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SUMMARY

In a survey of 235 farm-operator families in Meeker and Wright
Counties, Minn., the average family used food valued at $19 during
a week in spring 1950. Cash outlay for food at home and away aver-
aged $11. Only housekeeping families of 2 adulls and 0, 1, or 2
children betwcen the ages of 2 and 15 years were included in the
survey. The average number of persons in the family was 2.64.

Liberal use was made of home-produced foods, particularly milk,
poultry, and other livestock products. Three-fourths of the milk
and milk products, about 90 percent of the eggs, and about 60 percent
of the meat, poultry, and fish were produced on the home farm.
Home-produced food accounted for about 40 percent of the money
value of all family food.

The average food supply of these families provided nutrients that
more than met the recommended allowances of the National Research
Council {1948) for nine nutrients. However, one-third of the house-
holds had diets during a week that failed to meet the 1948 recom-
mendations for calcium and ascorbic acid; about one-sixth had diets
that failed to meet the allowances for vitamin A, thiamine, and niacin.
Two-thirds of the calcium and one-third or more of all the other
nutrients except ascorbic acid came from home-produced food. 1In
these springtime diets of Minnesota farm families, only 29 percent of
the ascorbic acid eame from home-produced food.

The average money value of food used by the higher incorme families
was about 7% dollars greater than that of the lower income families.
Some of this difference, however, is accounted for by the larger size
of the higher income families.

About three-fourths of the fumilies with incomes under $1,000
spent 60 percent or more of their 1949 income for food whereas no
family with an income over $4,000 spent more than 30 percent. ‘The
average for all families was 24 percent,

Nearly all of the Minnesota farm families had eanned some food—
mostly fruits and vegetables—during the year 1949. Three-fourths
had preserved food by freezing—mostly meat or poultry. The
amounts of fruits and vegetables canned or frozen came to about one-
third of the quantity recommmended 1n family food plans for a year for
the group.

Questions were also included in this survey on how families used
certain selected foods. Nearly all used fresh fluid milk; almost 70
percent of the milk was used as a beverage. All of the households
using butter reported table use and 70 percent used it in cooking.
However, only one-eighth of the butter was used in cooking. All
houscholds used white granulated sugar; nearly all had some for table
use although only one-third of the sugar was so used.

In a comparison of the spring foed consumption of farm families in
Moeeker and Wright Counties (1950} and city familics of the same
selected types in Minneapolis-St. Paul (1948 and 1949), the money
value of food from all sources was found to be nearly the same. The
farm families consumed more potatoes but less other vegetables and

vi



fruit than the city families. They used more milk, eggs, grain prod-
ucts, fats and oils, and sugar and sweets. There was little difference
in quantities of raeat, poultry, and fish used by the two groups,
though the farm families consumed shightly more.

The amounts of some processed foods used by Minnesota farm and
city families indicate that the rural housewife i3 not far different from
her urban counterpart in taking advantage of timesaving processed
foods available in today’s markets. For example, farm households
used about the same amounts of prepared flour mixes and dry prepared
desserts as city households and almost as much ice cream and pur-
chased bread.

In terms of calories, the farm families consumed more food than
the city families, but the difference was no greater than can be ac-
counted for by the grester food energy requirements of the farm family
members. Amounts of two vitamins—A and ascorbic acid—were
fower in the farm diets in the spring than in city diets because of
lower fruit and vegetable consumption by the farm families. Amounis
of other nutrients were approximately the same.



INTRODUCTION
Why This Study Was Made

This survey of farm family food consumption in two counties of
Minnesota in the spring of 1950 was undertaken to provide up-to-date
information on the consumption patterns and distary levels of a
small, homogeneous group of farm families. This particular area
was chosen so that, in addition to providing data on rural consumption
patterns, it could be used for comparison with the studies made dur-
ing two previous years in nearby Minneapolis-St. Paul.!

The data from this study supplement other rural and the urban
surveys made by the Department of Agriculture. In 1935-36 and
again in 1942 the Department undertook large-scale studies of the
food consumption of farm families (8, 9)? along with other population
groups as part of general investi%nt-ions into income and expenditures
of households. Since the middle 1940's, food-consumption studies
have been made in a number of localized rural ereas—1 county eachin
Georgia and Ohio in 1945 (1), 2 counties in Mississippi in 1946 (7), and
3 types of farming areas in the South in 1948 (in cooperation with 5
State agricultural experiment stations (2, 4)).

What This Publication Reports

This publication reports the results of the survey of food consump-
tion of farm-operator families conducted by the Department of
Agriculture in Meeker and Wright Counties, Minn., in the spring of
1950.% Included are data on quantity and cost of farm family I%Od
for a week in the spring of 1950, estimates of the nutritive content of
the food available for consumption, an analysis of food consumption
in relation to income, a comparison of patterns of food consumption
of rural and urban families in Minnesota, and data on certain home
food practices such as the use made in the home of selected dairy
products and sugars and the home production and preservation of
food in 1949,

For this survey, 235 families provided estimates of quantities of
foods used in a week and information on certain {food practices durin
the preceding year. To obtain the information on a week's foog
consumption, & food list was used and the respondent was asked to
recall which foods had been used during the preceding week, the
quantities used, and the prices of purchased foods.

Farm-operator households in the open country were visited to
provide a representative sample of the group to be studied. How-
ever, in order to obtain a group that would be somewhat homogeneous
and comparable to those studied in 1948 and 1949 in Minneapolis-
St. Paul only housekeeping families of 2 adults and 0, I, or 2 children

t Clark, F., Murray, J., Weiss, Gertrude 8, and Grossman, E. Food Consump-
tion of Urban Families in the United Statez with an Appraisal of Methods of
Analysis, Manuscript in preparation.

? Ttalic numbers in parentheses refer to Literature Cited, p. 28.

¥ Interviews were made between April 28 and June 30. The heaviest eollection
of schedules occurred between May 5 and June 23 (table 45, p, 91).



between the ages of 2 and 15 years were included. This restrietion
resulted in a sample with smailer sized [amilies than in the entive
farm population of these counties.?

Description of the Area Studied

Meeker and Wright Counties are in the south central part of
Minnesota not far from Minuneapolis-3t. Paul. In ecach of these
counties over 93 percent of the land area is farmland ; about two-thirds
of the employed males work on farms. Few of the women work out-
side the homes. There are no towns in either county with a popula-
tion over 4,000 and only 13 over 1,000. There are few “urban com-
muters” and little industrialization. Thus the region is predomi-
nantly rural, with income mainly from dairy, livestock, and poultry
products. _

The population tends to be homogencous, with practically no racial
minorities represented and the small percentage of foreign-born indi-
viduals coming primarily from the Seandinavian countries and Ger-
many. About three-quarters of the farmers own their own land and
more than half of them have operated the same farm for 5 years or
Inore,

The farm population in these two counties is similar to that of the
State as 2 whole in agricultursl income per farm, type of farming,
proportion of owners, and ethnic background. However, although
averages In many of these characteristics are close to the State aver-
ages, the two counties do not show the wide range found in the State,

Description of the Fomilies Surveyed

More than half of the farm-operator families surveved had net
money incomes under $2,000 in 1949 after deduction of taxes {table I).
Most of them (82 percent) owned their own farms and few operators
{less than one-fourth) reported any off-farm work. Over four-fifths
of the homes had eleetricity but only about half had telephones or
had running water.

Many of the families were in the later stages of the life eyele---
older couples with no children at home. Two-thirds of the home-
makers were 40 or more years of age; about one-fifth were 60 or more.
Families averaged a little over 2% persons.  Fifty-seven percent had
no children at home, 22 percent had one child 2 to 15 years of age, 21
percent had two children 2 to 15 years of age,

MONEY VALUE OF FOOD USED IN A WEEK

The money value of all {ood used by families at home or away
averaged $18.88 for a week in spring 1950 or $7.15 per person ® (ap-
pendix tables 13 and 14). Threc~quarters of the famifies had per
pe-r(siqndconsumption of food worth: between $4 and 519 for the week
studied,

4 In the Minneapolis-St. Paul studies it was found that average income as well
as average family size was somewhat lower for the selected families than for all
familics (tuble 43, p. 89).  This fact nwst be horne in mind in interpreting the
data in thix report.

& Data are also available on the money value of food for the vear 1949,  These
are shown in appendix teble 8.



Tante 1. CHARACTERISTICS OF FAMILIES: Family size, age of homemaker, family type, tenure, and selected fucilities,
by income

[Housckeeping farm-operator families of 2 persons 16 vears or over and 0, 1, or 2 children, aged 2-15 years, Meeker and Wright Counties,
Minn., spring 195()}

Tneome (1949 income siter Federsl income tax)
Tiem njt All Under $1,000- $2,000- ‘ $4,000 and | Not classi-
$1.,000 31,999 $2.005 ovet Hed
m @) @ | () ) I o] ® (o
O S - e
Families.. . ... ... e Number_ .. . 235 62 ‘ 64 43 | 29 21 16
Do ... __. e e e e Tercent_.__._._ 100 28 29 20 13 10 (oo
! i
Family size (count of members) . _ .______ .__ wow. -] Persons_ oo ___ 2,641 234 : 2. 47 2.88 !  3.07 3. 14 ] 2, 3%
i i f
Medisn age of homemaker. . ___ ... ___________ Years___.____ 46 : 54 rl 51 43 42 38 38
! I
Distribution of families by type: ! | [ |
All families (2 adults—0-2 children, 2-15 years).| Percent_ ... 100 | 00 | 100 1 100 | 100 100 100
No ehildren oo oo oo |- do____.._ 57 | T4 | 65 ! 44 34 24 | 76
¥ehild____ ... ... LIl T el T 22 | 16 | 19 28| 28 33 12
B EMIlBTON - o - o e e Y I S 21 | 10 16 | 28 | 38 43 | 12
: 1 5 ] i
Families owning farms_ . oo _____. SRS D do._____. 82 i 89 ‘ 89 [ 77 66 76 ‘ 75
Houses with specified facility: J ! | ll
Flectrieity . . | do.._____ i 86 ! ______ ) PR ‘ ________________ i |--m-- -
Telephone. ___.___ .. __________. e m— s [ SR, do_._._._ e B R EECEEEEE FEEEERES
Running water_ ____ . ___._.._ e - 4_. _do_.____ 48 | ________________ I ________ e ( ........ ’ ........
|




All but 3 households used some home-produced food during the
survey week (2 of the 3 houscholds consisted only of men and the
third was an elderly couple). For the group as a whole the average
value of home-produced food used was about three-fourths as high as
expenditures for purchased food used at home. Only a fourth of the
families had any expenditures for food purchased and eaten away from
home either as meals or snacks; the average amount spent by the group
was less than a dollar. The average money value of food per family
for & week from different sources, and the percent of total value from
each source were as follows:

Source Value of family food

Dollars Percent

Allfood. ... . e .. oL 18. 88 100
Bought . ________ . ... . 10. 77 57
Usedathome. . .. ___.__ .. _ .. _ .. _. A 10 16 54
Away from home__ .________ __ . L .61 3
Produced at home_____. .. ___ ___ .. __._. . 1 7. 68 41
Received as gift orpay._ ... ___ . ... . ._._._.._ 1,43 ]

! Valued st average retail prices paid for same foods by other families in the
same locality during the survey week.

Meat, poultry, and fish accounted for over a quarter (29 percent)
of the money value of food used at home in the weck, milk and milk
products {except butter) and eggs for slightly less than a quarter (22
percent); and fruit and vegetables for a little less than « fifth (18
percent). The remainder was divided between fats and oils, grain
products, sugar and sweets, and miscellaneous items. Of purchased
food, meat, poultry, and fish, fats and oils, ;i:'a-iu products, and fruits
and vegetables each made up sbout one-fifth of the value (appendix
table 16}. ‘The difference between all food and purchased food in the
distribution of monev value of the food groups is a result of the kind
and amount of home-produced food. These Minnesota farms, with
their concentration on dairy and livestock farming, produced over
three-quarters of the milk (equivalent), practically all of the eggs, and
about half of the meat, poultry, and fish that their families consumed
in the spring of 1950. Home production also accounted for almost
one-third of the fruits and vegetables and around one-fifth of the
sugar and sweets (chiefly jellies from home-produced fruits). Vir-
tually all of the grain prodicts used were purchased.

Following is tﬁ} quantity and money value of specified groups of
food used at home per household during & week in the spring of 1950
and the share of the money value that was aceounted for by home-
produced food:



From all soyrces ' | Share

[ hodme-d
. + produce
Food group | Money ' (based on
uantit money
Q ¥ |r value ? value’
[
1 Dollars Percent
Al foods. oo oo em e ;18 51 42
Mitk equivalent__.__ ... .-l 167 gt.___. | 337 76
Fatsandoils.__._....___ e 351, . | lL64 7
Flour, meal, gereals, pastes. .- .. ______ 581b_____ : .73 ™
Bakery produete_ ____ . .. ___.___ 5.21b____. | . g0 0
ﬁgga __________________________________ 22doz____; LI5 91
eate, poultry, fish. ___ .. ___._______ 11.1 ib__ __! 5 31 a7
Sugar, sweets__ . ____ .. _ ... oo_a__ I 491b____ . 85 21
Al fruits, vegetables, and nuts._____.___. | 38lb_ . ' 3.40 31
Fresh fruitso ov oo oo i G4lb. .. __ | .73 9
Fresh potatoes. . ... ... __o_._ 11.91b.____: .47 28
Fresh vepetables  _______________.__.. 371b_____ | . o6 39
Frozen fruits and vegetables____.._____ v 041 . . .13 66
Canned fruits, vegetables, and juices_...] 8.91b.____ | 1.29 40
Diried fruits and vegetahles, nuts_______ 0.61b.___. I .20 f
Beverages. oo e cmeaaan e e aiel P02 ®
Miscellaneous. - - o oo v i | ............ ! . 54 28
!

t Tneludes food used at home by all household members. The household
included boarders and farm help; hence the total value of household food was
slightly greater than that of family food at home (818.27).

# Home-produced foods valued at retail prices in the area,

3 0.5 percent or less,

NUTRITIVE CONTENT OF FOOD

Dietary Levels

Total amounts of each nutrient in the household food supply were
high, as computed from the quantities of foods that were reported
used at home during the week of the study (adjusted, insofar as
homemakers reported, for food fed to animals or thrown away).
The household food supply contained the following quantities of
nutrients per person per day:

Food energy. ... ___ _- 3,780 cal, Thiamine._._..__.._. 2.48 mg.
Protein_ ____________ 118 gm. Riboflavin__.________ 2.80 me.
Caleium____ . ________ 1.28 gm. Niacin. ... ___ 22,4 mg.
Iron_____..____ - 189 mg. Ascorbic acid______ _. 123 mg.
Yitamin A value_ ____ 83001 U

To make possible comparisons of the food supplies of households of
different composition {as to age, activity, and sex of members) with
each other and with a table of allowances for intake of nutrients,
the nutritive value of the food supply was expressed in terms of



averages per nutrition unit (or adult-male equivalent).® The follow-
ing averages per nuirition unit per day are the result:

Food energy_.__...___. 3,960 cal. Thiamine ' _______._ 2.26 mg,
Protein. _..__.._____ 110 gm. Riboflavin t_.________ 3.00 mg.
Caleium__ . 1.25 gm. Niaein ! .__—._....- 21.9 mg,
Iron.. ... . ____ __ 19.6 mg. Ascorbic acicdd 1 . ___ 110 mg.
Vitamin A value_____ 9,000 1. U.

! Cocking losses deducted, For averages not adjusted for cooking losses see
appendix table 29,

The average diet more than met the recommended allowances of
the National Research Council for all nutrients. Some nutrients were
supplied in much more liberal quantities than others. Protein, iron,
vitamin A, and riboflavin were present in quantities 60 percent or
more above 1948 allowances. Thiamine, niacin, and ascorbic acid
were sbout 50 percent above recommended allowances for intake.
Caleium was the lowest, showing only a 25 percent margin.” Thus,
as was true for urban families surveyed in [1948 and 19498 calcium
would appear {0 be the nutrient in which Minnesota farm dietaries
have the least margin of safety.

Despite the fact that averages for each nutrient were well over the
recommended allowances, about one-third of the family dietaries
failed to meet 1948 recommendations for calcium and ascorbic acid,
gbout one-sixth for vitamin A, thiamine, or niacin (cooking losses
considered). Fourteen percent had food that provided less than 0.8
gram of calcium, while a few families (3 percent) had less than half
of the caleium allowance. Fewer than 10 percent of the families
appeared to have had diets that did not meet the 1948 recommenda-
tions in protein, iron, and riboflavin (appendix tables 33, 34, 35).

It must be remembhered, however, that these data are for supplies
available to families. While some corrections have been made for
waste, inedible material, and cooking looses, nething precise is known
about these factors for the individual survey households. Nor is it
known how the supply was actually divided among individual family
members. A further problem relating to the distribution of families
by the nutritive content of their food supply is the fact that the data
are for 1 week’s consumption. A particular family that ranked low or
high in respect to a particular nutrient during one week might occupy
a different position another week. For a group, however, it is likely
that similsr distributions would be found during another week.
Moreover, farm farnilies may have better diets during the months
when fresh produce is more plentiful than in the spring.

