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PREFACE

A considerable body of information on U. 5. food consumption has been developed
by the U, S. Department of fAgriculture during the last 25 years. Estimates of annusal’
. data on per capita consumption of all major foods and several overall measures of food

consumption, published regularly by the Agricultural Marketing Service prior to April
1961, are now issued by the Economic Research Service. In earlier. publications such
estimates and appraisals of the results heve been descrlbed

This bulletin goes one step further: (1) It considers the conrcepts underlying
alternative economic measures of oversll food consumption, both through time and among
major population groups at one point in time; and (2) it describes special ‘procedures
developed for anslysis of problems related to food consumpticn,

The research on farm-retail price spreads and marketing services, tc which
reference is mede in this bulletin, was also transferred from the Agriculturasl
Marketing Service 4o the Economic Research Service under the April 1961 reorganization
of the U. 3. Department of Agriculture., The Stafistical Reporting Service received
the responsibllities of the former Agricultural Estimates Division of AMS, including
reports on current crop snd livestock production and farm prices.

Noted at appropriate points in the text are recognitions of several contribu-
tions to the handbook made by members of the staff of the Consumption Section,
Stetistical and Historical Research Branch, and by others now in the Economic
Research Service,

© June 1961

For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington 23, D.C. .- Price 60 cents
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MEASURES AND PROCEDURES FOR ANALYSTS CF U. S. FOOD COKSUMPTION

By Marguerite C. Burk
Agricultural Eccnomist
Economic Research Service

Chapter 1. INTRODUCTION

The primary cbjective of thils bulletin is to assist market research workers in
choosing among alternative economic measures of U. 5. consumption of all foods .
combined., The selection of economic measures often materially influences {1) the
trends »nd patterns of consumption ascertained, (2) findings concerning the reasons
for historical changes snd veriations, and (3) appraisals of future trends and needed
adjustments in food production and marketing. A second objective is to aid research
workers in selecting and applying appropriate procedures to the analysis of variations
in food consumption.

All parts of the ccomplex structure of United States .food production, marketing,
and consumption are changing. The naticn's investment of resources in agriculture
and in- food marketing necessitate ever greater effort to meximize efficient adjustment
to change, OSuch efforts must start from knowledge of directions and rates of change.
Because this country apparently can produce all the food that U, S. consumers may want
in the foreseeable future, with only minor exceptions, the key problem in the adjust-
ment process is forecasting what foods and what food marketing services the people in
this country are going to want to consume next year, 5 years from now, 10 years off,
and so On.

1.1, Content and Plan

The knowledge on which forecasts of food consumption must rest has been growing
with changes in the structure, but perhaps not fast enough or disseminated widely
enough, to meet present~day pneeds. In the last decade, meanings of consumption have
proliferated, as have terms to describe them and data to measure them. Clarification
and delineation of alternative meanings of food consumpiion to be found in chapter 2
of this handbook provide a basis for more precise macroeconomic analysis of varia-
tions in food consumption.

Details of the construction of some femiliar time-series measures of overall
guantities and value of food are provided in other publications. _l_/ They are reviewed
briefly in chapter 3 of this handbook, as are newly developed measures, in order to
provide a coordinated eppraisal of historical statistics on quapntities and values of
all foed consumed by U. 5. civilians, measured at the supply level, the retail level,
and the finsl market level,

To reveal the detailed structure of overall food consumption, cross-section
data from several surveys of food consumption by U. 5. households are meshed with some
of the time-series data in terminology and summarized in chapter 3.

1/ £s in Agr. Handb. 118 Major Stabistical Series of the U. 5. Department of
Agriculture {2L), Agr. Handb. 62 Consumption of Food in the United Stetes, 1909-52 (€},
and Agr. Handb. 91 Measuring the Supply and Utilization of Farm Commodities {12).

Numbers in parentheses refer to item numbers in Literature Cited and Other
References, beginning on page 112.
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Chapter 4 provides descriptions of several procedures developed for use with
overall measures of food consumpticn in analysis of historical changes in cross-
‘section differences. Reference to some familiar methods supplements the new material.
Procedures described here are those used to obtain operational answers to practical

problems, rather than to derive theoretically elegant measurements of economic
relationships.

Severel appendixes supplement information given'in the main body of the text.
1.2. Orga.nize.tion of the Reference Scheme '

The system of mumbering text sections, tebles, and figures has been adapted from
technical works on statistics and economics to expedite cross-referencing io- this
handbook and to contribute to its usability as a reference work. The first digit of
each text section number (3.1.2.2.)}, table number (3.2), eand figure number (k.1)
refers to the number of the chepter in which it is given. Appendix references begin
with a capital letter, as B.l. The second digit is a text reference indicates a major
section of the chapter except for appendix references in which the first digit per-
forms this function. (Exsmples: 3.2 and B.2 both refer to second major section of
chapter 3 or the appendix). Headings of these major sections of the chapter are in-
c¢luded in the teble of contents along with the page pnumber on which each begins.
Numbering of subsections follows the same system.

To help the reader become thoroughly famitiar with the standard literasture on
food consumption, an abbreviated identification i1s used for each mejor reference, as
well as the number sssigned to it, in Literature Cited and Other References, at the
end of the handbook. Example* Agr. Handb, 62 (6) refers to Agriculture Handbook
No. 62, Consumption of Food in the United States, 1909-52 (and its annual supplements),
which is number 6 in Literature Cited aud Other References.

A coding eystem is also used for time series pertaining to qpantities of food
and food marketing services and to value data. A kind of road map for this systenm
is provided in exhibits A and B of chapter 3.
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Chapter 2. HWAYS OF LOOKING AT FOOD CONSUMPTION

From an economic point of view alone, food consumption involves a complex of
interrelated ideas., Certain complications arise from the variety of possible weys in
vhich tie subject may be considered. Others arise from the fact that many of these
aspects are not matually exclusive., A Tirst step in clarification of the subject is
the careful delineation of the different ways of looking at food consumption.

Aspects requiring clarification before an analysis of a problem in this area is
begun include: (1) Commodity coverage; (2) choice among meanings of food consumption—-
quantity, quality, and value; (3) levels at which food consumption is measured within
the marketing system; (4) coverage in terms of both sources snd uses; (5) channels
througn which food reaches consumers; (6) kinds and amounts of marketing services
bougnt witn food; (7) variations in food consumption among groups in the population
at one point in time; (8) changes through time and (9) food consumption as differen-
tiated from consumer acceptances, consumer preferences, and food habits.

2.1. Commodities Covered

This handbook is primarily concerned with all foods combined, with little atten-
tion given to the commodity sectors. The commedities ineluded are those customarily
consumed as humen food in the United States, encompassing fishery products and spices
as well as farm products. Alcocholic beverages are not generally classified as food
by the U. 5. Department of Agriculture. In some sets of data, however, expenditures
for alcoholic beversges are not separated from those for feod. Wherever this occurs,
particular note is made of the exception.

2.1.1. Food Commpdities and Food Use

All commodities with any food use may be described as food commodities; or one
may limit the coverage to commodities used primerily for food. For example, agricul-
tural economists often refer to fgod grains, meaning wheat, rye, and rice, as opposed
to the feed grains -- corn, barley end oats, The first group -- focd grains -—- is
used in this country primarily for food, whereas only reletively small quantities of
the second group — feed grains —- go for food. This handbook uses the terms in the
more inclusive sense, that is, gll commodities consumed as food by U. 5. consumers.

2.1.2. HNonfood Commodities and Nonfood Use

Agricultural commodities that never are used for food can be readily identified
as "nonfood commedities.” Buf nonfood use of food commodities introduces complications,
Food commodities may be used directly and wholly for nonfood purposes, such as the
feeding of whole grain to livestock., Or food and nonfood products may be joint prod-
ucts of food commodities, as in the case of flour and bran from wheat. g/

Ordinary wastes and losses in distribution mey or may not be considered as food
use of food commodities., From an economic standpoint they represent use of agricul-
tural resources instead of alternative use of marketing resources to reduce their
occurrence. Some of these wastes and losses may therefore be regarded as a part of
food consumption. This is particularly evident if consumption is to be measured at

2/ This problem is considered at length in Agr. Handb., 91 (12), pp. 15-16, 2426,
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the farm level. At the reteil level, however, allowsnces for westes end losses are
usually made top exclude them from the measure of feod, counting them statistically
with nonfood use of food commodities.

2.2. Mesnings of Food Consumption nmdﬁeir&mm&m
to Leveld of Diﬁixihniiga

Concepts of guantity, quality, and value prnvide alternative meanings of food
consumption that bear economic importence. The significance.of each term sppears
superficially to be simple, but actually every one is quite complicated. This section -
points out some of the complications that make satisfactory'definitions elusive, par-

ticularly those related to distributior levels. The tem “consumption mist be
considered first. . .

2.2.1. Consumption

For economic analysis, "food consumption" means the quantities of food taken
from the market. To be precise, the time-series estimates of food consumption should
be described as measuring the approximete quantities of focd moving through trade -
channels into domestic consumption. Because of the relatively great perishability of
most foodstuffs, measures of these movements are considered to be relatively good .

estimates of actual consumption in the economic sense, though their adeqpacy varies
widely.

Ordinarily, hoﬁe—produced supplies of food are included in "consumption" or
"food use” along with those obtained through marketing chsnnels. . SRS

2,2.2. Quantity

The mea.ning of the term "quantity" can be broedened to include va.lue or
"expenditure." Yet, in referring to food, it is usually restricted to weight or
yolume. When a person refers to guantity of food consumed,he generally means poul dege.
The poundage of a single food is an economically significant measure. But consideration
of the totel poundsge of ell foods combined is complicated by the need to distinguish

the different poundages as they leave the farm gate, the processor, the wholesale
produce dealer, or the retail store.

Quentity problems may arise even for a single commodity. The obV1ous example of
frozen concentrated orange Juice and fresh oranges comes to mind. Should the poundage.
of processed product or the weight of the reconstituted juice be added to the retail
weight of the fresh cranges? . A total including the cans of frozen orange juice and
the retail weights of fresh oranges has little meaning. ©Should farm weight -
equivalents of processed products be added to ferm weights of orenges sold to con- -
sumers in fresh form? To handle such problems,e common denominator is needed. There
are at least four common denominstors for food: (1) Pounds at any one of several
levels in fresh or unprocessed eguivalents; (2) content of a common ingredient such as

fat or caleium in dairy products; (3) food energy value measured in calories; and

(4) price-weighted indexes of quantity. An analyst's choice emong these alternatives
must be based upon a clear understaending of what is being measured, and why.. The

common denominator chosen must fit the attributes of food being studied in a given
problem. '

2.2.3. Quality

A comprehensive definition of quality was developed a few years ago by a group
of food technologists, economists, statisticiens, and home economists: “Quality is
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the combination of attributes of a product that have significance in determining the
degree of ascceptability of the preduct to z user.”

It is difficult to evaluate guality, for it may mean & type of food with less
waste tham another, or food that 1s more mature, more tasty, or more tender, or more
costly to produce or to market or to buy than some other food, or food thalt contains
more nutrients that are particularly needed. Does a shift from cenned to frozen
vegetables, or from potetoes to leafy, green and yellow vegetables represent an in-
crease in food consumption? Most people would agree that a shift in consumption to a
line that is higher priced and thet requires more production and msrketing services,

. represents an improvement in the quality of food consumed and, for certein analyses,
en increase in food consumption.

This leads somewhat premsturely to one of the most difficult problems in
economic analysis of food consumption -- the combination at the consumer level of
marketing services with food as produced by farmers or by fishermen. The addition of
some marketing services to foods {as in precocking, washing, grading, and so on) may
provide attributes desired by consumers; thus 1ts quality is inereased. These two
elements are distinet to producers and to marketing sgencies, but not to consumers.
Io this handbook the distinction between farm and merketing inputs is maintained,
with attention directed to the separate contribution of each.

M though putritive value is an economicelly important aspect of food gualidy,

it is considered only incidentselly in this handbook. Those who are concerned with
improving the general level of nutrition of our population are likely to consider an
increase in consumption of foods with relatively scarce nutrients tc be a desirsble
increase in food consumption, even if it occurs at the expense of reduced consumptiocn
of foods high in more plentiful nutrients. Obesity is currently recognized as one of
the mejor problems of nutrition in this country., Some substitution of foods high in
protein, minerals, and vitamins for foods high in carbohydrate and fat conient is
therefore preferable to net increases in total poundage of food consumed. Accordingly,
many nutritionists would view such shifis as improvements in food consumption. The
Institute of Home Economics regularly celculates the nutritive value of the per caplta
food supply in terms of 1l nuirients and food energy. As yet, however, there is no
satisfactory common denominstor for combining these nutrients into an overall nutri-
tional index.

2.2.4. Value

Values of food consumed expressed in dollars are particularly useful for
economic enelysis of varistion and trends in food consumption, provided both value
concepts and matching date are carefully identified and comparaebiliiy msintsined. For
exsmple, the average market value of food consumption inciudes the value of all re-
source inputs by primery producers and all marketing inputs by processors and
distributors. But the aversge farm value of food consumed includes only the value of
productive resources used by farmers to provide cattle on the hoof, raw milk, and so

on. 4/

Looking at the meaning of value in another way, we see that it is composed of
a price element in eddition to & measure of guantity and quality. Introduction of
price reflects econcmic inputs on the supply side, as just described, and preferences
on the demand side.

3/ Page 117, Market Demand and Product Quality, (70).
g/ The division between farm and marketing inputs is indistinet at times but may be
based on who pays the bill,as for picking fruit —— the farmer or the marketing agency.
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For economic analysis of food consumption, five different concepts of value need
to be identified: (1) Farm value, (2} retail value, (3) market value, (&) food ex~
penditures, and (5) velue of marketing services sold with food. 5/ The meanings of
. these-terms, as indjicated earlier in this chapter, are tied in with levels: of the

distribution system and with particule.r k:lnds of economic- resources.

2,2.k.1. Fare yalue represents the total valile of farm commodities in terms of
prices recelved by farpers, Farm value of food means the portion of the total farm
value of food commdities sllocated to food use &s contrasted with nonfood purposes.
(Tais leads back to the problem of joint products mentioned in 2.1,2.) The farm value
of food sold by farmers represents their returns for the food share of production of
raw materials used in food products. Farm value of food produced for home consump-
ticn is the value 1mputed %o those supplies , using the farm prices of comparable Toods
sold.

2.2.4.2. Retail value is the value of food priced at the retail-store level.
Here we include the resources supplied by primary producers in the forms of the raw
.commodities and of the services supplied by merketing agencies from the producer level
t.hrough the retsil level. By convention, retail value excludea the services of meal
preparation and serving supplled by eating places, In other words, it is the calecu-
lated value of sll food consumed by civilians, assumlng that ali purchases were made
at retail store prices.

2.2.4.3. Although the term market value is also applied to the value of food
" sold by farmers or retailers, in Tecent years it has been used to an Increasing extent
by economists of the U, 5. Department of Agriculture to represent the value of foods
at the prices paid by final consumers at several levels of distribution. Thus, market
velue includes all inputs of economic resources. It can be applied to those foods
bought directly from farmers or wholesalers, as well as to foods purehased as prepared
meals in eeting places of all kinds. - ,
2.2.4,4. Food e _:_cgenditure are ordinarily taken to mean doller outlays for food
by consumers, excluding the imputed velue of home-produced food. _/ However, the best
known set of data by that name, the Department of Commerce serles, includes the value
of most home-produced food and exciludes food bought by business firms as meals for
clients. This exsmple indicates the need of precise knowledge of the connotations of
a particular value concept and the apparently “matching date."” -

2.2.4.5, The value of marketing services sold with food is the counterpart of the
idea of ferm value of food alone. The value of all food services consumed include
those of assembly, transportstion, werehousing, processing, wholesaling, reteiling,
snd meal preparation end serving. Thus marketing services include the :anuts of
labor, capital, and mansgement beyond the farm level,

2.2.4,6, At this point a word sbout value in current dollars as opposed to
"real" velue in constant dollars is necessary. Most velue data are in terms of cur-
rent dollars, that is, dollars s spent within the time period to which they refer. But
economists are frequently concerned with "real” value, that is, value data adjusted
for changes in the purchasing power of the dollar. For some purposes, it is highly

5/ Date matching these concepts are supplied in chapter 3; the description of.the
measures may help clarify the concepts.

Q/ Strictly speaking, expenditures should also exclude the imputed market value of
payments ie kind, such as employees' meals. But this would complicate study of the
flow of food through marketing channels sinee such food ectuslly receives the same
services a3 meals sold. Therefore, it is included with meals sold to consumers,

Il
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desirable to convert current dollars to constant dollars or real values, that is, the
equivalents of values in a specified base period., This is usually decne by dividing
the current dollar figures by the pertinent price index of the Bureau of Labhor
Statistics or of the Department of Agriculture. :

2.3. Sources of Food

Extensive discussion of sources of food (e.g. domestic farm produced, imported)
properly belongs in a bulletin describing basic data on production or foreign trade or
in & bulletin on production economics. But since the coverage of the sources has -con—
siderable bearing on economic analyses of problems in food consumption, the major
sources of U, S, food are enumerated here, (See table 3.3.) Full descriptions will
be found in three other handbooks. 7/ In brief, most of the.U. S. food supply comes
from domestic farm producers. Some of it is consumed by the households of the farms
where it 1s produced, but most is sold. Many nonfarm households produce some farm -
food commodities for tneir own use. Also, we import substantisl guantities of farm
food commodities. HNonfarm foods include fishery products and the spices. These may
pe produced in this country or imported. ' .

2.4. Broad Categories of Use and Users

This bandbook is concerned primarily with consumption of iood by the U. s.
civilian population, but U. 5. food commodities are also purchased by the U, 5. Armed
Forces and for nonfood purposes by civilians and toe military. wonfood use includes
consumers' goods such as clothing, producers’ goods for agriculiural use such as for -
feed, seed, and hatcaing, as well as industrial goods. The otner broad category is -
export, eitner through commercial channels or by the Government. Detailed deserip--
tions of these categories are avzilavle in the three nandbooks referred 4o in note 7.

2.5. Distribution Cnannels fo Civilien Consumers

Distributicn channels constitute an important aspect of food consumrption because,
first, they provide a key to the marketing services supplied with food, and, second,
use of the several distribution channels is affected by different economic and social
factors. Identification of the distribution channels relevant to a particular problem
is a prerequisite to tine choice among sets of data.

2.5.1. Home Production

Home production may be viewed either as a source of food or a dlstribution
channel through which food reaches consumers. By home production we mean the growing
or raising of crops and livestock for use in the household of the producer, the gath~
ering of berries, or the catching of fish for use in the home., It is impossible to be
as precise as one would like in the use of this term. Tor example, the feeding of a
chicken after purchese for a few days before slaughter does not meke the chicken home-
‘produced in an econcmic sense, but the fattening of a purchased steer for several:
months is likely to be considered as home production. The example of feeding s steer
shows how easy it is ‘o have double counting in agriculiural statistics. '

Information on home production is complicated by the fact that food received as
payments in kind for work done on another farm or as meals, or as gifts from family
and friends,may have peen home produced or it may have been purchased. Operationally,
provaoly the best assumption is that such interchanges are cffsetting.

7/ Vol. 5 of Agr. Handb. 118 (24); Agr. Handb, 62 (§); and Agr. Handb. 91 (12).



2.5.2, Purchesed Foods

Food commodities may be purchased from producers, as at wayside stands, or from
distributors at the wholessle or retall levels. The food may be bought by privete
households or it may be bought by institutions and eating places. Purchased foods _
ordinarily includes meals and snacks. The term "e¢ating places" is often broadened to
include institutiones and to signify all places for eating food outside private homes.
Institutions include hospitals, orphansges, penal establisbments, and the like,

2.5.3. Prepared Meals

Food may be sold to consumers in the form of prepared meale or snacks by esting
places, or it mey be supplied without separate payment. For example, many eating
places furnish meals to employees as parb of their pey. Institutions furnish meals to
inmates and patients, and travelers often receive meals along with other services of
air and weter transportetion agencies. Most meals and snacks &re sold outright. Some
eating places elso sell candy and ice cream, even prepared dishes for off-premise '
consunption.

6. Marketing Services Sold With Foq'a_

The major types of marketing services sold with food are mentioned earlier, in
econnection with their value. For economic analysis of food consumption it is impor-
tant to separate the use of these services from the consumpiion of feod commoditles as
primary products invelving only farm or fishing resources -— dbecause economic and
social factors affect the two types of rescurces differently. Study of merketing
services bought by consumers is within the scope of this ha.udbook only insofar as it
pertains to the anelysis of food consumption. 8/

2.7. ¥Yeriations in Food Consggptio Among Populatibn

Variations in food consumption at one point in time among groups in the populae-
tion may refer to the quantity, gquality, and velue of food consumed and to several
other aspects of food consumption. The patterns of consumption esmong such groups of
consumers for individual feoods and for the general level of all féod consumed can be
expected to differ according to whether the food is eaten in private homes or away
from home in eating places, because of varying impact of certain econcmic and social
factors. Food at home may be subdivided according to source -~ purchased, home pro-
dueed, gift or peyment in kind. Breakdowns of food awa,y from home vary among, sets of
date and are described in chapter 3.

For some economic analyses, it is important to consider varistions in food
consumpiion of the civilian populstlion according to housekeeping status of the con-
sumers, The definition of housekeeping households veries according to the purpose
for which the date have been collected. For example, the Census Bureau defines
households in terms of the residents of a dwelling unit. For the food surveys of the:
Institute of Home Economics, a household is a group of persons who share food supplies,
and a housekeeping household is one in which at lesst one person had 10 or more mesls
from household food supplies during the seven days preceding the survey interview.

The nonhousekeeping population includes the institutionel population, as well as those _
individuals and househclds that do not come within the definition of housekeeping
households. In this category are residents of hotels and rooming houses. A eompli-
cation is introduced by the fact that some members of the Armed Forces live at home

8/ For further information,see vol. 4 of Agr. Handb. 118 {24} and Misc, Pub. 741 (9).
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~ and all-éat.outside military establishments while on leave., Anpother arises because
- some service families obtain thelr foods from commissary supplies which are counted
with military tekings. ©OSuch complications have been handled by special adjustments

where significant.

Other bases are often used for subdividing the U. S. civilian population, and
thus the food consumed, These include: (1) Region -- the makeup of regilons varies
among censuses and according to problems being studied; (2) degree of urbanization --
whether urban, rural nonfarm, or farmm; and size of eity; (3) income —- ususlly cur-
‘rent total, including nonmoney or current money only, before or after texes; (&) family
type according to number in the family and age and sex composition; and (3) other
- bases such as race, occupation, age or education of the head of the household or of
. the housewife, and national origin.

2.8, Changes ip Food Copsumption Through Time

There are even more possibilities of varistions in food consumption through
time than et one point in time. These include changes (1) in the quantity, quality,
end velué of food consumed; (2) iIn their combinations and commodity coverage; (3) in
sources of food consumed; (h) in the relative importance of major categories of use
and users; {5) in channels through which food resches consumers; 9/ (6) in all these
patterns of variations; (7) from those in ome point in time to amother point; and
(8) in marketing services obtained through given channels.

- These changes in food consumption through time mey be considered in terms of
(1) aggregates for the whole country, (2) annuel averages per capita, or (3) patterns
- of consumption among specified groups in the population. 1In economic analysis of
food consumption, it is sometimes important to consider changes in the seascnality or
short—run variations from one year to snother. A whole set of changes in food con-
sumption has to do with how relationships of food consumption to economic and social
factors change through time. Thus, the concept or meaning of changes in food con-
sumption through time encompasses the great variety of possible combinations.

2.9. Consumer Acceptances, Preferences, snd Food Habits

Finelly, reference is made to three other concepts of food relevant to analysis
of variations and changes in food consumption. These are consumer scceptances of
food, consumer preferences for food, and food habits. ;g/ Congumer gacceptances appear
to be fairly close in meaning to the idea of food gopsumption in terms of quantities
disappearing from the market in a given period, though the meaning of gconsumer
preferences is apparently broader than the quantity, quality, and value of food
actually bought or consumed. Probably some consumers from time to time buy some foods
of a type or quality that they would prefer not to buy if alternatives were available
in the market. It is true that scme consumers may prefer some quality or convenience
factors not available to them. Food habits include not just the combinations of food
bought and used in a particular pericd, hut the ways in which they are shopped for,
prepared in the kitchen, and combined into meals, and even the ways in which meals are
served. These elements are difficult to measure quantitatively, but their descrip-
tions often add much to one's understending of the reasons for particular changes in

foed consumption.

9/ These ordinarily involve some changes in marketing services.
10/ For further discussion, see Meyers, Trienah "Predicting Market Acceptance,”

p. 1388 of Jour. Farm Econ., Dec. 1955 (63).
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Chepter 3. ECONOMIC MEASURES OF FOOD CONSUMPTION

The objective of this chapter is to outline the sets of date aveilable for
economic analysis of veriations and changes in U. S. food consumption. Reference is
made to major sets of date siready pubiished; also, some new measures are presented.
The review of cross-section survey materisls encompasses the nationwide, all-food
studies made in the last 30 years. Emphasis is on those survey date which have proved
useful to mecroeconomic research by the Agriculiural Marketing Service on changes in
food consumption. The data to be considered are largely from Government sources,
particularly the Department of Agriculture. : :

Five major types of statistics are described. These are time series, one-time
cerosg-section surveys, repeated or panel type ecross-section surveys, .speclal surveys
of use and preference, and estimates of retail store sales. The analyses that we shall
report drew mainly upon date from time-series and one-time cross-section surveys. .
Before using eny of these types of statistics, an analyst mmst make certain decisions
or choices with respect to concepts discussed in the preceding chepter.

3.1, Time Series of Quantities of Food Consumed

Consumption of all mejor foods by U. S. civilians in each celendar year is
estimated and published regularly by the Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS). These
estimates are often called disappearance date because of the way in which they are
derived. They are based on a great variety of information, originally compiled for
other purposes,pertaining to supplies moving through trade channels for use by the
civilian population. This secounts for the several levels in distribution at’ which
the official estimetes of consumption of individual foods are measured. Current
data in terms of these levels — designated "primary distribution weights” — are
published regularly for many commodities in the National Food Situation, a quarterly
issued by AMS. (13). ' _ .

3.1.1. Derivation of
Consumption Estimates

3.1.1.1. Primary Digtribution Weights.--Estimates of total civilian consumption
of major foods are derived as residusls from data on production, stocks, foreilgn
trade, and military takings. The ennusl supply of each food consists of production
(mostly as estimated by the Agricultural Estimates Division, AMS) plus beginning
stocks (wherever reported by the U. S. Department of Agriculture, the U. S. Department
of Commerce, or trade sources) and imports. From this total are deducted feed,seed, and
other nonfood uses; exports and shipments; Government purchases for noncivilian users;
and ending stocks. The residual is considered to be total civiliar consumption. Such
totals are divided by the number of people eating out of civilian supplies to derive
civilian per capita consumption. Q/P '

¥For use in economic anelysis, some of the primary distribution deta on civilian
consumption per capita must be converted either back to farm weights or forward to
retail weights. A special procedure is applied to each commodity. As examples, the
primary distribution weights of meat are carcass weights where slaughtered; fresh
fruits and vegetables are in terms of farm weights; canned and frozen foods are re-
ported in terms of their processed weights at the wholesale level of distribution.
A key to such details will be found in appendix A.

11/ Detailed descriptions of the estimating process for each food item are glven in
Agr. Handb. 62 (6). Brief descriptions are also available in chspter 3, vol. 5, Agr.
Handb. 118 (24). ' '
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3.1.1,2. Farm Weight Equivalents.—-Farm weights are ususlly in terms the fresh
or ravw products., Because the inedible portion of meat animals is so great, farm
weights of animals are rarely used in measuring food consumption, though logically they
they might be. For example, the farm weight of a steer may be 1,000 pounds, including
" bones, blood, and hide; the wholesale distribution or carcass weight runs about.
550_pounds, and the guantity of meat sold et retail averages about 470 pounds.-

- For commodities that are mostly edible, such as fruits and vegetables, fresh
" commodity equivalents of processed items are ofien used, sometimes referred .to as
"farm weights.” If great precision is not required, such data are generally not dif-
ficult to estimate because reasonably adequate conversion factors have been obtained,
largely from trade sources. Processing yields from rew farm products vary slightly
from year to year, but, for lack of informaticn, most of the facters sare held constent
until changes become sharply apparent.

3.1.1.3. Retall Wejghts.--Conversions to retail weilghts from the primary daistri-
bution weights are necessary only for the so-celled fresh" foods, such as fresh mests
and fruits and vegetables sold to consumers in the fresh form. ;g/ Consumption of
most processed Toods is measured in terms of their processed weights and are thus
equivalent to retail weights. Because of lack of reliable date on some foods, such as
copmmercially baked goods and the newer convenience foods, the measurement of the flow
. of these foods into consumption has to be pushed back to an esrlier level in the dis-
tribution process. Thus, flour, fats, sugar, and eggs going into bekery products are
_included in the consumption data with the quantities of these fbods that consumers
buy as such.

Even 1f these estimates of retall welghts of food consumed were precise, they
would still have certain limjtations for the study of food consumption arising from
the very nature of averages calculated from disappesrsnce date. They are national
average annual-rates per capita derived without adjustment for changes in the composi-
tion of the population, such as age distribution. ;3/ They do not revesl differences
in consumption among seasons of the year; regions; urban and rural sress; or those due
to femily size, family income level, and occupational differences; and differences in
consumptlon in privete homes as contrasted with esting in institutions and restaurants,
for example

3.1.2. QUantitx Measures
for Al) Foods Combined

"Consumption of individusl foods mey be combined by adding pounds or velues of
the quantities of individual foods.

3.1.2.1. Tbtal Poundage .~~Problems in meesuring and interpreiing the total
poundage of all feoods combined are discussed in the preceding chapter. The variety of
weights that can be used for major food items indicates the necessity for care in
determining the level at vhich total poundage is to be measured. Even though the
auther and many other economists heve not found & series on total poundage to be a
useful economic meesure, such & series on a per capita basis is regularly prepared
and published in table 38 of the annual supplements to Agr. Handb, 62 (£). It is a

- 127 Retrsil weights exclude approximste wastes and losses in distribution and repre-
sent the basis on which they are purchased by consumers in retail stores.

13/ No directly comparsble data are evailable on regional, State, or local consump-
tion because of lack of informetion on distribution of supplies within the country.



byproduct of the work on reteil weights for individual foods and msjor food groups
preparatory vo the estimation of the mutritive value of the per capita food supply and
the eslculation of the price-weighted index of per capita food comsumption at the
retall level. .

For economic snalysis of most problems bearing on the consumption of &ll foods
combined, a price-weighted index is much more desirgble. Several indexes prepared by
the U, S. Department of Agriculture make uge of prices in a given base period and
changing quantities to derive measures of flows of ferm products-in constant dollars

either at the farm level or at the retaill level.

3.1.2.2, Index of Supp x—Utilizatj,on == Fgrm lLevel.--The master index of supply-

utilization of farm commodities messures the. annual flows of such commodities . from
broad categories of source into broad categories of use and users. 1/ This index
was designed as a tool for anslyzing changes in supply and use of all agricultursl
commodities &s & coordinated whole, and for relating developments in one group of
.commodities or source of supply or chapnel of distribution to the whole flow. The
measure combines detailed statistics on the supply and distribution of each commodity
on the besis of equivalent faym value, using the corresponding 1947-49 average

price. 15/ It includes overell changes in the use of farm commodities in unprocessed
forms and of mejor products processed from them, .

‘The mejor edventage of the mester index and its subindexes is that, somewhat
like a }igsaw puzzle, they can be put together and teken apart., ZEsch subindex can be
related to every other. For example, because information on foreign trade is inte-
grated with date on domestic production, it is possible to analyze the extent of our
self-sufficiency in farm commodities and the significance of foreign demsnd for prod-
ucts of American farms. The subindexes also provide means for appraising the

significance of major factors contributing to changes in the supply and utilization of
farm pmdncts in the pest and for meking projections for the future.

Several limitetions on the usability of this irdex result from its basic
structure. As average prices for 1947-49 are used throughout the series, the indexes
do- not measure changes in value resulting from price changes or from the sddition of
more marketing services to the unprocessed farm commodities.

As previously indicated, the index includes farm commodities used. for feed and
seed as part of crop production, and again as part of the. value of mﬂ.rke‘t.ings of live-
stock products -- thus, it measures "gross flow.”

Finelly, the basic concept of flow is another limiting factor. The index
measures the total fiow of farm commodities in each year; it does not indicate how
mich is available at any one time within the yesr.

The subindex of total food use by civilisns measures the amount of farm re-
sources used each year in the form of food by the civiliesn population of the United
States. It is affected by shifts in the pattern of consumption from lower-farm-
priced go higher-farm-priced commodities, as from potatoes to broceoli, insofar as
they involve more or less farm resources. But shifts from fresh to processed foods.

