y 4| o0 400! (oo 25 o0 (M| Lab: 20
6l 7s AR A ] i 0| 3 6L &1 7| 14| 630 . A | oo 148 210 Zae
56 41 il a0, 1 3! ol T | s w32 ¥w| 7! Jes! 3| ool e2| zoe. 4od
2| 18 o w| a o | D i 17| | soes) Too| 05| lee Teo| Cwo| sl i8] dw
a6 | | 0| 40| 0| 0 ol 14| e8| wmj 40| ool w10| o] .eol Loof .| 1| 2m
LI ol 9| o Y 1] m| 7| s 3w oo | 75| So0| .eo| Le1| 43| Us| L7
2 | 126 3| on| s 5 b el o3| | f1s| ver| 49| le2f s o0 | sl 140 246
wgr | 128 sl 0 5 1| | @] 6 a1 40n | loor La6| 09 3| L66| L70
1 219J 2 3 5| 430 1m| s J 215] .04 211
o| 3 1 o 1 7 21 w| ] wml| w
1 w0 1 1l | | s tal o7 13
1} 80 1 L) 3 13 48 43 297 09 2497
ol = o 0 ol wl e w o Ta| o 77
o| 4 o a| a0 W[ m az | L67| .00 Le7| . . ) ‘ . 0
1 69 2 G 1 14 55 R 21 .12 1.9 AR LR .01 ki .03 .63
5 o w7| @ 1] sl =l ¥, B Awm| | ax| o] el e rua| 14
wl 7 ol 7| o i H 1 8 3‘ 45| oo| Tas| oal el oo o] Ee| U8
|

1 Seq (Jloaxary far Jefinition of terms such as family, family type, income, analysis

unit.

# This table inchidles families in the eonsumgtion sample whose expenditures were ana-
See Melhodology for the States apd counties studied in each region.

1vzed in detail.

Families of white operators only were studied in all regions except the Southenst whero
special sindies of white sharecroppers and Negro families were made
before nsing these data for regional commparisons.
& Does not include meals garried from home,
¢+ Exeludes board for children away at school.

Bee Methodology

¢ Includes meals o1 which employer did not reimburse traveler on a business trip.

8 Tneludes meals bought and eatenr away from horne, not clsewhere classified: Restan-
Tant meals (und tins) for family members and guests; sxpense for food bougly. to be eaten
with meals enrried from home, sich as ive cream to complete a picnie lunch.

7 Includes ice cream, candy, popenrn, and sandwiches,

8 Tneludes soft drinks and aleoholic beverages,

» Averages are based on The number of families i each cluss (colummn 2),

10 80,0050 ot less,

1 Average baged on fewer {han 3 cases.
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TABLE 44.- MONKY VALUE OF FOOD PEK MEAL {12-MONTH SCHEDULE): Awerage value of feod per person-meal and per food-expendifure unit-
meal, end distribulions of houscholds by money value of all food and of home-produced food per meal per food-cxpenditure unil, by family
type and Tncome, 18 analysis units in 20 Slates,! 1985-36

[Households of ponvetiel farm familics that inciude a husband snd wife, both native-barn?]