Contribution of Food Groups

Among the 11 groups inte which foods are frequently classified in
developing food plans, grain products and fats and oils supplied the

8 The seale used to eompute the number of nutrition units in each household
was based on the table of allowances recommended by the National Research
Couneil in 1948 (5). The computations had been completed by the time the 1953
revision (&) of the allowances was adopted. The major change in the revised
allowances that would affect this calculation is the lowering of the allowance of
caleium for adults, from 1.0 gram to 0.8 gram per day.

? 38 percent when compared with 1953 allowance, This calculation also takes
into account the change in the seale used to compute the number of nutrition
units in the group.

8 Phipard, E. F., and others Nutritive Value of Diets of Urban Families in
the United States, Manuseript in preparation.
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largest share of calories {(table 2, p. 9). Sugar and the milk and
meat groups were aiso important sources of calories. ¥ruits and
vegetgbles contributed little energy value,

Most of the protein was supplied by the meat, grain, and milk groups.
Of the average of 110 grams of protein per nutrition unit per day,
two-thirds was from animal sources. Mitk supplied 26 percent;
meat, poultry, and fish, 31 percent; and eggs, 7 percent, Grain
products accounted for 22 percent of the protein in these farm dietaries,
However, some of the protein here shown in the grain products group
was also from animal sources, chiefly milk and eggs in the purchased
haked goods.

The milk and milk products consumed by these Alinnesota farm
families alone provided pearly a gram of caleium per nutrition unit
per day, Just about enough on the average to meet the daily allowance
(1948). {See appendix table 30.) XNo other single food group pro-
vided the daily allowance for any nutrient. Riboflavin too was sup-
plied primarily by milk although it took the sddition of meat or grain
products to bring the quantity up to the amount recommended for a
day. Niacin and thiamine requirements were mef by meat and grains.
While the leafy, green, and yellow vegetables provided more vitamin
A wvalue than any ether group, this quantity did not reach recom-
mended allowances. Appreciable amounts of vitamin A came from
mitk, fats, and poultry and livestock products. All of the fruits and
vegetables together supplied more than the recommended quantity
of ascorbic acid with tomatoes and citrus fruits contributing about
two-fifths of the total.

Contribution of Home-Produced Food

The Minnesota farm families surveyed in the spring of 1950 ate
liberally of home-produced foods, particularly milk, poultry, and
livestock produets, as has been noted in the section on money value of
foods. It is not surprising, therefore, that a third or more of each of
the nutrients except ascorbic acid eame from home-produced food. In
fact half of the protein, over half of the riboflavin, and two-thirds of
the caleclum were so supplied. Only 29 percent of the ascorbic acid
was furnished by home-produced food in these spring diets. It islikely
that during other seasons of the year, especially summer and early
fall, home-produced food would have supplied & much larger propor-
tion of this vitamin.

Following are the percentages of the total nutrients from all sources
that were contributed by home-produced food in & week in the spring
1950 diets of Minnesota farm families of selected composition (from
appendix table 31):

Energy value_ . __.___ . _.___ 34 Thiamine____. __._____ e 40
Protein_ .. _ . _____._.._____._ 48 Riboflavin, . ____. ______ __ 58
Caleivm . ____ .. . ____.___. 66 Nizein______ e 36
Ivow .. ... 33 Aseorbicaeid_ .. .. _____. 28
Vitamin A valne_ T 1 |

Relative Economy of Foods

When a distribution of the total money value of food by food group
(retail value of foods obtained without direct expenditure as well as
expenditures for purchased foods) is compared with distributions of
the nutrients contributed by the particular food items in each group
of foods selected by the families, it is apparent that some food groups
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were cheaper sources of specific nutrients than others (table 2). Grain
products took a relatively small percentage of the food dollar. Yet
this group contributed proportions of nearly all nutrients similar to
those from the meat-poultry-and-fish group which took three times
as much of the money value. Milk at twice the money value of grains
furnished much more than twice the quantities of caletum, vitamin
A, and riboflavin furnished by grains; milk provided much less iron,
thiamine, and niacin than dicF grains.

Leafy, green, and yellow vegetables and citrus fruits and tomatoes
took 3 and 4 percent, respectively, of the total money value of house-
hold food supplies. However, the former supplied 29 percent of the
vitamin A value and the latter 39 percent of the ascorbic aeid. Su%ar
and swects was an expensive group of foods in terms of nutritive value
obtained, contributing little but calories.

It is, of course, not assumed that the relative economy of foods as
sources of the nutrients, presented in table 2, is or should be the only
basis for planning dietaries. There are other nutrients necessary to
the diet for which quantitative standards have not been determined.
Moreover, a dietary developed wholly in terms of economy might
well be unacceptable. The relationships shown in table 2 do, how-
ever, put together two variables, cost and nutritive value, that are
important in making food plans for different cost levels.

INCOME AND FOOD CONSUMPTION

Income has been shown to be an important factor affecting average
food consumption of city families. Because of home food production,
income is less of a factor for farm families. There are, however, some
important differences between the consumption of low- and of high-
income farm families that are evident in patterns of rural food con-
sumption.

Before the differences found in this survey are summarized or the
likenesses pointed out, several characteristics of the data will be noted
that limit any analysis of income-consumption relationships. In the
first. place, the problem of defining income for farm families, as for
other entrepreneurs, is complicated and there are often great year-to-
year variations. As a result, a single year’s money income may not re-
flect what a family has available for spending. The availability of
only 1 year’s income data makes the classification by income in surveys

1 5115 type less indicative of the effect of income than would be pos-
sible if families could be classified by income for a longer period of
time. For example, some of the families at the lower end of the income
distribution may have been there because of a temporarily low income
in the survey period. To the extent that families that might belong
higher in the income scale raise the average level of consumption in the
lower income groups and those “misclassified” in the upper income
groups lower those averages, differences in comsumption by income
are reduced.
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TapLi 2.—RELATIVE ECONOMY OF FooDg: Percent of total money value and of nutritive value contributed by specified
groups of foods

[Housekeeping farm-operator families of 2 persons 16 years or over and 0, 1, or 2 children, aged 2-15 years, Meeker and Wright Counties,

Minn., spring 1950]

|
vegetables : |
3 (1) [63] (3) | (4 |? {5) ()] {7 ) [ {10) |t {11) (12) {13}
Percenl | Percent } Percent ’ FPercent | Percent | Pevcent | Percent | Percent | Pereend | Percend | Percend Percend

Money value__.__ . ____________ . 1100 I 4 3 9 18 a7 1 8 11

Food energy -« .- . ... .._____ 100 | 1 '! 1 5 4 17 14 3 2| 22 19 12
Protein. . ... . 100 | 1 J| 1 \: s 2 26 31 | 7 sl 22 2 1
Calefum. _.____..__..__._____. SERU o2 L2 Y 2 3 ‘ 1 ] 10, 1] 1
123 e | 100 5. 3 : 8 7 3 26 9 ] 51 30 1 3
Vitamin A value. - _.______ | 100 ;2 ARG 7 22 7 8] © @) 201 (@
Thiamines..__.._..__ e I " 100 l 3| 4 : 9 3 13 28 3! 2 33 21 M
Riboflavin 1. . ___.__.__ . | 100 2 | 1 3 3 50 13 7 ' 1 19 1{ @
Niaein?__ ... ..____ e | 100 | 2 3. 12 i 4 4 a7l ® 4 32 @
Ascorbic aeid? ._.____.._________| 100 11 39 ‘ 14 9 1 0| ®) 0 3

23i

! Includes money value of accessories for which no nutrients were computed.

? Adjusted for cooking losses.
* 0.5 percent or less.




In the second place, food consumption of families is also influenced
by factors other than income that may differ from income class to
income class. Such factors as oceupation, geographical loeation,
climate, season, and market situation were of course the same for all
families in this survey, regardless of income. Ethnie background,
sometimes a determinant of consumption, could not have varied too
much from income class to income class, because the population in
these two counties was relatively homogeneous.

The higher income families were the larger, younger families with
children; the lower income families, the smaller, older families with ne
children at home. The influence of age and the influence of family
size may have tended to compensate for each other in their effect on
food use per person at the two ends of the income scale. Since the
higher income families were somewhat larger—and larger families
have lower averages per person than smaller families—it would be
expected that the higher income families might have lower averages
per person than lower income families. But on the other hand, since
the higher income families had younger homemakers—and younger
adults eat more than older adulits, particularly if they are more active—-
it might be expected that the higher income f);milies would have higher
averages per person than lower income families,

In addition to number in the family, the age and sex of the members
helps to determine both quantity and types of food used. For most
foods, except milk, young children eat. less than adults, adolescents
often more. In this survey three-fourths of the families in the lowest
income class had no children at home while a like proportion in the
highest class had children (table 1).

Because families elassified by their incomes thus differed in other
respects, differences in the conswmption of high- and low-income
families cannot be related to income alone. Rather such differences
are related to income and that “‘package’” of family characteristics
that was associated with income,

Money Value of Food

In the spring of 1950 the average money value of all food used by
the highest income families {money income of $4,000 or over) was
7% dollars more a week than that of the lowest income families (under
$1,000)—%23.24 as compared to $15.75. Because the higher income
families were larger, per person amounts were mere nearly the same
{($7.43 and $6.73).°

Expenditures for food differed from income class to income class to
approximately the same extent as did the money value of food from
all sources. The average amount spent for food i a week by the
families in the highest income class was 44 percent greater than the
amount spent by those in the lowest class. The corresponding
percentage for money vatue of food was 48.

Because the money value of home-produced food, as well as food
expenditures tended to be greater for high- than low-income families.
the proportion of the total foed supply produced at home was about
the same for families at all income levels.  The money value of food
from all sources for & weck in spring 1950 and the percent from home
production follows (from appendix table 13):

¥ Data for the year 1949 (appendix table 8) show about the same relationships
between food and incoine as do the data for the week {appendix table 13;.
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!i Money valie of food

i Percent
Income {dollars) . - home-
l{ Per family ; Per person | procuced
i i Dotlars Dpliars Fercent
Under 1,000 _ . _________ e R 15.75 6. 73
1000-1,069 _____________ R ERERE 17. 59 712 42
19. 63 | G, 82 37
22. 45 7.31 42

23, 34 ll 7. 33 44

Some families at each income level bought mesls or between-meal
food away from home, with more of the higher income f{amilies
tending to have this expenditure. Only 14 percent of the families
with incomes under $1,000 reported such expenditures during the
survey week, compared with over 30 percent of those in each income
class over $2,000. Nevertheless the average amouni spent (by all
families) showed little relationship to income.

Even though the money value of food per person averaged $6 to
$7 in each income class, there were families in all but the highest
income group that used less than $4 worth of food per person in a
week and there were families at every income that vsed $10 worth
or more {appendix table 14).

Percent of Income Spent for Food in 1949

To measure the percent of income spent for food, the average
expenditures for food during the year 1949 (appendix table 8) were
used rather than the data for & week in the spring. As in all studics
of family expenditures the low-income families spent a considerably
larger proportion of their income in this way than wus spent by the
higher income families {table 3). About three-fourths of those with
incomes under $1,000 spent 60 percent or more for food whereas at
the other end of the income scale no family with an income over $4,000
spent more than 30 percent.

The fact that 112 percent of income was spent for food by families
in the under-81,000 money income class indicates that many farnilies
in this income class may have heen there only temporarily or that
they had other agse1s than cash meome upon which to draw.  Obvious-
ly, no group of families could spend year after year more than their
incomes for food alone.

Quantities of Foods Used in a Week in Spring 1950

Minpesotn furm families with incomes over $3,000 used more of
almost all food groups than families with lower incomes (appendix
tables 13, 17-26). The cxceptions were potatoes, eggs, and grain
products, quantities of which remamed nearly uniform for each income
class. The greatest difference was in the milk group with an average
of 13.9 quarts of milk (equivalent) per household in the lowest income
group and 24,0 quarts in the highest. The large consumption of milk
products and ulso of meat, poultry, and fish at higher incomes was
due mainly to greater home production, On the other hand the
larger amounts of sugar and sweets, fats and oils, and fruits and vege-
tables used by the higher income families were the result of larger
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purchases. In the higher income class there were also more children
m proportion to adults {table 1), probably another reason why these
families consumed more milk.

On a per person basis, amounts of milk products, sugar and sweets,
and fruits and vegetables other than potatoes were larger for house-
holds having incomes over $3,000 then for those with lessincome. Per

erson amounts of potatoes, eggs, and grain products, on the other

and, were actually greater for low- than for high-income households.
Income had little effect on per person use of fats and oils or of meat,
poultry, and fish,

Some of the individual food items that were used in much larger
amounts by high- than by low-income families were whole fluid milk,
beef stealcs and roasts, pork chops and loin roasts, oranges, canned to-
matoes, canned citrus juices, and peanut butter (appendix tables
17-26). Most of the greater consumption of these items by the
higher income families was due to greater use of home-produced foods.
Ouoly the oranges, canned citrus juices, and peanut butter were pur-
chased in much larger quantities. The larger number of beef roasts
came both from home production and purchase,

Nutritive Content of Food

The consumption of larger amounts of several groups of foods by
families with incomes over $3,000 resulted in & slightly greater number
of calories per nutrition unit per day and in somewhat grester amounts
of protein and nearly sll other nutrients than in the food of lower
income families (appendix table 29). Iron and niscin were least

TaBrLeE 3.—PERCENT OF INCOME SPENT FOR FOOD: Distribuiion of
Jamilies by pereent of income spent for food af home and away by
Jamily members in 1948, by income

[Housekeeping farm-operator families of 2 persons 16 years or over, and 0, I, or
2 children, aged 2-15 vears, Meeker and Wright Counties, Minn.]

Al lamities Fumilies spending smciﬂetligﬁrcent of ingome fur food in
Ingome {dollars) FPercent
ofin- | Under | 10-1% | 20-28 | 30-30 | 4049 | 50-59 | 60 per-
Numbar| come 16 per- per- per- per- per- | cent spd
spent | percent | cent cent cend cent cont ayer
on food
{3} (2 [ £4] @) 5} 6} L (3) ; {9} (10}
Nuwm- Per- Per- Per- Fer- Fer- | Per- | Per- Per-
3 ber ernt cent cent et cend ernd cenl eend
All incomes_ . ____._ 1212 24 10 22 ' 22 11 8 8 1%
Under 1,000_..__ 59| 112 0 0 o 3 i} 15 72
1,000-1,899______ 82 31 0 16 34 24 16 10 [\
2,000-2989______ 42 22 10 33 43 12 a 2 ]
3,000-3,599_____. 28 i6 21 54 | 21 4 0 0 G
4,000 and over__ _'l- 21 9 52| 38 10 0 o 0 0

1 Excludes 16 families not classified by income, and 4 families for whom complete income fignres and 3 for
whom food expenditores were nat avaiishle.
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affected because the foods that are principal sources of these nutrients,
grain products and mesat, poultry, and fish, were consumed in no larger
per capita amounts by the higher than by lower income families,
Ascorbic acid was the nutrient that increased the most with income,
a direct result of greater purchases of fruits and vegetables.

Much of the better position of the higher income families with
respect to calcium and riboflavin came from their grester per capite use
of home-produced milk. The amounts of several nutrients furnished
by all home-produced food are shown below for low- and high-income
families (from appendix table 29):

Average per nutrition unit per day -
furnished by home-produced food, | czg:lg’:as

Nutrient families with incomes— percent

of low

Under 31,000 $4,000 and over | 10FOTMe

A Percend
Protein.________________ BB em. . oo TOgm._ _____. T 125
Calefum.______..__._____ 074 gm____..____ Libgm_ .. _____. : 149
Vitamin A value________. 33001 U_ .. __ 45601 U._______ i 135
Thiamijne__ . ______._____ IMmg _________ 14Ymg ________. 136
Riboflavin ... ________. 165mg. . _____ 238mg____..____ 144
Niacin.. ..o . __. S0mg . _____ 108mg ... ___._ 120
Ascorbic acid_______ e Mg dmg_ ___ . 88

For nearly all nutrients there were families at every income level
whose food supplies furnished less than recommended allowances
{appendix tables 33, 34, 35). Most families at high- and low-income
levels had enough protein, riboflavin, and won. Nutrient levels
were lower for calcium, vitamin A value, and ascorbic acid at the lower
end of the income distribution. Nearly half of those with incomes
under $1,000 had food that furnished less than 1 gram of caleium
per nutrition unit per day, the allowance recommended in 1948 by the
National Research Couneil. Six percent had less than half a gram.
Higher income families fared better, with one-sixth of those with
incomes between $3,000 and $4,000 and one-twentjeth of those with
incomes over $4,000 failing to meet the 1-gram level. All families
with incomes over $2,000 had food supplies in the survey week that
furnished 0.5 gram or more of calcium per nutrition unit per day.

The relationship between income level and vitamin A and between
income and ascorbic acid consumption was also marked. At the
lowest income level one-fifth of the families did not reach the recom-
mended sllowance of vitamin A, whereas at the highest level only
one-twentieth were low. Comparable proportions for ascorbic scid
were one-half and almest one-third {cooking losses deducted).