1k/ Bee 2.3 snd 2.k,

15/ A modified Laspeyres formila, in which changing quantities and fixed prices are
combined, is used to derive the index. This formula providés a measure of changes in
qua.nt:tzes based on the relative ecooomic importence of each commodity. The index is
described in Agr. Handb. 91 {12).
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do not affect the subindex because all foods are messured as unprocessed commedities
in terms of famm-value equivelent. This index includes only farm~produced foods and
excludes fish and spices. It covers the period 192k to date. __j

A per capite index of civilien food use of farm commodities has been computed_
from the total index by meens of estimstes of the population eating out of civiliaen
supplies. Accordingly, this index is measured in terms of quantities and prices at
the ferm level. However, it reflects reported changes in stocks from the beginning
to the end of each year, even at wholesale levels of distribution. The series,
identified as PFQ-la, 17/ is given in table 3.1. An slternative series, PFg-1b, in-
cludes only foods sold by farmers for civilian use equivalent to purcheses by '
consumers, thus excluding ell home-preduced quantities in the disappearance data.
For handy reference, the code numbers and 1955 data for these snd other AMS per .
capita quantity and velue series are arranged in exhibit A, which emphasizes the dif; _
ferences in definition and coverage among the series. , :

Several alternetive series measuring per cepita use of foods according to source
of supply are given in table 3.2, All exclude domestic marketing services and apply
to food alone. The series for agll domestic farm foods (PFQ-Le) end domestic farm
foods sold (PFQ-L4b) were derived from per capite index of civilian food use of farm
commodities (PFQ-la) from all sources and the series for all farm foods sold (PFQ-1b)
by subtracting the values of imported farm foods. An index to measure approximately
the per capita use of all imported foods including fishery products was also con-
structed (PF-5). 18/ For some analyses an index of civilian food use of all foods
(both domestic and imported farm commodities and fishery products) is needed. -There~
fore, another pair of indexes was computed -- PFQ-6b for those sold and PFQ-6a
including foods sold (or bought) and home produced. Comparison of these series with
the basic series for farm foods only {PFQ-la and PFQ-1b in table 3.1) shows that the
addition of fishery products has negligible effect on trends and most year-to—year

changes.

3.1.2.3. Index of Per Capita Food Consumption ~— Retail Level.--The index of
per capits food consumption was developed from the per capita quantities for individ-
ual foods to describe oversll changes in food coasumption from year to yesar, and over
a period of years (PFQ-2). It primarily measures changes in quantity though it also
reflects certain changes in quality of foods consumed, such as the shift from lower-
priced to higher-priced foods. 1t does not reflect price chenges es such, because
194749 prices are used throughout. 19/ :

The index was designed to measure changes in the total gquantity of food con-
sumed per person at the retajl level. It assumes that all food moves through retail
stores. This is as close to the actuml consumption level as price weights cao be

16/ Current data are published in the annuel supplements to both Agr. Handb. 62 (&)
and Agr. Handb. 91 (12}.

;%/ The code represents the initial letters of per capita food guantity -- No. la.

18/ From data on farm values of imported farm foods in 1947-49 prices (derived from
the value aggregates of the supply-utilization index) and from edible weights of im-
ported fishery products priced at the 1947-L9 aversge import price per pound; spices
were not iacluded. ’

;2/ The Laspeyres formula is used. Details are given in pp. 132-159 of text of
Agr. Handb. 62 (6}. Subindexes for commodity groups are publlshed each year in the
statistical supplement to that handbook.
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Exhibit A.--Guide to AMS per capita food guantity and velue serles Y

Per capita  : © Per capita value data 2/
uantity : .
Tten * (Indexes: :Supplier: Retall : Market level : Expendit.ums
; 1047-49-100) :_level :  ‘value 1/ : af -

Code 1955 | Code * Code © 1955 | Code ® 1955 ' Code 1955

‘Food -- supplier level : R o _

- . Domestic farm food commndities : . : - : n :
Sold : PRQ-4b 107 - (TFV=1) PFV-6 385 R PFV~13b m
Home produced : R (') (TFV—T} © (TRV-R)

A1 sourves : PFa-ba 101 PF?-lE‘b - 325
Imported : - . -
Farm .1 (TFV-3)
Fishery products : . .
Total . ) : PRQ-5 - 101 (TPV-8)
Fishery products H
.. 8. : : {TFV-4)
Total : s :
Domeatic and imported T ' ?
Farm foods H
Sold . : ; PFG-1b 106
A1l sources : PFG-1a 101
Farm foods- end fishery )
products : . : . - i : :
Sold : - : PR-6b 106 - | .- PRY-11b . 363
A1)l sourees : PFQ-6a 101 (TFV-5) ' PFV-].Ob 377 S
ALl food at retail level 4/ . PRQ.P 102 PFV-9 362 _ . '
Marketing services 5/ : ' : L
With domestic ferm foods : PR3~T 106 R {TF¥=~15a)

With all food : FFQ=3 - 104 © (TFV-1la)

Compopite quantity index of all o ' o
foods uped plus ell marketing . _ - _ .
services : PF-8 103 FFG-10b = 377

In this table the following 1nitia.ls are used £ for food; T for t.ot.al; L for per capita; § for
quantity; and ¥ for velue.
1/ References to tables for data in othaer years and to text sections for description of aeries

Code Jable Section Code Isble . Section
PFG-la 32 3.1.2.2 TFV-8 3.4 -3.3.3
PPQ-1b 3.1 3.1.2.,2 TFV-9 . 3.4 3.3.3
PRE2 3.1 3.1.2.3 PFV-$ 3.4 3.3.3
PFQ-3 3.1 3.5.2 TFV-108 3.5, 3.6 3.k.3a
PFQ-ba 3.2 TFV-10b 3.6 3.4.3.1
PFQ-b 3.2 PFV-10b . 3.6 3.5.3.1
FFQ~5 3.2 3.1.2.2 TFV-11b 3-.6] 3.4.3.3
PF-68 3.2 PFV=11b © 3.6

PPQ-6b 3.2 TFV-12a 3.7

PFQ~T 3.2 3.5.2 TFV-12b 374 3.b.3.2
-8 3.2 3.1.2.4 PF¥-12b 3.7 ) :
. : TFV-13b ' 3-7}- 3.4.3.0
TFV=1 3.3 3.2.1.3 PFV-13b. 3.7) -

TRY-2 3.3 3.2.1.4 TFY-1ha . 3.8 3.5.1.1
TFV=3 3.3 3.2.2 TFV-1Lad 3.8} ) 3.5,2
TFV-4 3.3 3.2.3  PFV-1hd 3.85

TFV=5 3.3 3.2.4 TFV-15a - 3.8 - 3.5..2
TFV-6 3.4 3.3.2 TFV=15d 3-8} 3.5.2
FPFV-6 3.k 3.3.2 PFV-J.Sd. - 3.8 :
TFV-T7 34 3.3.3 o o

2/ Code for total value date given for those serieg for which per capita data are not published.

3/ Subseries g excludes retail sales taxes and tips, b ineludes them, 4/ Includes all food mna those
marketing services between ferm and retail lewvel, Ineluding gervices of eating pleces along with
othere to fina)l market level. : S
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constructed. Use of retail prices as weights results in combining the effects of
shifts in consumption among foods havipg different processing and marketing cosis with
those of quantitative changes.

This index is subject to the basic limitetions of the date from which it is
computed plus these just mentioned.. The overall index is published for current years
each quarter in the Natiomal Food Situation (13). It is given in table 3.1 {PFQ-2} of
this handbook.

3.1.2.4, Combined Quantity Index of All Foods Used Plus All Merketing Services.-—
This index for sll food plus all food services (PPQ-8) is derived, for use in this
handbook, from the totals of the value aggregates, in 1oh7-49 dollars , of the index of
per capita use of farm foods and fishery products (PFQ-6a) and those of the index of
marketing services per capita {FFQ-3). The series, PFR-8, is given ip tabdble 3.2. It
differs from the retajl index of per capits food consumption by reflecting all changes
in the use of marketing services, not merely those of processing. However, the mesas-
ure of the use of marketing services available at present is sn approximation, not a
directly developed index as described in a section 3.5.2.

3.1.2.5, Kutrient Supplies.--The Institute of Home Economics of the Agriculturael
Research Service prepares annual estimetes of the average quantities of specific
nutrients available for consumption in the country as a whole, Awverages per person
per day for 1l nutrients and food energy are celculated from the sppropriate retaill
weights of foods consumed, as measured by AMS. The putritive value series are partic-
ularly useful because they show trends in supplies of mejor nutrients that can be
directly related to changing food patterns.

Details of the computations are described in chapter 4 of Agr. Handb. 62 (£}.

These estimates of nuirifive value do not take intoc accournt losses and wastes after

food leeves the retail outlets, or variations in the distridbution of food among dif-
ferent groups in the population. Hernce, these nutrient levels only icdirectly measure
the nutritional adequacy of the national food supply.

3.2. Time Series of Supplier Values

Supplier value date encompass the farm velue of domestic farm foods, the value
of imported foods, and the value of domestic Tishery products. A guide to those
series of supplier values, which sre coordinated with the AMS market value dats, i1s

given in exhibit B.
3.2.1. Farm Value of Focd

An incressing number of sets of farm vajue dsz'a have been developed in recent
years by AMS in connection with (1) estimstion of farm income, {2} measuring the
supply and utilization of farm commodities, {3} calculating the marketing bill for
farm products, snd more recently, {4) the estimstion of market value of food consumed

by U. 3. civilians.

VWork on ferm income includes the regular preparation of estimates of cash re-
ceipts from ferm marketings and of noncash elements of gross farm income. 2/

20/ For details, see vol, 3, "Gross and Net Farm Income" of Agr. Handb. 118 (24).
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3.2.1.1, Cash Receipts From Farm Marketings.--All sales of crops by farmers are
included; purchases ol feed and seed are deducted later, as production expenses.
Similerly for livestock, estimates include all sales except those by one farmer
directly to enother farmer in the seme State. Purchases of livestock by farmers from
all spurces outside thelir own State and from public stockymsrds within the State are
later deducted ms a production expense, Estimates for farm sales of firewood and
other forest products are included in crop totals. These data have nonfood components.
They also include food going to the Armed Forces and for export. .

3,2.1.2. Ferm yalues in terms of 1Q47-4Q dollars are derived in the measurement
of the flow of farm commodities from mejor sources into channels of distribution,

These farm value data are the bases for the computations of the supply-utilization
indexes described in 3.1.2.2. 21/

3.2.1.3. Annual date on the farm value of domestic farm foods sold to U. S.
civilisn consumers are estimated as an integral part of the e computations of the mar-
keting biil for farm foods. 22/ This methodology is basic to several other sets of
value data recently developed. 23/ (The series is TFV-1 in table 3.3.)

The net farm velues of major farm food commodities consumed domestically as food
in 1913-39 were estimated, using the statistics on cash farm receipts from sales of
food products with adjustments for resales to farmers (such as feeder cattle), nonfood
byproducts or Joint products, noncivilian takings, end changes in stocks., The net
farm values for food groups were divided by the farmer's shares of retail costs indi-
cated by the market basket series to obtain retail values. The market Lusket series
are based on fixed combinetions of foods, hence they do not reflect cha.nges in ma.keup

of food consumption within groups.

Substantial cha.nges in food consumption since 1940 necessitated changes in
methodology for estimating retail velues and in methods for farm velues as well. The
changes within a commodity group are reflected to & greater degree (1) by dividing
net farm value of irdividual products by farmer's share percentages and totaling than
(2} by dividing the net farm velue of the commodity group by the farmer's share for
the group as a whole., In genersl, beginning 1940, the first method is used. But some
minor adjustments were made in the commodity group estimetes for 1940-46 to link the
series ai 193G,

Farm values of individusl products are obtained by miltiplying farm equivalents
of civilian consumption from marketings (total civilian consumption less imported -
products and products consumed on farms where produced} by average price recelved by
farmers. Farm values of some products are adjusted to allow for the value of nonfood

byproducts.

21/ Value sggregetes are given in tables 33-3k4 of Agr. Handb, 91 (12).

&/ The marketing bill for any specified group of farm products is the aggregate
dollar amount of marketing charges paid to all agencies engaged in marketing these
products. Thus, it may also be described as the dollar value of marketing services
bought with theose farm commodities, such as foods.

23/ This deseription was prepared with the assistance of Kathryn Parr, formerly of
the Marketing Economics Research Division. Some further information is given on
page 9 of vol. 4, "Agricultural Merketing Costs and Charges," Agr. Handb., 118 (24) and
page 49 of Misc. Pub. 7hl {g). Other sections of the latter publicetion describe
comnodity date. Further details may be obtained from the Marketing Economics Research

Division, AMS.
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A problem in computing farm value of commodity groups is the use of products of
one group &s ingredients of products of other groups. DBecause ingredients other then
flour are so important in bakery products, corrections are made to avoid duplication.
Farm values of milk, butter, lard, vegetable shortening, eggs, fruit, corn sirup, and
sugar estimated to be used in bekery products are subtracted from their product groups
and added to the farm value of grain tc obtain the totel farm value of bakery and
cereal products. Such corrections were not made for any other products.

3.2.1.4, The farm value of home-produced food is composed of two segments;  The
output of farm households and the output of nonfarm households. . The gquantities of
home-produced food used by farm households are velued at prices received for the sale
of similar products. 24/ The value of food produced by nonfarm households for their
own use was estimated by the author from detailed data on the guantities home-produced
by such households {which form part of the dissppearance data) usipg farm price data
appliceble to farm home-produced foods. 2 The series of total velues of home-
produced food is given in table 3.3 (TFV-2). : L

3.2.2. Value of Imported Foods

Deta on the value of imported foods are prepared in the Department in connection
with the foreign trade work of the Foreigpn Agricultural Service. (FAS), the measurement
of the supply and utilization of farm commodities, and work on the market value of
U, S. food. The FAS current value data on imports of all agricultural commodities
are declared values of both processed and unprocessed commodities as stated at the
ports of crigin. The AMS measures of the inflow of imported foods are computed in
farm value equivalents end 1947-49 dollars. 26/

For work en the market velue of U. S. feood, it was necessary to construct a set
of spproximate value figures for imported food commodities, including fish, for U. S,
civilians. This was done by summerizing the import values of foods imported from
foreign countries, then subtracting military taekings and approximate values of nonfood
use of such commodities., In addition to these imported foods, estimates had to be
made of the value of inshipments from the former U. 5. Territories, Alaska and Hawaili.
These presented a problem for the years 1948 through 1958 because inshipments from
- Alaske and Hawaii were not reported. However, quantity data for the major recelpts
from these areas were computed for the measurement of domestic food consumption, using
trade sources, These were valued at prices derived from the import deta for the same
commodities from other Territories. The combined series is TFV-3 in table 3. 3. '
{Consumption date used in this handbook apply only to the 48 States. )

3.2.3. Value of Domestic
Fishery Products

The velue of domestic fishery products is estimated regularly by the Fish and
Wildlife Service of the Department of Interior and reported as the value of the
Continental U, S, cateh of edible fishery products. One adjustment is necessary -- to

24/ The deteiled description is given on pages 15-16 of wvol. 3, Agr. Handb. 118 (2L).

25_/ Details of the estimation of the quantities of individual commodities produced
for home consumption are given in Agr. Handb, 62 (§) except for the revised procedure
for estimates of vegetables for recent years, to which reference 1s made on page hé ' of
vol. 5 of Agr. Handb. 118 (24).

__/ Details of the computations of the value of imported foods in terms of 1947-49
dollarg are given in the supply-utilization bulletin, Agr. Hendb. 91 {12), and, in
brief, in chapter 2 of vol. 5, Agr. Handb. 118 (24).
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subfract approximate values of military tekings, which were developed from supply and
distribution dsta for these products. The series is TFV-4 in table 3.3.

_ 3'.2_.34-._111& total supplier value of U, S. civilien food is the sum of the farm
value of domestic farm foods sold to civilien consumers, all home-produced food, all
imported foods, and domestic fishery products (TFV-5).

3.3. Time-Series of Retail Values

_ Data on the retail velue of food are prepared in the Department in connection
- with the measurement of per cepita consumpiion, the work on the marketing bill for
farm foods, and the analysis of the merket value of food consumed.

3.3.1. Value Aggregates of the
Retail Consumption Index

The value aggregates of the per capita consumption index represent the retail-
store value in 1947-49 dollars of ell food consumed by U. 5. civiliens on a per _
capita basis. This series has not been published. 27/ Such value data cover home-
produced and imported farm and nonfamm foods as well as farm foods purchased, all
priced at average retail-store prices in 1947-49. 28/

3.3.2. Retail Veluwe of Domestic
Farm Foods Sold :

The retail value or ceost of domesitic farm foods sold to U, S. civilians is
estimated for each yeer in connection with work on the marketing bill. 29/ Measured
at the retail-store level, it does unot include any costs of services in restaurants
and other eating places, and it includes neither costs of nonfarm foods, such as
fish, nor the cost of coffee, tea, and other imported foods.

The retail cost was originally computed by dividing the estimated farm value of
each of six commodity groups of farm products by the farmer's share of retail cost
for the group as determined by “market-hasket” computetions. This is the method used
for estimates for the years before 1940. For more recent years the method is varied
by commodity groups, depending on availlsbility of data. :

Where possible, the retail cost for each product is obteined by dividing the
farm value, or payment received by farmers, by the farmer's share in percentage terms
for theat particular product. For example, farm values for beef, pork, and lamb are
now inflated separately instead of inflating the total farm value for meat products as
a group, Values for individual products are totaled into groups and ithe groups into
a total of all farm food products. Inflating of farm values of individual products
should result in more accurate estimetes than inflating byproduet groups., This

.method takes account of changes in the relative importance of individual producis

within the group.

27/ The series can be readily spproximated by applying the published indexes for all
foods combined, snd for food groups, %o the revised base period eggregates reported
in table 40 of the Supplement for 1956 to Agr. Handb, 62 (£).

28/ The price date are described in chapter 3 of Agr. Handb. 62 (§).

22/ This description was prepared by Kathryn Parr, formerly of the Marketing
Economics Research Division. See also vol. &, Agr. Hendb. 118 (2h).
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For some food groups retail prices and farmer's share percentages are available -
for so few individual produc¢ts that infletion is mede by subgroups, as is the case for
canned vegetebles, canped fruit, and frozen fruit. This assumes thet the farmer's
share for a subgroup, based on the relatively few products for which retail prices are
availsble, is representative of the subgroup including additional products. '

Increasses in the quentity of marketing services may not be reflected fully in
the retail cost because adequate dats on prices and wlumes are often lacking for
minor items. Where reasonably good estimates of prices and volumes can be developed,
allowance is made for effects of changes in marketing services, such as the increased
proporiion of potatoes sold in the form of potato chips apd the additional cost
resulting from the shifts to smaller can sizes for canned fruits and vegetables. To
improve the series, methods are changed from time to time as more data Decome.
available, ' '

Tae total end per capits series are TFV-6 and PFV-6, respectively, in table 3.1&. -

" 3.3.3. Retail Value of
All Fopd Consumed

The retail value of &ll food consumed is estimated for AMS work on the anelysis
of changes in food consumption and on the market value of food (TFV-9 and PFV-9). To
the retmil cost of domestic farm foods sold to U, S. civilians are added allowances
for home-produced foods, imported foods, esnd fishery products. - The retail value of
home~produced foods {(TFV-T7) wes estimated from their farm value, utilizing relation-
ships of farm to retail values for major home-produced items calculated in connection
with the marketing bill for farm food commodities sold. The retail walue of imported
. foods was estimated by calculeting the retsil value of major items (coffee, tea,

bananas, and pineapples plus the velue of sugar sold as such and the estimated value
of sugar in processed foods), then comparing the retail value of these items with their
imported value. These relationships were used 1o inflate the import value for all
imported foods excluding fish (as tabulated from the Bureau of Census trade reports
edjusted for nonfood use and for military takings)} to the retail velue for all items.

" The retail value of fishery products was estimsted from the reteill value ag-
gregates in 1947-49 dollars which go into the computation of the per capita consumption
index by making adjustments for the changes in the civilian population and in retail
I(Jricszs of fishery products indicated by price data of the Bureau of Labor Stetistilcs

HLS).

The total retail value of imported and nonfarm foods (TFV-8) and the total and
per capita retail values of all food consumed by civilians in esch year (TFV-9, PFV-9)
are reported in table 3.4,

3.k, Time Series of Market Values

Estimates of the market value of all food consumed at home apd away from home
are derived from the three different sets of data that follow.

3.4.1. Beged on

Commerce Data

The Department of Commerce series called "comswmption expenditures for food" can
be adjusted so &5 to measure the market value of all feod corsumed by civilians. This
food expenditure series is prepared by the National Income Division as part of the
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process of estimating nationel income. It is Gescribed In section 3.6 along with
cther Commerce data. ' . ' '

3.4.2, Based pn Value Aggregates
of Per Capite Consumption Index

A second possible basis for estimates of the market value of all food consumed
is the value aggregates of the per capita food consumption index. These represent
the sums of the producis of changing quentities of individual foods m.ltiplied' by
average retail prices in 1947-49. To derive a measure of total market value in current
dollars, several sdjustments in these velues in 1947-49 dollars must be made. First,
they must be adjusted to & current dollar basis, using tne BLS index of retall food
prices. Then further adjustments are needed: {1} an addition to allow for the added
- cost of marketing services other than those in the usual chamnels from farm to retail
and {2) 8 subtraction to allow for foods s0ld &t less than retail prices. An impub—-
iished experimental series rums close to that based on the merketing blll data next
escribed. ‘ o

3.4.3. Based on AMS
Marketing Bill Data

3.4.3.1. The third basis for estimetes of the market value of all food. consumed
at home end away from home {TFV-10a), the one adopted for the AMS series, is the
marketing bill data of the Agricultural Merketing Service. The retail cost or value
of domestic farm foods sold (TFV-6 described in 3.3.2) is adjusted to the concept of
total market value by adding estimstes of the extra cost of buying food in the form of
meals rather then et retail stores; the farm value of food consumed on farms where
produced and of nonfarm families' production for home use {TFV-2) ; and the retail
values of imported foods end nonfarm foods {TFV~8). Because some food is sold to
consumers at less than retail-store prices by farmers, processors, and wholessalers, .
an allowance for these differences beiween market values and retail values was
subtracted. Details of the procedure used in deriving this set of date {as well as
cther AMS vslue series) are given in appendix B. The series on merket velue of all -
foods and its components are in table 3.5. The series labeled TFV-10a excludes
retgil-sales texes and tips. {Reference to exhibit B may help the reader identify
relationships among the AMS value series used in this bulletin.) ’

The estimates of market value of all civilian food besed on the two AMS series
and the one based on Cormerce date are reasonably close together for the years since
World War II. Prior to 1944, the two AMS-based series diverge from that of CommeTce,
apparently becsuse of differences in the levels of food production indicated by the
Censuses of Menufactures and the estimates of the Agricultural Estimates Division,AMS,

Because the measures of food quantity used herein are those of the AMS, the
comparable market value series based on the marketing bill data is used throughout the
descriptive and analytical sections of this handbook. Exhibit { compares the coverage
of AMS series on market value of all foods with those for (1) the AMS series on retail
store cost of domestic farm foods sold to civilians and {2} the Commerce series on -
consumption expenditures for food. :

3.5.3.2. Market Value of Domestic Farm Foods.—-The value of those farm foods
produced by American farmers and consumed by U. S. civilians is estimated from the
sume sets of AMS data as the all-food series, For this series, it was necessary io
subdivide the extra cost of food purchased as mesls and snacks into the share for
domestic farm foods and thet for all imported foods and fishery products. This waes
done by means of the ratio of the retail value or cost of farm foods sold to the

[,

_— - e e mm e s ST e



Exhibit C.--Comparison of coverage of seversl value measures for food,
excluding aslecholic beverages 1/

AMIS retail s-tore

AMS meriet cost of domestde Dept. of Comer(.:e
value of &)1 farm foods series, consumption
Iten : civilian food s0ld to civilians expenditures

TFV-10a or b ; TFV-6 H for food
- i

&/ i 3/

Domestic production of farm
Toods for home use :
By farm households - : Yes - farm value No Yes - farm value
By noanfarm nouseholds : Yes — farm velue Ho Ho

Domestic farm foods :
S0ld to U. 5. military : Ko No Yes - wholesale value
Sold to U, 5. eciviiians :
3y farmers and distributors

af food : Yes ~ market walue Yes - retail wvalue Yes — market value 1 .
As meals and shacks H n
To businessmen : .
{ Nonconsumer purchases} : ¥es ~ market value Yes - retsil velue No !
With transportation end : '
hospital services : Yes - market wvalue Yes — retail value Ho
Other :  Yes - market wvalue Yes - retail value Yes - market value
Imported foods and fishery 1
preducts : ) . : : .
Scld to U, S, military : o - Ho . o Yes - wholesale value
Scld to U, 5. civilians : - o : :
By fishermen and distributors: : '
of food ' : Yes -~ market value No . Yes - market value
A5 meals and snsacks : ' _ : ' .
To businessmen : Yes — market walue No : Ho
- With transportation : : : . .
and hospital services : Yes - markei value . Ho Ho
Cther _ : Yes - market velue ' No Yes - market value

1/ "Yes" meens inclusion, "No" indicates exclusion. 2/ Descrived in section 3.%4.3.1 and appendix B.
Described in section 3.3.2. 4/ Described in section 3.6.2, GSee also pp. 78-79 of U. S. Income and Output,
1958 Supplement to the Burvey of Current Business (27). :
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retail value of all foods sold. For some purposes, retamil sales taxes and tips should
ve excluded, for others they should be included. Alternative series are therefore

- given in teble 3.7 (TFV-12a, TFV-12b}).

3.4.3.3. Civilisn Expenditures for Alli Foods.--Two AMS series measure dollar
outleys for food by U. 8. civilians. They were derived from the AMS market velue
date described above by subtraction of the imputed velue of home-produced food. The
series pertaining to a3l food {TFV-1lb in table 3.6) differs in coverage from the
Commerce series, consumption expenditures for food{deseribed in 3.6.2), for this
. reason and also because it excludes military food, but includes value of food bought
with hospital and travel services and by business firms for clients. “The per capita
-series derived from the totel food expenditure series, PFV-11b, matches the food
quantity series for all food sold to civilians,PFQ-6b, as indicated by exhibit A. The
expenditure data generally used in this bulletin include retail sales taxes and tips.

3.4.3.4, Expenditures for Domestic Farm Foods by Civilians.--For anaiysis of
‘several problems relsted to marketing of products of U. 5. agriculture, & special
expenditure series has been derived to cover domestic ferm foods only, TFV-13b in
table 3.7. It differs from that series on market value of domestic farm foods, which
includes retail texes snd tips, TFV-1Zb, by the exclusion of home-produced fopd. The
metehing per cepita food quantity series at the supplier level is the index of per
capita. food use of purchased domestic farm commodities.

_ 3.4.3.5. A number of other value series heve been developed as byproducts of
the estimation of the market vaiue of all food. They provide approximations of mea-
sures for relative importance of several channels through which food reaches U, S.
‘consumers, such as eating places, purchased food, and so on. Although they form an
integral part of the overall estimetes of market velue of all food consumed, they sre
likely to be much less relisble than other series, Independent data are 'available
for cheecking the overall figures but not some of these components. Accordingly, the
descriptions of these subseries and the data are relegated toc appendix B, There the
methodology is clearly described, and the nature of the bases or which they stand is

set forth.

3.5. Marketing Services Sold With Food —- Time Series

The currently available economic measures of merketing services sold with food
are based on the difference between theé value of food as it leaves the farmer or other
primary supplier and the smount paid by finsl-conswsers. These value measures are
often deseribed as the "marketing bills" for handling food commodities.

3.5.1. ¥alue of Marketing Bervices

3.5.1.1. For all foods, the total merketing bill or the value of all marketing
services rendered between the farm gate end final purchese as food in retail stores,
und as meals and snacks, is calculated by subtracting total supplier value (TFV-5)
I'rom the total market value of all food {TFV-10a}. Adjustments were made in the mar-
keting bill to subtract specisl taxes paid by hog processors in 193k and 1935 and to
add Federal subsidies paid to food processors in 1943-46, The series which excludes
retail taxes and tips is identified as TFV-lha and the one including those extra
‘charges is TFV-1lb, table 3.8,
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3.5.1.2. Similar value data for all marketing services for domestic farm. foods
only are derived from the finel market value of domestic farm food commodities and
their farm values. The same adjustments in this marketing bill series were made as
in that for all foods. The generel code number for these farm food series is TFV-15
with series 15a excluding taxes and tips and series 15b including them {table 3.8). 30/

The series for total merketing bill for all services sold with domestic farm
- foods excluding taxes and tips (TFV-158) differs from the farm-retail marketing bill -
regularly estimated by AMS because of the inclusion of services of eeting places and
the deduction of services nol supplied on food sold to consumers prior toc the retail
stage in distribution, as by farmers and wholesalers. The compopnents of the farm-
retail marketing bill have been studied extensively by marketing specialists of the
Marketing Economics Research Division, AMS., An snalyticel summary in terms of labor
costs, profits, transportation costs, and so on is given in Misc. Pub. 741 (9Q) and in
the Markefing and Transportstion Situation of July 1959 (.'1.0)

3.5.2. Qu tltx of rketlng Services

By deflating the marketing bill -- the value series fbr all marketing services
s0ld with all food -- a much needed measure of the volume of food marketing services
used cen be epproximated, Bul it is recognized that,since any_quantity series derived
by deflating a value or expenditure series is merely an approximation,it should be used
only as long as a direct measure is not available. Measures of the quaantities of such
services in use by the Department have been developed from the value data in table 3.8
by use of the marketing margin between the farm and retail velues of the AMS market
basket of farm foods as & price index for marketing services._'._'ﬁ/. Here, too, it-would
be more desirable to have a directly constructed index, pricing fixed quantities of

3gf_ﬁn analysis of the components of the total marketing dill was published in the
July 1959 issue of the Marketing and Transportation Situation, The Marketing Bill Tor
Farm Food Products” {11). Reprinted as AMS-326.

3_/ The AMS market basket series is constructed by pricing e fixed ma.rket basket of
farm food commodities (the aversge quantities of farm products purchased for consump-
tion at home by urben wage-earner and clérical worker families in 1958) at the farm
level, using prices received by farmers, and at the retail level, using BLS average
retail prices, in general. The difference between farm costs and retail costs is the
marketing margin. For further explenation of this series, see Misc. Pub. T4l (9).

A price index derived with fixed weights tends to have a slight upward bias
because buyers are constantly attempting to lower their costs by shifting among items.
In effect, the marketing margin of the market basket series incorporates some grad-
ually changing weights as the amounts of services of assembly, transportation, whole-
saling, end retailing are varied. But the amount of processing services is fixed
by the use of constant amounts of each form of processed food in the. market basket and
the services of eating places are not ineluded.

Whereas the use of & price lndex to derive a measure of guantity from a wvalue
series often gives a downward bias to the quantity series, it is guite possible that
the use of this price index based on the marketing margin may yield a reasonably se:t-
isfactory measure of quantity of marketing services. Research workers in AMS have
experimented rather thoroughly with these series for services. They have obtained
some meaningful research findings using the series, ané no serlous biases have been
revealed.
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individual marketing services, but none has been constructed. The index of the mar-
keting margin does measure changes in the overall cost of getting specified quantities
of principal forms of &ll major ferm foods from the farmer to the purchaser in the
urban retail store. Costs of services of eating places have probably changed in much
the same degree. ' o

_ The deflated per capita values of maerketing services bought with all foods
{PFV-144) and with domestic farm focds (PFV-15d) are the bases for the index of all
marketing services per capita (PFQ-3 in table 3.1) and the index of services with
domestic farm foods only (PFQ-7 in table 3.2).

3.6. Department of Commerce Series

The Department of Commerce reports on national income, output, and retail trade,
and the several censuses are invaluable sources. of econcmic statistics needed for work
- on food consumption. In the following paragrapis 2 brief description is given of the
coverage of disposable personal income, a derived series on disposable money income,
the geries on food expenditures, retail sales of iccd stores, and sales of eating and
drinking places.

3.6.1. Inccme

Disposable personal income represents the actuel current income receipts of
persons from all sources less personal tax and nontax payments to Federal, State and
local Governments.. It is the closest overall statistical spproximation for consumer
' ‘purchasing power derived from current incomes (table 3.9).

A series on disposable personal mponey income has been derived from the pub-
lished Commerce data by subtracting from disposable personal income {1) the series on
perscnal income and consumption in kind and {2) the series on personal income partly
in kind (which represents food and fuel) (table 3.9).

3.6.2. Food Expenditures

The concept and coverage of the Department of Commerce food expenditure series
are considered briefly in section 2.2.4.k4., but several other characteristics are to
be noted. In addition to excluding expenditures by business firms for food for
clients, the series omits the value of food supplied to Inmmstes of institutions and
travelers by water and air because these appear elsewhere in the accounts., In using
this series, an analyst has to remember that it includes the value of food produced
for home use by farm households and the value of food supplied to the Armed Forces.

The Department of Commerce publishes four subseries of the bverall series on
expenditures for food and alcoholic beverages: (1) Food and alecholic beverages
bought for off-premise consumption; (2) purchased meals and beverages; (3) food fur-

"nished Covernment {including military); snd {4) commercial employees {valued at farm
prices). The first two series -- off-premise purchases end purchases of meals and
beversges — are estimated for benchmsrk years according to the general procedure
described as the "commodity-flow method." 32/

32/ For further details, see (1) pp. 177-178, Agr. Hendb. 62 (§); (2) pp. 103-10k of
the 1954 edition of National Income {25), & supplement to the Survey of Current '
Business; (3) pp. 78-79 of U. S. Income end Output (27), 1958 supplement to the
Survey of Current Busipess.-
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This method starts with the value of production -at the primary producer level,
then separates the parts geing directly to consumers {priced at the level at which they
are sold) and those processed. The latter are followed through the distribution
system and valued at final costs to consumers. The latter two subseries are estimated
independently of the "commodity-flow method.” The series on food furnished Government
employees is mostly for the Armed Forces and is based on official financial records.
The value of food furnished commercisl employees is developed from trade data. The
series on value of nome-produced food for farm househelds is supplied to the Depart~
ment of Commerce by the Agricultural Marketing Service. This is the farm household
part of the data described in 3.2.1.4 and is & component of gross farm income.  From
the totasl of these components, the Department of Commerce subtracis its estimates of
seles of alcoholic beverageé to consumers to derive the series described as “consump-
tion expenditures for food." : :

The series on purchased mesls is carried forward from benchmark'years by means
of data on sales of eating and drinking places.