Avel- | Average? = moucy Houscholds havin i T
) ; : L g food (all foad excluding hoard at schesl and i o v g
nﬁﬁ?:y Erul«l;i;};fnurr?gilui:er ?icﬂls W-}tlﬂ? traveling or on vacation) per meal per food-¢xpendi- Hglﬁagoll)?: 5m2§1";ﬂ§ [0%?1‘:%“%?2&3;3 u?ﬂd,,f with
Repion, analysis unit, ool value unit-meat ure Uit of—
family type, and in- l]Il'[;'ll(;E of all
eome class (dollars) 2 food L v L 014
I i -
port o AN par- [HAme) UR4ere0 6316-| 50.0633-] 50,0040, 50,1266~ 90,1582 0,100 {90 Z218) L0 | g0 0o | g4 | $0.06- | 30.05- | s0.10- | 30
Teal feod chased duced|” ) $0.0632 | B0.0948 [ $0.1265 ; $0,1581 | $0.1898 | $0.2214 over | $0.02 $0.03 | $0.05 | $0.07 $0.00 | F0.L3 aver
(n (2 {3) [€Y] (5 () 4] \ &) 4 (10} [48)] (12) (13 F ) las | asy «an Loasy oo e g En
NEW ENGLAND |
Vermont ~
No. Dot | Dol | Dol. | Dol. | No. No. Na. o, No. No. No. | No. | Ne. | No No. No. No. MNe. | No.
AN bypes_ oo oo 517 [ 0.130 | 0.109 | 0.062 (0,047 0| 25 162 200 94 LT 7! 3 9| | =o| 08 38 9 0
10 2| .op | o581 032 o 1 & 4 0 0 o 0 1 5 4 a ¢ n 0
Rl ] A0 082 | L08R 0 [:] 9 12 Q 0 1 Q 1 13 10 K] 1 L] 0
.7 10 its .054 139 o 7 44 42 8 1 (1] L] 1 34 34 8 n 0 L}
111 . 128 ANt L0611, 046 (] -1 an 45 17 5 2 1 4 27 a0 21 B 1 4
a4 RN 115 LOB3 | 052 ] 1 19 49 15 :] 3 1 (i} 20 HE 26 7 3 0
71 L 136 LE L0864 1,050 Q 2 23 az 22 3 0 1 0 15 a3 15 9 3 (i}
44 . 135 L116 L0569 | 047 13 1 15 14 14 5 1} L] 1 14 25 10 4 0 ]
44 L1580 L1025 067 | .058 1] 1 a b g S 1 (L Q 2 19 16 [} 1 qa
34 140 LIS 08l 054 0 1 8 13 5 4 1] 0 1 L 15 5 4 3 o
11 L1368 .114 | L0687 | L 047 0 L 4 3 2 2 [+ 0 0 2 6 3 L1l o 1]
Typol .. ... T | s am | oLom | .os2 o 7! W, & 6| = a| 2| 4] 30| el | w5 0
Types2and it ._ 134 L1232 108 e D45 0 5 kvl 62 24 4 2 0 2 28 f9 25 E] 2 0
Typesdands ... 232 LT Ailer 056G 043 0 pL oy 2d 24 7 1 1 3 750 103 41 8 2 0
MIDDLE ATLANTIC AND B | | )
NORTH CENTRAL
New Jersey
Alltypes . __.._____.. 407 I T T S S 15 i} 5 60 | 139 133 86 441 A0 24 79 125 113 83 87 16
1| 12| e | ow | o3 ¢ 1 3 5 1 1 0 ol 4 b 5 2 Ny o o
a | 4 | U721 04B 0 1 11 13 7 3 2 (] 3 b} 14 5 3 1 1
41 l 146 L 128 r L 069 | . 057 L] 0 10 15 7 4 3 2 2 11 7 10 9 1 1
449 17000 144 L0781, 065 0 L} & 13 13 12 4 2 1 7 15 1} 7 & 2
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1,000-1,249___
1,250-1,499_
1,500-1,749.
1,750-1,999_
2,000-2,499__
2,500-2,909_ _ ,
3,000-3,009_ T

Typel

Types 2and 3.
Typesdand b ..
Types 6 and 7. __

Pennsylvania-Ohio

Alltypes_ooo . B

0-249_ i

250-499
500-749
750-999_ ,
1,000-1,249 .
1,250-1,400 .
LA00-1,749_
1,750-1.999 __
2,000-2,
2 500-2,

500-749
750-099__
1,000-1,249

1,250-1,489 __
1,500-1,749
1,750-1,999
2,000-2,499 _
2,500-2,999
3.000-3,099 .
4.000-4,999 .
5,000-9,900 ________

Sce footnotes at end of table,
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TaBLE 44 MONEY VALUE OF FOOD PER MEAL (i2-MONTH SCHEDULE!: Average valne of food per person-meal and per food-expenditure unit-
meal, and disiributions of houscholds by moncy value of all fuod and af home-produced food per meal per food-expenditure unit, by family type
and income, 19 analysis wnits in 70 States,! 1935- 35 —Conlinued

|Households of nonrelief farm families that include a bushand and wife, both native-born 2