CITY-FARM COMPARISON

One of the objectives of this survey was to compare the food
consumed by ferm families in two rural Minnesota Counties with that
consumed by city families in nearby Minnesapolis-St. Paul. Food-
consumption patterns of both urban and rural families have changed
constderably in recent years and there is much interest in comparisons
of the current consumption of the two groups.
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In both areas families visited were restricted to those consisting
of 2 adults and 6, 1, or 2 children 2-15 years of age. The city studies
were made during spring 1948 and 1949 while the farm survey was
carried out in spring 1850. During these years food prices declined
slightly, & fact that may have had some influence on family food
expenditures, However, the decrease between 1948 and 18949 was
greater than that between 1949 and 1950 so that any effect of price
change should have been more marked between the two city studies
than between the city and farm.®® Possibly in response to the price
change as well as to the fact that the average income of the Twin-City
group surveyed in 1949 was higher than that studied in 1948 (appendix
table 37), the quantities used per person of all feod groups except eggs
were slightly higher in 1949 then in 1948 in the T'win Cities but the
differences were small (appendix table 38). Differences between the
quantities of most foods used by farm and city families, on the other
hand, were large.

Money Value of Food

The money value of food from all sources was nearly the same for
both farm and city families, although the faurm families used greater
quantities of most foods than city families used. The food expendi-
tures of farn families were about half these of city families—mainly
because of the large amount of home-produced food used on farms.
The average money value of food for a week from different sources
was as follows:

Value of family food
Source City
Farm
1940
1048 1949
Dollars Dellgre Doltars
Total . __ .. . .__.. - 20. 25 21, 50 18. 838
Bought_ ... .- e 14 41 20. 67 10. 77
Tsedat home____________ __ . ____..___. 16. 74 17,01 10, 18
Away from home___ . ___________________ 2. 67 3. 66 .61
Produced at home *__. . _______ e S .36 .35 7. 68
Reeeived as giftor pay 'L ___.___.. . .48 . 48 .43

' Vaiued at average retail prices paid for same fooﬁs by other families in the
same locality during the survey week.

More city than farm families had expenditures for food bought and
eaten away from home {72 pereent during the week in 1948 and 67 per-
cent in 1949 in the city, 26 percent in 1850 on farms). (See appendix
table 37.) This included between-meal snacks and purchased supple-
ments to lunches carried from home as well as entire meals eaten out.
(Food that was prepared at home and eaten elsewhere was included
with food at home.} The average expenditure for those families
making such purchases was also higher In cities, $3.72 for a week In
1942 and $5.45 for a week in 1949 while farm families spent $2.31 in
1950.

18 The Bureszu of Labor Stati~ties Index of Retail Food Prices for Minneapolis
and St. Paul (averaged together) declined § percent betwesn May 1948 and
May 1949 and 1 percent between May 1949 and May 1950.
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Food Quantities

Farm families used more grain products, {ats and ois, sugars, po-
tatoes, milk, and eggs per person than did city families (see figure
above and appendix table 38}, Farm usc of meat, poultry, and fish was
slightly higher than that of city families. Fruits and vegetables were
the only foods for which consumption by city families was much larger
than on farms. Food habits, greater activity, und more of some foods
readily available through home production may all explain the higher
consumption on farms. The ¢ity households produced very little of
their own food. The farm houscholds’ home production enabled
them to have more of such relatively expensive foods as meat, milk,
and eggs than the nearby ecity families and to spend more of their
food money on grain products, fats, and sugars, which they did not
produce to any appreciable extent,

Use of Purchased Processed Foods

It 1s commonly thought that farm lamilies make less use of ready-
prepared foods than do city dwellers. Homemade bread, which has
largely disappeared from the city home, is still associated in many
memories with the farm kitchen. However, o comparison of use of
some processed foods by Minnesota farm and city families indicates
that the rural housewife is not far different from her urban counter-
part in taking advanfage of time-saving processed foods available in
today's markets.

Nearly all of the city households reported using some purchased
bread during the survey week and four-fifths of the farm households
did likewise {table 4). Similarly, many (about three-fourths) of the
farm families used other purchased baked goods (cake, pie, crackers,
cookies, rolls, buns, ete,),
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Farm and city homemakers made about the same use of partially
prepared foods such as flour mixes and dessert powders. Prepared
soups have also moved inte the farm kitchen although not quite to the
same extent as in the city. Farm families reported using about half
as much canned or dehydrated soup per person in a week as did city
families. Almost as much purchased ice eream and about half as
much prepared mayonnsise and salad dressings were reported by farm
85 by city households. Farm families drank, per person, only about
half as much bottled soft drinks at home as did city families.

Nearly all of the farm families in Meeker and Wright Counties
purchased some butter during the survey week in 1950 (table 4).
Almost none of the farm families made their own butter, although
over 80 percent reported use of home-produced milk (appendix
table 18). Those who sold milk to processing companies could buy
butter at wholesale prices from these companies.

More breakiast ceresls were served in farm households than in city.
Both urban and rural families made greater use of ready-to-eat cereals
than of those requiring cocking. Following are the sversge number
of servings in & week in spring and the percent from uncooked and
ready-to-eat cereal reported by households in Minneapolis-5t. Paul
and in Meeker and Wright Counties, Minn:

|
- City City, i Farm,
Item Unit 1948 | 1948 | 1950
Estimated servings per person..... Number.___._ 3.8 4.1 6.5
Ready-to-eat {cornfiskes, puffed | Percent. .__._ 63 87 59
wheat, efe,)
TUncooked (oatmeal, farina, ete.) f____. doo-__._-. 37 33 41

Nutritive Content of Food

The average energy value of a week's food per person per day was
much higher for the farm families (3,780 calories} than for the city
(3,100 in 1948, 3,250 inn 1949, appendix table 39). On an adult-male
equivalent basis the average energy value was similar for city and
for farm families-—about 4,000 ecalories per nutrition unit. This
does not mean, however, that farm and city families consumed the
ssme number of calories, but rather that the energy needs of farm
families were enough higher than those in the city to account for
their increased consumption,

Amounts of vitemin A value in the average farm food supply were
about 2,000 International Units lower per nutrition unit than in the
city, chiefly because of lower consumption of leafy, green, and yellow
vegetebles, Likewise, the lower smounts of sscorbic scid {about 40
milligrams less) could be linked to the lower citrus fruit-and-tomato
consumption. Riboflavin, thiamine, and protein supplies of farm
families were somewhat higher than those of city families owing to
larger consumption of grain products and slightly higher quantities of
mest and milk products. The calcium in farm diets was not signi-
ficantly higher than that in city diets despite greater mitk consump-
tion on farms, Caleium in other foods more sbundantly supplied
in city diets (especislly leefy, green, and vellow vegetables) made up
the difference.
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TaBLE 4.—PCRCHASED PROCESSED FOODS WUSED, CITY-FARM COM-
PARISON: Quantily of selected items used at home per person 1n ¢
week and percent of households using

[Housekeeping families of 2 persons 16 years or over and 0, 1, or 2 children, aged
2-15 years, Minneapolis-St. Paul, spring 1948 and 1949, and farm families
of same composition in Meeker and Wright Counties, Minn,, spring 1950]

i City, 1948 Clty, 1149 |  Farm, 1950
il
| using ¥ 1 using using ! ity
m @@ |ole ®|o
Tee eTeAm - oo e e ma- _! P‘rg;‘ | };{ugga | P"f'fg %m:;”g’ P"fSu i Pcanglﬁ
BUbr- oo oo 02| .a4| 95{ ;11 o1 [ .74
Mayonnalse, salad dressings________ 79 .19 76 .21 64+ .11
Prepared flour mix_ ___.___._______ 291 11 27 | .13 25 [ .10
Bread _ . __ . .. _ 96 | 1. 69 97 | 1. 80 30 l 1. 48
Other baked goods. .. - _._.-_ 85| .56 92 | .85 72 ] . 40
Prepared desserts, dry..____.__._._ 48 . .08 40 | .06 46 | .07
Soft drinks, bottled . ..._..___. 531 .90 | 55| .88 30! .46
Prepared soup. .. .. ______. - 50 |- 25 57| .29 ! 33 I .13

The percentage of households having food supplies during a spring
week that failed to meet recommmended allowances of specified nu-
trients was similar for both the city and farm groups with one exception
(appendix table 40); many more farm than city families failed to
come up to the recommended allowance for ascorbic acid {37 percent
of farm families, 14 and 19 percent of city). Despite the fact that
the average vitamm A content of the farm diets was much lower
than it was in the city diets, only slightly more of the farm families
had food supplying less than recommended quantities.

Food Consumption at Different Income Levels

Since farm incomes were much lower than city (averages of $3,250
in 1947 and $4,020 in 1948 for the city, $2,090 money income in 1949
for the farm), each sample was divided into three segments so that
comparisons could be made of the consumption of families at the same
relative income levels (i. e., lowest, middle, and highest thirds).
Such comparisons make it possible to disregard to some extent the
wide city-farm differcnces in money incomes without attempting to
get income equivalents.

Because the money value of home-produced food was not tabulated
by income third, the total money value of the week’s food cannot be
compared. The relationship between city and farm families’ food
expenditures was about the same at each income level. For each
income third, expenditures of farm families were about half those of
city (eppendix table 37).
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As was true {or all income levels combined, farm families in each
income third used smaller guantities per person of fruits and vege-
tables except potatoes, and (llarger quantities of all other food groups,
than did the city families in the same income position. For all food
groups except citrus fruits and tomatoes, the differences between
consumption by farm and by city families were similar for all income
thirds. For citrus fruits and tomatoes, differences were smaller at
the highest than at the lowest income positions. Quantities of citrus
fruits and tomatoes used by the higher income farm families were
considerably higher (59 percent) than those used by the lowest income
farm families while the difference between high- and low-income city
families was less marked {about 25 percent}. Hence, although farm
families at cach income level used smaller quantities of citrus fruits
and tomatoes than city families, the difference was smaller at the
higher income level.

Since in general the same relative differences existed between farm
and city consumption at each income level, it may be concluded that
the differences were primarily due to place of residence and were
not related to income to any great extent. The exception, the citrus
fruit-and-tomato group, consisted largely of purchased foods during
the week of the survey.

Summary of the Comparison

A comparison of the food consumption of farm and city families
indicates that differences that might be termed “traditional” for the
north central region still exist, both for low- and for high-income
families. In spite of recent shifts in food consumption, Minnesota
farm families in the spring of 1950 still consumed more potatoes hut
less other vegetables and fruit than city families. Farm families used
more milk, eggs, grain products, fats and oils, and sugar and sweets
than families living in Minncapolis-St. Paul. There was little dif-
ference In quantities of meat, poultry, and fish used by the two groups
though the farm families consumed slightly more.

The average cash outlay for food by eity families was about twice
that of farm families. With home-produced food valued at prices
paid for similar foods by other survey families, total money value
of the food of the farm families was nearly equal to that of the families
in Minneapolis-3t. Paul.

In terms of calories, Minnesota farm families in the spring of 1950
consumed more food than the city families, but the difference was no
greater than can be accounted for by the greater food energy require-
ments of the farm family members. Amounts of two vitamins—A
and ascorbic acid-—were lower in farm than in city diets, Amounts
of other nutrients were approximately the same. When nutrient
supplies were compared with a standard—the Recommended Dietary
Allowances of the National Research Council-—the greatest difference
between farm and city consumption was In ascorbie acid. Over a
third of the Minnesota farm families had diets low in ascorbic acid
while less than a fifth of the diets of city families were low in this
vitamin.

HOME-PRODUCED FOOD FOR THE YEAR 1949

All but two of the Minnesota farm families who had kept house the
previous year had produced some food for their own use during 1949,
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Between 90 and 95 percent of the families had produced some meat,
eges, or vegetables, about 85 percent some milk or fruit, and a few
had some grain products, nuts, and sirup or honey from home produc-
tion (appendix table 9},

The families were asked to estimate the guantities of various foods
produced and then, in order to be able to obtain o total of dissimilar
items and yet avoid difficulties from the use of different pricing
practices, n uniform set of values was applicd to the quantities. (See
Glossary, Money value of food in 1949.)  As for home-produced food
reported for the survey week, these values were prices paid by farm
families for similar foods.

The average family thus produced $442 worth of food In 19491
Higher income farnilies had slightly more than the lower income
families. There was little variation, however, in the divisien of the
total value among various categories of food as income changed. The
percentage of the total value of home-preduced food in 1949 {rom
each type of food for these Minnesota farm families of selected
family types follows:

Pervent

Value of all home-produced food. ________. e e 100

Meat, poultry, fish, gam(, ______ e .. 41

__________ e e e e e iaeaa 11

\ﬁ]k PROAUCES - o o - o o e 29

Vegetables, including potatoes.. . .o o oo ___..__.. ll
Fruits__ . L. .- el

Grain products, nuts, mrup, “and hon(.» I, _..-_ Loss than () 3

Pork made up about half of the meat pmdurt.s produced, beef and
veal together and poultry each a fourth, with fish, game, and lamb
contributing very small quantities.

Some idea as to whether this food found its way to the table only
in certaln seasons or throughout the year may be gained by comparing
the average quantities produced per houschold per week in 1949 and
the average consumption of home-produced feod per household in
the week surveyed in the spring of 1950 as follows:

| ' Home-produced food

i i

Food ; Unit ' Produged ' Used in a

] i per week, - week,

! 194% . spring

} | 1950

—— )

Fresh milk and eream_ ... __.____ Quarts.________ ! 13.5 13. 3
_______________________________ Dozens.....____: 2.1 2.0
Vlgeat poultry, fish, game *_ _________ t Pounds_........ 7.1 6.5
Potatoes_ o . ___________ L do_________ 86: 3.3
Other vegetables and fruits, fresh, ‘ _____ do_____..__ 14,4 1 5 4

canned, frozen, dried.!

i I\ot strietly comparable sinee quanmues on the weck s food list were reported
for trimmed vegetables and retail cuts of meat whereas home production was
reported in terms of untritnmed vegetables and carcass weight of animals.

It When foods are valued at prices that might have been received had they been
sold, their value is 8241,
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TarLe 5.—Houn propucTtoN AND pivr quaLiTY: Money value of all
food in 1949, quantities of selected foods produced at home wn 1949, and
average fmntities of calcium, mitamin A, thiagmine, and ascorbic acrd
provided by diets in spring 1960, by total value of food produced at home
i 1948

{Housekeeping farm-operator families of 2 persons 16 years or over and 0, 1, or
2 children, aged 2-15 years, Meeker and Wright Counties, Minn.]

Yalue per persen of home-produced
food in 1949

Item Unit _ [ |
| s0see | stoogise B or
e @ o e ()
Families. ___________ . _______.__ Number.. .- 45 124 58
Family size.______ .. .____________ Persons. __ . . 2.70 2,77 2. 34
Family income, 1949 _____________ Dollars_____._ 1,750 | 2,184 2, 154
Money value of food per person in
1949:
From all sourees______________..|..__. do_____.. 267 329 452
Home-produeed . _ _____________|.____ do..___._ 68 151 254
From purchase, gift, or pay_____{__.__ do.____ - 199 178 198
Omantities of selected items of food
preduced at home per house-
hold in 1949:
Meat______ . ______.. Pounds_ . ____ a7 254 530
Poultry__________ . lfe.-o- do.______ 39 76 114
Fegs .. ... ... oot Dozens.. .. .. 65 i1l 132
Milke . __.____.____... DR guarts _______ 393 726 781
Fruits and vegetables___________ ounds___._ .. 638 1,134 1, 746
Nutrients furpished by food at
home in a week in spring 1950
{average per nutrition unit per
day}:
Food energy .- ... .____. .| Calories______ 3, 630 3, 930 4, 530
Caleium. _________.. __ ... _ __ Grams. ______ 1. 04 1. 25 1. 43
Vitamin A value_ _____ ___  ___{ Inferna.ional 8, 940 8, 570 10, 690
Units.
Thiamine '__ . __. __._.. . __...__] Milliprams. ___ 2. 50 2. 82 3. 12
Aseorbiecacid 1o ________._____|___._ do..___.. 103 127 151

! Without adjustment for cooking losses.

As would be expected the milk and eggs produced at home were
available to the family quite regularly t%;oughout. the year. The
meat was probably somewhat more plentiful at the time animals were
slaughtered but the fairly widespread practice of freezing meat which
is discussed in the next section, helped to equalize the distribution
throughout the year. Omnly 2 small portion of the home-produced
vegetables and fruits, however, was available in April, May, or June
when the survey was made. Tt is likely that fresh fruits and vege-
tables were used more liberally during the months when production
was at its peak (late summer) and that stocks of home-preserved food
were depleted by spring.

Despite the fact that less than average amounts of the vegetables
and fruits produced for home use in 1949 were being consumed in the
spring of 1950 there was a marked relationship between the value of
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food raised during the previous year and certain nutrients available
to the family durin%nthe spring week (table 5). When the families
were divided into three groups saccording to the money value per
person of their home-produced food, the availability of selected
nutrients per nutrition unit incressed with each inerement in home
production even though total expenditures for food remained fairly
constant. For instance, families producing less than $100 worth of
food in 1949 had supplies in spring 1950 that provided an sverage of
1.04 grams per nutrition unit per day of caleium, whereas those with
over $200 worth of home-produced food averaged 1.43 grams. Thi-
amine and ascorbic acid presented similar evidence of the importance
of gardens, cows, pige, and chickens to the quality of the family diet.
Raising more of their own food did not necessarily result in smaller
grocery bills, but it did give families & high return in nutrients
important to health and vitality.