Datz on food purchased for off-premise consumption were formerly extrapclated
for the years after the Census benchmerks using semple census data on retail
sales &f food and liquor stores and sales data for State liguor monopolies.
This procedure has been somewhat chenged since the incorporation of the 195k bench~
mark, as described on pp. T8-79 of Y. S. Income and Output (27). For 1951 and 1956,
a short form of the “commodity-flow method” was used to develop estimates of off-
premise consumption, using date from the annual census survey of manufactures.
Interpolations for 1948-50, 1952-53, and 1955 were based on the components of the
market value of all food consumed by U, 8. civilians derived from the marketing bill
data of the Agricultursl Marketing Service {as in table 3.5}. '

3.6.3. Retail Sales

Estimates of retail sales of food stores and of eating and drinking places are
published by the Bureau of the Census each month in the Monthly Retail Tragde
Report {16}. The methodology and coversge of these series are described in the
appendix to that report. The samples for the two sets of data were revised in
April 1957, as set forth in the May 1958 issue, Each Census of Retail Trade provides
a great deal of data on retail sales by various itypes of establishments and with
numerous subdivisions. The 195k Census 4id not report breaskdowns of sales by commod-
ity lines a&s had been done by earlier surveys. Therefore, it is not possible e
determine the sale of foods as opposed to nonfood items a5 was the case in the
Censuses of 1939 and 1948. 33/

3.7. Federail Surveys of Food Consusmtion

A number of netionwide surveys of consumption of all foods, as well as many
covering individual sectors of the food merket,have been made by agencies of the
Federal Government. This section reviews those surveys which have been useful for
analysis of cnanges in U, S. food consumpticn.

33/ For 1939 and 1948 the commodity-line deta were used along with other Commerce
and Agriculture date to develop estimates of food sales by mejor marketing chanmels,
See "Distribution of the Food Supply of the United States' by this author in Azr.
Econ. Res., July 1952 (49). _




3.7.1. List of Major Surveys

3.7.1.1. Two general types of one-time, cross-section surveys have been mede by
Federsl egencies: (1) Food consumption by housekeeping households as surveyed by the
Institute of Home Economics and its predecessor sgencies, gh/ and (2) expenditure’
surveys such as those by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Differences between the
objectives of the Institute of Home Economics and the Bureau of Labor Stetistics in
meking such surveys affect the procedures end kinds of data obtained. Home econo-
mists are concerned particularly with eppraisal of family diets and therefore
concentrate on obiteining the best possible estimates of guantities of foed consumed
as well as data on economic status and sociel characteristics of the family. 3§/
Surveys of the Buresu of Labor Statistics are designed to yield data on all goods
and services as well as relevant ecconomic end social date. Accordingly, they must
stress the collection of information on a1l expenditures and emphasize precision on
food quantities. 37/

In this section, reference is made only to the large scale surveys of the last
25 years becguse they provide the sets of date with sufficient comparability for
analytical use. 38/

3.7.1.2. BHE and BLS both cooperated with the Work Projects Administration in

making the 1935-36 Consumer Purchases Study, and they both joined in the 19141—142 St.udy'

of Family Spending and Saving in Wartime. The 1935-36 Consumer Purchases Study
yielded a considerable variety of income and expenditure data, for vhich U. S. totals
were derived. The detailed food quantities for segments of the population were very .
difficult to combine satisfactorily because the samples were not designed fo provide
complete coverage.

3.7.1.3. The Institute of Home Economics made a nstionwide survey of urban .'

household food consumption in the spring of 1948. AMS joined the Institute in msking

the 1955 Survey of Household Food Consumption for each urbanization category, with
regional subdivisions. :

3.7.1.4, The nationwide survey of expenditures of urban consumers by the Bureau
of Labor Statisties in the spring of 1951 covered both the yeer 1950 and food expendi-
tures for home use during a week in the spring of 1951. Smaller scale surveys of
urban purchases, including food, had been mede by the Bureau of Labor Statistics in =
week of September-October 194k e.nd in February 1945 in comnection with surveys of
prices paid by consumers. ' '

3k/ Buresu of Home Economics and Bureeu of Human Mutrition and Home Economics. -
35/ Surveys made pnor to 1953 are summerized on pages 179-185 of Agr,

Handb. 62 (6).

3§/ For general description of IHE methodology, see pp. l?h-200 Agr. Inf.
Bul. 132 (33).

31/ See pp. 6-16 of "Methodology of the Survey of Consumer Expenditures in 1650"
by Helen Humes Lamale, a monograph in Study of Consumer Expenditures, Incomes, and
Saviggs, University of Pennsylvanis {34).

38/ References to esrlier survey data given in Williems, Faith M. and Zimmerman, .
Carie C. Studies of Family L1V1qg in the Unjted States and Qther Countries: An
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Following is .a description of available survey deta pertaining to food conswmp-
ticn, arranged according to the type of data on food obtained. Only nationwide
surveys that included counsumption of all foods are coversd. '

3.7+2. Begalls of Anpual
Food Value Data

Only value data are available as a measure of annual food comsumpiion by house-
nolds because 1t is impossible to recall quantities of individual commocdities. 39/ To
develop recall of expenditures for food and of home-produced food, the surveys required
careful interviewing, Respondents were asked how much they spent for food .in the year
and how much they received as gifts and as payment in kind, as well ss how much they
had produced for home use, hO/ Even with extensive 1nterview procedures, there always .
are unsolved problems of recall and of reportlng

3.7.2.1. The results of such survey efforis are avallable in the form of value
data for certein years. Dats on the market value of all food and alcoholic beverages’
consumed st nome and away from home by all U, 3, familles and single individuals are
available from the Consumer Purcheses Study (1935-36) and from the Study of Femily

Spending and Saving in Wartime {1941). 41/ The data given in tsble 3.10 ere in 1941
dollars. ' '

3.7.2.2. For four different years, matching date are_availablé on expenditures
for food and beverages at home and away from home by urben femilies {table 3.11}. The
Study of Family Spending and Saving in Wartime provides the 19kl figures for families'
of two or more, but they include nonhousekeeping families, Estimates for the year
194k are from the BLS study. 42/ Expenditure dats for the year 1947, for housekeeping
households only with two or more members, were obtained by the BHNHE in their urban
food survey. &3/ The data for 1950 expenditures by families and single indlviduals,
including nonhousekeeping households, are from the BLS survey. &&/

3.7.2.3. The 1950 BLS expenditure survey provides another set of food expendi-
ture daeta for urben femilies, as well as information oz other consumer goods and
services. These data have been summarized and published for individusl cities and for
three classes of cities (large cities, suburbs of large cities and small cities) in

39/ However, some privately finsnced panels of reporting households keep records
through the year (3.8.2). But none covers all focds.

29/ Interviewers have helped by careful probing end reminding the respondent of
various possibilities. For example, the interviewer usually starts with a discussion -
of current weekly expenditures, then discusses with the respondent how the weekly rate
should be adjusted for the month and for the year. This involves consideration of the |
number in the family at various times in the year,vacations,and special food cutlays.

2;/ The 1935-36 data were published by the National Resources Committee in Consumer

Expenditures in the United States {37). The 19%1 data were publlshed in the BELS
Bul. 822, Family Spending and Saving in Wartime {(43).

__/ Reported in an article by Dorothy S. Brady, "Expenditures and Savings of City
Femilies in 194k," in the Monthly Labor Review, January 1946 (3_) ’l‘able 2 provides
the data for families of {wo or more.

L3/ Table 25, page 56 of Agr. Inf, Bul. 132 {33). '

ﬁ&/ Reported in table 1-3, page 4, vol. XVIII of Study of Consumer E endlture 5,
Incomes and Saving {(45).
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Exhibit D.--Types of focd data from first five reports on 1955 Survey
of Household Food Consumption

Data Given in Survey Reports 1 to 5 (k)

{1)  Averesge money value per Tamily of:
- (&) All foods and beverages used in a week at home and awey from home, in-.
cluding purchased and without direct expense;
(b) Purchased .food. for home use and mesals, snacks and beverages consumed
away from home; :
{(c) Food used at home received without direct expense from h0m£ production or
as gifts or peyment in kind. 1/
(2) For each of some 230 food items separately and for groups of foods, from all
sources and purchased only:
{a) Percentage of households in group using item in week;
() Average quantity used at home per household in week;
o {c) Averege money velue of the quantity used per household.
(3) Use of major home-produced foods by rural nonfarm and farm households:
(a) Percentage of households in group using item in week;
(b) Average quantity used at home per household in week;
(¢) Average money value of the guantity used per household.

Averages Reported for Households Grouped by —

Urbanization . 1954 money income of family
Area category after income taxes 2/
United States All combined Under $1,000 $5-6,000
Northeast _ Nonfarm ' $1-2,000 $6-8,000
North Central Region Urban $2-3,000 $8~10,000
South "‘Rural nonfarm $3-4,000 $10,000 and over
West Farm $4-5,000 : '

Date Computable from Reported Statistics for Bach Group

(1) Per person averages for each type of data for individual foods snd for groups
of foods.

(2) Per household averages for those households using item during week.

(3) Estimates of regional, urbanization, and income shares of {a) the commercial
market for all food and for individual foods, (b) home-produced foods, {c) all

- food consumed at home.

{4) Breakdown of the money spent for food at home among commodities.

{5) Average prices paid by selected groups of households for individual foods and
groups of focds.

{6) Cross-section indexes of food consumption per person {retail level}, of total
food use per person (farm level), end of use of purchased foods per person
(farm levell.

1/ Valued at prices paid for purchased item by households in the same urbanization
category and region.

_/ Some income classes were combined in some urbanizations of some regions because
of small number of cases in sample.
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continued over more than a year. The samples were not desigmed to provide U. 5. cov= -
erage, They included only households not receiving relief. However, some U, 5., data
" have beer estimated and published from time te tlme by analysts in the Department of
Agriculture.

3.7.4.2. The Study of Spending and Saving in Wartime yielded detailed data on
consumption of food at home in a week of April and May of 1942 for the U, 5. as a
whole., 48/ They were published by the Bureau of Bumen Nutrition. end Home Economics
~ in Misc. Pub. 550, Family Food Consumption in the United States (40). TIncome and
expenditure data for all U. 5. households and for urban households in the first
quarter of 1942, as well as the annuval recall data for 1941, were published in BLS
Bul. 822 (43). Income and expenditure data for rurel families from the same ' survey

were publlsned in USDA Mise. Pub. 520 (41).

The survey'of urban housekeeping househblds in the spring of 1948 supplied date
~on food expenditures at home and awey from home (including alcoholic beverages), the
_ value of food cbtained without direct expense, and detailed quantity and money value

‘data for all foods consumed at home. This survey by the Bureau of Human MNutrition

and Home Economics {later the Institute of Home Bconomics) covered food consumption
in a week in spring for all U. $. housekeeping households of two or more. Supplemen-
tary data were chtained on food consumption in households in four cities during three
seasons of 1948 and for those in two cities in two seasons of 1949, For a subdivisiocn
of southern households and northern households the U. S. spring data were tabulated by
food group. . Agr. Inf. Bul, 132 (33) contains both the basic data and an appraisal of
methods of analysis.

3.7.4.3. The Bureau of Labor Statistics in its large scale survey of consumer
. expenditures covered expenditures for food in 8 week of spring 1951. hg{

3.7.4.4. The Institute of Home Economics and the Agricultural Merketing Service
cooperated in the 1955 Survey of Household Food Consumption. 50/ The 1955 survey was
lesigned to provide reliable statistics on food consumption by all housekeeping house-’
islds in the spring of that year and for major segments such as households grouped by
region, urbanization, and income., The sample covered the U. S. housekeeping popula-
tica of about 153 million civilians. Excluded from the survey were sbout 9 million
peo:le (1) who lived in households in which no one had 10 or more meals from household
supplies during the survey week and (2) who lived in rooming houses or hotels, or in
public or private institutions -~ often described as the nonhousekeeping population.
The tyies of data reported or obtainable from the {irst 5 survey reports are listed in
exh:hit 0. 51/ :

48/ A »: urban schedules were collected in the early part of June, 1942,

49/ The G .~ in vol. XIT of Study of Consumer Expenditures, Incomes and Savings (45)
on expenditures for food for home consumption cover all foods bought for such use,
valued at retail, and not just food bought in stores as is lndlcated by the titles of
tables 3.

50/ Data from this survey are published by the Department of Agrlculture in a
special series of survey reports (&) . Survey Reports 1-5 contains the money value
and food quantity data.,

51/ An article by Burk snd Lanahan in Agr. Econ, Res. July 1958, (53) describes
aspects of the 1955 food survey data of interest to researchers in egricultural
economics. Results of several checks on the relisbility of the data, reported in that
article, are zgiven in appendix C.

i e et e T e T R L
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tnree regions -=— North, South, and West. _15/ In addition to these nine subdivisions,
other groupings of families were also used -- income, family size, age of hesd; occu-
pation of family head, family type, and so on, and combinations of income and certain
of the other family characieristics. The University of Pennsylvania is engaged in a
detailed analysis of the relatiomship of various family characterisiics {income, '
family size, occupation of family head, family type, and so on) to expenditures for

{food by region and city size as part of the Study of Consumer Exvenditures, Incomes

and Savings (49).

3.7.3. Annusi Rerall of
Home Fpod Production

Data on the production of food in the preceding year were obtained for 19&1 as’
part of the Study of Spending and Savipng in Wartime and for 1954 in connection with
tne 1955 Survey of Household Food Consumption. For 194) some overall value data on
urban production of food for home use are given in BLS Bul. 822 {43). More extensive
data for rural households are given in Misc. Pub. 520, Rural Family Spending eud .
Saving in Wartime (41). 46/ For farm households, there is information on the.value of
all nome-produced foods, commodity detail for the values and quantities of livestock
products, the flour, cereal, meal group, and for sirups and honey; value figures only
are given for frulits and vegetables. This publication also contains information on
home canning of fruits and vegetables and of meat and poultry by farm nouseholds and
on storage, freezing and dehydrating of some items. For rural nonfarm households, it
reports the value of all home-produced foods with broad commodity breakdownms, the: '
quantities for major livestock items, and the guentity of all home-canned food '

Agr. Inf. Bul. 132 {33) reports the value of food home produced by urben house-
holds in 1947, subdivided into seven food groups.

Survey Report 12, Fogd Production for H.ome Use by Households in ___g United .
States, by Region, (ll_li-j on the 1955 Survey contains a considerable variely " of data on
the value and quentity of home-produced foods. These were analyzed and described from
the marketing point of view in the National Food Situation for April and July 1958
{52}, The survey data on the use of fruits during 1954 are inadequate. A new approach
to estimates of current use of home-produced vegeiables in the fresh form supplied a.
fairly comprehensive set of data for these foods for the first time, as described in
the report's notes on use of the tables.

3.7.k. Recall of Food Consumption
in & Week of Spring

Each of the publications with detailed food data from the national surveys de-
scribes the wey in which the survey was made, and its coverage. Following is a review
of the types of availeble date on a week's food consumption. :

3.7.4.1. The Consumer Purchases Study for 1935-36 47/ provided value snd quan-
tity data for ell commodities for ares and population segmenis. The interviewing

45/ Vol. III, "Summary of Family Expenditures for Food, Beverages and Tobacco"” {19%0),
and vol. XII, "De‘ba:Lleo. Family Expenditures for Food., Beverages and Tobacco" (1950 and
spring 1951), Study of Consumer Expenditures, Incomes and Savings {LS).

L6/ Published by the Bureau of Humen Mutrition end Home Economics.

H/ Pata for large cities reported in Family Expenditures in Selected Cities,1235-36.
Vol., II, "Food." BLS Bul. 648 {42). The Department of Agriculture published the
food date for farm, village, and urban households in Family Food Consumpiion and
Dietary Levels. Five Regions. FParm Series. Misc. Pub. 405 {38). Urban and Village
Series, Misc. Pub. 452 (39).

s :
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3.7.5. Spring Survey Data on
Quantities Consumed

Survey data on guantities of individual foods consumed in:the preceding week,
usually in the spring, have proved to be particularly useful for study of changes in
the structure of U. S. food consumptlon. o R

3.7+5.1. The food data for 8 week in spring 1942 cover consumption gt home by
femjlies and single individuals grouped by urbanization eénd by femily income level.
Reports referred to previously in this handbook provide detailed: quantity figures on
consumption {and on home production by rural households) of individual- foods ‘and
groups of foods. Separate data on food quantities for urban households of two or more
persons were retabulated by the Institute of Home Economics for comparison with the
spring 1948 data and are published in Agr. Inf, Bul. 132 {33).. Information on the
structure of food consumption in the spring of 1gh2 appears to be generally useful for
comparison with 1955 survey data. \

Consumption of some items in 5pring 1932 however, was affécted by the collec- y
tion of deta primarily in April and May, with only a few urban schedules in June.
Some. other items were affected by wartime food developments. Detailed analysis of
commodity date has indicated that the seasonal differences were not major end were-
largely offsettlno Unfortunetely, the effects of wartime food shortages on food con-
sumption and food purchases and consumption at home by the housekeéping population
cannot be measured directly with available data. But the short. supplies of some
items for consumption at home in spring 1942 appesr to have been shared quite generé
ally by rich and poor, farm and nonfarm people. Per person averages. for consumption
at home of meat and sugar, in particular, appear to be low in relation to AMS data on
disappearance, but comparisons of the aversges for each income class in the three
urbanization categories with such data from the 1955 survey reveal a high degree
of internal consistency. 53/ The possibility of significant variations because of
seasonal differences or sharp changes in supplies from the period of one survey to
another necessitates great care in the comparison of levels of “Engel curves“ for
particular types and forms of individual food commodities.

52/ Here the structure of food consumption refers to the whole configuration of
average food consumption from all sources and from pdrchased supplies only by house~
holds grouped according to urbanization and to income.

53/ The survey average for meat consumption per person at home in April-May 1042 was
somevhat lower than the AMS estimate of apparent meat disappearance in that period in-
to all civilian distribution channels for consumption in homes, eating places, and
institutions (including, admittedly, rough querterly date on farm home eonsumption)
The possibility that the survey data on consumption at home were underreported is
lessened by the facts that the 1942 "Engel curves" for beef and pork for households in
each urbanization have generally the seme slopes and shapes &s their counterparts in

1955, though at different levels, and that the urban "Engel curves” for all mests in

1942 and 1948 are very close in slope asnd in level. Some error is also quite. posszble
in the estimate of civilian meat disappearance in April-June 1942, Furthermore, com—
mercial meat supplies distributed in spring 1942 for consumption gt home were probably
reduced by greatly increased sales through eating places and perhaps by'unreported
changes in stocks,

The term "Engel curves” refers to the graphic relamionshlps between the averages
for all foods or individual foods per person for each income class and _average  dispos-
able money income for households in each urbanization.
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3.7.5.2. The survey of urban housekeeping households of two or more persons -
mede ‘in the spring of 1948 supplied information on the quantities of purchased foods
used at home and their values for all mejor commodities. In eddition, data on sup-
plies from all sources, including those received without direct expense, are given
for subgroups of foods in Agr. Inf. Bul. 132 {33). 4s this bulletin contains full
. descriptions of the deta, their limitetions, and their uses, no further detail is
needed here. '

~ 3.7.5.3. The 1955 Survey of Household Food Consumption supplied data on food
used at home for the United States and the four regions by all housekeeping households
grouped within esch of the urbanizsastion categories and by single person househelds as
opposed to households of two or more persons, Only the households of two or more
persons were subdivided by family income, therefore detailed data on guantities of
food consumed at home by people at seversl income levels are available only for these
households. Those types of datas given or computsble from the survey reports of par-
ticular value to consumpition analysis are listed in exhibit D. As sdditlonal cross-
tabulations are made by AMS, results will be published.

No commodity date cen be repeated in this handbook -- the mass of statistics
involved is too great. Bul some overall measures of the quantity of a1l foods con-
sumed within households grouped by income heve been developed by the Consumption
Section of AMS from the 1942 survey and the 1955 survey. They are described in the
next two sections. '

3.7.5.%, A& cross-section index of food consumption per person {retail level)
has been constructed fTrom the informetion on the gquantities of food consumed et home
in & week of spring 1942, as reported in Misc. Pub. 550 (40). The reported date were
adjusted to the bases of the retail time series on per capita food consumptiorn and
combined by means of the retail price weights and the formula of the index of per
capita food consumption {PFQ-2)}. The value aggregates computed for households in
each income group within each of ‘the urbanization categories were converted to aver-
asges per person and compared with the all-U. S. average. The compariscons yleld the
eross-section index given in table 3.12, Further detmils of the computations are
provided In appendix D.

These indexes are subject fo all the gualificetions deseribed in 3.7,5.1, plus
those resulting from pricing all quantities at the seame average retail price, irre-
spective of quality end of the extent of farmretsil services bought or not bought
with the food. DBut they are a useful statisticel tool for analysis of changes in
U. S. food consumption from spring 1942 to spring 1955.

3.7.5.5. To measure for demand analysis the structure of oversll food consump-
tion in quantitative terms, three new indexes were developed from the 1955 food
survey. Two metceh the definitions of the time-series indexes of per capita food use
of farm commodities {PFQ-la, b). One index covers consumpiion from all sources
{CFQ-1a), the other only purchased foods (CFQ-1b}. For these, the consumption data
from the 1955 survey were converted to their farm commodity equivalents and valued at
1947-49 farm prices. The third index measures variations in consumption from all
sources in terms of average reteil value st 1947-4O aversge prices (CFQ-2}., This
. index matches the time-series retail index of per capita food consumption (PFQ-2}.
The overall indexes for U. 5. households grouped by urbanization end income are given
in table 3.13. Details of the methodology and subseries for commodity groups are
given in sppendix D. The overall food data are considered to be quite reliable and
generally representative of food consumption at home in all of 1955. The subindexes
for comnmodity groups are subject to the same limitations es the weekly date from which
they are computed -~ seasonslity, sempling, and so on.
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3.7.6. Yelue Data pn Food
Consumed in a Heek of Spring

This sectiorn describes a number of sets of overall food value data from house- -
hold surveys of food consumption in a week of spring. To approximate comparability.
among the data from several surveys, the author made a series of adjustments in the
reported data, as indicsted in the footnotes of tables 3.14-16, which contain the
ad justed data., It is quite unlikely that any two statisticians would adjust such
diverse sets of data in exactly the same ways. But adjusted data are given for the
benefit of reseerchers who may lack the time to develop their owm. o

3.7.6.1 For spring 1942, the market value of &1l food consumed at home in a week
was published for all foods combined, and for individual items, in Misc. Pub. 550 (4Q).
Data on expenditures for food awsy from home were derived from the recall of expendi-~
. jtures in the first quarter of 1942 for urban households, in BLS Bul, 822 (43) and for -
. rural nonfarm households, in Misc. Pub. 520 (L41). Comparable data for farm households
" nad to be estimated from the 194l data reported in Mise. Pub. 520. Data on expendi~
tures for food at home represent & separate set of data tabulated from the scheduleg,
and not the velue of purchased food consumed at home. Sk/ . .

: 3.7.6.2. From the urban survey of spring 1948, the following sets of value data
are immediately available in Agr. Inf. Bul. 132 (33): Total expenditures for food at
home and away from home; value of food obtained without direct expense in total and
for broad commodity groups; the value date for individual purchased foods used at home.

3.7.6.3. The survey of urban consumers made by the Buresu of Labor Statistics in

the spring of 1951 supplied extensive sets of expenditure data. .Those pertaining to
the value of all purchased food at the retail level in spring 1951 were published by
the Wharton School of Finance and Commerce in vol. XII of the series, Study of
Consumer Expenditures, Incomes and Savipgs {45). These data represent the recall of
the number of units purchesed, unit size and price, and the total amount spent. As
they were gathered as part of the survey of all consumer expenditures, less emphasis
was paid to the development of food quantity date. The data in the published reports
are in terms of expenditures without matching quantity figures. o .

3.7.6.4. The kinds of value dats reported directly or computable from the pub-
lished reports for the spring 1955 food survey are listed in exhibit D. Several sets
ol deta for U. 5. households grouped by urbanizetion and income are given in table 3.16.

3.7.7+ Inherent Limitations of

3.7.T.1. These cross~section data have many uses, as illustrated in this
bulletin, but they have certain inherent limitations too. The limitations arise, on
the one hand, from changes made from one survey to another and, on the other, from the
fact that they represent one week's consumption only. To meet changing objectives
and needs, there have been changes from one survey to another in household cbverage,_
definitions, and tabulations. For example, home csnned fruits end vegetables were
classilied with commercially canned items in the report on spring 1942 data, but the
1855 survey reports include them with fresh supplies. 55/ ‘Pork fat cuts provide

5/ These are hitherto unpublished data supplied by the Institute of Hbme Economics.
55/ On the basis of the experience of AMS analysts with these two procedures, it now.
appears that handling them as a separate category or subdivision is desirsble. '
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another example of varistion in handling -~ for 1942 they are included with fats and
oils, for 1955 with meats.

3.7+7.2. Household coverage has variled between surveys of the Bureaun of Labor
Steatisties and of the Institute of Home Economies. Although ELS surveys of income and
expenditures have covered all urban households, inciuding noohousekeeping households, .
detailed food date pertain only to housekeeplng households. Institute of Home
Econonmics surveys have ell referred to housekeeping households. The 1948 survey cov- |
ered only urban households of two or more persons, whereas the 1955 survey included
one-person householde and rural ferm and nonfarm as vell.

3.7.7.3. Analysis of findings from surveys of a week's food consumption must
teke into sccount these facts: (1) During & limited period the market availebility
of goods and services is practically fixed. {2) Demand is relatively fixed or static
because oputside influences and intre-family relationships have no tiwme to change
during the single week reported on by esch respondent although the interviewing may be
spaced over a several month period. {3) The data mey reveal irregulerities in con-
sumption patterns, market structure, and prices which are peculiar to the particular
period. {4} Problems for some individuel foods arise because of seasonality.
{5} Only housekeeping families are included. {6) An sdjustment for meals eaten at
home and awsy from home is made on a pro rata basis in obtsining per person aversges
for food et home, 21 meals at home being set equal to one person. While such adjust~
ment is necessary, it may introduce some bias, perticularly if there is & notable
difference in the kind of foods eaten out. (7) Sampling and reporting errors have
veried, reflecting improvements in sampling and collection methods on the one hand and
diffieulties such as cbiaining cooperation of employed respondents and recall of data
on more items, on the other. .

Other limitations of these cross~section surveys, particularly the early ones,
ere reported in the litersture. 56/ .

3.7 .7 b Although this handbock is concerned primarily with _all foods combined,
a secticn to guide anslysts 1n msking comperisons of commodity data from the 1955 food
survey with other sets of data is given in appendix C.

3.8. Buginess Cross-Section Food Surveys

3.8.3. Cross-section surveys of food consumption made by business firms can be
considered in this report only in genersl terms. It is evident,however, thaet they vary
in seversl respecis from such surveys conducted by the Federal Government. The only

nationwide all-food study by private asgencieg whose existence is genmerally known is the

one-time survey by Life megazine in 1956, This was part of a large scale study of con-
sumer expenditures which is described in an article by Richard H. Ostheimer. 51/ ¥or
this survey,records were kept by families on their expenditures for foods in each of"

10 days. The statisticians in charge of the survey reported difficulties in obtaining

a) Br Dorcthy S. and Williams, Faith M. "sdvances in the Technigues of
Meggﬁriné angdggtxmatlng Consumer Expenditures.,” Jour. Ferm Econ. May 10hs5 (L8).
{v) Part II of BLS Bul. 822 (43). (c} Pp. 1-h0 of the monograph by Helen Humes
Lemale {3h).

57/ Jour. Mits., Jan. 1958, pp. 260-272.

Reference to this survey and others that follow does not constitute an indorse~
ment of the data by the U. 5. Department of Agriculture.
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informetion on consumpiion by high-lncome households. Some food data were published
in volL. I, Study of Consumer Expenditures {36). The data in this report on food pro-
vide only 18 subdivisions within all foods. Published date do not indicate how much
detail on consumption of individual food items was obtained oz the schedwle.

.3.8.2, Probably the best known panel for obtaining cross-section information on
foed in this country is that operated by the Market Research Corporation of America.
The Federal Governmeni purchased and published some data from this panel survey, hence
its characteristics are generally known. The sample for thE_panel is made up of
‘families who are paid for their participation with points which are redeemable in
merchandise., Like all other panels, this one experiences prodblems in retaining
randomness of the sample in the highest and lowest income groups. The survey is con~
ducted by perscnal 1ntervieﬁers at the oulset, bui the weekly diaries are mailed in
by each family. j§/ The MRCA panel now includes a wide variety of foods, but as of
April, 1958, the schedule did not cover fresh meats, poultry, fish; bread; rolls;
fresh vegetables, potatoes, sweet potatoes; dry beans and peas, eggs, ice cream;
melons; and sugar. :

3.9. Special Surveys for Market Develogmenﬁ Research

Market researchers working on some specific food commodifies make use of

" U.S.D.A. reports on special market surveys of preferences and use by households and
industrial consumers. As of mid-1959, no reports on all foods corbined had been
published but some pilot research was in progress. To date; the food commodity .
studies have included potatoes, rice, citrus, bakers' use of fruits, apple juice,
cranberries, cocking fats and oils, lamb, cherries, specific bread ﬁonnulas, poultry,
avocados, dates, raisins, peanuts, and tree nuts. :

3.10. Retail Store Data

Information on sales by retail stores and the results of special experiments et
the retail level also, under certain conditions, can be used for study of food con-
sumption. The best known survey of sales of retail stores is the continuing survey
by the A. €. Nielsen Company. As such data have not been purchased for use by the
Department of Agriculture, details are not readily available, though cerbain general
information regarding the survey is considered in appendix C.

Retail store experimenis have been used to study a variety5df marketing and
merchandising problems. These have been on a relatively small scale, and, because of
the expense involved, they cover only single commodities or commodity groups.

58/ Guidance to comparison of this type of survey dats with information from the
Government one-time surveys and with the AMS disappearance data is given in
appendix C.
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use of farm foods 1/ ;Igizztszgzg : marketing July 1 Lf
Year . Pu : consumption : _oorvices
A1l food rchased | E?P . per capita . :
food ; Number. © Index
PRG-la PFR-1b PFQ-2 PFQ-3
Miliion
1929 g2’ 85 91 T2 121.8 83.9
1930 gL 84 9 72 193.1 84.8
1931 9L 8L 90 72 CA2k.0 85.4
1932 89 81 as 68 124.8 86.0
1933 89 81 88 &8 125.6 B6.5
1934 g1 8l 89 68 126.4 87.1
1935 &7 8o B7 éh 127.2 87.6
1936 90 84 91 €8 128.1 88.3 .
- 1937 91 85 90 65 128.8 88.7
- 1938 90 84 91 70 129.8 89,4
1933 - 93 87 ok 73 130.9 90.2
1940 a5 9l 95 T8 132.1 N.0
1941 97 93 97 85 131.8 90.8
1gh2 96 g2 g6 83 131.5 90.6
1943 99 ol 97 83 128.9 88.8
19L% 103 B 100 Sl 128.6 83.6
1945 103 00 101 100 129.1 89.0
1546 105 103 10k 105 138.4 95,4
1957 103 io2 102 100 142, 98.3
198 99 99 99 100 1kg5.2 100.0
19h9 93 99 99 100 ih7.6 101.7
1950 99 100 100 101 150.2 103.5
1951 97 99 98 103 152.1 641
1952 99 o2 100 o2 153.4 105.7
1953 100 0k 101 103 156.0 3107.5
1954 100 10k 101 103 159.1 109.6
1955 101 106 102 104 162.3 111.8
1556 103 109 - 104 108 165.3 113.9
1957 01 107 102 106 168.4 116.1
1958 g9 105 101, 103 171.4 118.2
1959 3/ 101 108 103 105 174 b 120.2
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Table 3.1.--Major quantity indexes for civilian per capita use of Iood,
measured at farm and retail levels, and for food marketing
services, ang civilian population,1929-59

{Indexes: 1947-Lk9=100)

1/ Messured in terms of farm commodities valued at average 1947-49 farm prices. All food
series differs from purchased food by the amount home preduced.

food guantity - NWo. la.
2/ Derived from data on per capita consumption of individusl foods using estimates of retail
weights multiplied by aversge retail prices in 1947-49.
3/ Derived from series PFV-1k4 in table 3.8,

See text, section 3.5.2.

‘PFQ-la represents per capita

. &f Civilian population data from the Bureau of the Census adjusted in 1941-45 to include
militery personnel eating from civilian supplies.
. population.

'5/ Preliminary.