—_— | —_
Awver- [ Averape ! money - :
b . » | Homseholds having fond (all food excinding board at school and ; L
age’ value of fond prr N o = . 5 ; : Householdss havipg heme-produced food with
money | foud-cxpenditure ﬁ'ﬁ,g]‘q I\:;ing];irm eling ar on vacation) per meal per food-expendi- value per meal per feod-expenditure unit of--
Region, analysis unit, IHouse.| ¥2lue | unit-meal u
fmully type, and in- | holds ofall | |_
comd ¢lass {dollars) fuod | | | | | ] |
perenn. ML par HOME) Underlso, as16-180. 0631—'%0 0BM9- 50, 1266- 0. 158250, 1500~ -22150 D" Hgo 02|90 01| 50 06~ | 50, 08- su 1 ¥ 14
y : ) 4 0. 09
neal chased dueed 150.({331[1 $0. GOI2 | $0. 0948 | $0. 1285 | 0. 1584 | $0. 1868 | $0. 2214 aver 140,02 $0.03 | $0.05 | $0.07 | $0.09 | $0.13 U‘er
(1) L (2) {3} h (5 (6) (7 () 19) quy} [§1Y] (12) (13) {4) | a5 1 (8 4k¢] (18) e, 20 | (2n
MIT DLE ATLANTIC AND
NORTH CENTRAT—-COMN.
Pennsylnu_ﬂiu—okia—
Eontinued No, | Dol | Dol ! Dol { Dol.{ No. | No. | No. | No. | No No. | No. | No | No.| No. | No. | No. | No. | No. | No.
ohl 0. 133 | 0,123 | 0.045 |0, U75 0 b 18 111 69 19 7 2 0 13 47 81 63 44 ‘ kil
1 080 | 8070 | 8.030 [5.040 Q 0 1 0 Q 0 0 1) 0 1 0 0 it [§] ]
.]9 117 i L4 | 063 ] 1 7 6 2 2 0 1 1] 1 ) E z [}
34 L1038 096 L0367 o6t 0 3 i7 1L 2 1 0 0 1] 3 14 B 7 2 4
32 . 125 K 046 | L D6T 0 [ 3 24 4 1 0 0 0 3 4 12 13 2 {
41 . 1as 123 44 [ 076 0 0 | 5 19 17 1 1 a ] 1 8 15 10 8 1
A L1390 L1236 LOGR | L 076 0 1 4 18 g L 2 1 0 3 7 1 7 3 3
ar L 142 . 1:52 L0ag 1 D82 0 n 5 12 K f i 0 0 1 3 12 10 if 0
16 L1147 L132 L039 | 092 1] [t} \ 3 3 8 { 2 0 [1] {} 2 3 3 7 1
30 LJ44 130 L045 | (DBb 0 0 2 13 i 4 1 0 Q0 2 1 10 G 10 1
7 L1561 .136 .052 § . N87 0 [} 1 2 2 2 0 0 [1] 0 1 2 1 2 1
6 L 142 .123 L0440 DAY 0 1} (1] 13 0 1 0 [1] 1] 0 0 2 3 1 q
1 EI70 | 5130 | 5080 |6 070 0 0 0 Q 1 1] 1] 0 0 1] 0 1 L] ] 0
1 LD | 814G | €040 15 00D 1] [H 0 ! 0 L 0 0 0 a { 1] 0 1 0 0
o4t | . 112 0 7 | 49 8 2 o o| 2 & 77| e8| = 3
0 R [ 0 1] (1] LIl 1] [H 1] it] 0 1] 0 1] 9 G 0
8 {¥r4 .07? 027 j .45 0 4 3 1 L1} a 0 B!l 0 3 3 1 1 0 0
14 O 092 034 [, 057 i L] 7 ] L} 4] 0 Q ] 1 7 4 1 L] 0
27 101 L0589 0:37 . 062 3] 0 13 10 4 ] 0 0 0 1 9 11 5 1 4]
40 Li04 102 L4 L0eT 0 1 18 14 8 1 L] a ] 4 il 14 6 [ ]
(54 118 C11E .h34 [ D80 0 0 12 28 12 1 1 0 0 1 5 18 20 E] 2z
31 L126 .18 . 0.39 [ .078 1] 1 4 14 ] a i} 0 Q 4] 3 0 14 3 1
14 114 108 g2 i .024 0 1 3 9 1 { (1} 1] 0 [1] 3 3 G 2 [
25 L118 J1H 038 1 072 0 a ] 11 & 1 1} 1] 0 0 ] 4 7 5 a
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0 0 2 5 7 1 0 0, 0 2 4 4 5 0 v

0 0 6 4 2 0 0 0l 0 0 4 5 1 2 0

0 0 0 2 1 1 1 0| o 0 0 2 2 1 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| o 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 31 149 178 73 30 10 4| 9 40| 15| 146 87| 67| 11

0 1 2 0 1 0 0 0ol 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

0 6 9 3 1 0 0 0 2 5 9 2 0 1 0

0 7 27 14 2 0 0 ol 0 2| = 22 2 1 0

0 7 30 20 5 1 1 0| 2 4] 2 21 11 1 1

0 3 21 26 6 3 0 0] 1 4 16 18 12 8 0

0 3 22 31 15 4 0 1 0 81 14 2| 15 13 1

0 2 11 16 9 4 2 0 1 5 6 9 10 13 0

0 0 8 21 6 5 1 1 1 4 8 13 7 6 3

0 1 8 20 12 10 3 2| 0 3 5 13 18 12 5

0 ] 6 7 9 2 3 0| o 2 3 10 3 9 1

0 0 1 18 5 1 0 o] o 2 4 10 7 2 0

0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0l 0 0 1 0 1 1 0

0 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 0

0 31 125 108 27 7 2 0 3 30| 92| 04| 48 20 3

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0| 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