Similar sorting by expenditures for food in 1949 with money value
of home-produced food remseining fairly constant also gave groups that
showed greater nutritive eontent of food supplies in a week in spring
1950 for successively higher expenditures. However, increments of
calcium, thiamine, and ascorbic acid with higher expenditures were
not as great as they were with larger amounts of home-produced food.

HOME-PRESERVED FOOD FOR THE YEAR 1949

Farm femilies in Meeker and Wright Counties, Minn., preserved
much food at home o utilize their own home-production surpluses
and other foods avaiable locally in plentiful supply. Nearly every
family (96 percent) canned some food during 1949; over half of the
households canned more than 60 quarts per person {appendix table 11).
Practically sll of them canned some fruits and vegetebles. Many
made jellies and jam but in relatively small quantities. Few families
chose to preserve meat and poultry by canning.

Alshough home freezers were probagly less numerous in Meeker and
Wright Counties in 1949 than they are now, three-fourths of these
households did some freezing (eppendix table 12). It is likely that &
good deal of this was in locker plants, Of the families reporting freez-
ing of foods (73 percent), all but one froze meat and two-thirds froze
nothing else. Over half froze more than 100 pounds of mesat and
poultry per person in 1949, The small number of families that froze
fruits end vegetables did not preserve large amounts, most of them
10 pounds or %css‘ All the families that froze fruits and vegetables also
canned fruits and vegetables., Thusin 1949 these families appeared to
choose freezing as the preferred method of preserving meat and to
choose canning for vegetables and fruits. It may be that with more
widespread ownership of home freezers more fruits and vegetables
would be frozen.

Tomatoes led all other vegetables in quantity canned—the average
family put up over 13 quarts per person in 1949. No single fruit
appeared to be s0 popular in canning. Berries were the fruit most
often frozen.

Family income had no influence on the percentage of families doing
any canning or on the average amount of food canned {appendix table
10). However, higher income families did more freezing than those
with lower income.
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Fwo-persoun households presevved less food by either method than
larger houscholds.  Average amounts canned per family were about
the same for 3- and 4-person families but the 4-person families did
somewhat more freezing.

The age of the homemaker was not associated with the amount of
canning done in the household but was a factor in freezing. Families
with homemalkers over 50 years of age froze less food than the families
with younger homemakers. The average amounts of all food pre-
served In 1949 per farm-operator household by each method and the
pereent of households reporting preservation in Meeker and Wright
Counties, Minn., by age of the homemaker, {ollow:

Average quanfity Percent of house-
per household holds reporting—
Age of homemaker ! {ycars)
Canned Frozen Canning | Freezing

Quarts Pounds
208 320

Under 40 .. o . __. a9 83
049 __ 213 350 100 80
a0 and over.. oo L. ... 212 276 98 74

—_——— e SN S S — S —_——

! Data standardized for household size so that the average number of persons
in each group is the same.

On the whole the home preservation programs of this group of
familics appear to have been generous. Comparison of home-
preserved fruits and vegetables with a rough computation of the fruig
and vegetable needs of the group reveals that these families canned or
froze about one-third of their produce requirements for the vear (10).
However, distribution of the use of preserved items over the vear is
not known. A family may preserve an adequate amount of food for
a vear but may distribute its use unevenly over the period. It has
previously been shown that use of vegetables and fruits during the
survey period in the spring of 1950 was considerably less than the
amounts produced for home use in 1949 divided by 52. Moreover,
examination of nutritive value of the food used in a week in the spring
of 1950 by these families reveals that one-third of the family dictaries
failed to meet the recommended sllowance for ascorbic acid, a vitamin
obtained largely from fruit and vegetables. Thus it. would appear
that for some families the average amount of these foods preserved
was either not sufficient or their use was not well enough planned to
supply them until fresh produce was ngain available.

HOUSEHOLD PRACTICES IN THE USE OF SELECTED FOODS

In addition to the information colleeted on quantities of food
used by the family during the week, questions were included in this
survey on how families used fresh, fluid, and evaporated milk, butter
and margarine, and sugar and sirups.

When interpreting this material, it must be remembered that the
families surveyed were of selected composition (2 persons 16 or over and
0 to 2 children 2 to 15 years of age) and therefore not representative
of all families and that the data are for the spring of the vear. Fur-
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thermore, 1 these Minnesota counties consumption of butter and
fluid milk is higher than in many parts of the country, and consump-
tion of margarine and processed milks is lower,

Fresh Fluid and Evaporated Milks

Nearly all (97 percent) of the Minnesota farm families surveyed
used fluid milk during the week studied (table 6).  Almost 70 percent
of this was used as a beverage, Families who drank milk drank 10
guarts for the week. Fourteen percent of the fluid milk went on
cercal, 10 percent into cooking, and € percent to peis or was wasted.
About 90 percent of the families reported some milk used for cooking,
Of these, 16 percent utilized milk in baked goods only; 11 percent
used mik for miscellancous cooking only (such as in puddings,
custards, soups, gravies, sauces, mashed potatoes); and the remsining
73 percent used mik for both cooking and haking,

Higher ineome families drank more nulk than those with lower
incomes, and the milk used in this way represented a greater propor-
tion of total milk used by these families. Of the families that used
milk as a beverage, the amount used in this way ranged from 8.6
quarts for households with incomes under $1,600 to 15.4 quarts for
those with incomes of %4,000 or more. For families in the lowest
income group, 66 percent of all fresh whole milk used was used as a
hreverage: in the highest group the percentage was 72.

This increase in milk drinking with mereased income may have
been due in part to factors other than income. As has been noted
in earlier sections of this report the higher income families were
vounger and larger, with more children than the lower income families.
Furthermore, use of home-produced milk was greater for higher 1ncome
families so that the latter may have used more milk since it was more
readily available,

City and farm families used their fresh fluid milk in much the
same maniner, according to a comparison of the practices of the farm
families in Mecker and Wright Counties with these of families in
Minneapolis-St. Paul in summer 1948, The percentages of families
using the mitk in specified ways were stmilar. The proportions of
the milk wsed in each way (beverage, cereal, etc.) were also sirmlar,
although the total amount used was greater on farms, 14.3 quarts per
household using milk as compared with 8.3 quarts in the cty. One
exception was that about four times as many farm families reported
milk fed to pets or wasted, but the amount disposed of in this way
per city or farm family so using was about the same,

Only 9 percent of the farm families studied consumed evaporated
milk, both the percent using it and the quantity used being less at
higher than lower income levels. Three percent (all of whom had
mecomes under $2,000) used no other mitk.

Forty percent of the evaporated milk used went into coffee or tes
{table 7). In fact half of the households reporting any used it only
for this purpose, Cereal or fruit accounted for 24 percent of the
evaporated milk reported, beverages such as cocoa or milk drinks for
19 percent, and cooking for 12 percent. Families with incomes over
$3,000 who consumed evaporated milk used it only for cocking. None
was reported used for infant feeding becsuse this survey did not
include families with children under 2 years of age.
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TanLe .- =HDL3HKHDISIGOFFRLH{“HOLE\th Percent of house-
holds using milk in specified ways in a week and average quantities

used, by income

IHousekeeping farm-operator families of 2 persons L6 years or over and 4, 1, or 2
children, aged 2~15 years, MecI\er and W r:ght Counties, Minn. \prmg 1950]

Tncome Olollws)

0

All ineomes 2 N .
Under 1,000 __________
1,000-1,999 __ ... __ .
2,000—2.999 _______ s
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. Quantity per household using milk in specified way

| {quarts) ?
| = -

All incomes *__._.__. | 14. 26 \ 100312238035 ! 155 i 2.05 | L
Under 1,000 .20 1232 | 8571197 25| 1393121 2
L000-1,090. . _ 1318 861240 .44 1.38:L79| 1L
20002999 ..l 12481 893 221, .40 L58: 159
3.000-8999...... . 1756 | 1231 262, .25, LO7|108! 2
4,000 and over_... _._| 21,17 | 15.35 | 3.29 ‘ .25 L6 ‘ 2157 0

|

|

L

!

All incomes 2. _________ .
Under 1,000_______ -
1,000-1,990___ _______ -
2,000-2,999___ .. _____
3,000-3,999_ . ___ -
4,000 and over__. ... _:

All incomes ?
Under 1,000_ _._______ |
1,000-1,99%_______ ___
2,000-2,999__ _ ____ __
3,000-3999_____ _ __.

i

Quantity per household using any milk (guarts) ¢

iw.—-qo.&-

——pd

14,26+ 9.81 ; 206 002 1 82| 0.12
12,32, 812:1.58 .01 . 120 1 11 | .21
13,18 0 8. 90 ]2 14 .03 123° .77} .11
12248 872'1.8 .03, 1.39 .48 .01
17.56 ;11,89 - 2,53 .0l 1.90° Lo02{ .21
2017 | 15.36 3 14 © .02 1.63 Lo02' O
Percent of totel milk used in cach way
w00 | 6ol 14 e o el
100, 66t 13! @ ! 9 2
1000 88 161 9: 6 i
100 70 TR G 51 4
wo,  68. 14 (% ;  I1. 6 1
100 | 720 15 (% 8 0 ! 0

! Pereentages bs.sed on total number of families at each income, table 15, col, 2.
2 Includes 16 families not elassified hy income,
3 Averages based on number of familics reporting milk used in specified way.

* Averages based on total number of families reporting milk used in any way.

* .5 percent or less,
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TasLe 7.—HOUBEHOLD USES OF EVAPORATED MILK; BUTITER AND
MARGARINE; 8UGAR, S8IRUPS, AND MoLASsES: Percent of howseholds
using in specified ways in a week and average quantities used

[Housekeeping farm-operator families of 2 persons 16 years or over and 0, 1, or 2

children, aged 2-15 years, Meeker and Wright Counties, Minn., spring 1950]

i Average use based on quantity used

I Housaholds
nstng !

Food snd use Houaeholds‘
| usingin | Households using any
: © speelfled | of product
| way |
W S B N ¢ @ ,  ®
Evaporated milk: FPerceat [ Pounds | Pounds ; Percent
ADY USE_ o oo e ' " "p4, 308 8308 | 100
n cooking_ ___ . _ VRN I A - .04 .38 | 12
In coffee or tea. .. ___________ - | 6. 8 1. 66 1,21 I 40
On cereals or fruits. . ________._.___ | 3.0 237 .75 24
Asbeverage _______ . .. . i 1.7 3. 30 . 60 19
To pets or wasted. _____. .- ----_.. i 1.3 1. 01 .14 ‘ 5
Butter: | i
Any use___...._.__.... e ;o 974 2107 #£10| 100
neooking ... cocvaoao. oo D98 .39 L28 13
Attable _ .. ... . ... | 97.41i 1.83 | 182 | 87
Margarine: ' | : i

AUy WS€. .o ... 2.6 1 1.17 O 10
In cooking_ .. _______ I IR .7 .16 11 | 9
Attable. _______. _..__...__ [ i 1.7‘ 1.5%° 1 Oﬁ:’ 9

White granulated sugar: ! :
AnIy USE e e e e e aaas | 100.0 2. 86 2, 86 | 100
nbaking_.___._________ U ¢ B9 4 1. 59 1. 42 50
In other cooking__.______ e ° BB S .73 . a0 17
Attable____ . o oo : 091 .94 .93 33
Other U8es_ _ oo i L9 Lol L0108 ()
Brown sugar: ; ' !

ADY USCo - oo oo 44.7 ! 62 | 62 | 160
Atfable_ . ... .0 .o _ ' .0, 33 .4 ‘ 6
Other Lo eee s 42. 6 : 62 D8 04

i i | .
Sirups {including honey and sorghum): : ' ! i

ANy Use_ oo e e -0 400 86 ¢ .86 | 100
Tn cooking only_______ . __......__ boga: 24| .05 22
Attableonly_._ . . ____________ : 28.5 L, 97 | .70 72
At table and in cooking_ - ________ - 26' L75° S 6

Molasses: : . ’

Any use_. ... .__. R - I .39 .39 160
Incooking enly.. .. ... ... ... . 1n8 .40 ¢ .33, 84
At table only__._. _.. oo 1.7 . .39 L 05 13
At table and in cooking______.___.__ L4 20 | .01 3

i
1 Percentages based on 235, total number of families.
2 0.5 percent or less.

Butter ond Margarine

Almost all families consumed butter in the week studied. All of
these reported butter used at the table or as a spread for sandwiches
or toast made in the kitchen (table 7). Nearly three-fourths of these
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households also used butter in cooking but only about one-eighth of
the total amount used was for cooking purposes.

Only four families (2 percent) used margarine as well as butter;
half of these confined the margarine to cooking and the butter to
tﬁb]e use. Only two families used margarine to the exclusion of

utter.

About the same proportion of Minneapolis-5t. Paul families was
found to be using butter in the summer of 1949 as of Minnesota farm
families in the spring of 1950, The division of use was similar although
the {farm families used nearly twice as much for each purpose. More
of the city families (10 percent) used both butter and margarine than
did farm families (only 2 percent).

Sugars

All of the Minnesota farm families surveyed used white granulated
sugar during the week of the study. All but two of these families
reported table use of sugar on cereals and fruits or in beverages, but
only one-third of the sugar was used in this manner (table 7). Half
went into baking, & use reported by 89 percent of the families.  Most
of the remainder of the sugar used was for miscellancous cooking, such
ag in desserts, candy, fruits, and beverages prepared in the kitchen.

Only about one-third of the fannlivs used any confectioner’s sugar.
None of it went into table use. Brown sugar, too, was used primurily
for cooking with a few familics reporting table use.

The average consumption of brown and confectioner’s sugar for the
week was only 18 percent that of the granulated, with a very small
percent being used on the table. Apparently other sugars did not
replace white sugar on the table but were used for special purposes,
prmarily in cooking.

Honey or sirups made from corn, cane, and maple were used by 40
percent of the families, primarily on the table, The average used was
nearly one-half cup (one-third pound}, a little more than that reported
for either brown or confectioner’s sugar. However, those families
using sirups consumed 1.2 cups for the week of the study, Families
with children reported more sirup used than did couples with no
children at home.

Fewer than one-sixth of the households used molasses und the total
quantity reported was small.  Owver 80 percent of the molasses went
into cooking.
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APPENDIX A. TABLES

How the Detailed Appendix Tables Can Be Used

The detailed tables of food items in this appendix (tables 17 to 26}
show the proportion of families using specific foods and the quantities
of oach used. Separate banks of figures show quantities and percent-
ages for food from all sources and for purchased food. The difference
between the two sets of quantities gives a satisfactory estimate of home
productien, because quantities received as gift or pay (which are in-
eluded in the total) were small, The expense for the purchased foods
i also shown in the tables. The proportion of the total food dollar
taken by each item can be calculated from data on these tables and
differences in income class noted. Summary tables 13 and 16 may
also be useful for such calculations,

Those desiring averages per household using a food may obtain them
by dividing the quantity or money value per household by the percent
of houscholds using the food during the week. Per person averages
may be computcﬁy dividing houschold averages by household size,
table 15, column 3.  However, it must be emphasized that these data
are unlikely to be valid for much larger or smaller units than the fami-
lies of the size and type seleeted for this survey,

Tn many of the appendix tables, household averages have been car-
ried to three decimal places to permit further caleulations. However,
for most uses the averages should be rounded to one or two places.

Quantities in tables 17 to 26 are for foods used by the household
even though not actually caten, that is, economiic consumption.
Food left over at the end of the week or given away is not included;
also excluded are amounts fed to pets or farm animals unless the foods
were brought into kitchens for household use and then later fed to
animals. No corrections in the averages in these tables have been
made for such foods fed to animals or otherwise discarded or for small
amounts of food used for nonfood purposes. For further discussion,
see the Glossary, Food used.
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TABLE 8.—INCOME, FAMILY 817K, AND MONEY VALUK OF FAMILY FOOD IN 1949: [ncome, family size, money value of all food
used at home and away from home per family, and percent of families reporting, by ncome

{Housekeeping farin-operator families of 2 persons 16 yoars or over and 0, 1, or 2 children, aged 2-15 years, Meeker and Wright
Counties, Minn,]

I | '
| | Money valae of faodd per famiiy 1 | Familles h‘“;inwigggsm spectfed
1 - ' Invotne F - e
(dnoTﬁ::) l Familles “gir :ﬁ;]y Purchased Purchased
a Tatsl . Homie As gift and eaten Home Ax glft
produced ! or pAY away from | produced or pay
; Tatal At home Awny home
1} {2) (3} {4) (5 j (6} 4] 8) (9} (100 (1] {12 (13
Numbher Dollare Perdonx Fioliare Dollara Dollars Dollare Dollarx Dollars Fercent ‘ Pereent Periend
All incomes._ ... ._._. 1227 | +2, 090 2. 89 935 502 455 47 429 4 8|4 a9 29
Under 1,000______. 62 3un 2. 35 824 448 424 24 374 2 a2 100 24
1,000-1,999_.__ ... 64 1. 485 2.52 63 464 - 424 40 ] 305 4 84 98 27
2,000-2999______. 43 2, 402 2.97 969 526 467 59 436 6 91 98 30
3,000-3,999_._____ 29 3,416 3. 00 1, 111 547 503 44 559 5 100 100 28
4,000 and over__ __ 21 8, 277 3 14 1, 091 589 521 68 500 2 100 100 38
Not classified._.___ 8 | ... 2. 62 1, 148 698 | 532 E 166 } 448 2 100 i 100 50
! Money value of food produced at home based on estimated ? Valuea shown are less than on table 9, col. 3, because pro rata
prices farmers in this area paid for similar products; value of food amounts for farm help and boarders have heen excluded.
received as gift or pay estimated by family at time of interview; 18§ of the 235 households were not asked to furnish data for 1949
value of meals received without direct expemse valued at the hecause they were not economic units for that year. .
average cost per meal of purchased food. + Averags based on 219 families since 8 families were not classified

as to income,



Tanni 9.— HOME-PRODUCED FOOD IN 19491 Quantity and money value per household of selected items of food produced al
home for home use and percent of households producing, by income

[Housekecping farm-operator families of 2 persons 16 years or over and 0, 1, or 2 children, rged 2-15 years, Mecker and Wright
Counties, Minn.]