For period before 1841 series covers entire
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Teble 3.2.- Several special indexes for the quantity of food used, mﬂasured at supplier level;
an index of marketing services bought with domestic farm food commodities; and & composite

quantity index of all foods plus all marketing services, 1929-59

{Indexee: 1947-49-100)

Index of per capita use of ' i:i;:tgﬁg : Composite
Domestic farm T : ALl faym foods. * services P quentity
foods L/ : Imported and fishery : bought with : index of all
. : cods foods : products U4/ ~'  domestic foods used
Year : _ Col : including H  ferm food plus all
' ‘ Purchased ° fizheiy i a1 ' Purchased ’ commodities,.fserzigtztingr
Bb o Emges LM Tyl per ceptta POTCRS S
: PPg-ba : PFQ-4B - PRQ-5 : Pro-6a  : PFG6b : - PFa-T : PFg-8
1329 : 51 84 101 93 84 © 69 .. 82
193C : 2al 83 G4 ge 8s . 69 81
1631 : ge By 93 a1 . 84 €9 a1
1932 : g0 8o 85 8¢ . 81 - 6T _ 78
1933 I 91 31 B 50 81 68 78
193k : 52 83 fg -9l 8b 66 - 78
1935 : 86 77 - 106 ' 35 - 80 : 63 75
1935 : 88 a1 1ihk g1 85 : 66 79
1937 : 90 - B3 10% 92 - 86 - 63 78
1938 : 89 de 102 @ 8y 69 . 19
1939 : 93 : 34 101 g3 85 . 83
1940 : g6 90 96, g6 o1 T4 86
o gl : 97 g2 100 o9& 93 . 8o _ o1
1942 T 98 ok T 96 g2 8 - g2
1543 : 102 97 7L 99 gh _ g1 - - 93
1G9k : 105 100 Bi | e . 98 Gk : 98
1945 : 106 . 102 83 10k 100 105 109
wghs : 107 105 gz 105 103 109 . 108
19k - : 164 : 103 G 103 02 100 101
1948 : 5% 93 - 103 99 T 99 . 100 . 99
1969 : 98 o 103 98 99 -}00 99
195C E 95 100 105 9y 100 C100 100
1951 : 97 ) 99 104 98 100 102 100
1952 : 99 162 107 95 102 102 101
- 1953 : 59 10k 110 100 10k B o~ 102
1554 : . 100 105 - 102 100 104 0k - 102
1955 : 101 107 - 101 101 106 106 1103
1956 : 104 110 101 103 100 108 106
1937 : 10k 107 ok 101 106 106 104
1958 : o8 10k 113 9G 105 104 - 101

1959 1/ : 95 107 118 101 07 107 103

. e

;/ Breakdown between imported and domestieslly produced supply of each commodity based on relative
proportion of each in total wherever no better measure was available. Deta from computations of supply-
utilization index. '

_f Excludes nome-produced farm commodities.

-3/ Indexes developed Trom farm vaelues of imported Tane comaodities at 19&7—&9 prices and from edible
weignis of immorted fishery products priced at 1047-L9 aversge imaert price,

4/ value of flvnery rroducts ab average 1947-UL9 prices edded to ferm value data from supply-utilization
index.

5/ Derived from series PFV-15d in table 3.8,

&/ Combination of PFg-Ga and PFQ-3

Freliminary.
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Table 3.3.- Supplier values of foods used by civilians,'1929-59

f Farm value
. of domestic |

f Farm value f Import value f

of home-

Wharf value : :
of domestic : Total

£
° fish catch : supplier

' imported

Year ffood sold to | produced - ivild :
_civilians i/ . food 2/ food 3/ ° oruge &/_an ) va;ge.
TFY-1 TFV-2 TFV-3 P TFV-4 _: : TFV-5
Bil,.dol. Bil,.dol. Bil,.dol. Bil.dol, Bil.dol.
, 1929 7.2 2.0 1.1 0.1 104
1930 6.3 1.8 8 d 9.0
193 L.7 1.5 LT A 7.0 -
1932 3-’4 l.l '.5 1 5.1
1533 3.6 1.2 .6 1 5.5
1934 4.3 1.3 .6 1 6.3
1935 5.0 1.5 o 1 1.3
1936 5.8 1.6 .8 1 8.3
1937 6.0 1.7 .9 . B.7
1938 5.2 1.4 T d T.h
1939 5.2 1.4 .7 A 7.4
1940 5.6 1.4 6 A 7.7 .
1941, 7.1 1.7 .8 Nl 9.7 .
1942 9.3 2.2 .6 .1 12.2
1943 11.4 2.9 8 .2 15.3
1G4l 11.6 2.8 .9 .2 5.5
1945 12.6 3.1 1.0 .2 16.9
1546 15.7 3.2 1.4 .3 20.6
1547 18.7 3.4 1.9 .3 24,3
1948 19.3 3.4 2.1 .3 25.1 -
1949 16.9 2.8 8.2 .3 22.2
1950 17.6 2.6 2.7 .3 23,2
1951 20.0 3.0 2.9 3 26.2
1952 19.9 2.9 3.2 .3 26,3
1953 15.0 2.7 3.2 -3 25.3
1954 18.4 2.k 3.4 .3 2i,
1955 18.3 2.3 3.3 .3 2,2
1956 18.7 2.3 3.3 .3 2h 6
1957 19.5 2.2 3.3 -3 25.3
1958 20.7 2.2 3.3 .3 26.5
1959 5/ 19.7 2.0 3.k .3 25.4
1/ Described in text, section 3.2.1.3. TFV-1 represents total food value - No. 1.
2/ Includes home producticn by nonfarm households. See text, section 3.2.1.h.
3/ Described in text, section 3.2.2. Includes imported fishery products.

s

See text, section 3.2.3.
Preliminary.




Table 3.4.~ Retail w

_ o -

alue of foods vsed bty civiliahs,,by source
of supply, 1929-59 1/ '

:Retail value of domestic:

farm foods sold 2/

:Retail wvalue

:Retail valué:

:  Retail value of all

. foode consumed

: of home- : of imported:
fear f Total E Per capita f prgggged : anafzggfa?m:' Total . f Per capita
TFV-6 PFV-6 TFY-7  TFV-8 2 TFV-9 __:  PFV-9
Bil.dol Dol. Bil.dol, Bil.dol, - Bil.,dol.  Dol.
1924 T 17. 140 b.L 3.0 Lehk.s 201 -
19% : 16.2 132 4.3 2.8 23.3 189
1931 . @ 13.1 106 3.7 2.4 1g9.2 155
1932 : 10.6 8s 3.1 1.9 S 15.6 125
1933 : 10.9 87 3.1 1.7 - 15,7 . 125
1934 i 12,5 99 3.2 2.0 CATT 1hO
1935 :12.9 101 3.5 2,3 0 18.7 147
11936 : 14,3 112 3.6 2.4 20.3 158
1937 + 1bh.p 110 3.6 2.4 T 20,2 157
1938 T 13.h4 103 3.3 2.2 - 18.9 1k6 .
1935 ;134 102 3.3 2.2 18.5 1kl
1940 : 1h,1 107 3.2 2,2 . 19.5. 148
19k i 16.3 12k 3.5 2.6 22.h. 170
1942 : 19.8 151 b1 2.3 . 26,2 199
1943 22.3 173 5.3 2.3 29.9 232
19h4h 22,5 175 5.2 2.7 T 30,4 236
1Gh5 =) 189 5.6 2.5 32,5 252
1546 : 30.8 223 5.9 3.k ~bo,1 290
1947 : 36.7 257 6.1 5.0 47.8 . 335
1gh8 ¢ 39.2 270 6.2 5.5 5.9 351
1949 37.7 255 5.5 5.8 5.0 332
1950 38.5 256 5.0 6.5 50.0 333
1951 L2.8 283 5.5 7.1 55.h 367
1952 bk 289 5.6 7-3 . 57.3 37h
1953 Lh.5 285 5.4 7.6 57.5. 369
1954 L. g 282 L.g 7.8 - 57,6 - 362
1955 k6.3 285 4.8 7.6 58.7 362
1956 48.3 292 4,9 8.1 61.3 371
1957 50,4 299 4.8 8.4 63,6 . 378 -
1558 5.8 308 4.8 8.4 66.0 385
1959 .3/ 53.4 306 k.9 8.3 66.6 382

;/ Sources and methodology described in text, section 3.3.2 and 3.3.3, and in
appendix B. Retail value data exclude retail sales taxes and tips. 2/ This series -
vublished in Marketing and Transportabior Situation, identified as retsil-store cost
Preliminary. : :

of farm foods gold.
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‘Table 3.5.- Derivation of the market value of ell civilian food, 1929-59 1/

| P BIS ¢ Total market
Fating . Sstimated = .0 o a1l
place * marketing ‘eivilian food,

: P Farm value
+ Retsil value @ of all

A of ail : home—~ - : charges saved: 2
: ‘_{egr ‘foods sold : produced : mﬁgigver : on food sold :taiex;lﬁ;nii s‘
food : 2/ :  prior to P

: : : ¢ retail level : :

:TFY-6 + TFV-8 : . 7TFV-2 : : 3/ 3 TFY-10a

_ :  Bil.dol. Bil.dol, Bil.dol. Bil.dol. Bil.dol.
-1929 : 20.1 2.0 1.3 1.4 22.0 |
1930 : 15.0 1.8 - 1.3 1.1 21.0
. 193 S 15.5 1.5 1.1 8 17.3
1932 o2 12.5 1.1 .9 .6 13.9
1833 1 12.6 1.2 .7 T 13.8
1934 : 4.5 1.3 .6 1.0 15.4
1935 : 15.2 1.5 .6 1.0 16.3
-1936 : 16.7 1.6 N 1.1 17.9
1937 - o 16.6 1.7 8 1.0 8.1
1938 - : 15.6 S 1.k .9 8 17.1
1639 15.6 1.k 1.0 i 17.3
1550 16.3. 1.k 1.0 .6 18.1
19k 18.9 1.7 1.2 .6 21.2
- 19k2 : 22,1 2.2 1.k A 25.3
T19hk3 : 24,6 2.9 1.8 .5 28.8
1ok : 25.2 2.8 2.0 Wi 29.6
Sagks : 26.9 3.1 2.4 B 32.0
1946 : 3.2 3.2 2.9 .5 39.8
19k 1,7 3.4 3.1 .6 b7.6
1968 : Ly .7 3.4 3.3 .6 50.8
gk : k3.5 2.8 3.3 .5 ho.1
- 1950 : k5.0 2.6 3.3 .5 SOLh
195X k9.9 3.0 3.8 .5 56.2
1952 51.7 2.9 3.9 .5 58.0
- 1953 52.1 2.7 4.0 L5 58.3
195k 52.7 2.k L1 -5 58.7
-1955 53.9 2.3 k.3 -5 £0.0
11956 - 56.h 2.3 b5 .5 62.7
1957 : 58.8 2.2 4.8 A 65.4
1958 : 6L.2 2.2 k.9 4 67.9
61.7 2.0 5.2 .3 £8.6

11959 3/

" 71/ Procedures for estimation of component series described in text, section 3.hk.3.1,
in. gepersl terms,and in more detail in eppendix B, 2/ Sources and methodology

" described im section 1.5 of sppendix B. See section 1.6 of appendix B.

b/ Reference is to retail sales taxes. Preliminary.
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Table 3.6.- All foods consumed by civilijans: Total and per capita
market value and expenditures, 1929-59 L/

Total market value of all foods Expenditures for all foods,
including texes and tips

Excluding ‘—iocluding texes snd tips :

Year : : L : :

' : anzai‘,‘:;s ~Total . Per capita ' Total : Per capits

TFV-10a _: TFV-10b : PFV=10b : TFV=-11b  :. PFV-1lb
Bil.dol. Bil,.dol. Dol. Bil.dol. Dol.
1929 : 22.0 22,1 181 20,1 - 165
1930 21.0 2L.1 173 19.3 - 157
1931 - 17.3 17.4 140 15.9 128
1932 13.9 ik.0 132 12.9 - : 103
1933 13.8 13.9 111 1e.7 ' 101
193k 15.4 15.5 123 - ik - o1ae
1935 16.3 16.5 130 15.0 118
1936 17.9 18,1 i . 16.5 129
1937 18.1 18.3 2 16.6 129
1938 17.1 17.3 i33 _ 5.9 1g2
1939 17.3 17.5 134 16.1 123
19ko 18.1 18.4 139 7.0 129
1941 21.2 21.5 163 19.8 150
1gk2 25.3 25.7 195 23.5 179
1643 28.8 29,3 227 26,k 205

1ghh 29.6 30.2 235 o7.h 213

1945 32.0 32.7 253 29.6 229
1946 39.8 4o.5 293 37.3 270
1947 h7.6 48,3 - 339 L9 315
19k8 50.8 €1.6 355 8.2 332
1949 49.1 49.9 338 47.1 31s
1950 50.4 5L.2 381 48.6 32
1951 56,2 57.1 378 5.3, 358
1952 58.0 59.0 385 56.1 366
1953 58.3 59.L 3B 56.7 - 363
195k 58.7 59.8 376 57.k 361
- 1955 60.0 61.2 377 58.9 363
1956 62.7 63.9 387 61.6 373
1957 65.4 66.7 396 6h.5 383
1958 67.9 £9.2 hok 67.0 391
1959 2/ 8.6 69.9 boY 67.9 389

1/ Derived from AMS data as Qescribed in text, sections 3.4.3.1 and 3.4.3.3. Taxes
refer Lo retail sales taxes.

2/ Preliminary. :
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Table 3.7.- Domestic farm foods consumed by civilians: Total and
per capita market value and expenditures, 1929-59 1/

Total market value of domestic .Expenditures for domestic
: : farm foods only : farm foods only,
 Year G . . Tnoludins texes and tips . . nciuding taxes and tips
oL "3 . Excluding o : : E : HE '
itaxes and tips: Totel = : Per capita : Total : Per capita
_TFY~128 TFV-12b  _; PFy-12b -~ : - TFV=-13p _: PFV-13b
Bil.dol. Bil.dol. . ..  Dol. Bil.dol. Dol.
1929 ¢ . 18.8 18.9 155 16.9 139
1930 18,0 . 18.1 o 1hy 16,3 . 132
S 1931 : S Ahk,7 k.8 C 119 ©13.3 107
1932 : 11.9 - 12.0 g6 10.9 87
1933 : 12.0 12.1 . 96 10.9 87
1934 : 13.3 R . 9 _ 106 12.1 96
1935. : 13.9 14,1 111 12.6 99
1936 . . . 15,4 © o 15.6 ; 122 14,0 109
1937 : 15.6 ©15.8 123 14,1 109 .
1938 : 14,8 15.0 116 13.6 . 105
1939 : 15.0 15.2 116 13.8 105
1940 15.8 16.1 122 14,7 111
1941 . 18.4 18.7 1h2 17.0 129
1942 22.9 23.2 176 21.0 160
1943 26,3 26.7 207 23.8 185
1944 26.7 27.2 212 24 L 190
1945 29.3 - 29,9 232 26.8 208
1946 36.1 T 367 265 33.5 242
1947 - La.g b8 300 39.k 276
1948 Iy, g 45,6 RALS 2,2 291
1949 Lo.g L43.6 295 4o .8 276
1550 43,4 LY 294 Lbi.5 276
1951 - 43.6 Lo,k 327 L6 b 307
1952 50.2 S51.1 333 18,2 1k
1953 50.1 51.0 _ 327 L8.3 310
1954 50.3 © 51.2 322 8.8 307
- 1955 51.8 52.8 325 50.5 m
1956 54,0 55.0 333 52.7 319
1957 56.3 57.4 34 55.2 328
1958 - 58.8 53.9 ' 349 57.7 337
1959 2/ 59.6 60.7 348 58.7 337

1/ Derived from AMS deta as described in téxt., sections 3.4.3.2 =nd 3.4.3.3. Texes
refer to retail sales taxes.
2/ Preliminary.
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Table '3.8. Total marketing bill for all eivilian foods end for domatic farm foods: Total in
current dollars, and total and per cspita in 1ob7-4g d.olla:rs » 3.929-59

' Total marketing bill for all foods 2/ 'lbtal marketing bill for d.omestic

: farm foods 4/
:In 1947-49 dollars,: + In 1947-40 dollars,

Index of In current

luding Inourrent | [0y taves
a5 v L
* marketing. dollars excmud Ens . dollars : am_i :ips
Year © margin | :
_ ; {1?2;’0;*9 :Including: Exclud:.ng Total Per Includins Excludin& Total -° . Per
1/ : taxes : taxes 3/ capita itaxes and:taxes mnd: - capita

:and tips zand tips @ : tips 5/ Potips

 TV-kb © TFV-lha : TFV-1hd : PFV-1hd » TFY=1Sb & TEV-15a : TFY-15d4 : PFi-1qd

Bil.dol. Bil.dol. Bil.dol. Dol,  Bil.dol. - Bil.dol, Bil.dol. - Dol.
1929 : 76 1.7 11.6 15.3 126 9.7 9.6 12,6 . 103
1930 : 8 12,1 12.0 15.k 125 10.0 9.9 12,7 103
193 : 66 10,4 10.3 15.6 126, 8.6 - 8.5  12.9 104
1932 i 59 8.9 8.8 1h.9 119 7.5 00 T o125 100
1933 : 56 8.4 8.3 14.8 118 7.3 7.8 J12.8 - 102
1934 : 59 8.9 8.8 14,9 118 1.5 7.4 .. 12.5- . 99
1935 : 61 8.9 8.7 1h.3 1li2 7.3 o T.r 1.6 g1
1936 : 63 9.8 9.6 15.2 119 - d.2 8.0 - 12.7 99 -
1937 : &l 9.6 9.4 14,7 11k 8.1 749 12,3 g5
1938 : 61 9.9 9.7 15.9 ige R -8.2 -13.4 103
1939 : 5% 10.1 9.9 16.8 128 - 8.6 . 8. “1h.2 08
1940 : 58 10.7 10.4 17.9 136 9.1 8.8. ‘15,2 115
1941 : 59 11.8 11.5 19.5 18 9.9 9.6 16.3 12h -
19k 3 65 13.5 13.1 2.2 154 11.7 - 1li.% 0 -17.5 © 133
1943 : 69 .2 13.7 19.9 154 12.6 - J12.2 17.7 137
1544 : O 15.2 14.6 20.9 163 13.3 12.8 18.3 T1h2
1945 : 0 16.5 15.8 22,6 175 1h.9 . 1h.3 20.4 158
ghs : 78 204 19.7 25.3 183 18.3 . 17.7 22.7 -16L
1947 Co ol el.o 23,3 24.8 174 20.7 20,1 21,4 150
1948 : 102 26.5 25.7 25.2 17k 22,9 gz.2. 2.8 150
1949 : 10k 27.7 26.9 25.9 175 23.9 23.2 22,3 151
1950 : 103 28.0 27.2 26.4 176 23.9 - 23.2 22.5 150
1951 1 30.9 0.0 27.0 - 179 26.4 25,6 23.1 153
1952 116 3.7 1.7 27.3 178 28.3 27,k 23.6 - 154
1953 118 3k 33.0. 28.0 179 29.3 28,4 2h.1 15k
195k 119 35.3 3h.2 28.7 180 0.4 29.5 24,8 . 156
1955 : 121 37.0 35.8 29.6 182 3e.2 31.2 25,8 159
1956 123 39.3 38.1 3.0 188 3.0 33,0 26,8 162
1557 : 128 by h ko2 3.3 185 35.7 34.6 27.0 160
1958 s 13k La,7 ik 30.9 180 37.0 . 35.9 26.8 156
Lh.s k3.2 32.0 183 39.0 37.9 - 28.1 161

1959 &/ : 135

1/ Calculated from the AMS "market basket” series. See refervence in text, section 3.5.3.

_f Described in text, section 3.5. Taxes refer to retmll sales texes. Difference between total ma..rket
value and supplier value except that Federal processor taxes have been deducted in 1934 and 1935 and,
allowances for Federal payments to processors have been added In 15k3-Ub.

3/ TFV-14d represents totel food value series - No. lha deflated.

. . L4/ Differs from farm-reteil merketing bill becsuse this series includes services of eating ple.ces

By _— and excludes share of markup on food sold prior to retail level. Difference between total market value
o Y and supplier value except that Federal processor taxes heve been deducted in 1934 and 1935 arnd sllowances
for Federsl payments to processors have been added in 1943-46,

5/ Estimated retail sales texes and tips for farm foods besed on ratic of mtail—store cost of farm
foods sold to retail velue of all food sold.

&/ Preliminary.
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Table 3 9.,— Disposable total personal income and disposable money income,
total and per capita, 1929-59

Disposable total income 1/

Disposable meney income ' 2/

Year

Per capita in --

Per cepita in ——

-igse

_f.;1959 3/

U. s. u. S.
total Current 19k7-kg total Current 1947-49
i dollars dollars dollars decllars

, : Bil.dol. Dol. Dol. - " Bil.dol. Dol. Dol.
©1929 83.1 682 930 76.8 631 861
T 1930 Th. L 60l 8% 68.6 557 780
©+1931 63.8 515 792 59.0 L76 732
- .1932 8.7 390 £68 bk, g 360 616
- 1933 ks.7 364 658 ko.s 338 611
1934 52.0 b33 719 48.8 386 675
1935 58.3 k59 182 54.8 431 734
1936 66.2 517 872 62.5 488 823
L1937 7.0 551 897 67.0 520 847
19 65.7 506 839 - 61.8 476 789
1939 T0.4 538 906 - 664 507 854
1940 76.1 576 962 72.0 545 910
gk 93.0 697 1,108 88.1 660 1,049
©oaghe 117.5 871 1,250 110.8 821 1,178
1943 133.5 977 1,320 12h.9 91k 1,235
o 1okh 146.8 1,060 1,410 137.0 990 1,316
19k5 150.4 1,075 1,398 139.6 998 1,298
>l 19k6 160.6 1,136 1,362 151.6 1,072 1,285
L AGhT 170.1 1,181 1,237 161.5 1,121 1,17k
- 1948 189,3 1,201 1,256 180.2 1,229 1,196
CAgkg 189.7 1,271 1,249 180.5 1,210 1,189
L1950 207.7 1,369 1,332 197.9 1,305 1,269
$'1951 227.5 1,573 1,307 216.2 1,400 1,261
19 238.7 1,520 1,339 226.8 1 hhs 1,273

. 17.953 252.5 1,582 1,383 2h0.2 1,505 1,316
w1954 - 256.9 1,582 1,378 ok .7 1,507 1,313
151955, 27k h 1,660 1,&50 262.0 1,585 1,38k
71956 292.9 1,7h2 1,499 279.9 i, "66H 1,432
<957, 308.8 1,80k 1,501 294.8 1,722 1,433
1958 317.9 1,826 1,479 302.9 1,7&0 1,509
337.3 1,905 1,529 322.2 1,820 1,k61

Lo .jfrP“ellminary

__/ Total series from U. S. Department of Commerce.

Per capita data calculated bjr
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Table 3.10.~ Aversge total dispossable income and total'market'value of

food consumed per person in year, at home and away,
by income group, 1935-36 and 194l L/ '

{In 1841 dollars)

Total

Total income ; Distribution ; Average : market
per consumer : of family :  disposablé @ velue
unit in current members : income per . of food.
dollars 2/ : 3 i . person  per person
; Percent Dollars - Dollérs
- 1935-36 |
Under $500 : 1h.b 121 74
- $500~1,000 : 28.3 259 — 111
$1,000-1,500 : 22.8 396 141
$1,500~2,000 ; 13.9 537 | 165
$2,000-3,000 : 12.5 726 _ 192
$3,000-5,000 : 5.4 1,051 22k
$5,000 and over : 2.7 3,499 _ 368
Aﬁerage : - hoh. 1k3
; 194)
Under $500 : 5.1 122 @
$500~-1,000 : 15.2 293 130
$1,000-1,500 : 6.1 hhe 167
$1,500-2,000 K 17.7 529 ' 179
$2,000-3,000 : 23.5 73h 206
$3,000-5,000 : 16.0 1,008 2Ly
$5,000 and over : 6.4 2,027 _35&
Average : -_— 680 191

.
+

;/ Data derived from 1935-36 Consumer Income and Expenditure Studies of the
Nationsl Resources Committee and 1941 Study of Spending and Saving in War-
time {37, 43). Disposable income includes money and nonmoney incomes; 1941
incomes adjusted for underreporting. Market value of all food including
away-Trom-home and home-produced food, valued at local prices, and alcoholic
beverages. Excludes institutional population.

2/ Approximately seme as disposable income; includes nonmoney income.

3/ Including single individuals.
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Table 3.11.~ Average dispesable money income and expenditures for food and
aleoholic beverages per person, urban families, by income group,

1941, 1944, 1947 and 1950 1/

{In 1935-39 dollars)

:Expendi-

Money income Distribu—f Average E;@end;— . Distribu- Average 5
of family ° tion of ‘disposable’ ‘;;rez 0;: * tion of :disposable:tlflreg aﬁ;
in current ¢ family ° money alzzho?.?c X Tamily : money :alggholic

dollars " members | income I members | income | :
: : . + beverages : : tbeverages
Percent ‘ Dollars . Dollars Percent . Dollars . Dollars
1941 2/ : lghh 3/
Under $500 2.8 116 66 : 1.1 w2 122
$500-1,000 : 10.0 220 97 3.7 252 143
$1,000-1,500 s 11,7 391 145 k.3 356 . 159
$1,500~2,000 . 18.0 hge 162 9.5 468 18k
$2,000-2,500 : 16.2 643 192 12.9 581 . 205
3%2,500-3,000 : 1h.B 703 216 : 13.% T02 233
f000-booo 2 450 oh8 ab3 { 2.8 e =
> 2 - . -
$5,000-10,000 . 1,313 285 :
$16,000 and over : 8.5 21753 400 : } 17.4 1,465 : 266
Average : -—- L/680 /195 —_— L/79k _&/220 _
1947 5/ : 1950 6/
Under $1,000 2.8 159 155 3.1 238 172
$1,000~2,000 : l2.3 343 166 8.6 Loh CATT
$2,000-3,000 : 28,5 489 200 16.8 545 203
$3,000-4,000 ¢ e6.e 633 219 25.5 63h 213
;’jh,ooo—g,ooo : 127 789 2Lh 19.?-; ggg 23:5(
b5 ,000-6,000 : 11, 25
_136;000-7,500 . f 113 1,086 267 zg i’gl‘g 2;2
T 5 500-10,000 : i P
$15,000 and over : 6.2 1,857 313 3.0 2:500 ks
-— 758 231

Average : _— 690 220

y'Income end expenditure averages converted to 1935-39 dollars using changes in
CPI. Distribution of population retained in current dollars of each set of data and
withoul adjustment for probsble underreporting.

2/ Data derived from BELS Bul. 822, Family Spending and Saving in Wartime (43).
. 3/ Computed from BLS Serial No, R. 1818, “Expenditures and Savings of City Families
in 1944" by Dorothy S. Brady. Monthly Labor Review, Jan. 1946 (32). Aversges com- .
puted with population weights. -
. &/ Calculated average.
- i/ Housekeeping families only. Computed from table 25 in USDA Agr. Inf. Bul., 132,
.- Fopd Consumption of Urben Families in the United States {33}. ' :
£/ Data derived from table 1, vol. 18, "Summary of Family Incomes, Expenditures and
VBavings - 1950" Study of Consumer Expenditures, Incomes, and Savings (45). Includes

single person families.
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Table 3.12.- Cross-section indexes for 1ghk2: Per person food consumption
at home in housekeeping households,in a week of spring 1942 y

First guarter 19Lp
money income

LI TR Y )

United H Rural

o ey vares e e

in current dollers ; ;

A1l 100.0 10k.1 9.7 g2

Under $500 81.7 75.8 76.9 86.5

$500-1,000 87.8 85.6 - 81.6 ' 98.8

$1,000~1,500 93.7 1.8 88.4 ©o1l2.5

$1 ,500-2,000 100.9 97.7 99.6 117.9 '

$2,000-3,000 108.9 110.9 101.8 - 114, 3 ig
$2,000-2,500 — 106.8 — —
$2,500-3,000 — 113.2 — : _—

$3,000- and over 11%.2 T 3.9 _11_é._1__7' R 1146
$3,000-5,000 T L R Cewe —
$5,000-10,000 —  wusas e J—

1/ Described briefly in text, section 3.7.5.4 and in detail in appendix D. Quantities of
individual foods used in a week at home in spring 1942 in housekeeping households, from Misc. 7
“Pub. 550, Femily Food Consumption in the United States (U0), combined with 1947-49 average retail
prices used in time-series index of per caplta food consumption; resulting per capita velue ag-
gregaies compsred with the all U. S, average to derive index matching concept of time-series index
PFe-2. Income data are given in table 3.14, : L . :




. foble 3.13.- Toree cross-séotion” es of _

' tion imdekes of per person foof use in spring-1955,"2nd ‘sveragé diépossble mom
-:Ancome: per person, by irbanization and:intome group 1/ T 3 :

195k" disposdble “: - United

LERLYR ]

Rt : ol T -Purel el . United iy S S Rural S e
__.mpn?:;l'_.ir_lc_ome St . Btates B . nonferm Farm States - 7 Urban 2. Cnodfaimc Y - Farm
pet family - H R H H S - H : - H S T e P .
R a. Per person food use - P b, Per person food use =
: all sources (CFG-la) 2/ : © purchesed only [CFa-1b) 3/
Urider $1,000 : T9.T 3.8 69.3 -85.0 57.1 £9.6 58.1 L3, 6
$1.,000-2,000 i 7.1 k.o 80.7 97.7T 5.0~ 92,4 73.0 58.5
: ia,moﬁ,ooo : H gh .2 90.9 gk, 3 ks 90.1 100.5 9C.3 8.4
3,000-L,000 : G5.5 5.3 93.1 5.2 97.1 105.°7 g92.9 80.6
“$h,000-5,000 ot 101.1 59.9 101.1 116.7  : 105.5 111.1 104.0 63.4
" $5,000-6,000 2 105.4 106.6 02,2 110.9  :+ 111.5 118.3 106.6 TO.7
rig,ooo—a,mo ! 168.5 109.3 08,1 108.7 115.4 12:.7 112.2 65.9
* $8,000-10,000 : 109.1 107.4 114.0 113:r 115.6 - 120.3 122.0 G62:0
$10,000 and over : . 117.3 1i8.3 111.7 izh8 127.1 13,2 11b.3 88.6
Average - all : H . .
nouseholds “ 1030 101.7 95.9 w01.8 1¢0.0 112.8 95.2 6.8
c. FPer person Tood consumption - : d. Average disposable money income
retail level (CFQ-2) &4/ : per person [1954)
' : :  Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollers
Under 31,000 : 77.9 2.0 68.9 Bz.0 115 185 . _ 161 £3
1,000-2,000 : gs.z 83.1 9.1 95.5 Lso 510 L32 366
b2 ,000-3,000 g 33.1 5.1 93.0 DR 112 S 703 766 652 , 612
$3,000-4,000 : g6.1 96,2 52.8 1041 g3z Ty a8o 436
$h4,000-5,000 : 101.7 A100.9 100.8 wb.g 1,196 1,233 1,156 1,023
$5,000-6,000 : 105.2 106.8 102.0 110,31 - 1,kee 1,50k 1,266 - 1,15k
$6,000-8,000 : 106.6 110.0 10617 106.1 1,811 1,865 1,759 1, A0k
$5,000-20,000 : 110.8 105.0 115.6 111.6 2,267 2,350 2,151 1,758
$30,000 end over 11%.3 120.4 113.2 124,7 : 4,076 L,22L © 3,3k 3,854
| Aversge - sll . . : : R
households =~ - 105.0 102.4 95.3 99.6 1,250 1,480 1,621 © o Be8

1/ Described briefly in text, section 3.7.5.5, and in detail in eppendix D. Quantities of Individual foods used in & week
at home In spring 1955 by housekeeping households (from 1955 Survey of Household Food Consumption] combined with 1947-kg
average prices used in time-series ipdexes; resulting value. aggregates om a per person basis compared with all U, 3. average
to derive indexes, _E_f-"b-ia.tches concept of time-series index of per capite food use - =11 sources [P¥Q-1a); quantities of
individual -items converted to farm-welght equivalents and velued at sversge ferm prizes in 1947-hk9. 3/ Matches time-series
index of per capita food use - purchased food (PFQ-1b); ‘quantities of individual items converted to farm-weight equivalents
and valued at average farm prices in 1947-39, L4/ Matches time-series index of per capita food consumption (PFo-2); retail
welghts of 1ndividual itewms valued at average 19U7-19 reteil prices. E
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Table 3.14.- Spring 1942; HMarket value and expenditure dats for food per person in & week, average incoms per person snd percentage distributicn

of population of housekeeping families of two or more, by

urbenization and income group L/

Dispos- ﬁistri-f Market value of asl) inod. at home Totad Disposs' Distri-_: Merket value of all i’ocd &t home ¢ Total
P mnle  bution . and swey § ferpendl- ¢ Topn." oy and away 5f rexpendi-
First quarter 1942 ' money of - : ALl food gt home :Expendi- ¢ turea money H of H : All fond st home iExpendi- !  tures
pouey focome per ! incoms | famtly | 1 1 e tforfood iy gy o T LG oiren ifor foad.
fanily et annual . per  members,’ N . Home 'Expendi-’ : . . per members, i " Home |Expendi-’
r&;emj.{: C'.lé}ﬁnt : personhj emlud:: T"t'“l: T;ftal . pro- | tures :hewwrgg!a:m;;d . Feri;;h: exclud:: TEF"J‘: ']_\::E};ﬂ_'dpmc-l ! Tures :bﬂ:::ges:mda:;m
oltars Din 155kl ding G : duced | for : fin . ing : iduced ! for ;
 aollars] singles! ; . 8 [ fooag/] [OF PemIMERSt doliare! singlesl § | focagf] TrY  hewmrases
. ¥ A ; s : :home 10/ ;home 11/ : i HE ) shome 10y ihome 11/
LI} Eete  Dml. Dol  Dol, Dols Dok, Pod. ¢ Ppl. Bet, Dol Del., Dol. Dod. Dol Dol,
: a. A1l bougeholds . b. Urben householda
Under 3500 : 128 16.2 L5k LG5 12/ .32 0.09 2.2 179 2.9 Lo7a T R5k 127 3.83 ¢.18 L9 T
$500-1,000 r 350 12.5 511 L.gh 1B/ 1.57 .16 3.73 ¢ M 8.9  5.27 5.0 12/ B.Bs 22 5.07
$21,000-1,500 s 588 13.1 6.08 5.65 12/ 4.53 b2 L.g6 656 11.0 B.hg s5.82 38/ 5.53 60 6.13
:é,sm-g,ooo : 852 13.5 6.92 6.1 12/  5.80 .62 £.22 9y 12.6 7.1k 6.39 13/ 6.&5_ : gg - glg
&ima:g U As T8 T 12/ 666 .97 7-63 {i:‘a’?ﬁ 10 ;:gg ;222 % 5223 1.46 9:;}0
ﬁ:ﬁ:ﬂx D1L59%  15.7 880 7.7 12/ 7.7 1.4 . B.si Pon60e 226 9.00 TS6 12/ 7.63 L. 9.08
$5,000-5, 000 : : '
;g‘-‘%’f‘;‘:'ggo f12,350 7.0 1058 8.8 1/ Bk 2.kp 10.63 1 2,90 0.7 1082 B8.29 12/ 8. 255  11.00
$10,000 aad over : i :
nw:mge - ell housenolds: 1,038 _— 6.92 6.17 12/ 5.27 .75 6.02 : 1,23, — 189 &1 1/ 6.82 1.10 7.2
Average - excl. singleg : 4
- {erleulated) : 1,008  100.0 T.OL 624 1z2f 5.82 ki 5.99 — 1000 7.98  6.85. £.58 1.10 T.98
; ¢, HBarel nonferm houschol: i Farm households 7
hder $500 : 189 18.2 L1s L,15 1.26 2.82 T .05 2.87T =11 52.1 L.58 ﬁ.Es 3.06 - 1.6l W04 1.55
$500=1,000 : 357 19.3 L6 ¥.Ls5 1.17 3.1 L6 3.27 300 15.8 5.53 5.4 3.6 1.65 .09 2.05
$1,000-1,500 : 5&l 21k 5.33 5.05 .99 4,10 27 .37 LT 0.4 .61 6.5 L.o6 2,38 W11 .47
:;,500—2,000 : 803 15.46 6.2 5,75 1.19 b6l 48 500 664 7.8 .12  6.90 3.5% 3.35 ez 3.57
000-2,500 1 H
:ejma’m : 583 16.0 £.53 6.06 1.10 5.05 ;) 5.53 [ 1,006 T.h T.3% 6.9% k.23 285 . hn 3.25
350001, 000 E : : ; :
E:COO-E:DOO . rr5ue 8.0 7 8.00 6.97 6.22  l.02 _ T.24 . 192 4.0 7.36 . 7.0L Sy 31 .35 3.6
5 0005, 000 : 68 : .60 1 : -
,000-8,000 : * : .
’“m"“;‘;ﬁ‘” M T 1.5 8.7 T.ha 7.69 1.25 BT 12 25 . T8 T34 3.75 +55 b
over . ot T ) T . -
_jy;ragei;g.u householda: 6Bz —— 5.53 5.18  -1.13 .08 .35 Jla-.hs : [k _ 5.58_ 5_.!+5 3.35 2.10 .13 2.23

;I,f Data derived by this suthor from reports on Study of Pamlly Spending snd Saving in Wartime
with spring 1955 date.  Computed from unrourded dats.  2f Based on- disporable woney income in first guarter of 1542, %{ Disposable money income in first quarter
t.