0 3 0 1 0 0 0 ol 0 2 1 1 0 0 0

0 1 7 0 0 0 0 o] o 10 6 2 0 0 0

0 6 16 7 1 0 0 0ol 1 5/ 13 7 3 1 0

0 4 17 ! 0 0 0 0 0 4 11 11 6 0 0

0 0 18 8 7 0 0 0l o 2 10 12 5 4 0

0 2 16 20 2 2 0 0 1 0 12 22 4 2 1

0 3 7 12 1 1 0 0| 1 2 4 10 5 2 0

0 0 20 17 4 1 0 0| o 2| 14 14 8 4 0

0 2 11 11 5 1 1 0l o0 2 7 12 5 4 1

099__ . . . 0 0 12 11 6 0 1 0y 0 1 10 9 7 2 1
4,000-4,999 _______ 7| .189| .120] .049 | .071 0 0 0 5 1 1 0 0| 0 0 2 3 ] 1 0
5,000-9,999.__ 6| .130| .118| .038 | 075 0 0 1 4 0 1 0 ol o 0 1 1 4 0 0
258 |~ .002 | .003 | .031 | 062 0 14| 135 91 16 1 1 0o 4 13| 82| 06|47 16 0

1| 070 | ©.070 | 030 |5.040 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0] o 0 1 0 0 0 0

5| .os4| .080 .028|.052 0 2 2 1 0 0 0 0f 0 0 3 1 1 0 0

171 071 | .072 | .02 | .045 0 6 7 4 0 0 0 0l 1 3 9 3 1 0 0

36| .079 | .081 | .027 | .064 0 4 24 8 0 0 0 o] 3 3{ 12 14 4 0 0

37| .094 | .047 | .032|.065 0 1 16 18 2 0 0 0| o0 1 1 13 1 1 0

32| .102| .102| .030.072 0 0 16 11 4 1 0 01 0 0 6 16 5 5 0

1,500-1,749. 37 | .092 | .090 | .029 | .061 0 1 22 13 1 0 0 0| © 3 1 14 7 2 0
1,750-1,999 33| .092 | .092| .033|.059 0 0 21 11 1 0 0 0l 0 2] 15 1 4 1 0
2,000-2,499_ 20| 1100 | .10L | .033 | .068 0 0 14 9 5 0 1 0l 0 0 7 13 5 4 0
2,500-2,999 19{ .106] 107 | .032|.075 0 0 5 11 3 0 0 0| o© 0 3 7 6 3 0
3,000-3,999_ 6| -100( .097  .038|.057 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0l 0 1 2 2 1 0 0
4,000-4,999_ 3| .090| .00 | .040 |.050 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0| o 0 2 1 0 0 0
5,000-9,999 _______ 3| [097) .097 | .023 | .073 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0) o0 0 0 1 2 0 0

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 44 —MONEY VALUE OF FOOD PER MEAL (12-MONTH SCHEDULE): Average value of food per person-meal and per food-expendifure unil-
meal, and distribulions of households by moncey value of oll food and of home-produced food per meal per food-expenditure unil, by family type
and income, 19 analysis unils tn 20 Stales,! 1935-36— Continued

[Househalds of nonrelief farm [anilies that include & hushand and wife, botb native-born 3