Meat, pouliry, game, fish ! ! B othe
. — Milk, | Pota- | Tome. | 580 * oL
(E::?I]anr‘:g! i?]glzlgg Total ) Other Fish Eges cmlu:ﬁ tgg; 3012; m‘}; n‘;ﬁg; Fraits l'ood:r'
. ! Total | Pork Toeat Poultry Mé l pes
[¢3) (2) 3 | VR £ (6} | {7} (%} ® {10} {11} {12) | {13} (14} {15} {i6)
"""" ’ Quantity per household L
Number Pounds | Pounds | Pounds | Pounde | Founds | Dozens | Quarls | Pounds | Pounds | Pounds | Pounds | Potnds
All incomess . ___. ___ 227 4 370 138 93 78 11 107 701 448 176 . 28 207 | 337 {4
Under 1,000 _______ .. 62 {4 305 149 39 60 7 107 585 487 143 29 163 326 {4}
1,000-1,999_._______... 64 (% 353 210 44 84 10 99 836 410 171 21 218 | 299 &)
2,000-2999___ ... 43 O] 305 169 131 72 23 101 812 416 204 35 238 | 366 )]
3,000-3990_ _ . . _____. Yo29 *) 468 253 126 82 i 124 044 868 231 3% 284 435 {4
4,000 and over________. i 2 {*) 425 206 123 94 2 108 |1, 111 272 181 18 168 | 284 (6
: ) - - ’ Money vaiue per household ¢ (dollars) .
All incomes®_______.._.__ 227 442 ) 178 rict] 51 45 3 t 49 129 18 15 4 13 35 1
Under 1,000 . _____. 62 385 148 63 49 34 2 49 108 19 12 4 10 34 1
L000-1,969_ ___________ 84 406 166 88 27 48 3 45 114 18 15 - 3 14 31 2
2,000-2,999______.___. . 43 445 191 71 72 41 7 46 115 17 18 5 15 38 ®
3.000-3,999_ __________. 29 574 224+ 106 689 47 2, 57 177 27 20 5] 18 45 (%)
4,000 and over._ _._.._. 21 522 | 208 | 87 67 54 ] * | 50 195 11 16 3 11 28 Q)
' ) " Percent of households produging any for home use
All inecomes?.____________ 227 49 93 63 31 81 24 92 86 74 84 63 86 86 5
Under 1,000 __._____. 62 100 a4 56 26 77 24 a5 a1 73 R2 64 a1 84 5
LOOO-1,999 . _________ 64 98 04 a7 20 834 31 89 88 75 86 56 36 86 6
2,000-2,999._ . ._____. 43 98 88 67 44 81 21 86 7 77 88 72 88 81 5
3,000-3,099_ ... ... 29 100 a7 59 38 86 21 97 a7 6 90 69 a3 a6 3
4,000 and over_._______ 21 100 945 71 43 71 14 95 95 57 7% 62 86 90 )
1 Quantity on dressed weight basis. t Grain produets, nuis, sirup, and honey. 2 Tneludes 8§ families not classified by income,

s Not available. * Money value based on estimated prices farmers in this area paid for similar products. The same set of prices
was used for sll income classes. See Glossary, Money value of food in 1949, & $0.50 or less,
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TarLE_10.-—IoME FOOD PRESERVATION IN 1949 Guantity per household of foods canned and frozen and pereent of house-
holds preserving, by household size, and by ineome for 2-person households

[Housekeeping farm-operator families of 2 persons 16 years or over and 0, 1, or 2 children, aged 2-15 years, Mecker and Wright Counties,

l\Iln]l ]
i! i Canued i Frozen
I P S .. -
Household size and Inconte {dollars) | 1}{1?;]]&‘5‘ ! I : | Teties, Aeat, i Meat,
| Total Vegelables | Fruits | Jums, pre- pog]{.ry, Total [ Vegetables Frults pogé{.}ry,
| | |ooseTves sho :
(w ‘ @ @ P e D w ] o E @ 4w | o ay)
e e e [ Ao : i S — -
! ; Quantity per household
i MNumber i Guarts ! tluarts Quirts | fhuarts | Quarls I Founds  Fowuds I Pounds I Pounds
All households . _ . _.__..______ _____ | 7! 1920 82.5, 920 1.8, . 272. 2 4 8, 6.9 60. 5
Households of — I ' : 1 ! |
2 persons: X . : i . )

Al incomes ... | 100 | 1480 559° 7H4i &3] 94! 176.0° L9 35| 1715
Under 1,000 ... ____.________ | 40 145.1 ; 58.0 0 T71.1 \ 7.3 8.7 153.2 i 2.1 3.5 147.6
1,000-1,999_ _________ . _________ ! 27 156.9 1 4892 73. 1 | 7.1 I 17. 5 126, 5 . .2 1.5 124. 8
2,000-2,999 ________ 10T l 17| 12271 306 e6.5: 41 | Tz| W18 39 6.7 18L2
3,000 and over_ _ _._____________ 14 146.6 : 54.5; 828 | 0.8 0 320, 4 2.7 4.1 322. 6

3persons._ ... e | 66 | 227.5| 1005 | 1081, 152 37, 33421 06 B4 319.2
4 PerSONS. . il ( 54| 2826 1080, 107.5| 149 l 2.2 | 3807 . . ,
} i ; i
] i Percent of households preserving
Al households ' ... ... & 227 vs6| so0| oasl 7ev| 141] 71 45| 172 72.7
Households of— : ! | ;
2 persons: I | '

Ijkll incomes 2__________ .. _____.__ ; 100 93.0 83.0, 93.0 ] 67. 0 20,0 57.0 l 11 @ 10,0 7.0
Under 1,000 40 050 85. 0 05. 0 | 60. 0 15. 0 45.0 ¢ 12. 5 75 45. 0
1,000-1,999 27| 88.9 77.8 ‘ 889 | 59.3 37.0 55.6 | 3.7 7. 4 55. 6
2,000-2,999 17 100. 0 82.4 | 100.0 8.2 23. 5 70.6 17. 6 23.5 70.6
3,000 and over 14 85. 7 85.7 | 85. 7 i 71. 4 0 78. 6 | 14. 3 7.1 78.6

S persons. ... ... .. 66 97.0 93. 9 03.9 \ 84.8 9.1 8L.8& ! 121 I 22.7 818
4 persons. __ 54| 1000 | 963| o981 821 11.1| 92.6; 259|_241] 907

! Includes 5 houscholds of 1 person, 2 households of 5 persons,

? Includes 2 households nat. elassified by income,




Tapre {1 Foon ITEMs CANNED IN 19492 Juantity per person of selected foods canned by households, percent of households
eanning, and disiribuiion of households canning by quantity canned per person
[Housckeeping farm-operator families of 2 persons 16 vears or over and 0, 1, or 2 children, aged 2-15 years, Meeker and Wright Counties,

Alinn.j
I.\\'ﬂrugn‘i i rstribution of honscholds cunning apy food by nuamber of quarts canned per person
Yamount | Houwse- | s - - I __ e
Fyod : e heids H | . : | | | ! .
et || PEEL Any it s | dod e R 1 s | a0z | s | 200:ma
) . ' @ | w e ] W ' @ | ® i o (10 ) | an | on 1 oan (1 5)
R e I —— . —— — e e Yy o . — — i —_——
i : . ] |
Yepetables: U Onaris | Percent | Perceni i P !’erreu! v Frereent | Percend | Pereend | Fereent | Percent | Peveent | Pereent [ Pereent I Pereent | Pereend
OADS . . S 3.3 49 | 100 41 39 3, 4 2 1] o ol 0 0 0
Corn_________________._____. 2.6 40 100 45, 3 11 4 0 1 ol ot ol o 0
Peas ... | .71 17 100 68 2L) 8§ 0. 3 0 6 0! o o 0
Pickles, relishes_______________ . 85| 74 100 21 28 23! 10 12 4 1] G . 1, 0 n
Tomatoes. ______.__.__.______ P13.2; 81 100 9. 20 30, 12. 16 5 3 2 1| 1 i
Other vegetables. . ......_____ 2.6 35 100 ! 40 . 31, 18 | § 4 i 01 0, 0 j 0 0
(VT a9 ss| 0! 2. s 10| 1. 21| 17| 12| 8| ¢ 4 3
Fruits: v _? ‘ : I ____I' T H—H!— : '
Jellies, jams, preservea. _..____. 4.5 77 100 30 33 - R4S 4| 2 L 1 0l 0 I 0 0
Berric . - v ot weeeaeaeae 20 38| 1000 40 29 15 6 5 5] ol ol o: o 0
Peaches. ___ .. __.___________ i 6.4 73 wWwo! 13, 43 27 9 5 1; 0 g g | 0 0
Other frodts_ ________.______ L 25.0 93 100 | 6 - 8! 10 22 134 13 | g9 4 | L 1 2
! [ . [ —emomemei. PR
Total {exeept jeliies, etc)__! 343, o | 1000 3! 3. s sl 220 20] 121 6| 10| 5 3
s e et e T L e ey S —
Meat, poultry: ! ' ' i ! 'l II :
Pork, beef, veal, lamb._.__.__. S - 8! 100 17 o220 1t 1 22 o, 5 ; 6 0 0
Pouwltry. __ . o aoo.. L& i, 100G 23 . +} 9 5 18 o (LI 4] : 4] | ] ¢
Total.._.________________ Co21] 1 .f 100 165 26 10 0w 181 6! 3! 3] 0y 0
Total canned. ... . _.___ 718 s6; 00, 1. 2; 1! 1i 6 8| | 13} 19| 14 | 24

1 Averages based on all households whether or not they canned any food.



TaBLE 12.— -FOOD ITEMS FROZEN IN 1949: Quantity per person of selected foods frozen by households, percent of households
freezing, and distribution of households freezing by quaniity frozen per person

[Housekeeping farm-operator families of 2 persons 16 years or over and &, 1, or 2 children, aged 2-15 years, Meeker and Wright Counties,
3 4

\lmn ]
i Average' House- Lristribution of hoseholds freczing any food by nutwber of pounds [frozen per person
. BUIQUIL | "poqie | L L el e SN R PR
Food frozen | T i . | | i ! i | i .
im}':::“[i ing ' Any §B4 54U Wl s i 20-29 ( 30-3% | 1049 | 5009 100-149 - L50-199 | 200-249 2and
| . . | 1 :
W I I A B O e @ " w ! am | an I[ ax o om0 (1} | (s {1
Y A SO U _Z e e e e _I___'__._,__-_ ______ S
’ i | P
Vegetab] BS. I Poimds {rercent I’crcenf | Perc(n( Pz.rrenr Percem l Percentl ! Fereent | Peu'cnt Perun." l Percent ‘ P.ert‘cnt | Percent | Fereent | ! Frereent
Beans, peas..__._..._... 0.7° 11| 100 561 28° 12: 4 0 0 ‘ 0 | 0
Corn___._ . ... ___ .9 o] w0 337 33 191 10 51 o ol 0. o 0
Other vegetables________ ! -3 3 100 : 72 4 0 0 14 0 0
Total ____ . ___ . i L9 15| 000 3 27 15 | 15 0
Fruits: , O , : _
Berriea_ . . __ . ___.___._ | 1.8 | 16 100 | 17 ! 35 25 ¢ 6
Peaches. _._.____...__ L2 3 100 33 33 17 . 17
Other fruits__.____.__ _| 6 4 1 108 . .50 | 30 a | 10 !

Meat, poultry, fish, game: : ; | ! i i

ish, game_..____.__.. .. .71 3] 108" 10 30 20, 0
Poultry....._ e L7729 100, 5 140 17 14
Pork, beef, veal, lamb. .1 83 4 70 1 100 ! 0 0: 1. 1 ! 10
Total . ... _! ¥7.8; 73] 100! 1 1! 1, 2 11
Total frozen. . ... __._ o2 '_7:? T I A TS T N 13
|

! Averages based on ali households whether or not they froze any food.



TasLE 13.—-MONEY VALUE OF FAMILY FOOD IN A WEkEK: Value of all food used at home and away from home per faumily
awl percent of families reporting, by income

[Housekeeping farm-operator families of 2 persons 16 years or over and 0, 1, or 2 children, aged 2-15 years, Meeker and Wright Counties,
Minn., spring 1950}

|
| Money value of food per Fatmnily @ Families hn:;?ng,?.‘{fs in specified
. Family | . _ .. . _
(l?nli?s]?:) Families (coﬂlﬁ of Purchased il FPurchased .
members) Total _ — -, Bome As gifl or | and eaten Home As gift or
: produced pay ¥ awsay from | produced pay
Total - Atheme = Away hotne
(11 @) 3 ‘ 4) (5} JI (6} , 7 &Y {8 (10) {11} 1
Numher Ptraons Dotlars Dotlars Dreliars ;. Dollars Dollare Dollars Percent Pereent Percent
Allincomes______ _____ _. __. 235 2. 64 18. 88 .77 ;10,16 v 0.61 7. 68 0. 43 26, 4 98. 7 47. 2
Under 1,000_ . _______. .. __ 62 ¢ 2,34 15. 75 887 866 i .21 6. 68 .20 14. 6 98, 4 45 2
1,000-1,999__._ _ . _____. 64 2,47 17. 59 0. 64 9. 16 .48 7. 45 .50 25.0 100, 0 42, 2
2,000-2,999_____ . __ ea 43 2. 88 19, 63 1. 81 | 10.65 1. 16 732 .50 39. 5 100. 0 44. 2
3,000-3,999_ ____________. , 29 3071 22.45 12.40 ; 12.06 1 .34 9. 38 . 67 31.0 100. O 58. 6
4,000 and over____ .. _____. R 21 3. 14 23. 34 12,75 | 1197, .78 10, 24 . 35 38. 1 134). O 6t. 9
Not classified_ . ... R, 16 2. 38 21. 77 14.28 | 12 74 | 1. 54 6. 92 .57 18. 8 87.5 43. 8
. ! |

! Money value of food produced at horme or received as gift or pay valued at average retail prices paid for the saine foods by other
families in the same locality during the aurvey week.
1 Excludes value of meals away from home as gift or pay.




TasLy 14, -MONEY VALUE OF FOOD PER MEMBRER

of all food at home and away per family member in a week, by income

R: Average money ralue and distribution of families by total money value

[Housekeeping farm-operator families of 2 persons 16 vears or over and 0, 1, or 2 ¢hildren, aged 2-15 vears, Meeker and Wright Counties

Income (dellars) Families
¢ | 3]
- e — !
All incomes 2____________ - - e o I Nuinb28r35 !
Under 1,000 - . _____.______ - 62
1,000—1,999._____-_..._._-___________.é ﬁ-ll
2,000-2,999_ . ___... e el i 43
3,000-3,899__ . ______ . _______.___.. | 249
4,000 and over_ .. _____._____._______. i 21

Alonwey
value per

mienitwr

(3

1

Dollnrs

7. 15
5. T3

i}
7
&,
7
7

i

.12

82

.81
.43f

Minn., spring ]930]

Families with specificd value per member !