1942 tinen 4. Per person svereges besed on sconomic fepily pize data, Converted to 1954 dallars using chenge in CPI

keeping fsmiries. Ddastribution on basie of incomes in first quarter 1942, 5f ¥ood value data ) 3
1955 dollars using change in ELS index of retall Ffood prices from April-May 1942 to April-Jume 1955 (times 1.893}. Value of food consumed st home per household
per pereon sverages. £ Sum of value of ell food used at home spd expenditures for food and beveragee avay from home.

I/ Eetimated frowm data on p. 37 of Mise. Pud. 250 Family Food Consumption fp the United States
Inzludes home produced, purchased acd food recelved ao Bift or pay. Velue of food wged reporte

divided by housensld size to obtaln

on p. 42, Miee. Pub. 550. 9/ Baaeq

of purchased food gonevmed durimg the weak.
famrtlies from p.- 122 of BLS Bulletin Fo. 822
by 52.

1941 (lees board at sckool) Alvided
tonsuaption. 12/ Not svalleble.

{3, 31, 53] Adjustoents mede in aﬁ.enpt to achileve cooparability

does 1.66). 3 Includes = few nonhoume-
inelude food used by single-person houssholds, sdjusted to apring

(49); aversges for highest ipcome group estisated from residuals.
¢ separately. &/ Rural nonferm send farm date estimated -from dsts

oo unpublished date supplied by the Institute of Home Beonomics. Expenditures for food at home reported separately, not velue

Botlzates for food and alccholic bevernges der
; rural ponfarm, expecditurea in first gquarter
Sum of expenditures for food and beverages avay

ived from 1 eourcea: Urban, expenditures by bousekeeping
‘1942 .(leod board at achool) divided by 13; farm, expenditures in
frot homs and expenditures for food purchassd for home




1548 urban data 2/

1951 urban data 9f

: Market welue of all food Total : H
Disposeble p et home and away S/ rexpendi- ; : :
money income Lo ple : Distri- : i : tures :Disposable : Distri- .
in preceding :m:zposii::o:le: bution : Food st home é‘f "Bypend i :for food : money : bution : Expendi-
¥Ear perT : ¥ : of members: : : S*P ~ i oat home :  income :of menbers: tures
. . PET EETECI, . . tures . "
family, in * "in 1o5a : of house- ; : Market : *food and - &Rt for :per person,: of house-~: for food
current P dolisrs ¢ keeping : Totel @ wvolue :Emendi_’heve est :food and @ in 1954 keeping at home
dollars : : families : of all @ tures Tes ‘beverages: dollars :households: 5/ @"
. uf . - . 8 Jawsy from’
: : focd &/ bome aw;y from; 3/ w0/
: . Oie H
H H H H H : 5/ H =
: Dollars Percent Dellars Deollars Dollars Dollars Bollars : Dollars Percent Dollars
Under § , o :
$‘§‘O§fl?o5gg :} 292 2.8 6.12  5.ch 5.08 0.57 5.67 292 1.8 5.18
. $1,000-1,500 : Bk 1o 4 : L
$1500-2.,000 : é .3 .55 6.06 5.6k e 6.13 : &ha 7.7 s .y
ig’ggg:?ggg : 918 26.5 7.3 6.53 6.20 .80 7.00 ° ghe 17.3 5.77.
] ] . '
$3,000-4 ,000 : 1,190 26.2 8,12 7.08 6,00 1.05 T.85 ¢ 1,172 26.7 6.30
$h,mo—g,ﬁoo : 1,523 12.7 9.16 T.55 7.18 1.58 8.76 1,220 20.5 255
$5,000- 6,000 : : 1,669 11.3 .9
-7 H . . WA . . . :
ﬁ,%_%,gﬁ : 2,072 11.3 9,69 T.49 1.22 2.21 G. bl } 1,978 7.4 7.53
L x - .
$7,500-5,000 : : L.6 T.67
$5,000-10,000 : 3,702 6.2 11.87 8.69 5.38 3.16 11.55 2,326
$10,000 and ¢ver 1,635 2.7 8,65
Average 1,317 ——— 8.27 6.99 6.68 1.27 7.95 1,413 ~—— 6.42

®

1/ Data derived from published reports.

AdJustrerts made in attempt to mchieve comparsbility with spring 1955 date.
Computed from unrcunded data.

2/ Derived from A.gr. Inf. Bul. 132, Fpod Consumption of Urban Femllies in the United States {33).

3/ Preceding year's income converted to 1954 dollars using cheange in Consumer Price Index.

L4/ Distribution of members of economic families according to thelr income in 1947.

5{ Converted to spring 1955 price level using change in BLS index of retail prices for food at home.
&/ Excludes expenditures for alcoholic beverages for home consumption

%/ Iocludes food obtained without direct expeunse.

_f Valee of purchased food used in week, family baesis,

9/ Derived from data in Vol. 12 of Study of Consumer E;c_gendit s, Incomes, and Savings {1_4.5'}

_f Distribtution of members of hcusekeeping bouseholds according to 1950 income proba‘nly dii‘fers cm.l:,r sl:.ghtly frcm that for
economic family members. )



Table 3.16.- Spring 1955: Market value and: exﬁpnditure data for ‘food per p
average income per peyson, and percentage distribution of the bousekeeping -
population, by urbanization asd income group 1/

erson in a week, .

Market value of all food
at home and away |

*Distribution’

: ‘Disposable - 411 tood at home -
Disposable : : o : Expendi-
money iocome ii.gg;: b qures :
of femily per “for food and
n 1554 person  ‘of 2 or more’ bevereges |
- ' away from |
home -
Dollars Dollars
a. All households - S
Under $1,000 115 5.8 5.39 5.11 S0 3. 0.28 © 358
$1,000-2,000 459 9.2 6.22 5.68 01 L .5l k.93
$2,000-3,000 703 12.7 .11 6.29 66 '5.39 B2 6.20
$3,000-4,000 g32 . 19.0 T7.66 6.64 Ll 6.02 - 1.02. T.03 .
$4,000-5,000 1,196 15.7 8.37 7.08 36 _ 6.5k 1.29 7.83
$5,000-6,000 1,kz2 12,2 8.87 7.h9 33 6,99 1.3 8.37
6,000-5,000 1,811 12.4 9.85 7.83 .34 7.36 2.0L 9.3
,000-10,000 2,267 L. 3 10.20 7.88 .32 T.47 2,32 . . 9.78
$10,000 spd over k076 k7 13.36 9.32 -} 8.93 Lok 12,97 -
Average 4/ : 1,250 -— 8.Lo 7.02 .5k 6.28 - 1.39 - 7.67
Average exciuding : . . N
sifgles : - 100.0 8.36 6.97 6.2l 1.38 7.62
b. Urban households .
Under $1,000 185 1.8 5.51 5/ 5.10 L6l .7h
$1,000-2,000 - 510 4.1 5.51 LT 5,80 =) oL -
$2,000-3,000 T66 10.8 6.2k 5/ o601 .50 . .9l
$3,000-b ,000 o7 18.8 6.84 sf &.62 1.1k R
$4 ,000-5,000 1,233 21.9 7.13 & - 693 1,50 A3
$5,000-6,000 1,504 13.% T.79 5 . - 755 1Lk 01
$6,000-0,000 1,869 5.1 T.97 5/ 173 2,26 .98
$8,000-10,000 2,350 5.4 7.85 g/ T 2.%0 10,1k
$10,000 ani/over h,ﬁgg 8.7 ggg g : ’9[’.].“1? ;L:}.lr .
Average 1, — . JTald JL.
Average excluding : o
singles : - 100.0 7.32 s/ 7.09 . 1.76
Rurel nenfarm households
Under $1,000 161 6.9 k.69 - - a3 3.8 -
$1,000-2,000 L3z 114 5.7k 2o ke L.62
$2,000-3,000 652 15.3 6.9k 5.20 .81 6.01
$3,000-k4,000 820 218 7.15 5.50 .90 6.40
$h ,000-5,000 1,156 18.7 T.97 - 629 97 T.26
$5,000~6,000 1,296 12.0 8.7 6.3 1.31 7.61
$6,000-8,000 1,752 9.1 9.29 .13 1.62 &.75
$8,000-10,000 2,151 2.5 10.56 7.82 2.6k 10,56
$10,000 and over 3,3k 2.3 6.97 3.13 10.10
Average 4/ ;1,021 _— 7.51 5.71 59 6,70
‘Average excluding : -
aingles : - 100.0 5.66 1.00 6.65
d. Farm households
Upder $1,000 53 21.6 5.59 5.34 2.51- ».62 .25 2,86 -
$1,000-2,000 86 19.1 6.71 6.4l 2.77 © 3.ub .30 3,7k
$2,000-3,000 612 15.8 7.33 6.79 2.79 3.77. .5h ko3
§3,000-L,000 836 i3.6 7.43 6.81 2.65 3.99 G2 L.&
$l,000-5,000 1,023 12.0 7.61 £.90 2.69 Lok 7L hors
$5,000-6,000 1,154 6.9 7.96 7.05 2.4 k.l L1 5.3
$6,000-8,000 1,40k 6.9 7.62 6.90 2.4g 4,31 .72 5.03
$8,000-1G,000 1,758 2.8 8.15 7.1a 2,50 L.=2g .96 5.1%
$10,000 and over 3,85k 1.3 10.58 B.93 " 2,22 .48 1.66 8,15
iverage Y 658 -_— 7.10 6.57 2.69 3.69 .53 22
verage excluding : .
singles : -— 100.0 6.53 2.68 3.66 .52 4,18

1/ V¥elue data for foed, excluding elcoholie beverages for home consumption, derived from table 2 of the 1§55 Household
Food Consumption Survey Report No. L (A4). 2/ Dietribution of membeTs of those families reporting incomes.
value of food received as gilt or pay as well as purchased and homs produced. ;
singles snd those not elascified by income. 5/ Negligible.

Lf Average for all families, including

R o Ko oeroen




Chapter k. INTRODUETION 70 EROCED S FOR ANALYSIS OF U, S. FOOD CONSUMPTION

S ‘Ihis chapter contains a descrip‘tion of some of the procedures used in e.ualysis
ar--historica.l changes and cross—section variastions-in U. S food cenrsumption. For i
pther --prccedures references are given to standard statistical works. The most compli-
;j'_.ed._stat:.stical procedures among those referred to in this chapter are standard
mgression analysis-and the % test of significance. The author's cbjective, actua:!_'l.y,
,111_ t6 focus ‘attention on- rs.ther simple methods that are regularly used in analyses of
5.0 food consumption.

._Such complicated procedures as simulisnecus equations may be more desirable
{:onceptually than the simpler ones, but their use often implies grester precision than
thc bas:.c data on food consu.mption can provide.

ToPics covered in this chapter are: {1) Organization.of data for use in’

waulysis, (2) graphic analysis, with some examples; (3) description of means. for com-
blaing consumption rates with altemative population distributions; and (4} methods
tor analyzing changes in an aggregate, such as the overall market value of &1l food o
imm one year to another.

h.l. Organizing Data for Use in Analysis

undertaking an analysis of any economic problem, several gquestions must .
Among these are: What are the objectives? What definitions or concepis
elements are most suitable? What data are availsble? This section

> Of the processes of getting the data ready to use in study of a problem

to food consumption. in the United States.

Three preparato:c:y phases may be distinguished. The first 1s the preparation of :
.consumption data, whether from time-series or cross-section sources, in the form
h_neﬁed for the analysis, for exemple, computing or combining per capita figures. :

hnother phase in some studies is the computation of supplementary statistical series

l‘i‘om ‘consumption and price data. For example, the overall velue deta end special -
_leasures, such as those for marketing services, were developed to meet the data . ' '
g:quirements of comprehensive eanalysis of changes in U. S. food consumption. Finally,
fomes- the assembly of related economic and social statistics and preparation for later

.l. 1, Time-Series Date
2, @n Consumption

- 'The statisticsl measures of U. S. food consumption through time are describved

n ¢chapter 3. The ennual supplements to Agr. Hendb. 62 (§} supply date usually needed
or" special combinations of data required for partiecular studies. Many exsmples aere i
sprovided in chaptér 3. Clues to other possibilities may be found in the text of that C
~linndbook: or, for the supply utilization index,in Agr. Handb, 91 {12). Because proce-
“Gures for developing data vary, no general directives are pra,c‘bicable. Instead,
,.'_;-fli.t.entlon is directed to a description of the procedure used to derive market value . i
-;--.'ﬂuta, vhich is given in appendix B. i

J.=;2' 'fune—Seg:Les of Related Economic : ' o : .
d Socia.l Statistlcs _ :

; : The me.,jor categories of statistics related to food consumption that are used.
I'_.__'m analysis of time-serles data pertaln to population, prices, Income, and e)@endituz\es
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for other goods and services. Detailed references to source materials are given in
eppendix E. o ' :

Two revised editions of important compilations by the Department of Comerce
provide a variety of other statistics. These are U, S. Income and Qutput (27), a 1958
supplement to the Survey of Current Business (I‘ormerly called National Inc ome) , and

Historical Statistics of the United States, Cglonia.l Times Lo 25:[ (yi), igsued by the
Bureau of the Census.

The major types of adjustments needed in such statistics _a.re__d.erivation-of per
capita series, deflation, and adjustments for coversge. In deriving per capita
figures, one must be sure to have the correct population, for example, total or civil-
isn only. Some guidance to choice and handling of such statistics is provided.in
Analyticel Tools for Stud Demand end Price Structures by Richard J. Foote, Agr.
Handb. 146,pages 27-33 (60). Adjustments of the series to match coverege of the con-
sumption dete mist be based on careful study of the fime print of definitions ’ the
sanmple, and so oh. .

k.1.3. Cross-Section Data -
on Food Consumpticn

The kinds of adjustments to be made in ¢ross-section data preparatory to analysis
depend on the definitions of commodity coverage found in each survey, in terms of velue
and quantities, how tabulations have been run and reported, and characteristics of data
with which comparability is sought. For example, the average value date for family
food published in table 2 of Reports 1 to 5 of the 1955 Survey of Household Food
Consumption (44), were tabulated on the basis of the primary economic family, hence
the count of family members given in table 2 must be used to derive per person -
averages. 60/ The rationale of this tebulation stems from the fact that away-Trom-
home expenditures canm be adequately reported only for members of the primary economic
family by the respondent, who 1s usually the homemeker of that family.

In contrast, deta in teble 3, and those following, in the 1955 Survey Reports
1-5 are on a household basis and pertain to consumption at home {or from home sup-
‘plies) by ell members of the household and guests. The number of persons based on
2l-meal equivalents is used to derive per person rates in order to offset the syste-
watic varistions of average household size with lncome level, urbanization, and region.

Detailed information necessary for matching the 1955 cross'-s'elctidn_ Tood .da.ta
with time series and other types of survey date is provided in appendixes A and C.
A checklist for use in studying problems in metching date is given in h4.1.5.-

59/ Chapter 5 of Agr. Handb. 62 (£) describes some of the major series, for which
current data are published in annuel supplements to that handbook. These series in-
clude civilian population, retail food prices, disposable income (with a number of
serjes computed from the Department of Commerce aggregetes), the Commerce estlmates
of consumption expenditures for food (describved in 3.6.2), and the AMS deta on farm
value (TFV-1), and retail cost of U. S. famm foods sold to civilians {TFV-6). :

@/ The term "per person” is used in this bulletin for cross-section averages. per
head, whereas the term "per capita" is reserved for time-series data. This differ-
entiation helpe the user of the data Lo remember the differences in coversge between
“the two sets of data. :
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_ Adjustment of the value data to comparable price levels is necessary for many

- comparisons. Adjustments to sllow for the change in the purchesing power of the
dollar are regarded as economically sound. But problems in the use of partieular in-’
dexes do mrise, especiamlly in hendling the prices for an sbnormal period of supply and
demand for food, and the spring of 1942 was such a period.

4.1.4. Derivation of Approximate
" Ingome-Bize Distributions

4.1.4.1. Adjustments of income~size distributions are often necessary for study.
of food consumption patterns under alternetive conditions and assumptions. The ob-
Jective of such adjustments is to develop distributions of the population for use in -
recombining or reweighting averages for income groupe within each urbanization cate-
gory and the urbanization averages to derive overall averages. :

Surveys of household food consumption made in recent years have provided income-
- size distributions of families which can be converted to income-size distributions of
family or household members to match the avermges for groups by which the consumption
data are tabulated. The use of income-size distributions from sources other than the
""food date requires watching the definitions of income and the population coverage of
the survey. It even requires alertmess in keeping the same degree of underreporting of
income as that involved in groupings of households sccording to which the consumption
data have been tabulated.

4,1.4.2, Two examples of the methodology discussed sbove follow: Example A is
_the process of shifting the income-size distributions from the 1955 Survey of House-
hold Foed Consumption, besed on the feamilies' 1954 incomes at the 1954 price level,
back to a distribution with the same real income but in terms of 1942 dollars. This
is clearly an sdjustment for change in the general price level.

Exemple B is the projection of income-size distributions for the three urbani-
zations -from 1955 to 1975 under certain assumptions. This iliustrates the adjustment
in income-size distributions for chenges in average real income. The implicit sssump-
tions for this procedure are that there is no change in the degree of ineguality of
real income __/ and that the changes in consumption and inceme of one-person families
and monhousekeeping households mey be disregarded becanse they will not affect the
overall change.

The 1955 Survey of Household Food Consumption provides the following data, which
give us the distribution of the housekeeping population according to size of family
money income after taxes: (l) The number of families of two or more persons in each
- income c¢lass within each of the three urbanizations are given in table 1 of Survey
Report 1. {2) The average femily size for each income class is reported in table 2,
{3} The combination of {1) and (2) yieids the distribution of femily members (in fami-
lies of 2 or more persons) participating in the spring 1955 survey according to the _
gize of family disposable income in 1954. . .

4.1,4.3. Example A.--Following is a step-by-step description of the grephic
procedure for adjusting the 195% income-size distribution to a distribution among in-
come classes in terms of first quarter 1942 dollars, without a change in relative

61/ In technical terms, the Lorenz curve is unchanged.
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distribution of income: 62/

1. Lay out the scale for disposable money income per family on the logarithmic
horizontal scale of semilog graph paper and the percentage of family members on the
natural or arithmetic vertical scale. (As illustrated by chart 4.1, use of semilog
paper condenses the range of income into managesble proportions.)

2, Cumilate the percentage frequencies of family members for each income class
below each cless limit, starting from the lowest level on the worksheet.

3. Plot these cumilated frequencies ageinst the upper class limit of each in--
come class and draw a freehand curve joining the points. : -

k. To edjust the distribution from the 1954 price level 1o that of the first
uarter 191I§, move the curve to the left by the ratio of the CPI in the first quarter .
of 191:2 to the CPI in 1954, 59 percent. This allows for the depreciation in the pur-

chasing power of each dollar.

Chart 4.1--Work chart for cumulative frequency distribution of members
of farm families by income level in 1954 and transformation to
first quarter 1942 dollars :

% of .
family members i
100 {
80 . /-/ )
. y, :
s
// t
50 in 1942 § Tn 1954
(Reported)
40
20
0 | | | | I ;
$100 $400 $500 $1, 000 $2,000 $4,000 $10, 000 .
Disposable money income per family !
USDA NEG., 8319-80 (12) AMS

£2/ A statistical procedure to yield more precise results is described in Income
Digtrivution in the United States,by Size, 1944-50, footnote 12, p. 38 (3. This is
a 1953 supplement to the Survey of Current Buginess.

A combined statisticel and graphic procedure wes developed by Maurice Liebenberg
to short-cut the extensive computations of the preceding method. It is described in
“Nemographic Interpolation of Income Size Distributions, Rev. Econ. Stat., Aug. 1956
(61). This procedure is used by the Nationsl Income Division to sd just for changes in
price level which they measure by changes in implicit price deflators for personal
consumption expenditures given in U. S. Income and Qutput, table VII-13, p. 228 (2D) .
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5. Move the curve according to this example:

{a} 59% of $1,000 = $590. The farm curve given in chart 4.1 in 1954
dollers intersects the $1,000 line at 22%. Therefore, we plot the
new point for the cumulated curve in 1942 dollars at $550 and 22%f

{b) 59% of $3,000 = $1,770. The farm curve in 195k dollars intersects
the $3,000 line at about 58%. So we plot & second point for the
new curve at $1,770 and 58%. -

c er points ere loce in he seme fashion an JOlnE y freehan
Oth t located tl f hi d e b freeh d
curve.

{@) Chart k.1 shows both the 1955 distribution for farm households and:
the transformation of the cumilated fregquency curve to first qparter
1942 dellars. . .

6. Read the cumulated frequencies for the adjusted curve at the class limits
and calculate the frequencies for each class by subtraction.

7. The adjusted frequencies of family members in the spfing of 1955 are giéen '
in terms of 1942 doliars in table k.l. Comparable distributions adjusted from the .
first quarter 1942 dollars to 1954 dollars are in the same table. .

4.1.4.4. Example B.--The folleowing procedure is used to derive some approxlmate
income~size distributions for the three urbanlzatlon categories for 1975.

Begin with the same 1955 cumlated freguencies plotted on a semilog chart, in:
the same way as that described for example A, Daly's economic framework for 19?5
provides an indication that the increase in real income from 1954 to 1975 on a per
capita basis might emount to 50 percent. 63/

The spplication of this pxocadure te this problem requires moving the curve to
the right to allow for ithe 50 percent ipcrease in real income per capita. __/ Other
steps are exacily the same as those for example A. The basic assumpition of a genersl
upward shift of the whole population with no change in the reletive distribution of
the population by income was used. A few adjustments were necessary tc Keep within
the overall sverage of the three urbanizations combined. The approximate- income-size
distributions based on these assumptions are given in table L.2,

4.1.%.5,. Reservations.--These procedures provide working approximations, but
they should be supplemented by additional information wherever possible. &5/ The'

éj/ Paly's economic framework indicates about a 0 percent increase in per capita
real income from 1956 to 1975. The income data of the 1955 survey were for 1954 in-
come, hence the change from 1954 to 1975 would amount to about 50 perceant. The frame-
work is described in "Prospective Domestic Demands for Food and Fiver," paper submitted
for hearings on Policv for Commercial Agriculture ... (53).

6/ Recall that example A involves a shift to the left because $1,000 in 1954 dol-
lars was worth only $590 in first guarter 1942 dollars. Here the shift is to the right.
because with increased productivity, a general rise in income levels is expected. .
Thus, average real income per capite is raised from $1,250 in 1954 to around $1,875
in 1975 (in 1954 dollars), under Daly's economic framework.

65/ As illustrated in study by Liebenberg, Maurice and Kaitz, Hyman "fn Income-Size
Distribution from Income Tax and Survey Date." Studies in Income and Wealbh.

Volume 13 (62).




Table 4.1l.--Percentage distributions ol members of housekeépiug families of 2 or more-
) in first quarter 191}2 and spring.1955, by urbanjization and income _/ :
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In first quarter 1942 based on

current money income

In spring 1955 based
disposable money

Famdly inco.rile} at anmual rate ) income in 195k - .
. in dellars 2 : H H H : : H
: United : + Rural : t United : ... _ 3. Bural : . ___ -
: States Urb@ : nonfarm : Fafrm ¢ States Urba.n ¢ nonfarm : Fam
Percent - Perce_:nt. Percent ] Percen‘t; Percent . ,Eeitéﬁt' Pe.rcent. -Per_\':ent
a. In current dollars b, In :éur_nen‘l_‘. dollars
- Under 500 . 16.2 2.9 18.2 52.1 : : P
500-1,000 s 12.6 8.9 19.2 15.E : } 5.8 _¥78 L 6.9 2.6
1,000-1,500 : 13.1 11.0 21. 0.4 PR
1,500-2,000 :  13.5 14.6 15.6 7.8 .} 9'2_ : 6'} 1.k 13.1
ggoog_-gggg F Y {igg ]16.0 7.4 }12.7 108 . 153 . 15.8
H } - - .
3,000-4,000 : . : 19.0 18.8 21.8 13.6
32000-4,000 ) SUR B X } 5.0 wo 1S WS BY ons
5,000-6,000 : : 12,2 13k 0 12.0 6.9
6,000-7 ,000 : : R
?:000-?:500 : 7.0 8.4 1.5 2.5 }12.h 15.1... 9.1 6.9
T,500-8,000 : : o -
81000-15,000 : : h.3 5.4 T2.s 2.8
10,000 and over : 2.3 k.7 6.'7 2.3 1.3
Percentege of U. 5.: 100.0 57.9  21.9 20.2 ¢ 100.0 58,9~  28.6 12,5
: e. In 195k dollers ; d. In spring 19k2 dollars.
Under 500 : : 6 2 1w
LV A T R T
: : : 1 5
11500-21000 : }15 10 25 o 13 13 15 12
et i pe . oa omi}m o (@p 0w
3,000~ 000 : 16 20 15 6 : 17 20 1k 10
by, 000=5,000 : 11 15 8 Lo 8 10 7 L
2,000-6,000 : 7 10 y 3 3 L 1 2
000—T,000 : : '
7:000-g1500 : } 8 12 3 2 ] 2 2 1 1
T,500-08,000 .
8:000-15,000 b 6 2 1.5: 1.5 2 1 1
10,000 and over 5 7 1 .51 1.5 2. S 3/ -

1/ Distribution of

T

amily members in current dollars for first quarter 1942 derived from data

in ELS Bul. 822, Family Spepding and Saving jio Wartime (43), end for spring 1955 from U, S.

Departuwent of Agriculture 1955 Survey Report 1, Food Consumption of Households in the United

States (44). Distributions in terms of dollars of other period derived by graphic adjustment’

of cumilative curve of incomwe-size distribution for change in price level, measured by ‘change

in the Consumer Price Index.

2/ Vet money income in first quarter 1642, disposable money income in 195h.

3/ Negligible,

BN
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Table R;Z.e-Preliminary gpproximations of distribution of population
of housekeeping families of 2 or more perscons by income-size
and by urbanization in 1975, under certein assumptions L/

- . . +
- - - H

Disposeble money income : :  Rural : : .

in 1954 dollars : Urban : nonfarm Farm 2/ : A1 3/

_ : rcent ercent Percent ercent
Under 1,000° : 1 3 6 2
1-2,000 : 2 6 10 3
2-3,000 : 5 T . 15 6
3-4,000 : 9 12 17 10
h—5,000 : - 12 i3 1k 12
5=5,000 : 16 15 14 16
6-8,000 : 23 25 11 22
8-10,000 : .1 10 8 ’ 13
10,000 and. over : 18 g o5 16
Percent of all : 75 18 7 100

_f Agsuming 50 percent increase in real income per capita from 195k to 1975 and no
overall change in degree of ineguelity of distributior of incomes. For method of
estimating these distributions, see text section k.1.4.k. U. S. average income postu-
lated at $1,875 in 1954 prices; averages for individual urbanizations work out thus:
Urban $2,050, rural nonfarm $1,475, farm $1,050. These data are given here as
working tools, not forecasts.

2/ Includes some minor adjustments in lower income ra.nge on basis of historical
trends and to keep overall average change at 50 percent. :

3/ Beged on distridutions for three subcafegories.

income-size distributions so derived are noi nearly so precise as those developed for
official use and publication by Selms Goldsmith snd others of the Nationel Income
Division {NID) of the Department of Commerce, bui they do have the sdvantesge of
matching the definition of aft{er-tax income and the urbasnization breaks of the 1855

- survey data.

The NID income-size distributions cannct be aspplied directly to the 1955 survey
averages by income c¢lass because they incorporate the results of extensive research to
overcome underreporting of income, a common survey malisdy. However, study of the NID
size distributions of income after tax for recent years indicaetes little change in the
relative distribution. Accordingly, the 1955 survey distributions ecan be shifted to
the right by the increase in real income. The degree of precision desired by the
analyst must determine how detailed a procedure he sdopts -- whether he uses all
urbsnizations combined, a farm and nonfarm breek, or develops approxlmatzons for the
three separate urbanizations of the 1955 survey data.

66/ A procedure for sdjusting cne income-size distribution according to changes in
relative distribution of income shown by another has not yet been developed.



k.1.5. Checklist for Problems
in Matehing Data

A checklist of some of the most significant problems encountered in matching

sets of consumption data is provided in the following section. It is incorporated in
' this handbook to help enalysts identify inconsistenciles among sets of household survey
date that they may be using, and beiween survey data and time~series date. . This list
is organized under three topies. At the end, some sources are nocted for answers to
such guestions as may be raised. S

"4,3.5.1, Coverage of Overall Data

B,

b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

i.

U, 8. eivilien or military too? Housekeeping housaholds only? TIncluding _
singles or households of two or more only? Housebolds of two or more classified
by income or sll such households? : :

Home produced included? Ferm or oponfarm too?

Gifts and peyments—in~kind included?

At home only, or including away from home?

Alcoholic beverages in or out? Tobacco?

U. 8. farm foods only or including imported foods and domestic fishery products?

Including purchases for storage reported or unreported? Or relesses from
stocks? ' '

Inciuding businessmen's purchases and food supplied with hospital and travel
services? :

Including denations or other special distributions of food to consumers?

k.1.5.2. Basis for Overall Measure

a,

b.

c.

d.

f.

Poundage af farm level, retail?
Price weighted ~- farm or retail base period prices?

In current dollars -- farm values, retail values or final market values
including services of eating places?

Expenditures or dollar cutlays only or including estimated values of home-
produced fopods? .

If constant dollars, how deflated?