Aver- | Average 3 money m holds having f : . !
s d {(all food excluding board nt school and i :
aga st value of food per | 1 RSCHOICE BAVIOZ J00 ; il 2 Anl ) gauseholdss baving home-produced food with
. money food-cEpenditire ;uc als w'ltm?irm eling or on vacation) per meal per fond-expendi- value per meal pet food-expenditiure anit of—
Region, anslysis unit, House- value unit-real ure unit o
family type, wod in- ho 1(1: of all —
comne ¢lass (dollars} P foud I l
D ol AT | pur (RO ITRACESG 0316- 30, 0613150, QUH0- 0. 1200 -0 158280, 1890~ 30.2218) UL~ g0 go- {3004 | $0. 06~ [ $0.05- | 50. 10- #0 14
moal food chased duced| ) $0. 0632 | $0. OIS | %0, 1285 | $0. 1581 ¢ $0. 1898 [ 80, 2214 aver | $0. 02 $0.03 | $0.05 ; 30.07 | $0.09 | %0.13 over
) €3] @ &Y {5) (6) O] 8 [©)] (e a1 (12 1R} (14) | a8 | e | an | (18 | Qg | (@0 | @)
MIDDLE ATLANTIC ANT
KORTH CENTRAL- ron.
Pennsyimanig—Ohin-—
Continucd
Na, Dol. Dof. | Del. | Dol | No. Ne, Ne. N, Na. Nao. No. No. | Ne. No, No. No. No. No. No.
Type 7o 288 QGBS | 0.082 | 0,029 |0. 053 0 &G 1589 62 10 1 0 0 3 42 121 R7 30 5 0
249 . 1 8. 0RO | 4.000 | B.(KO |8 06D 0 0 1 0 U] 1] 0 0 1 0 0 1 ] [\
250499 1 E Q60 | 5.0R0 | B 030 | %030 [ 1 u 0 [H] 0 1] 0 L] 1 0 [1] 0 ] ]
500-749_ - 14 Lond UGG R es) 043 1] ) 5 1 [ 1] 0 0 0 5 7 2 o 9 L]
T50-500 - 28 . 067 056 025 041 0 13 14 1 0 il 0 0 0 10 14 3 L 0 L]
1,0001-1,24% - 33 .70 GRY 025 | 043 0 15 16 2 0 0 i} 0 0 7 22 4 0 4] 1}
1,250 1,490 ___ 36 083 678 . 028 050 0 5 4 ] 1 0 0 0 1 ] 20 10 1 1 i}
1,500-1,749_ __ - 30 D58 083 | 028 | .0nd 0 3 20 7 0 0 0 0 1 2 12 12 3 1] 0
1,750-1,069__ - an . 068 83 L0309 [ 043 0 5 2z 7 2 0 [} 0 0 A 12 15 1 L] 0
2,000-2,406___ N 4R . 083 080 L0 058 0 3 26 15 1 1} 0 0 1 3 18 18 8 2 ]
2,506 2,000 __ 23 . 093 a0 | 032 [ 08 0 1 13 ] k) 0 0 )] L] 2 8 8 4 1 ]
3,000-3,999___ - 29,103 099 | 03 | D66 1] 2 11 13 3 0 0 Q 4] 3 5 10 11 [} i}
4,000-1,299_ __ - 67 .08 105 L4 | 065 ) 0 3 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 3. 0 1 ]
5,000-5,099___ - 107 oo | L 037 063 9] 3] 1 2 0 0 1] 0 q 0 1 1 1 9 )]
Afichigan- Wisconsin i N e T
050 ] .080 0 108 406 358 153 29 15 9 10 285 423 254 86 B 3
050 | . 057 a 2 3 3 4 1 1] 0 1 3 2 4 i} 3 0
014§ . 042 0 14 21 14 3 1 0 1] 2 n 20 7 3 1 0
046 | 042 0 25 46 ) 12 1 1 0 3 44 37 23 -} 1] a
044 | 047 0 26 &0 48 14 & 1 1 0 52 69 12 [} 6 I
049 | 050 0 14 86 i 21 5 3 3 13 43 87 43 16 & 1
051 | .062 0 10 65 86 28 § 1 1 1 32 73 41 14 8 0
053 | .052 0 3 40 46 22 3 ] 1 o 21 50 b 10 5 a
A1 1 L08R 0 i 26 34 17 2 0 0 1 7 35 24 9 ] 1
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2,000-2,499 ________
2,500-2,999 .

3,000-3,999 ..

1,000-1,249_
1,250~1,499
1,600-1,749
1,750-1,999_
2,000-2,499
2,500-2,999
3,000-3,999
4,000-4,999 __
5,000-9,999_________

Typel .. ...
Types 2and 3

Types 4and 5.
Types6and 7....._.__.

PLAINS AND MOUNTAIN
North Dakota-Kansas
Al types..oooooo______

Net losses___
Net incomes. .