: ]
Al PoUnder #4001 $4.00-$5.99

i} @ - ®
P N R
(00 | : 28 |

100 10 | a7

100 | 8 i 23 |

100 2 26

100 | 3 | 28

100 0 ! 32 i

$6.00-57.49 | $8.00-$9.99

@ |

Pereent l

|
24 |
35 !
ay |
21 |
20

(8)

Fereenl

16
25
21
35
10

$10.00 and
over

{4

Percent

14
13

o
12
10
24

t Home-produced food and food received as gift or pay valued at average rctall prices paid for the =same foods by other famlhes in

the same lecality during the survey week.
3 Includes 16 familics not classified by income,
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TanLe 15 Foop Grovr ToTaLs (11 FOOD-PLAN GroUps): Quaniity and money value of specified food groups, all food
and home-produced food, wsed at home per household in a week, and percent of households using home-produced food,
by income

(1lousekeeping farm-operator families of 2 persons 16 years or over and 0, [, or 2 children, aged 2-15 vears, Meeker and Wright Counties,
Minn., spring 1956

- : ! . N H !
Ay Fotal 4 | H H H
: h‘{,ﬁ;:f-e mt;)m:y Leafy, Citrus ‘ Pota- | Other © Dry | Orain
. i Homse- | held | value of ﬁ::;:‘al' Iruit;- . toes, vege- | Milk ; Measd, | heans |products| Fats Sngar | Sooas-
tocoms oty LG e | et | et | toma’ SRS | A AT PR e e | Gl swens? s
| heme=3| fels. | 980 | ] e j fruits ! i . nuts ' | lent) * ‘
i person) | 5-16) | ! ! : : | i | ! ‘
(1} P [ &3] . {4 | [CT R {7} | sy 5 1oy ; ({1 : (L3} (14} | {15} i (16
O ) U S e e —_—— e ; - e — i ! o —_—
; | Quantity per household, gll food *
| e — e e —— e m m e
. iNeun-'m.' Perapus | Pounds | Pawnds ! Papnds | Pounds I {uarty | Pounds | Dozens | Founds l Pounds | Pounds | Pownds | Pounds
All incomes_ .. _._._. ... 3¢ 2.7 ... 4. 040; 6, 038|11. 921}10. 9‘29| 16. 732110, 265| 2. 221, 0. 759 8. 840f 4. 296( 5. 346 {10y
Under 1,000 . ____.__. R 62 2.88__.._. 2 973 3. 050(10. R10|10. 505,13, 839] 9. 084 2. 142 . 606 8. 439| 4, 088 4. 302 o
1,000-1,999__ .. .. . _... 64 2.6V _.____ 3. 8211 5 963[12. 697|10. 149{15. 665, 4. 778 2. 227 . 717| 8 976 4. 101 4. 922 (9
2,00-2,090_ ______ . __. X 43 2. 90' ______ 4. 272 6. 343111, 252110. 581)15. 63 10. 189, 2. 178 . 781 8. 685 3. 994 5. 73 (¥
3,000-3,999___ ___.__.. j 208 3. ﬁ3=--- _._| 4. 533 % 103112, 390;13. 614;20. 630/ 11. 727 2, 271| L. 145 9. 061f 4. 802 7. 428 (™
4,000 and over-.____._. | 21 3.10______ 4,311 9. 185/12. 411|11. 920;24. 003(12. 401| 2. 187, . 8T8} 9, 202) 4. 877 6. 363 {10}
Not classified_.__ .__. .. ! 16 284 ... 7. 179 5. 721113. 38510, 112 18. 300(11, 4096 2. 627 . 606| 9. 276 5. 011] 4, 938 (1)
i ; A i o _ _ _
| . ! Quantity per household, home-produced food ®
| e B e - . ———— -
Allineomes. .- ________... 235 2.7 -..-__ i. 111 1. 285| 3. 246| 3. 735(13. 255| 5. 938| 1. 995 0. 053 0. 013| 1. 151] 0. 605 ()
Under 1,000_______.___ I 62 2.38_____. _7a4| 1. 060| 4. 540| 3. 824(10. 510! 5. 285 2. 0290 . 073! 0 i.298 .57 (19
1.000-1,998______.__ ... : 64| 2.87._.__. 1. 052| 1. 0700 3. 463 3. 917/12. 307| 5. 888( 2, 102| . 058/ 0 1. 224 .63500 (*)
20002909, ___________ | 43l 2. 90i ______ 1, 016! 1. 596 2. 202 3. 549i11. 544| 6. 117 1. 890 O L 831 .929 622 ()
S000-3,999_ _ .. ______ | 200 3.03)].----- 1. 455 1. 563i 3. 014 4. 070/18. 144| 5. 884 2,008 .087 .030| 1.400] . /3% (9
4,000 and over ___.__.. | 21 3.10._.___ 1. 020) 1. 981] 1.786| 3. 331|21. 057 8. 060] 1. 855 .015 .042 L. 045| . 426 (“'_}
Not classified . __ .. __.__ i 16l 254 _..- 2. 325/ . 758 3.738| 3. 08413. 180{ 5. 504| 1. 885 . 081 [\ .B78l . 305 (M
B, L i : [ T [ S B _

See foptnotes &t end of table. T



TasLe 15-—Foop GROUP TOTALS (11 FOOD-PLAN GROUPs): Quaniity and money value of specified food groups, ail food
and home-produced food, used at home per houschold in a week, and percent of households using home-produced food,

by income—Continned

[Housckeeping farm-operator familics of 2 persons 16 years or over and 0, 1, or 2 children, aged 2-15 years, Meeker and Wright Counties,

Ineome (dollars)

o

4,000 and over_ . _____. .
Not classified. ... __. _

All incomes__ .. _

Under 1,000_____. .__ .
1,000-1,999___ . _. BT
2,000-2,999____ ...
3.000-3,999___ _____._.
4,000 and over__. .___.
Not classified. .. __.__._.

|

| | Teotal

Minn., spring 1950]

1

prodllcts\ Fats
Aoy

and

Sugar, | Acoes-
sweets?, sorles®

Money value per housshold, all feod (doliars) ?

P e

d (dollars) ¢

Money value per household, home-produced foo

ot | money treon, | Girens | Tots- | other |
sihqldm vfs::)?le T and’ i frults, | ﬁhfst:- t‘;?!g‘lu-
mtz‘,:;]gat ;mm?! t y“,‘e]:::f "ar)::' | ;‘:)tt;\ : :mt'(l‘s
hpr:szg;_‘;l gr:%s) | tublos Lows frnits !’
W@ e e | | ® !
— e N
o _ . Money vaiu
Pen;omi Pounds f Pound'ai Poundsl Pounda! Guarlz |
2. 7118 518 0.612 0. 683| 0. 474 L 700 3
2. 38/15. 764! . 421 418 . 4421 1. 570
2. 67|17 528 . 618; . 633 .495 1. 543
2.90/18. 592 . 641 . 744 431| 1, 776!
3.03122 142 713 . 987| L 493 2,283 4, 270
3. 1023, 006] . 714l 1. 042" 496 1 724 |
2. 54|20, 468! . 920 . 716! L5720 1, 545! 3. 816,
- | . |
2‘7J 7. 784! 0.271i L 158 0. 134| 0. 617
2,38 6,817, 175 . 128 1811 | 663
2. 67| 7. 017 . 299| . 133 . 1390 . 609
2.90/ 7.304| 259/ .204 .00l .642
303 9410 .369 .1920 .121' . 609
3. 10)10. 309 .259: 220 071 L 435
2. 54 6.997 . 404

L0908 140 498

7861 0. 685 0. 014

ﬁsoi 019 0

vils ¢ ;
(i) {15) {16}
Pounds | Poundr ! Pounds
2.022) 1. 054; 0. 949
1. 8%9| . 850/ . 931
1. 985{ .943| .B843
L. 878 1. 121| .997
2, 259 1. 440 . 880
2. 449 1, 343) . 963
2.236| 1.034| 1. 405
|
| 0. 362 0. 18L 0. 004
l L4620 L 184 0
i .372 . 189 .016
. 004| .262| .186| 0
. 004/ 422 242/ 0
.006; .303 125 0
173 .088 0



Fereent of huu:—mhohk usmg home- produced food ?

i | | i ! [ i ; ' !
Allingomes. .. 235 271 .. 483 l18.0 ;23.0 Iss 5 |84.3 |75.7 87.7 | 6.4 , 2.1 [66.8 [50.06 | (1%
Under 1,000 _____.___ RS . 187.1 4L9 30.6 !87.1 |77.4 67.7 [9L.9 }s L0 1597 8.4 | (9
1,000-1,999_ 1T 0 10T |64 267 . . 45.3 438 [23.4 [87.5 |84 4 l781 0.6 | 7.8 10 [68.8 6.2 | (i
2,000-2,999 . 11110 |43 290 a2 a5 0.0 lswa o1 ls37 |8h.0 Lo 47 79.1 |55.8 1 (9
3,000-3,996_ [ So. 29 303 |65 b ‘621 (20.7 [80.7 |0 (724 7 |' 69 |69 724 5.7 [ (9
4,000 andover .. .- 21 3.10|._ ... 38.1 152.4 [14.3 |81.0 |95.2 176.2 |31.0 L8 [ 4.8 |74 33.3 | (0
'\otola.smﬁed_,_.__.__..j 16, 2.51._. . .37.5 ;312 [12.5 ‘62.5 81, 2 [31 2 |bS.8 125 -0 |37.5 [43.8 | ()

: | i i I i i i

! Inoludes prepared or partial preparcd dishes and soups, chiefly ¢ludes prepared or partially prepared dishes and soups, chiefly grain.

vegetable, and fresh equivalent of dried fruits. 8 Includes bacon and salt pork.
? Bee G]ossary, Milk equivalent, 7 Includes the sugar equivalent of soft drinks and ready-prepared
1 Excludes bacon and salt pork. Includes prepared or partially puddings.

prepared dishes and soups, chiefly meat. 8 Ineludes aleoholic beverages, coffee, tea, leavening agents, salt,
4 Includes chocolate and cocoa, dry equivalent of canned dry  vinegar, extracts, ete,

beans and peas, and shelled equivalent of nuts. ¥ Averages and percentapges are based on tatal number of house-

¢ Includes the weight of flour, meal, cereals, and pastes added to  holds in each class, column 2.
approximately 80 percent of the weighi of bakery products. In- 18 Not available.



TavLe 16. -Foop Torars (PABLES 17-26): Quantity and moeney value of specified food groups used al home per person and
per household in a week, and percent of households using, by source of food

(Honsekeeping fanm-operator families of 2 persons 16 years or over and 0, 1, or 2 children, aged 2-15 years, Meeker and Wright Counties,

Minn,, spring 1950]

i ' | : C P :
| . . ! i i Fresh vegetabies | Cannedd o o | Prrledd
Mk Futs Flour, | g oo | Meat, | , Lo . !l:uits, ; aits | [Fits )
Sotree of oo ; "QI:,‘:}‘?" "(‘:l:ff c?:':::h. f:%‘t‘:ir.) o Fre po:i?]“} I g\l:ﬁ(:lr:; ! ?rm?: !l’nmtoes, | ts‘agilg(?q. . ‘;‘;;é_ ' \ﬁ::!% }:fi;e(:-
I ’ i nastes R i ‘ 4 | i swont- Gther ungd tables | tadilus,
I ' | . | |otatons Julbees | T nuts
0} | {2) (3} | (4} Gvoboom @ w {10} an 1oam " 013 .I (14) (13)
—— S AP S R : r— e _ ! ! !
I Quantity per person @
i e — — e e e - — — . 5,
1 Guarts Pounds | Pounds Pounds | Pnzent | Pounds © Pounds l Pounds Pounds | Pounds Pmmds! Pouads | Pounds | FPounds

From all sourcns____g 6. 1741 1. 27% 2. 1340 1. 908: 0 8200 4,083 1.8200 2 363 4,309 1 362 3.294] 0. 134] 0. 223 ("
Purchaged....._ ] 1,272 1.045 2. 120 1.879° 076 1.437 1. 557] 2.022 3. 118 I.024[ 1,900 . 032] .205 %
ITome-produced. | 4, 88E L1630 L 005 O P, 736 2,392 223, . 265 1235 . 307 L 294 QUL . 018 (%)
As gift or pay__ _ .4 li . {}73i 0 1. 029 . 008: . 2541' . O-iOi . 076‘ . 046 . 031 . lOOi .01 II' 0 ('}

Quautity per household ?

From ell sources..__| 16,732 & 4651 5. 783] 5. 171, 2 221i 11,066/ 4.933 6 403 11 921 3. 692| 8. 928 0. 362 0. 604 o
Purchased __.__ __ 3. 448 2 8331 5 768 5. 042 - 205 3. 895, 4. 220| 5. 48{)| 8 450 2.774] 5 150': - 088 55580 (%)
Hoine-produced _ - 13 255| . 437 . 013 0 . L85 6 483 . 605 . 719, 3 346 .832 3. 506 .24 . Q48 (1}
As gift or pay . : .029| (195,001 . 079 .021| .sasl J108 L2041 125‘ . 086 .272i .028 001 (9

. i H

Bl d5pel-
Ihpeous

(16}

Founds
4

(*)
)
Y

(4
£}
1
¢



From all zources__..' | i :
Purchased_ ... __. 292 5620 270 3210 0220 754 235 237 124 . 1i8 . 273 012 068 . 372
Home-produced ..+ 948! . D41, ,001; O Y283 11210 06T . 025 .049) 080 .189 .036] .005 . 001!
As gift or pay__ __ L0004 001 O FL009 L0020 085 .013; L0070 .o002 | 00?|, L0Ll5) L0068 001 . 004||,

e o A AU U A S
| AMouey value per household {dollars) ?
o e e e R el By ma Com ey Ty

From all sources____| 3.370' 1838 0.734 0.805 0.751 & 312| 0. 853{ 0. 729‘ 0. 474 0. 555! L 294 0. 146 0. 2000 1.
Purchased_______ PoooTor 105220 L7320 8TU 059 2043 636 6411 336 .320; .740| .033 185 L 007
Home-preduced. 0 2. 5649, 110, 002 O . 685 3.038 . 181 . [)67| L34 L2170 5120 097 0Lk 004!
As gift or pay__. [ 0100 . 006 O L0248 007 L 23H . 036! L0210 .004 .018 . 042 .016] 002 . Olli

; _ ' : ; | [ | ' I : ;
IS .2 V.
! Percent of houscholds using ?
e e e i i S iy S I

From all sources_. ‘ 100.0) 100.0, 89.1° 0L 5 100.0  100.0] 100.0/ 9L 1 100.0] 93 6 97.9 7.6 7.9 (Y
Purchased . ___. P82 961 991 811 1110 83 5 100.4 8511 76 2| 86.4! 957 8, T2 ()
Ilome—produced_.| 8.3 583 21 0 I 87.7  78.3 50.6; 32 gl 2300 43 4i 76. 6 W, 8| 5. ')i {* f

| ] : ] ; : ' S N IR S SRR S N R |

ingredicnts.

? Averages and percenls ar

holds (2358),

' Bakery products made at

S 00604) 0 271) 0,330 0.2777 1.960' @ 315:I 0. 269 0.175 0. 206

home appear as flour and other

: Lased on lotal nuwinher of housc-

Mouey value per pecson {(dollars) 23

0. 477, 0. 054| 0. 074 Q.

377 0. 201

N
. 067
. 003

1
0227 0. 545

384
. 154
. 007

{
("
]

3 Home-produced food and food received as gift or pay valued

al average relail prices paid for the same foods by other families

in the same locality during the survey week.
+ Not available.