Household or family or per person averages? Basis for caleulating per person
average? :

L m U datens T ple Leabedew Sl el T clm Ulan s el LY s T e e e T R e e
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4.1.5.3. Commodity Problems 67/

2. Meats —— including home canned, frozen? Offals in or out? Poultry meat? . Game?
. Slaughter weights or retail weights? Including pork fat cuts? Ineluding con-
tent of prepared combined dishes? Including donations or other special
distributions to civilians? '

b. Processed foods —— processed weights? If:equivalents, fixed or changing _
factors used? Commercially prepared only or home processed included too?.'-

¢. Dairy preducts -- butter included? Besis for combination —- fat content
calcium content, all milk solids not fat, whole milk equivalent?

d. Flour, fats, sugar, eggs -~- including content of bakery products, dairy prod-
ucts, confections?

e, Fats epd oils — product welght or fat content of saled dressings, mayonnaise,
sandwich spread? Including butter? Including pork fat cuts? :

f. Cenned vegetsbles —- including baby foods? Beked beans? Sauerkraut? ISoups?s

4.1.5.k, Guides to Answers to
Questions Raised in 4.1.5.3

a, Introduction to survey reports and descriptions of samples.

b. Footnotes to tables of the reports.
c¢. Technical appendixes of the reports.
| d. Appendix A, this bulletin.
e. Agr. Handb. 62 (£) apnd volume 5 of Agr. Handb, 118 (24).

f. Comnodity articles in the Qation Food Situation in 1957 and 1958 based on
‘the 1955 survey (;;ﬂ

L.2. Use of Grephic Analysis in Studyins Relationships

4.2.1, Most of the graphic procedures used in the analysis of food consumption
are described in Graphiec Anslysis in Agriculturel Economics by Frederick V. Weugh (I_)
The procedures include plotting cumilative frequencies, plotting trends on arithmetic
graphs, studying seasonsl variations end cycles, graphic methods for regression '
analysis, comparison of time series, derivation of averages of two relationshlps, and
calculation of elastiecities.

k,2.2, Logerithmic and Arithmetic Scales

Particularly useful in the analysis of food.consumption patterns sre logarithms,
both in graphic work and in computations. Certain distinctions between the use of
naturel or arithmetic scales and logarithm;c scales have to be recognized. } Equal _

67/ Appendix A contains some information on this subject.
/ Based on Allen, K. G. D. Mathematics for Economists, pp. 219-225 (37},
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distances between points of natural or arithmetic scales indicated equal absolute
changes in a variable, whereas equel distances between points on logarithmic scales
indicate equal proportional chenges in the variable. A natursl or erithmetic graph
is preferable for study of absolute changes. S, _ s

Semilogarithmic graphs are used for compariscn of percentage changes in the .
value of one variable with gradusl chenges in another, and for studying relative
changes in a variable {on the logarithmic scale) through time (plotted on the natural
or arithmetic scale). Plotting of two variables on double logarithmic graph paper is'
nelpful in comparison of proportional changes. Logarithms have the characteristics.
of magnifying smell variations and of reducing large onmes to. reasonsble proportions,
and they are especially valuable for comparison of price and quantity changes and for.
study of relstionships between income and food consumption, Two paraliel lines on
double logarithmic. paper have the same elasticity at every level.  But two paraliel
lines on arithmetic paper having the same arithmetic slopes. (and regression coef-’
ficients) may have quite different elasticities or relationships betueen variables
plotted on the two axes. : :

1

Consumption analysts make frequent use of logarithmic charts of consumption per ,

person plotted against average income per person of families in that class. House- -
hold end family averages are also studied in this way. Such curves, plotted on
logarithmic or arithmetic paper, are called Epgel curves after Ernst Engel, a nine-

teenth century Saxon statistician who worked extensively with family expenditure data. .

.-‘4 2.3, New Broced.ure 1o Study
MLM@&_

A simple graphic and arithmetic procedure hes been developed by the author to
study veriability in Engel curves. Much information gbout .variations  in consumption
among households across the income scele is lost by calculetion of average income-food

“relationships by the method of least squares. Computations for fitting nonlinear
curves are usually too extensive and complicated to use, end they imply greater pre-
cisien than such date possess, The procedure described here can be used to compare:
(1) variations in Engel curves for two or more measures for food, andfor {(2) varia- =
tions for the same measure among households in twe or more urbenization categories,
and/or (3) variations for the same messure among households of & given urbanization
category at two or more points in time., The comperisons sre facilitated by using the
U. 8. mean income per person for all households as the key level in the second type
of these variations, and the income for one year as the base for comparisons of
variations et two points in time.

The first step in preparing for these comperisons is to adjust the averages from
two or more periods in time for changes in the prices of food and in the purchasing
power of the doilar. The BLS retail food price index end the Consumer Price Index
have been used for such adjustments for table 3.14. The date used in these compari-

sons are the per person averages for each income group, usually w1th1n each urbaniza-
tion category. '

Ehgel curves are the starting point. As an exsmple, we begin by plottlng the
Engel curve for total market value for all food at home and away from home by all U, S.
households per person in a week of spring 1955 {chart 4.2). The next step 1s to

locate the arithmetic mean of per perscn income for all households in the category or -

for all Y. S. households. 1In 1954 this was $1,250 for all V. S. households, This
mean is marked on a horizontsel income scale drewn at the top of the chart. A vertical
line is drawn down to the Engel curve, as at point A. Similarly, selected percentages

I T e
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':7ﬁbove end below the mean income point are located to the left and right of the mean on
“the scale at the top of the chart. From these points lines are drawn down to the

EF}Bngel'curve.

. A table is peeded for tabulation of date for each point, such as table k.3,

. Consumption rates are read from the chart at points where the income lines reach.the

| 'Bngel curve, such as points A, B, C, D, and E of chart 4.2,and inserted in a table
@5 in the first line of table 4.3. The next step is to calculate the percentages by

. ~which these consumption rates vary from the consumption rate at the mean income point
" for entry in the table, as in lime 2. Such computations provide a way to isolate

. faets like these:; U. S. households with incomes 50 percent above the average per

. person in 195k used food valued st 17 percent more per person than those at the mean

--level of income. The market value of food used by households with per person incomes

'50 percent below the mean was 19 percent less than at the meen. However, the average
rate of food use by households with income three times as high as the 1954 mean was
“only 53 percent above the rate among households of average income.

_ Comparisons with the rste of consumption at another year's average level of
. income can be developed by superimposing & second income scalé acroés the top .of the

. ¢chart for a given year. Suppose we want to know how the market velue of all food in

" spring 1955 amnng households with incomes 50 percent above the 1942 mean level of in-
. come compared with the average velue of food for households at that real income point
" in spring 1942. Averasge income in the first quarter of 1942 was at the rate of

" $1,038 per year {in 1954 dollers), according to the Study of Femily Spending end
. Saving. This should be plotted on a second income scale drawn above the 1954 scale on
.chart 4.2, and a new set of lines drawn down to the same curve as before. These would
- provide the necessary data for comparisons with date from a variability table with
1942 data. '

4.3. Alternetive Combinstions of Consumption Rates
and Populstion Distributions

4,3.1. Data on survey consumption rates, income-size distributions, and
urbanization distributions can be used to explore a number of problems. In their use,
the explorer must fully recognize and keep in mind the risks involved in generaliza-
tions from patterns of food consumption at home by housekeeping households in a survey
periocd to consumption patterns by the whole populetion at home and away from home. In
the section whieh follows, simple procedures are described for use in the four types
of analyses: (1) Caleulation of regional distributions of the U. 5. food market from
per person rates of survey date; (2) caleulation of effects of change in one economic
. factor, holding others constant; {3) derivation of approximations for consumpticn
. rates in subareas of regions, such as States; (L) projections for future years or for
historical periods based on information on the structure of food consumption in a
given period. :

4,3.2. Calculation of Regionsl
Distribution of the U, S.
Food Market

For some purposes regional veriations in consumption of food by housekeeping

- households &t home in 2 given period may be generalized to describe regional variations

"in consumption by the whole population at home. Such generalizations are probably
valid for consumption of all foods combined, but for particular commedities they have
less validity. Becsuse there are no data on commodities consumed away from home,

.
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Chart 4.2--Work chart for study of variability of market value |
of all food with income, spring 1955 1/

YT T S Y e e e T T

. $i,2%0
DOl‘_ -90% S =T ~50% -25% i +25% 4509 +100% +200%,
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of | ! I qp gl LR
10 1 a1
food ¥ 1 4t
. per 8 I i A
person g ] _ -Mean
_ \
5 ¢ -
4 . N—
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Table 4.3.--Veriability of market value of all food in a week of
spring 1955 with disposable money income in 195k,
all Y. S, households, per person averages
Below mean income At 1954 7 Ab F i i
! mean ove mean income
: : - - - disposable’ -
Item D Unit : : : ' money ° .
: : Do oopog . dmcome : -
: ~90% : ~75% 3 ~50% 25% 1 Jevel, P25k 1 50% ¢ 100% : 200%.
: ’ : ©o$1,250 : : :

Market value : Dol. : 5.45 6.00 6.85 7.65  8.55  9.20 9.0 20.75 12.90
Variation :-Pct.: -36%  -29% -19% -9% o +9%  +17% 4279  +53%
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either for the U, 5. or for the regions, we turn to the 1955 household survey data to
derive the first epproximations of regional differences in the overall U, S, food
market.

Following is a shortcut method of estimating regional shares in the U.. S, market
from the 1955 survey data. For each region, multiply per person averages by the
survey percentage of the population of members of housekeeping families {Northeast -
27.0 percent, North Central Region - 30.1 percent, South - 32.1 percent, West - 10.8
percent). Add the products to get the U. S. total, then divide the products for -each
region by the U. S. totel to obtain the perventages of the U. 5. market. Following
this procedure is far simpler than trying to blow up the semple date to regionsl ag-
gregates for the entire housekeeping population. _ S

4.,3.3. Calculation of Effects of
Change in an Economic Factor

k.3.3.1, The effect of a change in one particuler economic factor among several
may be evaluated by the familiar procedure of making slternative combinations of
velues for two or more variables. In some respects this method is a reweighting
procedure. This descripticn is apt because the procedure encounters some of the
problems met in construction of index numbers, for exsmple, applicability and inter-
pretation of fixed weights. _

The procedure is illustrated in tsble 4.4, employing selected survey date for

spring 1942 and 1955: (1) Expenditures for food at home in 2 week in spring, averages

per person in households of two or more persons, grouped by income {identified as Explp
and Expss); {2} income-size distributions of family members within the urban, rurel
nonfarm, and farm categories (identified as Incjp and Inegg); (3) distribution of these
family memvers by urbanization category (identified as Urbjp and Urbss}. -

Actual U. S. average expenditures in a week of spring were: £9/ .

g2 =  $5.22 = Expp, X Iney, x  Urhy,
(Col. 1) {Col. 3 x Col., 5)
{Line A2) {" 7 " g} Line B, 19k2
( ir ll Li s 13)
1 = 2 o= E In
955 36 xp§5 x c55 x Urb55
{Col. 2) {Col. & x Col. 6}
{Line A2) {" 8 “10) Line 3, 1955
) ( b 12 1 lh)

The method involves calculation of ranges of possible effects of chapges in
each of several factors, holding others constant. The patterns of expenditures at
each level of income within each urbanization reflect changes in all fectors other
than income and urbenization. No completely satisfactory basis for reconciling or
compromising the ranges for the several factors has been developed, &s will become
cleerer when we consider the concluding seetion.,

69/ References are to columns and lines in table .k,
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Table 4.4,—_Worksheet for alternetive corbinations of {1) group averages for expenditures for food et home in a week,
{2} income-size distributiens, end (3)

urbanization distributions 2

household survey data, spring 19%2 and 1955

Bural nonfarm

AL UL, 08, Urban H Farm
: Expense Eypense : Income-size : Expense : Income-pize : Expense : Income-aize
'per persgn - PET DPerson :distribution : per person :distribution : Per person distributicn
Item e : 1/ : 2/ : 1/ : 2/ : 1/ : e/
;19h2 ;1955 1942 ;1955 : lgk2 : 1955 ;19h2 1955 1gh2 ; 1955 @ 19kp ;1955 : 1942 : 1955
:&memmm%%m Ect, Dol. Dol, [Pet. Pet,
A. Ipcome per Tamily in current dollers : 61
Under 500 3.83 2.9 2,8¢ 18.2 1. 52.1
5003 000, h.as} 5.10 8_9} 1.8 En} 3.25 19_5} 6.5 155} e.62 15-E 21.6
1,000-1, 500 5.53 11.0 Ml 21, 2. 10.
1, 500-2.600 6.&2} 2B Nl 61y B2 Tlgp 1L 3.35f 3B ogk 19
2,000-2, 500 7.1h 16.5 i
2:500_13‘:000 ?.63} 22: 123} 1.8 5.05 5.2 6.0 15.3 2.85 .77 7. 15.2
3,000-4 ,000 . 18.8 5.50 21, 3.99 13.
,000-5,000 }T'53 6.93} 2.6 G of6-22 6.29} 8.0 1&.7} SRS S R
g,ooo—'s,ooo 7.55 13.k 6.30 12.0 11:.1.»1 2.9
2000=8, 000 T7-73 15.1 CT.13 3.1 .31 -9
§,000-10,000 8.47 Tk 107 5.4 7-69 7.82 1.5 2.5{ 375 L .20 2.5 2.8
10,000 and over : .40 6.7 6.97 2. £.48 1:3
1. Aversge for all households 55.2? 6.28 &6.82 7.14 ' kod s.71 2.10 3.69
2, Aversge for pr households 3.22 6.2k 688 7.09 100.0 100.0 5.66 00,0 100.0 3.66  100.0 100.0
B. Distribution by urbanization 3/ : 57.9 s8.9 21.9 =28.6 26.2  12.5
1. 1942 urbanization averages com-
bined with 1955 urbanizetion 5.48
2. 1955 urbanization averages com—
bined with 1942 urbanizetion 6.08
C. Alternative combinations of group
averages and imcome distributions :
1. 19%2 group averages corblned using ; ' .
1855 income distribution i/ : 7.17 : L.93 o 2.53
Combined into U. 5. using - - ’
urbanizetion distribution of
‘&, lgke ’ 5.74
b. 1955 t 5.95 .
2. 1955 group averages combined uwsing ; )
1942 income distributions 5/ :- 6.84 b, B4 3.16
 Combined into U, -5, uaing : ' ' .
" urbanizstion dietribution of -
8, 1g4o . ' 5.66
b. 1555 5.81

L/ Date for spring 1942 from table 3.1% =nd
aceording to size of family income for 1942

as 1n table &,

from table

femilies according surveye in spring 1942 and o ring
L. .j}oﬂistrigtionsp 4

Tor 1942 by income g3

for spring 1955 from table 3.16.

ze trang

2/ Distrivution
3.1% end for 1955 from table 3.16.

1955, %/ Distribution for 1955 by income size t
omed to 1954 dollar basis, as in table L.]

3/ Distritmty

of members of housekeeping femilies
on of population of housekeeping
fapeformed to 1942 dollar bests,
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_ h 3.3: 2. Measurement of the effect of change in urbanigat;og only:
_-':(1) Based. on 1942 expend.iture averages

- - (e) And -J_.9!+2_ income—size distributions :

E@he x Iney, x Urb, = $5.22, sctual U, S. average

- Expy, x Iney, x Urbgg = 5.48, calculated in line B 1

{b)And 1955 income-size distributions {from table 4.1, part d)

5% increase

1.05

Expyp x Incge x Urhy, $5.74, calculated in line C la _

‘Exp), x Iznc55 X Urb55 = 5.95, calculated in line C 1b -

1.0k 4% increase

$5.95 + $5.74

{2) Based on 1955 expenditure averages

(a) And 1955 income-size distributions

Exp x Ine x Urb $6.24, actuel U. S. average

1

55 .95 : 55
EXps X Incgs x. Urbyy = 6.08, celeulated in line B 2
$6.24 4 . $6.08 = 1.03 = 3% increase

(b) And 1942 income-size distributions (from table 4.1, part c)

Exp x Ime, . x Urb $5.81, calculated in line C 2b

55 k2 22

E::p55 x Inc:h2 x Ur‘nh_2

$5.81 4+ $5.66 = 1.03

5.66, calculated in line C 2a

3% increase

: :Comments.-~These combjinations provide four slightly different answers because of
: interactions, Just as the. Passche and Lespeyres formulas provide two different ensvers
in the index number problem where two sets of prices can be combilned with two sets of
“guantities, base period or current period. Several significant points pertaining to
- these results merit attention. The differences in variability between the expendi-
ture patterns in 1942 and 1955 sccount for the differences between (la) and (2b) and
. between (1b) and (2e). Similarly, the variations in the income-size distributions
between the 2 years apparently cause the differences between (1a) and (1b) and between
(28) end (2b). - But comparisons in (la) differ from the comparisons in (2a) beceuse of =
changes in both the expenditure patterns and the incowe-size distribution. Intui- . -
- tively, it seems safer to hold two factors constant in the same year and to vary the
- third, as in (la) and (2a).. These examples demonstrate how complicated the analyses
“ of effects. of changing f‘a.ctors on food consumption can be.. Even so, they yield a
“range of results which provide & good ides of the relative importance of each factor
in changes in food consumption through time. This point will be considered further
after the other two factors are explored.
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'4.3.3.3. Measurement of the effect of change in income only:

{1) Besed on 1942 expenditure averages

{a) And 1942 urbanization distribution

Exph2 x Inche x Urbhg $5.22;'actual U, s. éverage

Exp,, x Inc  x Urb 5.74, calculated in line C la

55 o
$5.7h 4+ $5.22

{v)} And 1955 urbanizetion distribution.

1.10

il
It

10% increase

CBxp, ¥ Incy, x Urb55 = -$5.h8? calculated in line B1

.E.xpl*2 X Inc55 X Urb55
$5.95 « §5.48

1.09
(2) Pased on 1955 expenditure averages

5:95y celeulated in line € 1b .

]
n

9% increase

(2) And 1955 urbanization distribution

Exp55 x Iné55 X Urb55 = $6.24, actual U. S. aversge :
Exp55 X IncLLE x Urb55 = 5.81; caleulated in line € 2b
$6.2h 4 $5.81 = 1.07 = 7% increase

(b) And 1942 urbanization distribution

Exp55 p¢ Inc55 X Urb}+2

x Ine,, x Urb, = 5.66, calculated in line C 2a

fl

$6.08, calculated in line B 2

Expgs 2
$6.08 + $5.66

1.07

n

T% increase

Comments.--Here the range of the four sets of combinations indicates that the
changes in income reflected in the income-gize distributions probebly raised food
expenditures 7 to 10% per person. : '

b.3.3.k. Measurement of the effect of change in expenditure averages for each B
income group (i.e. the Engel curves) :

(1) Holding 19%2 income size distributions constant

(a) Combined with 1942 urbanization distribution

Exph2 x Inc x Urb $5.22, actual U. 3. average

Lz

k2
Exp55 X Incli_2 X Urbh2

$5.66 + $5.22

i}

5.66, calculated in line C 2a

]
B

1.08 8% increase
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{b) Combined with 1955 urbanization distribution

In Urb . - 3ok
Expha x Inc, x Ur 55 $5.48, calculated in lime B 1 - &

Expgs x Incy, x Urdgg =  5.81, calculated in line C 2b
$5.81 + $5.48

{2) Bolding 1955 income-size distributions constant

1.06

6% increase

(a) Combined with 1955 urbanization distribution

i}

Expy, X Ine_. x Urb $5.95, calculated in line C 1b

55 2o

Exp55 x Inc55 x Urb55 6.24 = actual U, S. average
$6.24 4 $5.95 5% higher

(b) Combined with 1942 urbenization distribution

1.05

$5.74, celeculated in line C 1a

.""‘.-xpl‘2 x Ine X Urbhe
Exp55 x Incgg x Urby, = 6.08, calculated in line B 2

$6.08 + $5.74 = 1.06 6% increase

il

ntg.--It is apparent that a fairly étrong argument exists for prefbrriné
Imeasures la) and (2a} which utilize income and urbanization distributions for the
same year. Income end urbanization are probably highly interrelated.

4.3.3.5. Conelusions.-~The ranges of the results in the example using expendi-
tures for food st home in a8 week are summarized below with the calculated increases
given both in dollars and in percentages: .

Dollars, Percent
Effect of change jn: From Io From - To
(1) Urbanizetion distribution 0.15  0.26 3 5.
(2) Income~size distributions W42 .52 7 10
(3) Expenditure patterns +29 oIk S 8
' .86 1.22 15 23

It will be noted that the high of each range of the effect of change in one _
factor measured ip percentages is established by holding other factors constant at the -
1942 level. The low point of each is set by the converse -- holding other factors at
the 1955 level, The degree of veriability in income distributions, expenditures, a.nd
urbanizetion distribution was higher in 19k2, o :

The actual change in the U. S, average expenditure for food at home between the
two. surveys (in 1955 dellars) was $1.02 or 20 percent. Therefore, we come to the
problem of allocating the actual change among the three factors. Some of the solu-
tions were obviously high, others low. Ferhaps a geometric mean of the 4 caleculated
sverages might be worked out here, as in the cese of Fisher's ideal index. A simple
average of the two extremes of the range for each set of changes yields an answer
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elose to the actual change. [$0 20 for (1) + $0.47 for (2) + $0 36 for (3) $l 03. ]
This provides a working solution, but some readers will ask whether the effects of .

these factors are sdditive or multiplicative. Neither the author nor other econcmists
consulted can provide a satisfactory answer at this tine. '

4.3.4, Derivation of Comsumption
B§§e5 for Subreg;gggl Aress

A Tirst spproximetion of consumption patterns in Bubregional areas such as
States and metropolitan areas may be developed from regional survey data on the basis
of certain genere) assumptions. These include!

(1) Bouseholds of a given income level within each urbanizatidn-categofy?in
the subregional area have about the same consumption patterns. as the
average of households fbr the comparable group in the region.

- {2) A reesonably adequate breakdown of the area's population by urbanization
and Dy income can be made.

As an example, take approximations for average expenditures_fbr-food at home _
for the State of Kansas in the spring of 1955. 70/ The first assumption is that about -
the same amounts were spent for food at home by Kanses households as amounts spent
by comparable urbenization and income in the whole North Central Region, Here again,
it 1s likely that this assumption holds reasongbly true for ell foods, but less 50 -
for 1ndividual foods.

The first requirement for developing these estimates is a distribution of the
population of Kansas by urbanization. Such information for 1955 .is not directly
aveilable. But the following percentsage distribution of the totel population by
urbanization (according to Census definitions) for the North Central Region and for
Kansas for 1950 was derived from the 1950 Census of Populatlon, volume II, part 1,

table 58 (20):

Rural s

Urben ponfern Farm

North Central 6hd, 19% 1T
Kansas : 52 = 23

The urban proportion for Kansas is 81 percent of the urbaa share of the North
Central Region, the rural ponfarm proportion 131 percent, and the farm sector 135 '
percent. On the assumption that these differentials were the same in 1955 as in 1950,
the 1555 distribution for Kansas can be estimated by applying them to the urbanization
distribution for the housekeeping household population of the North Central Region
obtained in the 1955 Survey of Household Food Consumption.  The resulting percenteges
are approximstions for 1955: ' '

_ IQ/ This example was worked out by Robert J. Lavell, Economic and Statistlcal
Analysis Division, ERS.
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: - Rural :
. Ur‘pan nonfarm . Farm
North Central Region .58% L 26% . 16%
 Estinated Kanses - 7 /3 2

. .0 . The next set of information needed for calculation of the estimates for Kansaes .
i vpertains to income. A supplement to the Survey of Current Business provides averege
~..personal income for each State. _’@/ According to this report, per capita income in
. Kenses in 1954 was $1,084, 90 percent of average per capita income for the North
e Central Region: . Tais provides the first key to the estimation of an income-size
;- -distribution for Kalsas for 1955. The only published source of income-size distribu-
‘+tions. for both the North Central Region and Kensas is volume II of the 1950 Census of
T Population. These distributions are for all urbanization categories combined. The
;. distributions of families by size of income in 1949 for Kansas and the North Central
- Region were as follows, in percentages: ' '

Forth Central

Region Kansas

Under $1,000 12 15 '
$1-2,000 _ 13 17 ;
2~3,000 19 22

3-k,000 : 21 19

45,000 13 11
'5-6}030 9 6
6‘71000 5 "3 i
7-10,000 5 b -
10,000 and over 3 3 [

* According to these distributions, the proportion of families that fell in the lower
‘range of income was larger for Kensas than for the North Central Region. "The farm and
- rarsl nonferm populations constitute a larger proportion of the total for the State

_' then for the region.

. “The next problem is to develop income-size distributions for each urbanization.
This is necessarily dope in a round about way. The process sfarts with information on
‘farm income. The Farm Income Situation (7) in September 1958 reported that average

- disposseble money income per farm from farm operations in 1954 was sbout- 3 percent

~higher in Kengsag then in the North Centrsl Reglon. Another piece of jnformetion comes
from volume II of the Census of Agriculture for 1954 -~ table 3, chapter IX. - Date are
given on the value of all farm products sold per farm for each State and region.  The

. Kensas ‘average was about 7 percent higher than that for the North Central Region.
Accordingly, we may conclude from these 2 sets of data that average money income per _
farm household in 1954 wes perhaps § percent higher in Kansas than in the North Ceptrsl
Region. The average size of farm households is assumed to be about the same in the - .

_State as in-the region.

: Because ‘the per capite income wds about 10 percent lower for the entire Kansas = S
population than for the North Central Region, and Kansas farm incomes were a little STy

. JA/ The first approximation of the Kensas urbanization distribution added up to
103 percent.  The extra 3 percent was subtracted from rural nonfarm category.

T2/ Personsl Income by Stetes Since 1929 ().




higher, urban and rural nonfarm incomes must have averaged enough lower in Kanssas
than in the region to bring the overall aversge down to 10 percent below the North
Central Region. This is not surprising since Kansas has relatively less industry and
comuerce than a number of the other States in the region. Without direct information
on rural nonfarm and urban incomes, it is necessary to make some arbiirary guesses.
We selected the following estimates as reasonable and yielding the 10 percent iower
Kansas aversge: Rural nonfamm income per capita in Kansas at 5 percent below the
north central average and the Kansas urban average at 7 percent lower then the .
regional rate, Approximations for Kensas income rates on these bases are given in
teble L.5, U

Table k,5.--Reported average disposable money income and distribuﬁion of
housekeeping population by urbanization in North Central
Region, 1954, and approximations for Kansas 1/ - o

Distribution of

Average income per person
ve € 4 P P nopiletion

: : .3 T CIY xie
Urbanization  :Reported for : Approx} : Kansas es : Reported for : ppIo N
‘North Centrel: mations  percent of -’ North Centray: Zotions

Y region . for [ North Cemtrall "OTPY TERETER . gor

cgon . Kansas ' Region | .i.eg o Kansas

Dollars - Dollars: Percent Percent Percent
A1l urbanizetions ~: 1,441 1,296 %0 T 0w
Urban 1,689 1,570 93 . . 58 - Wy
Rural nonfarm  : 1,187 1,128 95 26 o3
Farm : 901 946 105 16 22

1/ Dete for North Central Region as reported in 1955 Survey of Household Food
~ Consumption. See text for description of how Kansas approximations were developed.

The next step is based on the assumption that the degree of inequality of in-

" ecome measured for the North Central Region by the income-size distribution for each
urbanization category in the spring 1955 survey wes generslly the same for Kansas.
From this essumption and the comparisons of average incomes shown in table 4.5, the
income-size distribution for Kenses households for each urbanization was estimated by
shifting the cumilstive frequency curve according to the procedure described in 4.1 .4,
The .distributions are given in table &.6. ' o

With this urbanization distribution snd the income-size distributions for Kansas,
estimates of expenditures per person for food st home for each income class can be
combined into overall averages. Note again the assumption that aversge expenditures
by Kensas households in spring 1955 were sbout the same as those by north central
households of the same income level within each urbanization., Weighted averages for
expenditures for food at home {excluding alcoholic bevereges) per person representing
first approximations for the State of Kensas are urban, $7.40; rurel nonfarm, $5.75;
farm, $4.00. Their combination with the urbanization distribution ylelds an estimete
of $6.15 per Kansan. This estimate is Ob percent of the aversge expenditure per
person for food at home in the North Central Region in a week of spring 1g55.
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Table 4.6.—~Approximations of income-size distribution of Kansas
bouseholds in each urbanization in spring 1955 1/

Disposable f f f
‘money income L Ut : Rural . o
in 1954 dollars : roan : nonfarm i arm
per family : : :
Percent - Percent Percent
Under 2,000 : T 17 : 29
2-3,000 : 10 14 : 16
34,000 _ : 19 . o2 13
" 4=5,000 : T2 21 - .16
5=6,000 H b 0 -1l
6-8,000 . : 0 1k :
8~10,000 g 7 }16 15
10,000 or more . : o T

1/ Methodology and basic data described in text.

As stated previously, one of the most important steps in-using the reweighting
procedure is to check the results with all other available date. The only check data
immediately avallable were retail sales data for food stores in the 1954 Census of
Business {18). Per capita sales for Kensas were 96 percent of the averasge for the
North Central Region. Accordingly, it appears that our estimstes provide reasonable
. working approximations for expenditures for food at home by Kenses households.

4.3.5, Procedure for Development of
Preliminary Projections for 1879

The approach outlined for development of projections from cross-section date
must be coordinated with approximations developed from time-series data on consump-
ticn, and with projections of supplies of food likely to be available at specified
levels of prices. '

Assumptions regarding the economic framework for 1975 asre teken from Daly's
paper in Policy for Commerciel Agriculture (55). Data used in this example are: _
(1) Expenditures for food at home in 1955 dollars in a week of spring 1942 and 1955
for households grouped by income within the three urbanizetions. 73/ (2) The income-
size distributions for 1975 developed in 4.1.k.4;, are given in teble 4.2, The latter
provide the necessary key to projections of consumers' purchasing power.

The procedure for developing these approximations involves the following steps
and considerations:

: (1) Combine the 1955 income~class average expenditures for food at home in
table 4.4 with the 1975 income-size distribution for each urbanization. Avereges
resulting are: Urban, $7.64, rurel nonfarm, $6.34%, farm $4.05.

73/ They are also used in table k.4 and have been taken from tables 3.1h4 and 3,16.
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(2) Compare these averages with the actual aversges for 1955: Urban, $7.09,
rural nonferm, $5.66, farm, $3.66. The averasge expenditures for each income class in
spring 1942 reweighted with the 1955 income-size distributions yleld these estimates
for use in judging chenges in the level of the Engel curves: Urban, $7.17, rural

nonfarm, $%#.93, end farm, $2.53.

~ (3) Because the 1942 price ad,justment for urban households involves somwe over-
estimate, amounting to perhaps 5 percent, it appears likely that there was some slight
rise in the level of the Engel curves, even for urban households. The changes in '
levels for rural nonfarm and farm households sre obvious. We may expect further
sdjustments in the levels of these Engel curves, but probably not as much as from.
spring 1942 to spring 1955. Therefore, we may hazard the adjustment of the calculated
averages to these: $7. 80 for urban, $6 75 for rursl nonfarm, and $5.00 for farm.

ey These averages may be comblned, using an urba.nization distrivution for 1975 ’
which begins with Louis J. Ducoff's projection that the farm population in 1975 may be
only sbout 7 percent of the U. 5. total. _Lh/ The substantially larger population will -
result in reclassification of former rural areas;we mey therefore expect & considerable
increase in the urban propertion. Estimates of 75 percent for the urban population
end 18 percent for rural nonfarm appear plausible. Application of these perxcentages
to the sdjusted averages yields s tentative approximatiop of $7.40 for expenditures
per person in U. S. households for food at home in a week in 1975 in terms of 1555
prices. This epproximation turas out to be 19 percent sbove the average reported by
U. S. nouseholds in a week of spring 1953, which was $6.2k,

{5) The most important step in developing projections is perhaps the ghecking
of t.he_ approximetions worked out by such a procedure. The following three checks are
possible: ' o

(1) e may. compare postulated changes in income and in food expenditures from
1955 to 1975 with U. S. average changes from 1942 to 1955 shown by survey data. With
respect to the period 1955 to 1975, change in real income is postulated at 50 percent
and change in food expenditures is calculated to be 19 percent. In the period 1942 to
195%, change in real income per person, according to survey data from first guarter
. 1942 to 1954 celendar year, was 20 percent. Change in average food expenditures from -
April-May 1942 to April-~June 1955 was about 20 percent. Several ideas pertinent to
complications in the expenditure data can be stated briefly: (a) The "trué"” change in
‘expenditures was probably somewhat less than 20 percent because of over-adjustment for
the price change. (b) Food expenditures and food consumption in spring 1942 probably
were lagging behind incomes, for incomes had been rising sharply. {(c) Decreased home
production from 1942 to 1955 coniributed to much greater increases in expenditures _
than income-food expenditure relationships would lead us to expect. . Therefore this
 first check on the 1975 projection is inconclusive.