0-249_ ___
250-499__
500-749__

1,000-1,249__
1,250-1,499 _

a5 L1271 11 .056 | . 055 0 3 29 39 17 2 3 2 0 16 27 38 13 1 0
25 L1441 (124 072 | . 051 0 1 6 8 7 1 1 1 0 5 11 6 1 2 0
30 .132 | .116 | .058 | .058 0 1 4 15 8 1 1 0 1 2 12 7 6 2 0
219 L1491 (1221 . 063 | .059 0 8 52 71 56 17 9 6 2 29 72 68 29 18 1
269 L1144 | 106 | .053 | .052 0 18 74 121 43 6 6 1 5 56 100 69 27 10 2
377 L1071 .002 1 .046 | . 046 0 49 170 112 39 6 0 1 2 116 147 86 18 8 0
202 L091 | 092 | .042 | .045 0 25 110 51 15 0 0 1 1 54 104 31 12 0 [}
1,642 L1390 | 123 | .044 | .079 0 40 351 587 406 161 59 38 3 42 285 522 403 307 80
26 L116 | L0100 | .035 | . 065 0 2 12 12 7 0 0 0 1 1 9 7 4 4 0
106 L1180 0103 .036 | . 067 0 13 34 35 17 6 0 1 0 10 29 31 22 13 1
206 127 1 12| .039|.072 0 10 56 79 43 11 5 2 1 9 43 71 47 31 4
258 142 | 1251 .044 | .081 0 6 57 93 50 32 9 11 0 6 50 71 60 55 16
252 L1387 122 | .043 | 079 [} 4 61 88 56 29 11 3 1 4 43 81 56 51 11
207 L1431 .127 | .046 | 081 [} 2 44 67 64 15 9 6 (] 1 40 60 55 40 11
161 L144 ) L1288 | . 046 | . 082 0 1 23 64 41 21 9 2 0 3 18 57 36 35 12
110 L148 | .132 | .048 | .034 0 0 19 37 32 12 5 5 0 2 10 39 32 18 9
139 L143 | 126 | . 045 | . 081 0 1 23 55 39 13 5 3 0 2 13 52 38 27 7
78 J143 | 125 | 047 | . 077 0 1 9 33 29 4 0 2 0 2 11 23 32 7 3
63 154 135 | .048 | .087 0 0 7 19 21 13 1 2 0 1 8 20 12 18 4
16 .158 1 .135 | .053 | .081 0 0 1 7 4 3 1 0 0 0 2 4 5 5 0
20 L165 | (142 | .056 | .084 [ 0 5 5 3 2 4 1 0 1 4 6 4 3 2
421 178 | 147 ) 052 | 095 0 4 36 102 136 81 33 29 0 6 31 91 111 135 47
384 L133 | L1261 .045 | 080 0 5 59 149 120 31 13 7 1 5 52 121 116 7 19
591 L1132 L1114 | .041 | 072 0 21 153 233 128 41 13 2 2 21 133 207 127 88 13
246 L1010 F L100 | .035 | .065 0 10 103 103 22 8 0 0 0 10 69 103 49 14 1
1,088 .131 115 | .049 | . 066 0 44 279 412 224 93 25 11 3 94 312 344 189 123 21
104 136 114 | . 048 | . 066 0 4 27 47 16 4 5 1 0 7 32 39 14 9 3
984 131 116 | .050 | . 066 0 40 252 365 208 89 20 10 3 87 280 305 175 114 18
89 .116 102 [ .049 | .053 0 8 35 30 8 5 1 2 1 18 36 16 9 7 0
165 123 | .109 047 | . 061 0 14 48 59 29 11 2 2 1 20 54 50 24 14 2
185 127 114 | .047 | .06B 0 9 52 63 41 14 3 3 0 13 60 57 32 18 5
177 L127 113 048 | . 065 0 7 45 73 33 17 2 0 0 14 51 55 35 20 2
106 .136 118 050 | . 068 0 0 28 41 24 10 2 1 0 8 27 38 18 12 3
89 .136 120 ] .051 | . 089 0 2 19 33 20 10 5 0 0 5 24 26 21 10 3
62 . 142 126 1 .053 | .072 0 0 12 26 13 10 1 0 0 4 11 21 14 11 1
39 L1440 126 052 | .074 0 0 6 14 16 2 1 0 1 3 4 13 7 11 0
33 L1551 L1361 .059 | .076 0 0 2 10 15 5 1 0 0 1 5 11 9 7 0
23 L153 | . 130 055 | .074 0 0 4 9 4 4 1 1 0 1 5 9 4 2 2
16 156 | .136 | .070 | .066 0 0 1 7 b 1 1 1 0 0 3 9 2 2 0

See footnotes at end of table.
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TarLE 41—MONEY VALUE OF FOOD PER MEAL (12-MONTH SCHEDTLE);
meal, and disiribitions of households by mone
and {ncome, 19 analysis units in 20 Stote

ciude a hushand and wife, bolh nalive-horn %)

Average value of food per person-meal and per Jood-cxpendilure unit-
y vatue of all food and of home-produced food per meal per food-expenditure und, by famdy type
5,1 1935-36— Continued