TasLE 17.—MILK, CREAM, ICE CREAM, CHEESE; FATS AND OILs: Quantity used and percent of households using all food and
purchased food and expense for purchased food used at home per household in a week, by income

[Housckeeping farm-operator families of 2 persons 16 YOArs of over aud 0, 1, or 2 children, aged 2-15 years, Meeker and Wright Counties,
Minn., spring 1900]

M Ik, cream, ice cream, cheesn

Alilk Cream and ice créam

" L“‘,“""'] Tatal milk Fluidl * Total milk | Cream
| “2" ({’“)s equi\lrale.nt e itk = Ewapo. Dry ¢ cql.livallant i — - Ice creatn
8 . ! %,
i (o'.-('). 83')4' To?léfﬂs' | Whale B#_]E}zr‘ [ rated (w i[ Light j Heavy
" ! [ {
(n (2 :! o w E j @ rom & @ Y |[ an | @
FROM ALL BOURCEH
: Quantity per household 1
l Quarts : Guarts i Ouaris | Guuerld Luarty i Poundr Pounds ‘l fluarty ]| Pounds ! Founds | Pounds
Allincomes ... _________._ o 18.732 1 14,176 ll 13.906 ' 13, 795 0. 111 ‘ 0. 289 0. 002 \ 0. 855 0. 516 ' 0. 808 i 0. 707

Under 1,000_____.___ I | 13.899 ; 11. 595 P1L 127 111117 016, . 504 0 . 657 . 549 : . 564 i . B29
1,000-1,899. " __"_____| 15,665 ; 13.285 1 12,99t | 12.8%2 . ,100 ! .316 | O l .688 ; . 541 'l L7111 - 502
2,000-2,909_______.___ C.._-" 15,630 ;. 12,783 | 12 549 | 12.456 | . 093 ¢ . 253 L] 1 L 177 i L5337 1.022 1, 202
3 000—3 L 1E1 N . 20. 630 | 17. 814 17 756 ‘ 17. 515 . 241 | . 062 0 1. 117 | 441 1, 530 I . 852
4,000 and over ... _______ ! 24,005 | 21.481 | 21,491 ) 21158 ' .833 ' 0 L0 {822 .456 | 1.038 I . ot

] ' | R DR -

,' Percent of houscholds using *

_ - . S e e e | ———

All ineomes®* ____ . _____._____y 100.0{ 100.0 ! 97.0 I 47. 0 l 4.7 9, 4 | 0.9 ! 68.9 | 16. 6 ‘ 34,51 44.3

Under 1,000 __. _.._ ______| 100. 0 100. ¢ 90. 3 ¢ 90. 3 | 1.6 ‘ 14.5 i o ! A7 1 210 21.0 ! 40. 3
LO00-1,600_ . .. ___ ' 108.0: 1000 9g. 4| 984! 47! 109 o | 625 141; 328! 344
2000—29(}9...._.._,._._.__...~| 100.0 | 100.0 \ 100.0 ' 100.0° 4.7 7.0 0 884 18.6| 44.2:@ 628
3,000-3,990_ ____ ... __.. ' 100.0 ¢ 100.0: 100.0 | 100. 0 10. 3 ‘ 3.4 ‘ 0 72.4 ¢ 138, 5.7 448
4,000 and over.___.___.._.° 100.0: 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 9.5 o ! o0 | 7L4] 143] 381 476



PURCHASED
Quantity per household *

, ! , i : ) |
Quarts ' Quarts Quarra Quaris  Quarls | Pougds Pounds | Quar!s ' Pounds | Founds | Pounds

Allingomes *_____________ . ___. 3448 L 313" Lo042; 0.931| 0 111 0. 289 | 0,002 0.435] 0.040! 0.056 0 604
Under 1,000_________._____. I 3.374 | 1.388 | .920 .904 L0160 U504 0 ! .339 , .11 071, . 801
1,000-1,999.____ el ; 3 268 | 1,263  .969: | B6d . 10{) L3167 0 [ . 313 .f L1090, 025 . 485
2, 00(}—-2 BOO. L. i 4.095 . 1.651 ; L1415 1.322, .093 ! ' . 253 0 POLTeEe L 148 L 142 1. 202
3 000—3 YW L. . oo 2. 486 ] . 300 241 0 .241 . . 062 0 .487 . 0 . 036 ; . 852
4,000 and over__ . __....... Po2.948 1 904 I! . 904 | . 971 . 333 ‘ 0 0 . 352 | . 050 0 ’ . 601

: 1 . -

Expense per household {dollars) *

! : | 1 : : i
Allineomes 5. _____ . __________ P07l 0,202, 0,159 0 01461 0.013 ) 00421 0.001

| : 0.338 1 0.023 | 0.022: 0. 2493
Under 1,000______.._..._... | .712 1 .203 i L1300 128 . 002 L0730 0 | . 267 . 032, 027 1 . 208
L,000-1,904% .. _____ .. _ P LBT8 L1900 L1450 130 . 015 ! . 045 | 0 o241 L0277 000 205
2,000-2,999________________ o006, .27zl L2330 L9190 014 L0390 0 | .583 . .032: .050 ! . 492
3,000-3,999_ . ______.___. i .682 | . 038 | . 028 | o L L o028 | . 010 | 0 .38 0 L0158 | . 370
1,000 and over,-__,..__,._.__l. . 6535 | 119 119 | L 092 | .027 O 0 ; .286 0 .015. O . L 271
' : | i i '
|’ e —— e e e — — e e M am et e e i———p—. — e o
Percent, of households using 4
‘ | | o i i : | ! b
Allincomes s __.____ . ____. i 821 21,3 145 123 | 47 94 1 0.9 i 46,8 1 5.1 | 5.6 . 43.4
Under 1,000_.______.__.___ | 82. 3 | 27 4 P14, B F 12,0 1. 6 145 0 1 45, 2 . S | 4, 8 3R 7
1,000-1,999_ . ___________. i 75,0 203 125 | 125 | 4.7 | 10.9 ‘ 0 1359 | 4.7 31 | 32.8
2.000-2,999____________ loze |23 | 20,9 209 | 47 | 70 | 0O le7.4 | 7.0 1140 | 628
3000-3,999_ . ______________ ©89.7 | 10.3 1003 |0 11003 | 34 | O I a4 8 i 0 69 44 8
4,000 and over. .. __........ | 76,2 | 9.5 ‘ %5 | 48 | 95 | 0 | 0 |47.6 ' 48 | 0 47. 6
: i | | i

See footnotes at end of table.



Tasrr 17.—MILK, CREAM, ICE CREAM, CHKESE; FATS AND OILS: Juantity used and percent of households using all food
and purchased food, and expense for purchased food used af home per household in a week, by income—Continued

[Housekeeping farm-operator fainilies of 2 persons 18 years or over and 0, 1, or 2 children, aged 2-15 years, Meckor and Wright Counties,

Tneomne {dollars:

(13

Minn., spring 1950]

Midk, cream, loe ereant, cheese —

FROM ALL SQURCES

Queantity per household (pounds) 4

i Continued Fats. oils
. Cheese i ' Table fat ‘ Shortening '
T T s s C e Totulfeels, - - o S e e e o ~— = = Salag, ‘\';[]:?;2“' Salad
i Towal | I A teri- e gg) e 'Tuml {cols,: Mar I Total ’ ]cagﬁf;ng French dhrt‘ssing
| I(;‘?‘:S) i Cottage " = 0" | Other ® ) 20, 719 Butter |* ringea | {coIs.) Lard | Other , Idressing
n i ; J 23, 24 i ;
: . ] i H
RS LT ¢ 1) {16) ; {an [SEY] [$33] : (20} (21} ‘ {42) £23) I (24 | (25) ‘ e 1 En
i

; i ' : : ' | ] i
All incomesS____ ____ . . 0.600; 0. 135 0. 461! 0.004 3465 2060, 2. 030| 0.030| 1.090| 0. 876| 0. 214|| 0. 007 O. 020} 0. 288
Under 1,000__. . _.______ | 582 .l44| .438/ 0 | 3013 1783 1L.756) 024 993 805 . 188 () | .022 .215
1,000-1,999 _______._ _ 599l . 154 .436| .00 3.832 1.964  1.941' 023 1.060| .88y .1i7I' 010} .009| .28y
2,000-2,999________ S L5890 1281 459 . 004 3.415 2,019, 1 996l ‘023| 1.070, .so0l 2700 .03l o039 .27¢
3,000-3,999. .. . . .+ .38 ,062 .52l .006 3 963, 2.258 2. 1550 . 1031 1.30% 1 055 .25¢ .008' . 005 . 383
4,000 and over__. _ i .595 071 .s521 .008 4171 27740 2.774'0 | 1183 .868 .317' ¢ |01 . 193
I _,I_ S '_ [ ‘_!._____.I______J . : l: ——
Percent of households using ¢
: | ! i i | 1
All incomess_._. .. 7.7 (12.3 62.6 i2.1 100, 0 8.3 ' 97.4 ‘2.6 lo5.7 6.0 40.0 {43 '8 58, 3
Under1,000..._.._... _ 6.3 [I1.3 %81 '0 :100.0 ' 952 ° 635 ! 48 -93.583.9 B0.6 | L6 ' 65 435
1,000-1,999_____. . 60.9 ‘12,5 531 &1 | 100.G | 1000 :100.0 |16 ;98 4[87.5 I359 [62 |31 'e2.5
2,000-2,999_ . ____ _ .. B4 16,3 1744 .23 11000 , 97.7 | 977 !2.3 030860 419 |70 163 |62.8
3,000-3,990_____ . __. -75.9 16,9 959 I 34 100.0 '100.0 | 966 134 163179.8 552 j34 {60 [60.0
4,000 end over.. . 714095 7L4 C 4.8 1000 100.0 [ 100.¢ ‘O  100.0 '85.7 619 'O i4.3 1524
: 1 ' I . * : *



PURCHABLED

Quantity per household (pounds) 4

|
0.007] 0.020 0. 288

: —
2.042; 2. 012| 0. 030| 0. 476 0. 264

All incomess . _________ 0. 600I 0. 185 ©. 4611 0,004, 2. 833, 0. 212
Under 1,000_.________. S| . 5821 . 144l . 438 ¢ 2, 4491, 1. 750 1. 726, . 024l o504, 31a 188| (] 022 | 215
LO0G-1,989.  __________ . 28N 154| L4360 00y 2. 574 1. 926, 1903, . 023 dé()l L1730 L1687 010 . 009 . 289
2,000-2,999_ .. _________ 1o, 58Y L1260, 4590 | 004 2. 816, 2. 010 1,096, . 025j . 470f L2086, 264, . 013} L0349 L 274
6000—3 999 ... _.. | - 589 062 5621 . 006, 3. 161 2. 258 2. 153' . 1031 . 5070 . 253 254 . UOBl . 005 . 383
4,000 a.nd OVer._ .. _...- . 5‘J5| {)71[ L5210 . 0()3'[ 3. 554t 2, 774[ 2. 774 i 1, 5880 | 25t} 317 0 1 . 019\ 193
[ S i L ,_If\_._ LLE S S _l____ .'_._ _______._..__.'_._h_..._.____.__
:’ Expense per household (dollars) ¢
[__h_. - e ——— _—
I I
All ingomes 5. ____ ___.____ : 0. 251! 0. 056| { 212| 0.003: 1 522 1348, 1 350 0. 013| 13 1{)2' 0. 044, 6. {)58| 0. 0033 0. 010‘ 0. 064
Under 1,000____._____._ | -242' 03y 204 0 1. 3]0 i 143 11330 . 010, . I110r 058 .052r (9 i 010' . 047
1,000-1,999_ . ____ .. _._. ©o.247) .039 209 006, 1427 1.284, 1273 .0l l L0711 . 025, 046’ .04l 004 . 064
2 000-2, O i .24L . 034 204 . 003, 1. 507 1318 L 311,007 . 103, . 030 073J . 05l 018| . 063
J,000-3,999_ . __________ L2590 0180 . 238! 005 L 713 1 507 1 460 047 . 114, 0450 . 08% . 003! . 002 089
] i | 1 ! . | |
4,000 and over__________" . 250' 019[ 229} L2 1. 998! 1. 82¢¢ 1,820 ¢ ¢ - 1280 041 L0871 O i 009| . 041
l_ ——— : : ! : " . | _— -
! Percent of households using
| T L T : ! I : : T
All incomess______ _____.__ 167. 7 [12. 3 le2. 6 21 , 991 [ 9T 4 . 966 26 53,6 (247 341 4.3 ;89 583
Under 1,000 . ___.____. rﬁl. 3 1.3 |58.1 I'p I G8. 4 3.5 | 916 |48 153.2 323 ‘30.6 L6 |65 435
1,000-1,09%__ ____ - l60.0 12 5 53.1 |31 100.0 [ 63.4 . 984 1.6 |422 |18 8 344 6.2 | 3.1 82, b
2,000-2,999__ ______._._ (81 4 [16,3 ]74 4 123 977 | 977 | 977 -23 488 [14.0 305 7.0 ;163 628
3,000-3,999 __________. 175, 9 l 6.9 [75.9 | 34 ! 100.0 | 1000 | 956 | 34 586 'rI'TA 2 85,2 134 1649 680
4,000 and over__.___.__._. "71. 4 |95 j?l. 4 | 4.8 i 100.0 | 100. 0 11000 S ¢ |r71‘ 4 E23. 8 1681.9 ;0 '!14‘ 3 (52 4
. [ . |' I : i S U RO S
! See Glossary, Milk equivalent, 5 Includes 16 families withincome unknown, notshown separately.
3 No skim or chgcolate milks reported. ¢ Includes cream cheese and cream spreads, Swiss, and lim-
! Dry cocos mix, containing dry mitk. burger cheeses.
* Averages and percents are based on the total number of house- 7 (.0005 pounds or less.

holds in each elass, tabie 15, col, 2,

8 $b.0005 or less,



TaBLE 18.—FLOUR, MEAL, CEREALS, PASTES; BAKERY PRODUCTS: Juantity used and percent of households using all food
and purchased food, and expense for purchased food used al home per household in a week, by income

[Housekesping farm-operator families of 2 persons 16 years or aver and 0, 1, or 2 children, aged 2-15 years, Meeker and Wright Counties,

Income
(dollars)

4,000 and over_.________..

Minn., spring 1950]

Flour, mesl, cereals, pastes

| Cereals, pastes

| Flour ‘
— e e T e
Total Whi . Uncouked coreals
2 S O S e | ' e Coru. | Totat e
10, 11} tools, 4 I Whale Other | ‘ pared {ools.
[ 7 _{,f) ' Total | L ¢ Tnen- whest flour 112,17, Tatal Rolled
: (eols, | Enriched ] riched mix 20) {vols. Rlca oata, | Other?
| 5, £} |I 13-18) ostmeal
@ i (3 (1) I (5} ‘ ()] 6] (8) (9 {10} (113 (12) \ (13) Qad) {15)
FROM ALL SOURCES
Quantity per household {pounds)?
T ma S - — — . i
A, 783i 4. 176|! 3. 877, 3. 784] 0. 093! 0. 012 Q. 014] 0. 273! 0. 012 1. 595 0. 733_| 0. 110]; 0. 345 0. 278
6. 016 4.629. 4 397\ 4. 336 . l]Bll| .008| . 014 .210| .013| 1.374| .740 .108; _367; .265
5. 772 4. 227] 3. 932 3. 838 .094] .008 . 003_1 . 284 .012] 1. 533| . 710! 129 L 394 | 187
5,4200 3. 705° 3. 497 3.374] 123 0 L0370 171 . 006 1,709 . 803 | 126] . 3401 . 339
6. 175 4. 351'3 3. 940 3.819; . 121'; 0 . 019|| . 392, . 022 1.802; . 575'| 078 .223) .274
5. 820 3. 747i 3. 447 3401 . 046[ . 080 |’ . 220| . 010’ 2. 063| . 939II .090] . 384 . 465
!
— . . | — L H
Percent of households using 9
B -i i " | |
99,1 (%) [ 94, 2 95.7 |16.2 ! L7 | 2.6 251 3.8 [ (® 830 |!25. 5 [52.3 [47. 0
98. 4 (*) 93. 5 03. 5 9.7 | L6 | 3.2 119.4 4.8 % 'I??. 4 127.4 [54.8 [53.2
100. 0 (%) 95. 3 95.3 (141 | 16 1.6 |25 0 3.1 {5, '84.4 |23.4 j53.1 5L 6
07.7 | (9 | 97.7 | 97.7 0.9 .0 4.7 186 [2.3 | ( Is6,0 [31.9 |88 |28
100, O (%) 96. 6 96. 6 20.7 | 0 [ 3.4 (343 6.9 {*) [79. 3 [(13.8 379 5L 7
100. 0 M | 100.0 100. 0 |l4. 3 95 0 23. 8 4.8 1 (8 952 [28.6 |71 4 566‘ 7




PURCHASKD
(Juantity per household (pounds)?

' ’ ', : | ‘: ! : ' | |
All incomes *___________. 5. 7591 4, 176l 3. 877. 3 784i 0. 093i 0.012' O 014i 0. 273| 0. 012‘ 1. 58115 0. 719‘ 0. 110: 0. 345: 0. 264
Under 1,000__._____. ... 6, 016, 4, 629 4. 397| 4. 336 . 0610 OUSJ L014 210 . 013 L. 374] . 740i 108, 367, . 265
1,000-199%9_ . __ . _____.! 5. 772 4. 227 3. 832, 3.838| . [)94[ 008 L 003, . 284 . 012| 1.533 .710° . 120§ . 304 . Isv
2,000-2,999. ______.____ | 5380 3,704/ 3 495 3.373 .123, 0 | .037 .171] .006| 1.679] .775 .126; .340 .308
3,000-3,990_ ___________ 6, 144 4, 351 3,940 3.819 .121 0 i, 0190 392 .022 1771 . 5451 L0781 228 | 244
4,000 and over___..___.. 5.TT9) 3. 747  3.447 3. 40]} .046) . DSDi 0 ‘ L2200 . 010‘ 2,021 .s97 . O'JGI, . 384 . 423
T ISR N i ! | | i
; Ezxpense per household (dollars)
T | P | o 110k 0 o1dl 0 030!
Allincomest______ . o] 0.732; 0383 0313 QO 300} 0. 013; 0. 001! 0. 001& 0. 070 0. 001! 0. 346 0. 110! 0.018, 0. 039! 0. 053
Under 1,000_.._______ - 886 .407) .352 .33 .009 .001| .001 .053| .001] .278 .112l 017, .043; .052
1,000-1,999. ____. ——m L 716 |, 387 . 315) L3010 0141| . 001 (8 L 071 .00 328l 1056 . 0227 [ 044] .039
2,000-2999______.__._. 7180 | 342 . 286[ L2699 L0171 0 L0031 . 053, . 001 376 . 1181 . 0221 . 038 . 058
3,000-3,999_ . ____.__.. ! . 864 . 420 . 325 . 3000 ,0l6] O oL 002 L 102] 002 423] . 075 .012; .023] .040
4,000 and over__.____.._ l . 814 | 330 . 250] . 253 . 007] . 009[ 0 061 . 002‘ 482‘ 163 . 015' . 045, . 103
) ! ! : ' |
l Percent of households using ?
| ; | ; : i : : )
Allingomes4___ .. ... __| 09.1 J (" 96. 2 | 95.7 (16,2 | 1,7 26 251 |38 I (% B3.0 25,5 [52.3 B7.0
Under 1,000, . - .-, 984 ) 93. 5 93, 5 9.7 'L 6 3.2 194 4 8  |77. 4 JZ?. 4 |54. 8 |53 2
1,600-1,999. ___. . ..l 100,0 (5 95. 3 953 (141 | 1.6 1.6 25.0 31 (M) [R4. 4 |23. 4 [B3.1 I51.6
2,000-2,999__.__ . _ . __.. 977 (%) or. 7 97.7 20,9 o 4.7 |18, 6 2.3 ¢y I186.0 349 [48.8 ls2. 8
3,000-3,009______ ... __! 1000 * 96. 6 96.6 {207 ] 3.4 34.5 6.9 %) |76.3 [13.8 (37.9 5L 7
4,000 and over____ .. __.| 100. 0O (5 100, 0 100. 0 |14, 3 9.5 0 123. s 4.8 (5 (952 (28.6 |7L 4 [66. 7
! '

See footnotes at end of tabic.