(2) We may compare the relationship of the projected income and changes in food
expenditure with income elasticities derived from regression equations of survey date.
The income elasticities available for comparison are those pertaining %o expenditures
for food at home and away from home, because regressions have not been computed for
- the expenditures for food at home only. We would expect the latter coefficients to be
slightly lower than those including swsy-from-home expenditures. The all-U. S. house-
hold coefficient for sprimg 1942 was .52, that for spring 1955,.38. The income

T4/ In "The Farm Population and the Agricultural Labvor Force in 1975," Applications
of Demograpnx, The Population Situstion in the U. 8. in 1975 (56).
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elasticily based on the change in food expenditures projected from 1955 to 1975 and
the projected chenge in real income is about .k. This is close to the elasticity
derived from cross-section dete for sll expenditures for one point in time. Histor-
ically, the time-series changes have been grester than the cross-section dats indicate
owlng to changes in factors not reflected at one point in time. Therefore, we may-
suspect that the projected change in expenditures from 1955 to 1975 may be & little
conservative,

{3) This check is concerned with change in data on the retail value of food .
products sold, excluding those sold by eating places {table B~1}, related- to the
change in income from 19&1 to 1954. 19/

1942 = $18.5 dillion + 131.5 million people = $14l per capite -
$1kl + BLS retail food price index for food at home of 61.3
vields $230 in 1947-k0 dollars.

1935 = $4k.3 billion 4+ 162.3 milldon people = $273
$273 + BLS retail food price index of 109.7 = $2kg in 19&7-&9
dollars.

This change in the per capita estimate for this retail velue series from 1942 to

1955, vased on time-series dats, smounted to & percent; it may be. compared with the
25 percent increase in disposable real income per capita from 154L to 1954. Tous
the retail value series for food sold per cepita {exeluding sales in eating plaees),.
which approximates expenditiures for food &t home, was up & third as much as resl
dispossble income.

We mway conclude from these checks that the $7.40 average expenditure per person
per week projected for food st home, representing a 19 percent increase from 1955 to
1975, is a reasconable estimste.

4,3.6. Ipherent Advantsges and
Disadvantages of Reweighting

Analysts who use the reweighting procedures we have outlined mist always be
aware of the implications involved.

Advantages of the reweighting procedure are the following: (1) It permits full
use of the potentials of cross-section informstion on relationships among food con~
sumption, income level, and urbanization. {2} It involves relatively simple arith-
metie -- the anslyst can study the economic implications of each step as bhe goes
glong. {3) Because sll major aspects of the structure of consumption are considered
explieitly, it provides an opportunity for the analyst to sdjust the parts of the
whole as he deems desirable, on the basis of related economic and social information,

Q;gggxggggggg of the reweighting procedure stem from certain characteristics of
the Epgel curves. Income~food relationships for cne period may be abnormal in certain
aspects. Often this can be ascertained only after extensive analysis. These rela-
tionships reflect net results of a variety of demand and supply factors at single
points in time and do not mlone provide a key to rates of change through time. The
data used for Engel curves epply only to househcolds, and, for most food’ information,

Zi/ These yeers are used to approximate the period covered by the income data of
the two surveys {first gquarter 1942 snd 195k)}.
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only to consumption at home. They may not,therefore, take sccount of important shifts
in the food situation. To cope with these problems, it is usually possible to make
ad Justments based on economic research.

Another disadvantage of the reweighting procedure arises from irregu'la.i‘i‘bies in -
the Engel curves for smell subgroups or individual commodities. Probably these curves
should be smoothed and adjusted averages used for the income classes in the Teweighting
procedure. ' s :

4,4, References to Standard Statistical Procedures

Because the objective of this chapter is o supplement rather than to repest
information on procedures available in standard works for methodology of least squares-
computations, the resder is referred to. statistical books by Ezekiel (57), Croxton and
Cowden {54), Mills (£5), Snedecor {69}, Ferber (58), and to more recent texts by
Wallis and Roberts (J3) and by Ostle (67)}. The t test of significance often used to
evaluate coefficients is that developed and described by Flsher (iQ) meton. and
Cowden 8lsc have a good sectzon on this test. .

4.5, Methods for Analysis of Changes in the
Market Vaiue of All Food

4,5.1. The change in the market value of &ll food for civilians from 1941 to
1955 is used to demonstrate the possibilities of macroeconomic analysis. During this
- period the changes in U. 5. feod consumption were great. Fortunately, cross-section
data for spring 19%2 and spring 1955 are available for use with time-series data..

The objectives of such an anaslysis as this are to determine the subareas of
greatest changes within the oversll incresse in merket value, to a&ssess the relastive
importance of price and guantity elements in changes in food per se and in food mar-
keting services, and to appraise the relative importance of factors contributing to
these changes. The results are tabulated in table &.7. .

4.5.2, Procedures for
Anelvsis by Component

Data from table 3.5 provide the starting point for analysis by component.
According to series TFV-10a, the total market value of food for civilians in 1941 was
$21.2 billion, in 1955 $60.0 dillion, an incresse of $38.8 billion. The major com
pouents of this aggregate are the payments for basic productive resources (date in
table 3.3) and for marketing services {teble 3.8).

k,5.2.1. Payments for basic productive resources are subdivided for msny .
analyses intoc those going to U. S. farmers and those to importers and fiszhermen.

{1) To U. 5. farmers

1941 1955 Increase
Sales (TFV-1) $7.1 bil, $18.3 pi1.

Home production {farm
and nonfarm, TFV-2) T 2.3 "
Total 88 " 20.6 " $11.8 bii.
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Teble },.7.—An analysis of the change in the total market value of =2l food between 1341 end 1955 1/

o

: : dvoreage
. R
Ttem L0 . centage’ 195%
: : Basis for eptimmte TAmount: “of tota’
: : : 1ncrease
: Bil. : t Bii, : + Bil,
_ t gols t Pdole : Roets :dole
Tetal market value of ail food for V. 5. eivilians, @ : . H )
excluding taxes amd tips, current dollars : 21,2 : : 38.8 : 100.0: 60.0
- H : : : H
I. Apalysis by componenta : H : H H
A. Payments for basic productive TesouTTER - . H : .
. 1. To domestic producers of fara foods - H : H HE N
8. Fermers' sales for civilian Ffoods 1 Tel: : : 1 18.3
b. Home preoduced, ferm and nonfarm H Y H H : 2.3
© Total : 8.8 : :
: : 30 pervent iocreese in total H : :
For increased quantity and quality i ¢ civilian food use, domegticelly : s
: : : : produced : 2.6 6.7
For price rise to get more food and gen- @ H H H H
erel rise in price level,in 1555 dollars t Residual : Q.2 23.3, :
. Total to domestic producers H 8.5 H :11.8: 0.4 : 0.6
2. To izporters und fishermen : H : H
For intressed quentity and qusl:lty H t 20 percent increase in total edvil-: H :
: : imn uge of imported farm foods, H H H
: i 14 percent ipncrease in edible : H H
H 1 welght of fish conpumed T W2t 52
For price rise to get more food and H H : : H
general rise in price level,in 1555 dellars 3 Residusl M 5,5 :
Total te importers and fishermen H - : 2.7 T80t 3.3
Total for productive resources t 6.7 : r 3b.5 ¢ 3Lh : 2k,2
B. Paymenta for marketing services : t : : H
For more services in 1551 dsllars H 1 51 pervent increase in conetant H : :
’ H : dollars in total H H t
To handle Ilncreaced quantity and gquallity : H H : H
of food moving through comercial : H ) : : :
chennelp H : 40 percent more commercisl food 1 b6 B
Por additional services per unit : : 51 percent less W0 percent I % T I
Total : : 3 5.9 15.2 :
For price rige to get more services and H : H H :
general rise in price level, in 1955 dellsrn H : H H
On 1641 volume of services H : 105 percent of $11.5 billien ghe.2 ¢ bz
For ajditional volume of services, com= @ H t : H
bined result of price and quantity : H : 8.2 : H
Total : : : 180 ¢ BT 2
Total for marketing mervices : 1.5 : t 24,3 62.6 : 35.8
- II. hAoalyeip Dy econcmic snd sccisl factor 4 : 2.3 Po100.0 ¢
A, Price in 1955 doliers H : Derived from part I 1 301 : J7.6:
B. Konprice factors in il donars . ' s 8.7 : 22k
L. Populatios increase y : 23 percent applied to 1941 total ¢ _B.9 @ 12,6 :
8. More food ) : : 1 2.2 5.6 :
b. More matketing services : : s 2.7 : 7.0 :
2, Chenges in 'n_mome : : From survey data, 45 percent of : : :
: : ¢hange per person r 2.7 _babo:
.. For more food H : Increase in per capita use of farm : H H
' i 1 foods : W51 L3
. For more matketlng services : : Residugl : 1.2 3 3.1 :

3, Decresse in home production not due to : : Residua)l, but § of 14 percent in- : :
income thenge, sll for more ma.rketing : : eresse in food meoving through H : H
gervices : 1 commercial channels due to : :

H : decrease in home production 2.1 5.4 ¢

1 See text sections 1 snd 2 of 4.5.2 and secticn h.

2/ Iocluding $0.1 biliion to balance for rvunding losses.

5.3.

i
Jd
0
i
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The $11.8 billion imerease in current dollar value was due partly to price and
partly to increased gquentity and quelity of the productive rescurces used. The total
civilian food use of domestic farm focds, & measure which refleets quantity and
quality of food per se, increased 3 percent. 76/ This percentage applied to $8.8
biliton indicates a $2.6 billion increase needed to pay for grester guantity and
‘quality in 1941 dollars. The residual is $9.2 billion, which can be ascribed to the
increase in prices. This may be checked by dividing the $9.2 biliion figure by the
sum of $8.8 billion and $2.6 billion. It indicates sn 81 percent increase in price
and checks well with the 85 percent increase for the farm price of foods in the AMS
market basket of domestic farm foods,

{2) To importers and fishermen

S 19543 1 Increase
Import value of imported food $0.8 bil, $3.3 bil.

Whart value 6f_domestic fishery .
products . . .1 " . R " .
Total ' .9 " 3.2 " $2.7 bil.

Total food use of imported farm foods increased 20 percent. 77/ Imports of
fishery products measured in terms of edible weight went up somewhat more, but they
meke up a small part of the total value. Totdl ¢ivilian consumption of fishery
products {including imported) increased 1k percent on en .edible weight basis,
Increased imports plus the increase for domestic fishery products could account for
a $200 million rise in the vslue of these productive resources in 1941 dollars., The
$2.5 billion residual of the increase in the supplier value of imports and fishery
~ products would have to be atiributed to price. There are no satisfactory price
indexes for all these items. But the BLS retail price of coffee, the most signifi-
cant single item, went up from 2k cents a pound in 1941 to 93 cents in 1955.. (This
is a 288 percent increase, whereas the implicit price increase for the total is about
227 percent.) '

The foregoing computations ere swmarized in part I A of table 2.7,

k.5.2.2. Payments for marketing services increased from $11.5 billion to

- $35.8 billion in 1955. - Part of the increased outlays were necessery to handle the

k0 percent. increase in the guantity (and quality} of food flowing through commercial
channels as home production declined and as total consumption increased, indicated by
the 23 percent increase in the total civilian population and the 14 percent rise in
the per capita use of all purchased foods {PFQ-6b). According to TFV-1kid in table 3.8
the total payments for food marketing services in 1947-49 dollars rose 51 percent
between 198) and 1955. This can serve as a first epproximation of the change in total
quantity of marketing services. ZQ/ The 11 percent residual afier subiracting the
sllowance for increased volume is made up of two types of increases in marketing
services. The Tirst type is additional services of the “older type™ supplied per unit
of food handled -- more transportstion, more meal preparation and serving, more ser-
vices of retailers instead of direct sales by farmers, more canning and freezing and

. 76/ From column 2 of table 22, Supplement for 1956 to Agr. Handb. G (12). This
is the index of the U. S. civilian total corresponding to the per capita index given
in table 3.1, identified as PFo-la.
27/ From column 3 of table 22 of the Supplement for 1956 to Agr. Handb, 91 {(12).
78/ This is an approximate measure, derived by deflating the value data of the total
food marketing bill., (Described in 3.5.2.)
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so on. The other type of additions are the services involved in rew conxenience o
foods. Research on the measurement of these services is under way. :

- The next problem is to ellocate the $24.3 billion increese in the all-food mar-
keting bill between payments for more servieces and price increases. The 51 percent
incresse in the marketing bill in 1947-b9 dollars applied to the 1941 base of $11.5
billion yields an increase of $5.9 billion in 1941 dollars as an approximation of

_costs of additional services. Parenthetically, we note' that this figure can be -
further subdivided between the increased services required to handle the 40 percent
increase in total volume of food ($4.6 billion) and $1.3 billion for the 1L percent
increase in services resulting from additional services per unit handled. __/

As & Tirst approximation, the increase in payments for marketing services-owing
to the rise in prices is estimated at $18.4 billion on the basis of the 105 percent
increase in tne index of the marketing margin of the market basket. OSome of this
increase reflects the general inflation in the economy; but some was probably neces—
sary to obtain the 51 percent increase in the volume of marketing services. This .
totel also includes (1) increased costs on the 1941 volume of services and {2) the -
.costs of the additional seérvices. Allocations for these services can be made by
applying the 105 percent price increase first to the 1941 marketing bill of $11.5 bil-
licn, yielding an estimate of $12.2 billion for the increased payments on 1941 volume
of services and gecond, to the cost of additional volume of services as derived above

{$5.9 billion in 1941 dollars) giving $6.2 billion as the payment for the increase in
volume. 81/

The results of the analysis thus far are summarized in part I B of_'bablgé h.7.

4.5.2.3. Purther analysis of the problem of allocating the increased payments
for marketing services between those for price and those for quantity is desirable.
This problem is similar in some respects to Mills' problem of separating the con-
tribution of labor inputs aend productivity gains to an increase in output. _/ It
is also similaT to the problem of allocating the shares in increased corn production
between the effects of increased acreage and increased yield per acre.

The allocation of the increased payments for marketing services between.the
changes in p and the changes in g starts from the following facts: (1) The value of

marketing services bought with all food in 1941 was. $11.5 billion (V) and $35.8 bil-

lion in current dollars in 1959 5 ). (2) The only measure of change in prices of .
marketing services is that 1ndicatea by the change in the marketing margin of the AMS
narket basket of domestic farm foods between the farm and refail levels., This in-
creased 105 percent. The price index is indicated by Py and Pss (3) The only
ayailable measure of change in quantity of marketing services 341 and Q ) is derived
by dividing the value changes by the price index, yielding an increase of‘ 51 percent.
iccordingly, this quantity measure is not independent of the price measure.

19/ First reported in Waldorf, "Indexes of Factory Production of Domestic Farm Food
‘roducts, " Mktg. Transp. Sit., July 1959 (29). Additional information supplied in
Jaldorf,Output of Factories Processing Farm Food Products in the United States, 1909

i8 { ?g)
This calculation has been revised by the author since the publication of an

wmelysis in an article in Jour. Am. Stat. Assn. (51).
@/ A frectionel adjustment of $0.1 billion for rounding losses .was put in the
wrice increase on 1941 volume,

&2/ Note 3, pp. 31-36 of Milis Productivity and Economic Progress (64).
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A graphic presentation of the problem is s?_lown below:

i
Pincr Vss
Pa Vg,
04!' ancr
Cs5

Possibility Ho. 1 for Allocatlon.—-Payments for the 1ncreased quantlty cf maxr-
keting services could be measumd thus:

(1) Vi X Pj... = increased outlays for 1941 volume of s_ér‘_.*ices

$11.5 bil. x 105% = $12.2 vil. 83/
(@ v . ($2h 3 bil.) - $12.2 Dbil. $12.1.bil.'increased:é#yments.£0r
more services . .
The diftTiculty -with this method is that it does not allow |

for the higher prices paid for the increased volume of m&rketing
services, as shown below.

1
Finer | $12.2 bil. {
| $[21
bil.
sl $11.5bil
{}4# : Qim:r

Possibilit'g Ho. 2.--Payments for the increased price of marketing services could
be measured thus: '

(1) Vi3 X Qypop = increased payments for more services
$11.5 bil. x-51% = $5.9 bil. in 19%1 dollars
{(2) Viner {$24.3 bil.) - $5.9 bil. = $18.4 bil. for increaséd_ costs due to

rise in prices, in 1955 dollars.

RN ST SV s Ry N T S Uy L A S T ke 6 Tt i A s R

83/ See note 81/.
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The difficulty with this procedure is that it does not allow
for the fact that some of the increase in prices was due to the
increased pressure of greater demsnd for services on available
supplies of those services.

Pincr $18.4 bil.

Par | $11.5bil. $§f

Qg Qincr

It is fairly clear that $6.2 billion of the increase was due to the combined
effects of changes in quantity and price. Because the measure of change in quantity
‘pf services is derived by use of the measure of change in their price, it is diffi-
cult to split satisfactorily the $6.2 billiocn between these elements. Therefore, it

" 'may be argued that the analyst should identify the $6.2 billion properly and note the-

fact that the $5.9 billion inecrease for quentity is measured in 1941 dollars.

| H
Per| -~ $12.2bil, | $;5i.|z
'-—-—!—‘-
Pa $11.5 bil. $bsi‘ig
Q4 Qiner

Possibility No. 3.--This is an application of Mills' method for alloceting an
.overall increment between two factors: - '

(1) Vi) X Qiper = Tirst aspproximetion for share for grester quantity
of marketing services

$11.5 bil. x .51 = $5.9 bil.

(2) Vi1 X Pyper = first approximation for share for higher prices
for marketing services

$11.5 bil, x 1.05 = $12.2 bil,
(3) Component due to combination of two fectors

$24.3 bil., ~ $5.9 bil. - $12.2 bil. = $6.2 bil.

et e i e e e i i s e i




B s S K U U = S SRy

- 82'_

Mills suogests that the $6.2 billion should be d1v1ded on the bSSIS of” tne rela-
tive magritude of cnanges in the two factors (here the p end g}

Qy = 1.00 = index of quantity in 1941 a

Qiner = 955 = 2.51 = index of quantity in 1955

Qu +

Py, = 1.00 = index of price in 1941

Phl + Pincr = P55 = .05 index of price in 1955
Vi = Py = 1.00 = 1ndex of value in 1941 -

Vg * Viper © (th 1ncr) (P&l * Plncr) 3.11 = v55

If assume'linearlty of changes in P and Q,

q=qy + Ql“°r=loo+—5- 1.255

- P;
PPy + 12“:1004-;--5 1525

Ps
Increase. in price &ssoczated with 1ncrease dn Q = Qyper (P + —5325)

= .51 (1-525) = 1775

. .Q" -
Increese in quantity associated with increase in P = P, (@ + 23553

=-_1.05-(1_-255) = 1.31755

. Pincr ancr o S
Qincr (P + =55 + P1ncr e+ =3 = 1ncr +Q Pincr * Piper Qincr - Vincr
TT75 + 1.31715 = Viner in index numbers . _ —
2.09525 I = $6.2 bil. © Piner]  $i2.2mit 1@ 7
' ' R *
—r‘ﬁi— L3710 _ 46,2 p33. o Lt
2.09525 * 2, Q9525 : 1¢59
P 1.5 bil. -
37+ .63 = $6.2 bil. g S 3L it
Share for Q + share for P ;'combined_efrect - Qg _ Qiner .

$2.3 bil. + $3.9 bil. = $6.2 bil.

Although there is considerable argument for adopting the division of the $6.2
billion worked out immediately above, a compromise is used in table 4.7 by carrying
the $6.2 billion under price and inserting reference to combined action. 'The desira-
bility of this compromise Stems from these facts; The quantity index has been
‘derived by dividing the value of marketing services by the only available measure of
price change for marketing service (described in 3.5.2). Thus the two measures are -
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,::not iddepen&ently estimated. .As noted in section 3.5.2, the price measure in turn has
+~  some deficiencies ‘because:it is not independently constructed. F&nally, there is an

L - unresolved problem inthe fact that the payments for higher prices are necessarily

L -measured in terms of 1955 dollars, whereas the payments for increased quantity are.
- vin l9hl dollars.z There appears to be no neat solubtion to this problem. But it does
;g;call for. increased awereness on the part of the analyst who develops and uses such-
_;'measures.. : :

f.-':-; 55030 Emssgm_g;éa&.lza;ﬁ
N Economic and Soc:.al Factor

B Another objective of mecroeconomic analysls in the food sector is to measure |
- effects of mejor economic and social factors. The results of such an analysis are
-’ summarized in part II of table L.7. ' ’

. h 5. 3 l Erice.——Here the costs of price increases measured in pert I are
: summarlzed. These reflect both the general rise in the price level and extre costs
~ involved in obtaining the inmereased quantity and quality of food and of marketing

“ services. The $30 billion total inerease in 1955 dollars for higher prices represents-

- about & 100-percent increase. oo the $21.2 billion base for 1941 plus the $8.7 billion

.direct increase in 1941 dollars for greater guantity and quality of food and services,.

‘Tae BLS urban retail price index for food at home rose 110 percemt from 1941 to 1955

- During the same period, prices of nonfood goods and services increased 63 percent,
‘aecording “to the BLS urban retail price data. The sllocation of the $30 billion total

_ between (1) change in purchasing power of the dollar and (2) payments necessary to get
.increased quantity and quallty of food and marketing services must be left to future
analy81s.

ok, 5. 3 2. Nonprice Factors.--The effect of the jngrease in population can be
measured simply by applylng the 23 percent increase in the civilian population to
the 19hl bases. for productive resources and for marketing services,

. The effect of ghanges in income has been measured by means of the reweighting
procedure deseribed in 4.3.3.3. The survey data on market value of &ll1 food at home
and away from home reweighted by alternative income and urbanizsation distributions
give a range of 8 to 9 percent for changes in income, no chenge for urbanization, and
.10 te 11 percent. for changes in patterns of market value gt each income level., Using
 the ratio of these ranges, we may allocate b5 percent to income and 55 percent to
change in pattemns. Application of the U5 percent to the $3.8 billion residual after
baking out the effects of changes in price and population leaves a $L.7 billion total
increase for income change. This must in turn be subdivided between the effect on
guantity.and quality of food and that on marketing services.

Calcutation of the effect of the increase in 1ncome on food per se involves the
‘vllowing steps.

_(l) The index of per capita use of farm foods and fish shows a Y4 percent in-
rease from 194) to 1955. Applying this increase to the $9.7 billion base for 1941
lus the $2.2 billion cost in 1941 dollars for supplying the 1941 per capits volume
f food to the increase in the population, we obtain $0.5 billion as the cost for
12 increased quantity and- quality of foed elone due to higher incomes.

(2 In part I, the total increase for quantity and quelity of food is indicated..
y be $2.6 biliion for domestic farm foods and $0.2 billion for imported foods and
ishery products. The cost of supplying the same average quantity per person as in

L
k)
L
.

L
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1941 to the increase in population amounted to $2.2 villion. Sudbtracting $2.2 billion
from $2.8 billion leaves only $0.6 billion for an increase in the total due to. higher
incomes or changes in patterns of expenditures. It is safe to conclude that practi-
cally &1l of this may be allocated to the income change.

The effect of higher incomes on payments for marketing services is figured as
a residual. From the $1.7 billion total for food and services, we subtract $0.5 bil-
“lion to obtain $1.2 billion as & measure of how the rise in 1nc0mes reacted on
payments for marketing services {measured in 1941 dollars). :

The effect of the chggges in the relationships of average market falggigi atl
" food to income is calculated as & residusl:

$3.8 billion - $1.7 billion for income = $2.1 billion for change
in relastionships to income.

Practicelly none of this total can be atiributed to payments for more food,
since the change in income acccounted for almpst all of the increase in consumption of
food per se. “The $2.1 billion must be attributed to more marketing services.

Elsewhere in this analysis it was noted that the quantitysef food per capita -
that moved through commercial channels wes 1k percent greater in 1955 than in 1641, )
Of the 1k percent, about 9 percent wes accounted for in decreased home production of =~
farm foods. 84/ Applying this 9/14 ratioc to the $4.6 billion total payments to hendle
the increased flow of food (shown under I B in the table) a figure of $2.9 billion is
obtained, This is higher than the:$2.l billion residual -- it is obvious that the :
decrease in home production asccounted for all of the change in the relationships i
‘between income and market velue of food, The différentlal between the $2.9 billion
and $2,1 billion can be attributed to the chenge in home production, largely the

result of higher incomes in the later period. Thus it was part of the preceding
$1.2 billion figure in the table, representing the effect of" increased income on the
payments for marketing services.

84/ The value aggregates from the supply-ubtilization index provide the best set of
-deta for studying changes in civilian use of food per se. For this handbook the
aggregate for U. 5. civilian food was subdivided into purchased foods and those
home~produced. If the 1941 proportion purchased by civilians had held for 1955, the
quantity of food purchased per person would have been about 9 percent less than '
actually cccurred.
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Appendiz A. CQMPARJEOR OF FOUSEROLD SURVEY AND TN SERIES COMWODYTY COVERAGE

Table A.l,--Comperison of divergent classificatione of commodities in the 1955 Household Food Survey Reports 1-5,
primaxy distribution cntegories and retail surmary table for anmual per cepita féod conpumption data

Uped et home as reported ic
Survey Peports Bo. -5 }/

ta cf

Pripary distributlon basls az in
tables 5-26 of Agr. Hepdh. G2

tion data 2/

Summery food groups on retail weight ba.sis
&5 in tabie 3B of Agr. Hendo.

cream, ice cream, cheese

Filutd milkx equiv. based oo eal-
clum content (excluding tutter)
¥k fet (excluding btutter} }
Milk mplide-—not=fat }

Teble 5.- Sumuary messures of m.ﬂ.k,

Tabhle £,- Milk, cream, ice cream,
cheege
loolwdes weight of chooslate i.n H
drigk and cocos in dry coece
wives, and frudt efs., in dee
eream; emlulse shorbet, ices.

Table 7.~ Fats and oils :
Inclndes ingredients other than

Table 8.~ Flour and cereal products:
Ineludne all ingredisents of pre-
pared flour mizss, poodies, and
ready-to-eat breakfast cereals,

In¢ludes popcorn, tapices, potato:

rlomanﬂsaynrlm H4

Teble 9.~ Dakery products, commer-
clal

Table 10.- Meat, poultry, fiah
Includes the none-mest ingredients:
ic lunch meata, ape, ebx,
‘These items purchased io a
variety of forma,

Table 11, Rggs
Iete glven in dozens of wasorted
sizea,

T T

Tabla 12,- Sugar, swests
Exeluden choselete sirvp. In-
clndes 83) Ingredients of Jams,
Jellies, candy, and frult,
tuttarecotch and caramel girups.

Selght,

Al dairy products conbived fo temms of fluid :
vhole midk on a fat content besls. 3/ :

Seme Desis a5 survey except includes butter. 3/

Seme basis as survey. 3

ot shown.

Fluid @ilk end creem meaaured 8% faim or dis- Differd fram primary distrivution hasis in “that

tributor level oz a flufd milk eguivalent
basie; other itams iv terms of product wexg:t.
{eee table 31 for complets Llot of minor
dafry products). 3 .

Hensured a% proceseing lewnl. y

Grein products {excl. corn sugar and eirup}
measured at nilling or processing level, 3/
Erpiules all oob-grain paterial except mall
amounte of sweetener or flavoring io bresk-
fept cerealn and fnfant foods. Barley ex-
pressed {n terss of malt equivalent, ExS-
cludes popoorn, soys flour, and taploca,
Potato flow in the potats figures.

; .
e N ue u vr ey e e

fluid miik and filutd creap are shown sep—
arately—cream in terms of 25% fat content
equivslent (’hem half and balf fs considered
tc be cream). Ice cresm is showve in terme of
milk und creas wed (see table 9 for product
welght) to avoid duplication w1tk fruits,
pugar, etc,

Same sp prieary Matrivution basis except in-
cludes fat pork cuts, -

Same a5 primary distribution basis. Soya fiour
included with dxy beans and pees on. product
welght basis,

Ko comparablie series. Ingredients of mined foods are included in thelr respestive besie food

ETRIRS -
Meet — measured et the slaughter level and

Same gs primary digtrivution basis For fish

“expressed in terms of carcsss welght, which : and pouitry. Mest converted to “"fresh retail-

axcludes adible offal,
Figh - market welghts copverted to edible

ted o ready-

Foultry - slaughter weight
besie.

Exrindes edibie offpl and gome.

Mespired at the farm lwvel, Deta erpressed io

mumber of egge. 3

Sugars and airps Bent and cans sugar,
Teasired ¢ amr%/ﬁnm level, is expressed
az granulated sugar, but because smovmts of

powdered and brovn stgars reported in the
sFvey are ma.'ll oo aignificant d4ffarence
ig noted,

W d at farm level. {anned and frozen

Table 13,- Potaitoes, % toen
Inciudea product Height ot chipa
and pticka.

T T

Table 1k.- Presh vegetables
Eome ¢aoned spd home frozen
vegetebles included on product
welght besls. Includss pRuer-
kraut, oot canned, and horge~
radish.

Table 15.~ Fresh fruit
Aope ¢epped and home froien
incivded on product welght
beois.

Table 6.~ Commercially frozen
fruite and vegetables
Ewriuidea frozap frult juicss and

potetoas.

potatoes and swestpotatoes reported in the
vegetable tables; chips and aticks epd de-
hyirated potatoes included on & frosh weight
equivaient withk the fresh categery. Excludes
guantities produced in hope gardena.

Neasured at farm level. Excludes quantities
from bome gerdens. Sauerkrant end borse-
radish exniuded. Melons, alac given ig the
tables, being a truck crop.

Messured mt farm level, Excludes ell hooe H
produced frujte apnd since 1934 apples grown
in noncompercial areas of the United States.
Excludes pelons and mitor fruits and berries.

Inciudes frozen fruit Fuices spd frolt ades
and potatoes.

eut” equivalent uning ecostany cooveraion
factora for all years, Fat cuts of pork in-
eluded with fate and olig, Includes edible
offal and game.

Fripary distribution date comverted to retail .
weights using conatant loss factor {except
in war period when breskage wes copsldsred
aliphtly higher). Pountage derived using
eopetant factor of 1.5 pounds per dozen
1909-1948, inereasing theresfter to allow
for larger size eggs ir recent yeara,

Same as primary dlstribution basls except
exzludes duplication of sugard snd aimape
used in the processed foods gnd given elese-
vhere in this set of statistice {e.g., cacned
frults sud vegetables, condensed milk, ete,).

“Freak" converted to retall weight by wes of
constant cogversicn fastore; canned ang
frozen same =4 primary diptribution basia,
Inciudes quantities produted in hooe gardens,

Farm welghte converted o approzimate mtail
weights by use of constant converglon factors
for ipdividual items. Includes quentities from
home gardens. Saverkraut and. horseradish
excludad, .

Farm weight converted to epproximste retatl
weighte by wse of constent comvermion factors .
for individua) items, Iocludes mpples grova
in noncommeTelal areas, and melons, but ex-
cludes all frult produced in home gardens or
grows wild and minor frujts and berries.

Sume &s primary distripution besls exceph ex-
cludes potatoes and includes frozen citrus
Juices oo single atrength besis. 5/

Coptimued -
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Appendix A. COMPARISON OF HOUSEWOLD SUEVEY AND TIME-SERIES COMMODIYY COVERAGE - Contimued

Table A.l.—-GCooperison of diwergent classificetions of commedities in the 1955 Household Food Survey Report,s 1-5,
primary distribution categories and retall summary table for ennual per capite food consumptien detse -Contipued

. . Anrmal cepjita clvil consumption date 27
U;:d at xmenas Nxzpb{f;dﬁn . Primary digtributicn basis as in Summary focd g‘mupé oo retall weight baesis
Tvey feports So. : tobles 8-25 of Agr. Handb. £2 ; ss in table 3 of Agr. Hendb. 62

Taple 17.- Commercially canned Includes mll smuerkraut; exciudes minor cenoed; Same s primary distributlon besis, except

frujts and vegetmbles fruits, beby fopds, baked beans, end capned : Frolt and’ vegetable baby foods and all
Extludes bulk saverkrawt, tomato : pature peas, 3/ {Beby food shown me ceparste; canped soups are included, 4/ .
catsup, chill sacce, ete. end :  category end boked beans ahd canned mature S
pickles, oliver, =od relishes.5/: peas included with dry bewns and pesas in H
includes baby food and beked ;' terms of their dry equivalents.] :
beans and mature pess. H ’ H
Teble 18.- Fruit ard vegetable : Date for juices reported in the taoles on ! Ssae as primary distribution basis, 4
Juicen 1 canned fruit Juices, cenned vegetahbles, oné : R S
Caoned fruit and vegetable juice : frozen fruit. Includes only commercially
data include bome-canned and : produced canned frujt and vegetable julee.
~frozen julces. Frozen con- ! Concentreted frozeo frult ades are H
centrated Jujce data exclude 1 ineluded. 3f i
frozen ades [e.g. lemonade). : :
Table 19.- DPried frulite and vege— : Dry beane and pERS . © ¢ Seme an primary distribution basis except
tables. Excludes cenned baked 1 Meapured at farm level, o & clesned basis. : includes gquantities of dry bemns and

benns and canned mature pess. Includes dry bean egulvelent of canned taked: peas produced 1o all home gardens and -
: beans; excludes quantities produced in von- ! ssys flour opn produrt welght besle. Dried
farm reydens. : fruit is sbown with, fTults. -

: Dried frujt messured st the packer lewsl. :

Table 20.- Beverages : : . . . .
Coffee, tea, chocolate and cocorn : Memsured et the import level. Coffee in terms: Coffee vonverted to roasted.equivalent,
Cotfee includee coffee substl- : of green beans; choeglate end products in : cacos besns to chocalete Liguor. ’
tute. Ingreglents of chocolate : terms af cocoa beans. 3/ : o ‘
sinup ipcluded. : :

Soft drinka, bottled, canned agd : No comperable series., Ingredients lncluded in their res;:ect.ivé basic food ETOUpE .
powdered and frult ade other thau: Lo
frozen. : H

Frozen frult ade ; Frozen lemonade, etc. jncluded with frozen : Bame ef primary distribution basis.

frult julces. : . . . )

Alcoholic peverages (no quantity : Not clessified ac & food; ingredients not included.
data collected) H

Teble 21.- Miscellonecus fuods

Kute and peanut butter Pepnut butter included in shelled peanut : Same as primary distribution basis, fnciuded

equivelent. 3/ : in dry bean, pea, hut category.