{Households of nonrelief farm families (lLat in

Aver- | Averhge ¥ money N . i ‘ i
Househiolds having food {all food exclading board at school and i i
aye 2 value of food per \ H BT, N \ i | Housebolds 4 having home-prodesed fond  with
. money fogd -expenditure {m.u]s w-hﬂ? {raveling or on vaeallon) per meal per food-expendi- value per meal per foed-expenditure unit of —
Region, unalysis unit, Monse.| vaiue unit-meal ure nnit of—
farvily Lype, and {n- Talds of all | Lo A
comnc class (dollars) food ;
ol AL | Pur. %ﬂr‘;f” ;l{ O g0, 016 50, 0643150, 0949180, 1268-1 30, Lasa-[s0. 1500-[50 e Hfr $0.02- | 0. 04~ | 50,06~ | 30, 08~ | 30, 19- | 3014
meal | food (ehased | g Py T $0. 0632 0. 0943 | 50,1265 | $0. 1581 | g0 1R3R |30, 214 | O | MeE Ve o3 | 5006 | 50.07 | $0.00 | $0.13 | OF
¢Y] (2} (3 (ORI G (7 (8) &)} {10) (11) a2 (13] (14)y | {15y | {16) | (17} | (38) | (19) [ (200 | (21
. —— ——— ; . ! —
PLAINS AND MOUN- !
TAIN—coatinued
North Dakoto- I ansas—
Continued
No. Dol Dol i Del. | Dol | No. No. No, No. Na. Na. No. No. | No. | No. No. No. No. No. | No.
Type Do) 236 | 0163 | 0.134 | 0,061 [0.072 i 3 26 83 | 71 32 14 7 1 21 35 63 37 46 12
Netlosses..._.___._.i 29| .1é0)| .127| .08 |.0m | © 0 & 1 5 3 3 ol o » ol s 2| s 2
Net incomes —_______) 07 163 L 134 L83 | L 072 L] 3 2 71 66 29 11 T 1 14 46 55 35 40 10
0260 @ w1y 1| .o66 03 0 1| 2| @ 4 x| o 1i 0 8 7 4 3 2 0
250—299 46 . 160 L2 064 | L 068 0 (] 4 19 15 4 2 2 1 2 14 13 7 7 2
A00-749_ 47 . 167 . 139 LOh7 | | 0E2 a 2 7 g 16 9 3 2 0 4 9 ] i0 11 4
THO-999__ 35 . 158 L 12% .0585 1 0T 1] Q 5 11 12 il 1 1} 1] 2 7 10 5 ] 2
1,000} 1,249 135 .063 | . 088 0 1] 1 B 4 b 1} 1} 0 3 K 4 5 2 3
154 LO78 | L 076 0 0 0 2 4 2 3 0 1) 0 E 3 2 3 0
L1830 L0386 | 074 1] o] 0 4 b 0 L] 0 1) i 1 3 I 3 0
. 131 058 | 072 1] 0 1 3 3 4] 1 V] ] 1} 1 il 0 2 {
. 137 BT | 050 L] ] 0 1 1 1 a 1] q 1 1 0 1 Q {
160 LO6B0 | L 1on 1) )] 0 2 0 [1] a 1 0 1] 0 2 1] 0 1
. I88 110 | . 075 ] 0 1] 1] 2 0 1 1 0 ¢ [ 2 1 1 0
RIS 7| w15 75 2% 4] Tz 1 25 | 108 | 133 | 66 37 1
U103 | 042 | o6l 0 v 1! 1 4 o|  of o o ol 12| 12 81 0 0
{ 115 . 0506 ‘ . 065 0 7 B9 I 142 ‘ Tl 26 4 2 H 25 o5 121 0 37 1
os | .047 | o5l 0 1 15 7] 2 1 0 1 0 6 13 5 1 2 0
. 105 045 | L Ded )] 4 24 24 1} 4 1] (1] 0 8 20 b 12 4 a
2T 048 | L 064 0 1 16 30 13 3 0 1 0 2 22 n 8 4 1
el e | o7 0 1 10 37 11 T 1 0 D 1 17 25 16 8 0
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1,000-1,249_ _______ N 38 L1261 L 116 L0481 088 0 Q0 12 15 7 2 2 0 0 3 10 6 6 (]
1,250-1,499 . _ - 31 L126 .118 L0564 | 063 0 0 [ 14 10 1 ] 0 0 3 7 7 2 Q
1,600-1,749 18 . 142 134 L057 | 077 QO 0 3 4 6 5 0 0 0 2 1 6 5 0
1,750-1,099 . . 10 137 . 130 L0085 . 073 0 0 1 3 5 1 0 0 1 0 1 2 3 0
2,000-2,449 __ . 10 . 166 L1498 L0651 082 0 Q 0 3 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 3 0
2,500-2,999 . - 4 L1138 L120 .60 | . 060 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0
3,000-3,999_ ... __. 6 S 120 113 L060 ] . 053 0 Q 1 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
Typesdand 5......._.| 481 L1241 0108 | .045 | . 063 0 34 152 | 173 78 35 7 2 1 48 E 149 | 40 | 8
Net losses. . . . 134 113 L0491 064 0 4 9 21 7 1 2 1 0 5 11 3 1
Net incomes L1231 0107 | .044 | . 063 0 30 143 152 71 34 5 1 1 43 138 37 7
0-249 ... .. L0 005 ) 041 | . 051 0 6 18 10 2 2 1 0 1 6 16 3 0
250499 L1071 093 | .037 | 055 0 10 20 16 4 3 0 0 0 10 20 3 0
500-749 L1120 0099 1 .040 | . 059 0 6 29 25 12 2 0 0 0 7 29 3 0
750~999 L114 ) (101 | 044 | 056 0 6 30 25 10 4 0 0 0 11 27 3 0
1,000-1,249 J133 | L1144 | . 047 | . 067 0 0 15 18 13 3 0 1 0 2 14 4 2
1,250-1,499 . 130 L114 L042 | .072 0 2 13 17 6 7 2 0 0 2 14 5 3
1,500-1,749. __ 35 L138 | L120 | 051 | 069 0 0 9 18 2 5 1 0 0 1 9 3 1
1,750-1,990. __ 21 L1431 L1221 L 046 {076 0 0 4 8 8 1 0 0 0 3 2 6 0
2,000-2,499 20 L148 ) U130 | L0582 | 076 0 0 2 6 10 2 0 0 0 0 4 4 0
2,500-2,999_ - L148 | L1281 . 053 | .073 0 0 3 6 2 4 1 0 0 1 3 2 1
3,000-3,999. . .____.. L140 ) L1250 L0583 | . 072 0 0 0 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
South Dakota-Mfon-
tana-Colorado
Alltypes .. __________. 447 L152 ) 132 | .064 | .067 2 13 77 140 98 72 29 16 8 52 110 61 16
0-249____ 31 L136 [ L1317 (063 . 052 1 3 9 7 5 3 1 2 3 10 6 2 1
250-499 60 L1417 120 .062 | . 058 1 2 14 18 13 9 3 0] 2 6 26 9 1
500-749 75 L1440 L1251 063 | 062 0 4 12 25 14 16 4 0] 0 13 20 8 1
750-999__ 84 . 158 . 138 L0684 | .07 0 3 9 29 18 13 7 5 1 11 13 11 5
1,000-1,249. . 56 L 144 .124 L0658 | . 064 0 1 14 22 9 3 6 1 0 9 16 8 1
1,250-1,499_ _ 45 . 164 .14 L0689 | 075 0 0 4 14 15 8 0 4 0 1 6 6 1
1,500-1,749_ 23 . 154 L1358 L0589 | . 076 0 0 3 9 5 4 i 1 0 0 6 3 2
1,750-1,999 _ 25 L1621 140 1 059 | . 081 0 0 6 7 6 3 1 2 1 1 7 4 3
2,000-2,499 _ _ 26 . 168 . 145 L067 | . 078 0 0 4 4 7 8 3 0 0 0 6 & 1
2,500-2,999 13 L1738 . 146 .072 | .074 0 0 1 3 3 4 2 0 1 1 1 2 0
3,000-3,999_ .. _._._. 9 . 178 L 148 L072 ) . 074 0 0 1 2 3 1 1 1 0 0 3 3 0
Type 1. ___ ... 130 . 184 L1560 L0751 . 074 0 1 1 27 38 34 14 5 2 13 27 9
Types 2and3. 137 L1381 120 | .060 | . 069 1 5 19 49 33 21 6 3 2 10 32 2
Types4and 5. _____.__ 180 . 140 .121 .058 | . 061 1 7 47 64 27 17 9 8 4 29 51 5