TarLk 18 —FLOUR, MEAL, CKREALS, PASTES; BAKERY PRODUCTS: Quantify used and percent of households using ail food
and purchased food, and expense for purchased food used at home per household in a week, by ineome— Contimued

[Housekeeping farm-operator families of 2 persons 18 years or over and 0, 1, or 2 ¢hildren, aged 2-15 years, Meeker and Wright Counties,
Minn., spring 1650]

| ;
Fiour, real, cereals, pastes—-Con, | Bakery products

| Crreals, pastes—Con, l \ Broad | Other haked goods
Incomo — - s = e . ——— _I__. e ———— | - | -o——-—-‘--—-—l—— - -
dollars i - !
(dotn) | eedviocscemss | L) ! o | R0t | |
L Total Paspes A @ {egls. en- W}Ewle Other '“_’ (eals. bif; Cr?;'k- Cake Pie |0thl:r "
(. | S0 oy . | 23°25) [ rieheq 9| Wheat | 2-31) III‘;::J.EI;S o
! ig, 1) | flukes | i ; . || |
(s Yoan l o | e | @ | e ] o ‘ (23 ‘ @ | @) ‘ (26} | I ! @ | @0 ‘ &)
! FROM ALL SOURCES
Quantity per household (pounds)?
. e e e T : T
Al incomes *__..__. .. _ 00621 0 162! a 459[ 0. 241! 5 171 4. 0221 3. 758 0. 110| 0. 154 1. 149; 0. 147° 0. 260 0. 1031 G. 919=H 0. 620
Under 1,000___._.____ |  44p! . 160) . 280 . 194 4.065 3. 075! 2. 8411 . 027 .207; .990] .039, .20} .075 024/ .36l
1,000-1,908____ . _______. CBLH L 143) . 468 .212| 5.454; 4.146) 3.974) . 070 . 102| 1308 . 163, .297: . 154l .047) . 647
2,000-2,969. ... . ... 703 177, .526 201, 5 451 4, 486] 4. 105" .174) .207' .965| .2320 .223 .147: G L .363
3,000-3,990_ __ . . . __ | .826] .129 .697| .401| 4928 3. 808 3.653 .086 .06% 1. 120; .066 . 247 <056, & . 751
4,000 and over_. . __. , - 814 2441 | 570 .3101- 5 9513 4. 790} 4.186] .318 - 286! 1. 161 .226; .130] .083' 0 .722
i ’ d ' R A : S L S S
| Percent of houscholds using ¥
. ;_._‘.__.___.’ ——_ _T_.___.._[__,___ | _____!___. e | _____ | I e — | v_
All incomes 4. - e 76.6 [33.8 1655 0.4 oL5 0.9 176.2 189 |I0.6 |73.6 186 2.8 15 | 0.8 485
Under 1,000 _._.__.__. j6L3 274 452 133.9 1839 1661 507 |32 /129 150.7 |65 M35 [11.3 |L6 |38. 7
1,000,999 . ... . l7g' 1 281 W03 B37.5 i95.3 85.4 [79.7 (6.2 164 |77.6 125 453 (125 | 1.6 |51.6
2,000-2,989_ . _______. --83.7 442 69.8 |34. 9 930 90.7 (88.¢ [16.3 ;140 791 120.9 442 140 |0 I:}?. 2
3,000-3,999_ .. ._____ __ 89,7 '3L.0 88.2 58.6 193.1 '82.8 |79.3 |8 9 6.9 l70.3 [10.3 248 |13.8 O o8. 6
4,000 and over___.__._. BL.G 42.9 'lﬁﬁ. 7 [429 9.2 8L O 810 238 143 810 190 381 |65 | i\ 6.9
: 4 o . ! ! I H | [ !

t ! 1




PURCHARED

haantily per houwscehold {powiuls) @

| : . i : ) . : ' f

Alincomes ._._..___ __| D 621‘ 0. 162 0. 459; O 2411 5. 092 4. 001 3. 746, 0. 101 0. 154| 1. 091, 0. 140! 0. 260! 0. 076] 0. 006| 0. 609
Under 1,000 _ __.___._. 440, . 160, . 2800 | 194, 4. 065 3. 075! 2. 841 . 027 .207] . 990; .03Y, 291 075 024 .561
1,000-1,999__ __________ S611] - 143 #6212} b 305 4007 3 93% . 062 . 102 1. 208 . 163,| 207, .10l O . 647
2,000-2,900___________| 703 .177 .526. .201| 5. 360| 4. 486 4. 105 . 174, . 207, . 874| 224 223, . 084 0 . 343
3,000-3,900__ ___.___..| _825 .120| .696 .401' 4875 3. 808| 3. 653, . 086, . 06% 1. 067 .066] .247| .048/ 0 C L 706
4,000 and over_ . ___. 1L BI4 .244i .570{ . 310] 5 905 4. 790I 4. 186| . 318 .286‘ 1 115" . 206 . 130, - 083, 0 L 696

' i | | : ! N N | i —
Expense per household (dollars)
! | i i ; | : : | | . ) '

All incomes *__._____.. 0. 187, 0. 038/ 0.149 0. 049] 0. 871| 0. 518 0. 475 0. 017 0, 026; 0. 353 0. 039! 0. 062 0. 033 0. 002 0. 217
Under 1,000, . _..___.__ L126) . 03R L08R . 040 . Goil . 394; 358 .005 .031, .297 .0100 .067 .03% 008 177
1,000-1,908____________ L178| L 034 . 144] 045 . 899 . 524 .496] .01 . 017] .375‘ . 036" 0711 . 045, 0 . 223
2,000-2,999 _._________ L2180 L0420 176, . 039 . B85 , 582 525 028 _ 039 .293 .061. .0a33 . 086G 0 i 143
3,000-3990. . .. __. 272 L0310 . 241 L 076 882 507 482, 013 L0120 375 020 058 L0180 270
4,000 and over______.__ . 250 . 059 .191J .()GQJ 1. 033 .621] .518: . 055! ‘048I .412i 068 L 031 . 036 0 L 277

{ ! ! ! ; ! | .
Percent of households using 3
i i i | ; p : i 1

All incomesd___.________. 76.6 [33.3 [65.5 40.4 [9L1 |80.4 |75.7 |85 0.6 L5 123 3. 5 g0 o lan7
Under LOOO. . ... .. 61,3 (27.4 [45.2 (33.0 (83.9 [66.1 's0.7 |32 1129 507 65 435 (113 1.6 887
1,006-1,999, _________._ TRl 28,1 |70 3 [37. 5 [958 I84.4 |78.1 4.7 104 724 125 45 3 ‘ 6.2 -0 ol 6
2,000-2896___ .. _. 83.7 l44.2 [69.8 [34.9 [90.7 [90.7 $8.4 |16.3 [14.0 [744 186 442 [IL6 , 0 34,0
3,000-3,999___________. 807 310 86.2 586 (931 (828 793 |69 169 {759 103 M4 8 0.3 10 36, 2
4,000 and over_______._ isl. 0 [42.9 iaﬁ. 7 ‘42. 9 (952 ’81. 0 [81.0 238 ‘143 SLO 343 381 95 | 0 161 9

; ' . I 1 ! i 1 o
' Eye and potato flours. ¢ $0.0005 or less.
? Includes wheat cereals, barley, corn for popping, cornstarch, 7 Includes sll ready-to-eat cereals except corn flakes, Also in.

hominy, tapiocca.
e ¥, tapioc

helds in each class, table 15, col. 2,

! Includes 16 families with income unknown, not shown separately,

5 Not tabuiated.

verages and percents are hased on 1le total number of house-

cludes popped corn, baby-food cereals.

& Noodles, macaroni, spaghetti.

% No unenriched white bread reported.

i Rye, potato, raisin, roman meal breads.

11 Ineludes sweet buns, cookies, doughnuts,



TaBLE 13.—E¢Ges; MEAT, POULTRY, FISH: Quaniity used and percent of households using all food and purchased food, and
expense for purchased food used at home per household in e week, by wncome

[Housekeeping farm-operator families of 2 persons 16 years or over and 0, 1, or 2 children, aged 2-15 years, Meeker and Wright Counties,
Minn., spring 1950}

Ineome {dojisrs)

1)

3000-3999__ -
4,000 and over________..

All incomes 2 .. __ [
Under 1,000 . . _____._

4 ,000 and OVer_._____

Meat, poultry, fish

Meat
Beef
Eges
Total {eols,
4, 36, 403 | Total{cols Bteak Roast
& 175%}5’ o ’(rcgti':l ! Boiling, Corned | Chipped
6,9, | Total I Total SOWINg, | “pest | beet | roumd
12-15) | (cols. | Round | Other | {cols. Rib Other P
7-8) | 10-11)
{2 (3) (4} (b} 16) Gy B ) (10} {11} {12) (13 (14) {15}
[ i
FROM ALL SOURCES
Quantity per housshold {pounds) !
Dozens
2,221 11. 0868 8 390 2. 635 0. 799) 0. 396 O. 403 0. 808| 0. 236] 0. 573 0. 227{ 0. 012 0. 027 0. 761
2.142] 10, 139 7.123| 1. 870l .637] .338( .208 .537] .065| 472 .126| O L 017 . 553
2, 227 10. 547 7.912] 2. .323] .545| .350] .195] .857 .2RG| _ 568 .234 O . 016| . 671
2.178] 10.755 8. 02| 2. 805, .RI6; .378| .4401 .902{ .0031 .809 .273 O L0647 . T67
2 271) 12 493 10.810] 3.572] .958 . 479 .479 1.034] .724] 310 .388/ .069| .037| 1.086
2, 187] 18100 10.774| 4. 218| 1. 789 .717 1.052| 1,208 .381] .917] .095 O . 008[ I. 048
l | )
Percent of households using !
. ——— I _
100, O 100. O 99. 1 |Y1.9 (30 .6 ‘18. 3 ]16.6 |25 1 7.7 [18.3 jiL 9 0.9 4 7 t47. T
100. & 100. ¢ 1060 |61.3 (27.4 (17.7 1129 (129 .6 (129 8. 5 0 4. 8 [|41. 9
100. 0 100. @ 96.9 6568 |21.9 |14.1 9.4 |26 6 4.8 |20.3 |12. 5 0 1.6 [43.8
100. ¢ 160. ¢ 100, 0 |72.1 j32.6 |[i8. 6 18. 6 |[30.2 4,7 125.6 |14.0 0 4.9 |41.9
100, 0 100, 0 100.0 189.7 |37.9 1207 241 1345 1242 10 3 |20.7 3.4 6.9 |62 1
100. & 100. ¢ 100.0 {857 (52,4 333 133.3 (42,9 {143 |28 6 4.8 i 4.8 [52 4



All incomes 2. __

L'nder 1, oon_. .

1,000 -1 990
2.000 -2,999_ -

3.000-3,999 . Z '. et

4,000 and over. .. ..

All families !

Cnder 1000, __. ..

1L.000-1,999 ____ .

2.000-2,999
3,000 3,969 __

4,000 and over. .

All ineomes &0 L,

Under 1,000, ... .

1,000-1,0009

2.000-2/990_ .. . 1
3.000-3.998__ - . ... .

4,000 and over. . _.__

Thogent |
0.205 3 895
C113. 3,592
1100 3 628
288 3. 349
J2630 4. 600|
CloRl 41 .;7‘
0. 050 2043
L034: 1827,
032, 1. 87Y
079 1811
0R7 2, 509,
a2 %48

1.1 83
&1 85
7.8 | B2

140 ; 88

10,3 + 93

1L 3 100

Hee footnotes at end of table,

o = O

i ; i
3. 57 1. 209 3 2)’ 0. 167 0, 085, 0. 372 0. 08Y,
3,358 1,010; 3200 239 .08l] .149: 0 . 149
3.276] 1,224 2281 (138, . 070 . 424 117 307
3024 1075 .16d4) 0700 094 (521 . 047 . 474,
1457 1.346] 266 . 115] . 151) 345 .207] . 138
3. 6?4' o638 L334 . 286; .48 {307| . 262i . 344!

Iixpense per household {dollars) !

—- S e Rt R -
1864 06540 0. ]o.%l i} 098' . 065 0.196) 0. 047 0. 119
1,699 565 (198 (153" 045 08D, 0 . (8¢
10717] L0300 (137, (078 050 [214] L0359 . 185
1. 6;:2i LA62 L0830 L0400 L D68 L 255, 02|' . 234
2,375 757 . 150 .0G63 087 . 129| . (182
2 048 9050 2000 173i . {}32i . 335 12(‘; . 209

Pereent of households using !

e S s s -
B30 464 142 89 .55 L5 34 -8RI
8.9 435 |1L5 129 32 48 (0 4B
AR TR
93.1 a7 172 6.9 ‘1013 7.2 o3 '69 |
90 4 524 190 [14.3 | L8 1190 195 195

PURCHASKIY

Qm].nt'it._\r' per houschold (pounds) !

0,283 0.064 0,012 0.

023 0, 486

. 032 0 DN 1) S (O ¥
o700 0 1. 0L6; . 486
029 0 ©.047 L 314
095 . 069 . 037, . 334
L0905 ¢ .008[ . 595
Lol ' L _
0. 023, 0. Q07 0, 0251 0. 250
oo 022 251
0238 0 LO1Y 246
L014, B . L0370 .63
LO34l L a3% M9 L 280
. 030i 0 b0l L 320
. ] :
4.7 0.9 48 842
322 10 48 3504
L7 0 L6 i34}
23 10 P T [2000
6.9 (3.4 169 B4
48 10 {48 1383



TasLE 19.—KGaes; MEAT, POULTRY, FISH: Quaniily used and percent of households using all food and purchased food, and
expense for purchased food used at home per household in a week, by income—Continued

[Housckeeping farm-operator families of 2 persons, 16 years or over and 0, L, or 2 children, aged 2-15 years, Meeker and Wright
(,ountlf'a, ’\Ilnn sprmg 1950]

Meat, poultry, ish—Continued
Meat—Continued
Pork
Income (dollars) i _ _ .
- | Fresh | Cured
| Vesl Lamb | ey = - - I
(cols. Total | . Total
'! 20, 26) 2{;:?32% Chops i Ham rIaoalsri gggs‘ Showider, :57(;:113) Ham Sggﬁxégef. Bacon [Salt pork
(16} {17) {18) {19} (26) ‘ (21) E (22 | 23 I| (24) I {25) (28) {27) ] (28) m (3a;
FROM ALL SQURCES
Quantlty per household (pounds) !
O Sl Bt : [ -
All ineomes 8_______________..._ 0. 045 0, 005| 4. 450) 2. 907 0. 800| 0, 261' 0. 52ﬁ| 0. 198| 1. 077 1. 543] 0. 574| 0. 1381 0. 747] 0. 084
Under 1,000 . _______ _.__ ce.-| 0480 4, 1301 2, . 5851 L2900 121! | 359 . 488 2. 086 . 882. . 129| | 808 262
1,000-1,999_ . ___ . _______. __ 087 . 020] 4,405 2.835 .812 .238) .547| .089| 1.149| 1. 570! .646]" , 1550 .734] .085
2,600-2999._ _________ ... _._ O 0] | 8 3. 981| 858] . 734 . 140] .651| 102 1.231| 1. 123 428 . 116 579 0
3,000-3999 . ___ ________._..__ . 069 O 3. 288 6531 1,008 ,401) .983| .052| 1.119| L. 636 534| . 262 R40) O
4,000 and over_ . ___.__._______ ] 4] | 5. 124 4 202 1. 419% . 452| . 952 . 262] 1,167 .872 119| .048 705[ 0
SR S I ; . ! N I H VU
|| Percent of househiolds using ?
; | i : I | i I T T e [
All incomes 2. ____ . ___.________. \ 2. 6 ] 0.4 I88.5 iﬁﬁ. 0 387 9.8 !17. o |11. 5 [35.3 68.1 20.4 | 6.4 1570 3.0
Under 3,000__ .. _____ . ___._ __._° 32 /0 88.7 516 130.6 | 07 |48 1.3 (2000 72.6 (27.4 6.5 |[54.8 6. 5
1,000-3,999_ ______.._____.__. |47 | 1.6 [82.8 [7L.9 422 10.9 156 | 9.4 42,2 le4. 1 |18.8 | 9.4 [547 |31
2 000—2 Q99 _ _ L __. ] ] H3.0 744 |34. 9 ' 7.0 {20. g9 11.6 32.6 651 (20.9 4,7 [55. 8 0
3,000-3,99