See footnotes at end of table.
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T4BLE 41.—MONEY VALUE OF FOOD PER MEAL (12-MONTH SCHEDULE): Average value of food per person-meal and per food-expenditure unit-
meal, and distributions of households by money value of all food and of home-produced food per meal per food-expenditure unil, by family type

and {ncome, 19 analysis unils in 20

tates,! 1935—-36—Countinued

[Bouseholds of nonrelief farm families that include a husband and wife, both pative-barn?]

Aver- | Average! IMAaney | gooooholds having fond (all foad sxcluding board at school and ;
aged value of food per ouseholds having food (all foad excluding board at schocl an - | Housebolds § having home-prodaced food with
) ) money thad-xpanditure Eﬁ:l;wi}tnh[aimvehug or on vacation) per meal per food-expendi ¥alue per meal per food-expendittire nnit of—
Region, analysis unit, House-| v8lue unit-meal niba
family type, and in- [ 0o of all
come class {dollars) foad
poern| Al | Par I:)‘;ff“’ 45 e 80, 0216- 80 0633 ($0. 048130, 1266 $0. 1582180, 1309 #0.2213) Un- | g0 ao- | 50.04- | $0.06- |80 08- | 30 10- | ¥0.14
wmeal | 1ood |ehused |A00, 300 50,0632 | $0.0048 901265 | 90. 1581 | 30. 1808 | $0.2204 | 9T | £ 50,03 | 0.05 | $0.07 | $0.00 | $0.13 | YL
) (2 3) (1} [&)] ) M (8) @ (10} (11) (12) (13) (4) [ Q) | a8 [ a7y | (18 | (19 | (203 [ (21)
PACIFIC
Washington-Oregon -
Na. Dot Dol. | Dol. | Pal. | No. | Na. No. No. No. No., No. No. | No. | No. | No. N, No, | No. | No.
AN types . ooooo... 948 | 0,138 | 0121 | 0.0