Some ag primary distribution b&sis-, 1ocluded

Soupe, including howe canned end : Commercislly casped only.
. with canned vegetables.

dehydrated and frozen

Catsup, ©hilf sauce, ete. Jt Commerediel ouly, Tomsts products, pickles : Same as primary distribution basis.
Pickles, olives, relishes }: =nd relishes iocluded in canned vegeteble H B C L
(both include home made products)); data, olives in canned fruit data, :

Puddings,pie fillings, feling mix, : No comparatle series, Ingredients included in basie food groups.
Pudge mix, and mixtures other H
than baby food, prepared or H . :
partially prepared H . H

Strajned canoed pudding {bety) J: Ineluded with beby food in & separate cate- : Exeluded. Ingredients included in basfe food
Baby and Jjunjor foods, mixed, r gory, ‘canned baby food., " I EYOLDE. - '
prepared or partlally prepared. ): H _

Sherbets, ices Included with dairy products. + Game as prj.ma.r); dlstributlon basis.

- Leavening sgents {yeast, baki No series avallsble. No series asvaileble,

powder, cresm of tartar, soda
Seasoniogs {vinega:r, salt, splces,: Data oo spices only, measured st imeort Ievel.: Not included.
extract, flavore, flevoring H H

sauces, meat tenderizer) ; ) :

;/ Quaptities consumed at home per houselold; product welznt. Unless otherwise moted, excludes guentities in mived foods, Table
oumbers shove refer to tebles in each of the 5 reports {(4b). 2/ As published in Agr. Handb. 62; Comsumpticn of Food ln the United
States (6}; ineludes all use mway from home, Items on primery distribution besis are ansusl averages for the United Stetes, measured
at vhetever level data are avallaple, derived Bs 2 residusl frow deta om production, stocks, foreign teade, and miita.z:,r tekings,
and include quantities used in producing mived foods such as pakery products. Retell weight data are derived from primary dietri-
bution data using varlous lose fectors or meking other adjustments such ms thoee to avold duplication wvith other foods listed,-
Referepce to tables are thase in Agr. Hendb. 62. 3/ Inclindes guentities used io mixed foods, such as bekery products, salad dress-
ings, soft drinks, ete. U/ In table 38 of Agr. Hemdb. 6E tie fruilts and vegetsbles sre in 3 nutritional groupings: Citrus fruit
and towatees; leafy green and yellow vegefables; end other vegeinbles and Truit. S5/ As shown im table 21 ~ Miscelianeous foods,
tometo natsup, chili paucc, cte. and pirkles and reliehes é¢ nol separate data for commereial end home canned items.




Appendlx B, PROCEDURE USED IV ESTIMATING mmcer YALUE OF
IR ALL oD _;3@ som: BY—PRODUCT DATA

descri‘bed here ‘in detail because it is not yet availeble in.any of the statistical .
procedure given in. 3 h 3. o

o B.IL. Ma.rket Valuep__AJ.lFoods L
als .1 ‘The. statistics.l series that mes.sures the market va.lue of a.'Ll fcods is

e b_ ed‘on. the data-on‘reteil cost of farm foods sold to U, 8. civ:.hans, described in-.
- 343.8; -'"-but with several adjustments. : . . . -

B1i2. The first 6f the a.d;]ustments is the addition of thie farm vs.lue of the
-:-'-_fsm and poiiferm consumptiorn of home—produced foods (3.2.1.4). The value of .home.

".-'-production by farm, famtlies is- reguls.rly derived as part-of the AMS work.on gross farm "

- income [described .on. pages 15-16 of volume 3 of Agr.. Handb. 118 (_)] The qus.nti—
" ties, of .food produced by Farmers for their own use are estimated for most foods by .
- “the. Crop Reporting Board. These data. are supplemented by estimates. of vegetable. prc-
.’duetion.prepared by this author and by estimates for some minor commodities made by -

- the. Farn Income Branch, AMS. The quantities of individual foods are valued at priccs :

. received by fermers for such foods in each year, For'nonfarm home production, the D
"‘.quantities of livestock products home produced are. estimeted by the Crop Reporting
" . Board. : The - estimates for vegetables are described on pege 46 of volume 5 of Agr. -
'\ Handb, 118.(24). These quantities for individual food groups produced by nonfarm -
- families were -compared with the quantities ‘farm home-produced. Then the :ratios were .
applied to: the values of farm hcme—pmductlon for each comlodity group t6 derive tots.l
-1va.1ues. : O

- B J. 3 The second ad.justment is the a.ddition of the retail value of @
_ﬁﬂ (described in 3.3.3), estimated as follows. First, the retail values of coffee, :
.tea, bananas ‘and pineapples are-calculated using the. total quantities consumed by . .

“eivilians and BELS prices at retail., -Next, the retail value of imported sugar ccnsumed

by civil:.a.ns 1s" determined by estimating its retail value if all were bought as’ such,-:-'

then making an sllowance for extra costs of sugaer in processed forms. The allowance
for - theé: hlgher cost of sugdr in processed foods is made according to the relaticnships’
in table 41.0f Agr. Handb. 62 (&). .The third step is the tabulation of the-import
.velue of/these: major items and of all other items (except fish) from the Census trade
reports. . Adjustment 'is also made to exclude military takings and nonfood use. - Also,

estinates are added for the value of inshipments of sugsar ‘and pineapple from Hawaii, - -
based ‘dn.the .guantities derived from trade data and sugar control data and the import

price for each Yyear derived from data for Puerto Rico.. The final. steps are the com-.
parison of ‘the import value of the major items with their retall value and the s.ppli--
cs.ticn cf thls rat:.o to the m@cr‘t value of all foods :E'or civ:L'Lien use.

B, 1 4. The £hird series added 1is the reteil vmlue of fishery products. These
data are based in the first instance on the “retall values | per capita of fishery:
products consu.med in each year in 191+?-1I~9 prices which ‘are derived in the estimation
of the index of per: capita food. consunption. The per cspita values are multiplied by
the eivilian population snd then adjusted- ‘from the 1947-L9 price level to current -
pricss for each year, using the’ chsnges in prices indicated by the Buresu of Labor .
3tetistics data for the meat, poultry and fish group at retail and fer wholesale: fish._

'_l‘he procedure used in estimating the new- series on ma.rket value .for a.ll food is -

‘handbooks - on food consumption. This appendix ela.bors.tes ‘the brief d.escription of the '
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B.1.5, The fourth adjustment in the derivation of the market value of all foods-
is the allowsnce for the cogt of marketing services in the preparation and serving of
meals and snacks by eating places. This represents_the difference between the retail
value of fopd and the meal values. Derivation of this eating place markup requires
the estimation of the market value of all meals and snacks served by eating places.
This is developed in sections.

_ B.1.5.1. One section is megsls and snecks 50ld by eating p' aces gther then
boarding houses. This set of date 1s based pr primarily on the Commerce series for on- -
premise sales of meals and beversges {including taxes and tips) and unpublished date

e'of the Netional Income Division of the Department of Commerte on nonconsumer purcheses
. of food end beversges. From the total of these two series are deducted the Commerce

estimates of taxes and tips on meals and beversges and the estimates by this author
on pn-premise seles of alcoholic beverages. (Ehe_epproximate part of total sales of
alcoholic beverages sold as drinks by eeting places is based on 1939 and 1948 Census
of Business benchmark data (18), trends in sales of drinking pleces, and some trade
data,) This computation yields the market value of meals sold by eating places ex-
cept boarding houses. The wholegale value of such meals is derived using U7 to

50 percent of meal sales. Then the reteil value of food in such meals is approximated
by applying the estimated retail store markup over food cost (supplied by the
Marxeting Economics Research Division). This retail velue of meals sold is compared
with the market velue of mesls sold to derive the markup over retail on mesals Bold
by eating places other than boarding houses.

B.1.5.2. A series of values of mgg;g £pld by boarding ses, which mist be
regarded as only rough approximations, has been estimafted by the author using infor-
mation from consumer surveys in 194l and 1950 end the estimated size of the nonhouse~
keeping population, exclusive of permsnent instituticnal residents. The markup of
meal value over retail is eptimated to be 20 percent :

B.1.5.3. The next. section is the estimation of the merkup over retail value on
meals furnished. This is derived in two parts. "The food furnished civilian employees
includes meals supplied to employees of esting places and to employees of’inetitutions,_
hospitals, and nonfood service establishments. No sllowance for the costs of preparing
meals furnished employees of those eating places selling their meals should be in-
cluded because these costs form part of the markup on meals sold. Mesl preparation .
and overhead costs for meals furnished employees for institutions, hospitals, and non- -
food service establishments are estimated to be 10 percent of the total value of all
food furnished civilian employees, & series based on unpublished date supplied by the
Netional Income Division of the Department of Commerce. Estimates of the value of
meals furnished travelers and institutional -inmates are also besed on unpublished
Commerce data on the wholesale value of food going into such meals. A 20 percent
markup for meal value over retail is used.

The fotel eat;gg place markup over retail is the sum of the markups on
mesls sold by eating places other than boarding houses, on meals sold by boarding
houses, and on meals furnished empleyees and travelers and institutionel inmates,

B.1.6. The final step in the derivation of the estimates of the market value of
all food is a gubtraction of estimated cogis of farm-to-reteil marketing services
which are not incurred because the food is sold by producers end distributors directly
to consumers. This series is estimated from some .rather éxtensive benchmark data for
commodity groups developed from the Censuses of Distribution and of Manufsctures for
1929, 1939, and 1948 described in the article, "Distribution of the Food Supply of
the United States,"” Agr, Econ, Res, July 1952 (49), and some Crop Reporting Boerd data

. on direct sales of milk to consumers and special surveys of farmers' marketings of

fresh produce and poultry and eggs.
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B 1.7. The sumw of the retail cost of farm foods- eold, the  farm Yalue of ell
home—produced foods, the retail value of imported food and of fishery. producte, and -
_the totel eating plece markup over reteil minus en. allowance for fanm—to—reteil costs
'given in. teble 3.5.  These’ date have been checked extensively withf;%he;TEeries of
estimates -deseribed in 3.4%.1 and 3.4.2, as well as estimates derived from Census date
 for 1939 snd 19h8, described in the 1952 article on distribution of the U. S.° fbod

supply .

o Dete used in deriving the market velue for ell foods also form the basis for _—
‘the estimates of the market value of domestically produced tarm foods (TFV-12a de--

<+ seribed in 3.%.3. 29 and the matching food expenditure series fbr all fbod (TTV;llh)Hﬁ

~ o and for farn foods: only (TFVLle) o

_ Other byaproducts of this estlmating procedure are a nnmber of suhseries uhich
are described in the next section. - - :

. B.2.1. In teble 3.1+ the retedl value of foods used by ecivilians is tabulated-
according to the sources of supplies. Some additional subseries of retail value
derived in the process of estimating the market value of 21l food provide appro;
measures of the retail velue of food sold as food end that sold or furnished &
Also, there is the retail value series for home-produced food (‘I'FV—T in te.ble
described in 3.3.3. ;

~ B.2.2. The retail velue of food handied by eating places is estime_téd in érder.
to derive the markups over retail for mesls sold and furnished.:. The criticel elements
‘in the derivation of the subseries on meals sold by eating plecés other than boarding. -
houses, shown in table B.l, are, first, the estimation of the breakdown of alecoholic
beverages between on-premise and. ofihpremise sales and, second, the size of the mark-
_ups of meal values over retasil values end over wholesale food costs. For the breek—l
- down of the alcoholic beversge date, benchmarks were used to-set the. level, but the.
- year-to-yesar changes sre mere approximations slthough the general direction is
- believed to be correct. The markup estimates are besed on some trade dats and on
- the findings of & pilot study of eating places in Minneapolls and Falrmont, Minnesote,

reported in Mctg. Res. Rept. 3 (68).

B. 2 3 The ‘boarding house series 1s certainly only a series of rough epproxi— -
mations, but it seems wiser to use such a serles then to “ignore boarding houses

completely.

B.2.4. ‘Estimates of sales of candy and of other foods by eating places to con-.
sumers for off-premise consumption are based on benchmark data from the Censuses of
Distribution (A8) in 1939 and 1948 and on household survey data for 1950. The 195h
‘Census provides no breskdown of sales by commodity iine.

~ B.2.5., These subseries of the retail value of food hendled by eating places _'l
have been checked with earlier estimetes based on the Censuses. There have been some
minor changes in definitions and in approximations made to represent missing data,
‘However, the results ere substantially the same as those reported in the article,
"Pistribution of the Food Supply .of the United States” (L4g).
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B.2.6. No breakdown of total food handled by eating places into comodity groups
is possible because of complete lack of data.

B.2.7. The retail value of food sold or purchased as food products, given in
table B,1, is estimeted as a residual. It represents the total of the retail velues
of ferm foods sold (TFV-6) and of imported foods end fish (TFV-8) from table 3.k minus
the retmil value of food handled by &ll eating places. '

B.3. Merket Value of ALl Food Handled by Eating "g' 1éces |

Several sets of data on market velue for food handled by eeting places which
were developed in the procedures described sbove have been assembled in table B.2.
These provide some approximations of the market or sales value of all food handled by
eating places. The estimetion of these series involves most of the critical elements
set forth in the preceding section ‘on reteil velue of food handled by eating places.
Therefore, these sets of data must be considered as epproximstions. More relisble
estimates cannot be developed until .comprehensive surveys of eating places are made.
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r .. Table B.l.--Approximations of retail velues of flows of food through
o : several channels to civilian consumers 1/ ' -,
: Retail : Retail value of food handled by all eating places:
E : value of :__ ) L . e .
: Retail : . food  : ., . o : : : R S
.0 &+ walue : products : Yeals: sold by:- :Sales of: Total - Total
N O O S S R Meals : camdy, : ! p, ent‘-mv:;i'
7700 1 nome= :{excluding: - e ;- furnished! ete. L FeTeent, o
Lt . ? places : of .. of all . .
. .iproduced: . food & except :Board-:employees, :for off-: 1 total t food
: food : handled : . ¢ ing :travelers,: premise: Value: i 44 ¢t
: : by eating: -ing" thouses: lnmetes : cone~ @ ‘value of
e places) ‘yoises ¢ F ‘sumption: ‘all food®
CBil., . ~Bil. = Bil.  Bil. Bil. Bil. . Bil. . Bir, -
gol, - dol. dol,  dol. dol, 'dol . dol. Pet,  doko
929 2 bk 1700 1.9 0.5 0.5 0.2 3.1 12,7 . 2k5
1930 .3  16.0 1.8 5 .5 2 3.0 129  23.3
Lg% 3.7 12,7 1.6 .5 .5 .2 2.8 146 19.2
1932 @ 3.1 10.3 1.k 1 .3 A0 2.2 1hka 15.6
1933 @ 3.} 10.8 1.0 A .3 1 1.8 11.5 15.7
© 393k @ 3.2 12.8 9 L .3 1 1.7 9.6 . 1T.7
. 18935 : 3.5 13.6 .8 R .3 .1 1.6 8.6 187
©7. 1936 -z 3.6 - 1hk.9 .9 R R .1 1.8 8.9  20.3
o .1937 ¢ 3.6 14,3 1.1 & 6 .2 2.3 n.bk 202
193 ¢ 3.3 13.1 1.1 A A © .3 2.5 13.2 . 18.9
1939 1 3.3 12.9 1.2 5 .7 3 2.7 12;.3_;.'.”._-_._18.9_;-'
gk ¢ 3.2 13.6 1.3 .5 .6 »3 2.7 - 13.8:..19.5
S1gkr 0 3.5 15.8 1.6 5 g .3 3.1 13.8 7 gel.
aghe o kL 18.5 1.8 5 N R 3.6 13.7  2b.2
1983 . 5.3 0.1 2.6 .5 1.0 L ks  15.1  29.9
oIy 5.2 20.3 3.0 5 1.0 L0 k9 16 30k
1945 - 5.6 21.2 3.6 .5 1.2 B 5.7 17.5 32,5
L1946 7 5,9 . 27.6 k.2 .5 1.3 .6 6.6 16.5 ho.1 -
197 . 6.1 344 L,7 5 “1.h .7 7.3 315.3 -47.8
C1gh8 T 1 . 6.2 36.8 5.2 b 1.h4 .7 7.9 15.5  .50.9 -
9% -z 5.5 - 35.8 5.2 .5 1.k .6 7.7 15.7 k9.0
1950 x 6.0 . 37.3 5.2 Ao 15 6 7.7 154 50.0°
1951 ¢ - 5.5 1% 5.9 A 1.6 6 8.5  15.3 554
11952 ;- 5.6 . k2.g . 6.2 .3 1.7 - b 8.8 5.6 57.3
1953 ¢ Eh 43,0 6.4 .3 1.7 T .91 15.87  57.5
195k s b9 - k3,5 6.6 .2 1.7 .7 9.2  16.0° .- 5T7.6
1955 3. 4.8 4,3 6.9 .2 1.7 B8 9.6 16,4 5B.T
1956 @ ho k6.2 7.k .2 1.8 L 10.2 6.6 61.3
1957 - 4.8 . 48,1 7.9 .2 1.8 B 1.7  16.8 636
1958 : k4.8 50.4 8.0 A 1.9 B 10,7 1.4 66,0
1959 2/7 4.9 - 50.3 8.5 .1 1.9 L 1.k 171 0 66,7

: i/ Deécfibednin se¢tioﬁ B.2. .

2/ Prelimivary.
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Table B.2.~-Summary of epproximste market values of
all food handled by eating places 1/

A

Market value of . R o
meals- spld I Seles of : Total
. 5 . Market -  market
o ‘ : - icendy, €BC. i oyipe P value of
Year iizzg : : el 1 of 1 all food
: ' L ' ‘ meals . ° handled b
: excluding : ngigi’zg '+ Totael @ off-premise ! a . 4.pag° esting v
: b’oarding ¢ : : consumpt_ion R : piaces
: houses ' : S
: Billion Billion Billion Billion Billion = Billion
: deollars  dollars = dpllars dollars dollars dollars
1929 : 3.0 0.6 3.6 0.2,. 0.6 L.}
1930 2.9 .6 3.5 .2 6 4.3
193 2.6 6 3.2 2 .5 3.9
1932 : 2.2 .6 2.7 .1 .3 3.2
1933 : 1.6 .5 2.1 1 .3 2.5
193k : 1.3 .5 1.8 1 Wb 2.3
1935 : 1.3 .5 1.8 .1 A 2.3
1936 : 1.4 5 1.9 .1 .5 2.5
1937 : 1.7 .5 2.2 2 .6 3.1
1938 : 1.8 .6 - 2.3 .3 .7 3.4
1939 : 2.0 .6 2.6 .3 T 3.6
1940 : 2.1 6 2.7 .3 W7 3.8
1941 : 2.6 .6 3.2 .3 .8 4.3
1942 : 3.0 .6 3.6 A 1.0 5.0
1943 : .2 .6 4.8 A 1.1 6.3
1944 ¢ 4.8 .6 5.k A 1.1 6.9
1645 : 5.8 T 6.5 A 1.3 8.2
1946 : 6.9 T 7.5 .6 1.4 9.5
1947 : 7.5 Red 8.2 g 1.5 10.4
1948 © 8.2 T 8.9 T X 1.6 11.2
1959 8.2 N 8.8 .6 1.6 11.0
1950 : 8.3 .5 8.8 b 1.6 11.0
1951 : 9.5 b 9.9 .6 1.8 12,3
1952 : g.8 b 10.2 .5 1.9 © 12,7
1953 : 10.2 N 10.5 .7 1.9 13.1
1954 : 10.k4 .3 1c.7 .7 1.9 13.3
1955 : 11,0 .2 11.2 .8 1.9 13.9
1956 :  11.8 .2 12.0 .8 2.0 14.8
1957 : 12.5 .2 12,7 .8 2.1 15.6
1958 :+ 12.6 .2 12.8 - .8 2.1 15.7
13.4 .2 13.6 .8 2.2 16.6

1959 2/

.
I

1/ See description of sources of data and methodology in section B,1.5 and discuse-
sion of critical elements in B.2.2.4, Totals derived from unrounded data. '

g/ Preliminary.
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Appendix C. CHECKS ON 1955 SURVEY DATA AND GUIDES FOR -
COMPARISON WITH OTHER DATA 85/

- C.1. Checks gL_the Level of Food Consumption Indicated '
by the 1955 Survey

A variety of checks on the overall dollar figures, on overall measures of per
cepite food consumption, and on quantities of major foods congsumed have been made.
Before going into the flndings,'these facts need emphasis: A range of error is to be
expected in. these survey data as well as in the sggregate figures for food expendi-
tures and food disappearance. Neither set of data proves or disproves the validity
or accuracy of the other. B ' ' . :

In brief, these are the findings to date:

1. The survey date on market value of all farm food commodities consumed, ad-
Justed to United States sggregates for the year, are 5 or 6 percent higher than the
AMS estimates of the market value of all farm foods and meals consumed by the civilian
population. About half of the difference arises from the disperity between the amount
of home feood production as estimated for the disappearance dats and that reported by
housekeeping households, both for a week of sprimg 1955 and for the year 1954.

2. A comparable degree of difference was found between the overall level of
use per person of farm food commodities by the sample of housekeeping households in
. & week of spring 1955 and the level indicated by the index of per capita use of farm
foods in the year 1955. Again, sbout helf of the difference arose from the estime-
tion of home production. The smell discrepancy remaining seems to indicate that
seasonal variations for individusl foods balance cut in the total for all foods.

3. Among commodities, there 1s wider variation between eversges computed from
survey data for the housekeeping population's use of food et home and those derived
from disappearance data. Average use of sugar at home in all forms, adjusted to &
yearly tctal from the survey deta, was much lower than eversge annual per capita
. consumption. But use at home excludes all the candy, soft drinoks, and desserts con-
sumed away from home.

At the other extreme, survey date.on eggs appear to eversge substantially
higher than AMS estimates of per capita consumption. The procedure by which eguive-
lent persons are cslculated apparently leads to upward or downward bias for foods
consumed primarily et one meal of the day. §§/ When allowance is made for seasonal
variations in foed consumption, the survey data for meats and for fats and oils were
found to be close to the levels indicated by annual per capita consumption data.
Study of dats for other commodities is still in progress.

For individual commodities and farm consumption of home-produced foods,
analysts working with survey data will frequently face the problem of seasonality of
supplies and of consumption. Reference to seasonal snalyses in earlier household
surveys 87/, quarterly disappearance data for some foods, carlot shipment and trade

85/ Extracted from the article, "Use of 1955 Food Survey Data for Research in
Agricultural Economics,” by Marguerite C. Burk and Thomas J. Lanahan, Jr. Agr. Beon.
Res,, July 1958 (53). (See 3.7.k.h and 3.7.7.k.)

86/ See Burk, Marguerite C., "Introduction to 1955 Household Survey Dats on Eggs."
 Poultry snd Esg Sit., May 1957. Pp. 13-19 (50).

87/ Agr. Inf. Bul. 132, pp. 9-10 and 102-103 (33).
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detse helps one to understand such varistions and to develop necesssary adjustments.
Fortunately, the spring of 1955 was remarkably "normel"” in both supplies and prices
for most foods.

C.2. Cuides for Cowperison of Date from the 1955 Household Fbod

Household food surveys provide statistics on variastions in food consumption that
lie behind the U, 5. annual aversges. Comparisons of averages from survey dete with
AMS dats oo aznual per capita clvilian consumption are informative, provided proper
attention. is paid to difference in classification;, in level of distribution, and in

- universe covered. Even though the commodity details in 1955 Survey Reports 1 to 5 (Lk)
were organized along marketing lines, there are many variations from the classifica-
tions and specificaticns used in the annual consumption datz. A key to these differ-
ences in classification is provided in appendix A.

In addition to regroupings, & variety of adjustments must be made to convert the
retail—product welghts of the survey data to weights sappropriate to the level of
distribution desired for the enalysis to be undertaken. 88/ Some of the complexities
and the significance of such conversions have been discussed in chepter 2. For
comparisons, particular care is needed for commodities having both "direct” consump-
tion such as use of purchased suger and "indirect” consumption as content of purchased
prepared foods such as bekery products and candy. This problem is especially signif-
‘icant for sugar, flour, and fats and oils.

Ian working with commodzty deteil from the 1955 household survey data and the
AMS disappearance date {annusl per capita civilian consumption), it is essential to
keep in mind these differences of fact: The 1955 survey data on commodities cover
use of food at home in a week by housekeeping households surveyed in April to June,
vheregs the annual diseppearance data cover the consumption of the entire civilian
population et howme and eway from home,in eating places of all kinds, and in public and
private institutions. It is not surprising, therefore, that the averages per person
derived from the survey multiplied by 52 do not match the disappearance data,

The suthor does not have access to the A. C. Nielsen retail sales data, derived
from & sample of retail food stores. But a few comments may be helpful to others who
do have these date and wish to compare them with the 1955 survey data.

First, the household survey data include only the purchases {or consumption} of
housekeeping households and not the food bought from retail food stores by small
restaurants, boarding houses, and others in the nonhousekeeping population. The pro-~
portion of children in the housekeeping population may differ from that of the whole
clientele of retall food stores.

Second, the household survey date include supplies obtained from sources other
than retall food stores — department stores, local produce markets, delicatessens,
milkmen, farmers, and wholesalers.,

Third, the household statistics pertain toc use of food in a week in a specified
nunber of meals for & carefully identified population, whereas buyers at retail food
stores are not identified directly ir the process of obtaining the Nielsen sales data.

88/ Most of the factors needed for adjusting the data are availeble in Conversion
Fectors and Weights and Measures for Agriculbursl Commodities end Their Products {72

i
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 Probless are also enéuntersd 1n comparing the 1955 United States Depa.rtme £ of

.ajAcrlcult4re household survey-data with those- collected from the household paoel“of
the Market Research Corpore.tion of America. (MRCA) (See 3 8 2 )

e First, theq SDA survey collected data on. ell foods used by the household.
;"extended interviews by specially’ treined interviewers, using a detailed schédule
jAlthoan it is- reported that there is & pexﬁonal Anterview when & family joins*the

! -_apparently the panel members receive most of thelr instructions B ;
ﬂand send in their recorﬁs each week. g;f. - S

e Second, 'hhe_ SDA. household survey dsta pertain to. use of food in-e wee_
3';spec1fied number of meals fbr a carefully'ident1fied number of persons, but M

f;they'keep._

Fourth the USDA sample ves a self—weighting pmbe.bility sa.mple, wherea.s,.,
' cause of dropouts, it is difficult to maintain & continuous panel on & random proba.
"'.bzllty basis, even if. i‘t :|.s started in thet way._ : o -

Flfth, the income data. given 1n the 1955 fbod survey reports pertain to 195h
) roney - “income after: paymen‘b of income taxes, whereas :the MRCA data refer 'bo incon'e
- _-'before taxes and usually' are. not shown dn dolla.rs or -in much detail. ;




Appendix D. CROSS-SRCTION INDEXES OF PER FERSON FOOD CONSUMPTION

Person in Spring 1955 8§;

fhe cross-section indexes of food use of fa:m commodities.per person in 1955
megsure variations in the quentities of farm food commodities consumed, from all
sources (CPQ-1a) and from purchased supplies only (CFQ-1b}, among households grouped
by income within urbanizetions and regions. These cross-section measures match the
time-series indexes of per capita food use of farm commedities, combined in terms of
farm level values at 1947-49 prices. (PFQ-ia end PFQ-~1b.) 90/ Purchased foods in the
cross-section indexes exclude food received as gifts and payments—in—kind whereas the
time—-series index for use of purchased farm foods excludes only. home—prbduced “foods.

Table 3.13 carries the indexes for U. 3. households subdivided by urbanization.

-and income. The overall indexes for farm foods from all sources and the subindexes by

commodity group for the U. S. are in table D 1. Comparable indexes for purchased farm
foods are in table D.2. 9_/ S '

_D.l.l. Dats Used

Information on the guantities of individual foods consumed per household, . in
retail weights, was teken from the statistics published in Survey Reports 1-5 (L)
on the 1955 Survey ef Househcold Food Consumption and from unpublished supplementary .
. tebulations. They pertained to consumption of food at home from ell sources snd from -
purchased supplies only by housekeeping households in a week of April-June 1955. The
fresh commoditles were converted from retail to farm or primary distributién veights
by means of the factors given in teble 27 of Agr. Handb. 62 (6). The content of.
individual farm commodities in processed mixed foods was estimated and combined with
the primary processed items -- for example, the flour content of bread with flour -
bought as such. The principal scurce of these factors to derive the cormodity content |
was Conversion Factors and Weights and Measures for Agricultural Commodities -and their
Products (72). But some came from unpublished data on food composition of the '
Institute of Home Economics, and others were estimated by comparing. census and trade
deta on materials used with compareble data on products manufactured '

The prices used with the guantities of individusl foods to derive farm value .
aggregates were the average farm prices for 1947-49 used in the celculations of the
index of supplyhutilization These farm prices could be applied directly to the
quantities of each "fresh" commodity, but celeulation of farm velues of processed foods
‘required an intermediate step. Processed items such as flour had to be valued first
at averege 1947-k9 wholesale prices (as in the procedure for the supply-utilization
index).. From this wholesale velue the eguivalent Tfarm value was derived by applying
the 1955 ratio of the farm value of the commodity processed to the total wholesale
value of the preducts of a given Tarm commodity as developed for the supply-utilization .
index, (e.g.,the farm value of wheat processed in 1955 in terms of 1947-49 farm prices
to the total wholesale value of flour, cegeals, and mill feeds in 1955 valued at their
1947-49 vwholesale prices),

89/ By Leva C. Taylor, Bconomic and Statistical Analysis Division.
The time-series measures are described in 3.1.2.2.
91/ Matching regional indexes were published in the Hational Food bituation,
July 1959 (33).
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Table D 1 -—UNIT_ED STATES* Cross-secuon mdexes of per person food use (farm level, all sources) for ._
A : major commodity groups hy urbamzanon and fs.mﬂy Income. 1955 l/ IEN

B 'Livestock

(Index' ui'ss 811 household aveﬁgg = 100) e e e e

Cmps )

E"T
g

1 &
. n
8

A L
{ prode-: . ‘1iven GIains:.
stor:k 2/’

.

N (TN TR T T

U100 100 1000 106100 © 100 ¢ 100 2007

U990 85 1100, - 100 9 1ol 1; 100

8 61 - gs 83 - 13 720 ‘e 73 T

020 9% 0 91 gk 130 95 100 89
83 .-98 95 95 95 18 103 ok

S0 10107 105 307 0 g2 CBL 99 108
- . 31137 105 - 107 109 88 113v t1o2 . 117

C SrI097 1080 o113 108 - 113 109 8r - 11 Wk 124 -
10,000 and over: 117 * 116. iy, 7 - 121 19 8.~ 15 . 98 128 -

L Al.l houaeholds
- Eou.seholds of 2
;OF;: more perso
'}'jUnder 2,000 -
ToRe3e0
3L d,000m

1oé'1 06013 0 97 98 w03 68 10k 93 - 98

101 - 104 . 13nm 9% 98 103 8 14 g3 o1
8 g0 103 83 g8 6 "0 8 8 - &
91" 96" 98 " 88 B2 92 g 95 - 88 T3
. .91 200 g2 93 96 o1 1067 96 88
100.° 103 106 93 102 [ 101 85 .15 93 9k
107-0 209 123 102 105 109 -85 CAET o9k 1037
‘209 111 - 120 - 1ok 108 1160 8 115 100 o
3-, o 107 7205 0 119 109 106 107 T7- 10 102, . a9k
,-poosnaqur: 118 .17 L2330 120 0 1167 1eo 7™ . 105 8T 127

R T T

GEESBssel § BRbBasers 5 | o0

FYER househola.n 96 9k B2 g9 593 LX- 107 10k 10k
Bouseholds of 2 e e o
i ;95 9% . 8L - o8 . - 95 93 11 18 | 103 103 .
% 6. T 8 19 T2 1% 73 95 - &

' 927 B7 - 95 88 91 - 12 lo7 102 g7
. %3 a1’ 68 101 92 90 108. 11T 105 . 101
101 1027 9. 105 106 101. 100G 121 10¢ . 106
02 103 8 - 101 103 101  105° 1% - 104 11k .
108 - 11 92 103 10k 106 80 11k 1ok 1ke
14 116 . 00 106 120 17k S92 130 us- e
112 201 0132 1000 127 110 92 111 100 - 139

R A L LT T

L

A1 housénslas- 102 96 BL. . 25 17 102 13t- 73, 128 - 104
.'_:Hcmseholdsofe t o o . o o
OF moYe persons 1 102 - 96 8L Lk a1y ‘lol anc 73 128 . 10h
“'Under 2,000 - 2" 91. 80 83 105 107 - 90 piin 59~ 123 . 7%
L1065 101 T 116 - 123 16k 13- e 132 116
05 .10 - 8 129 . 18 - 106 121 - B2 1% 106
1 a2 o700 127 123 112 2. 93 - 127. 120
s 11 8 15 . 15 1120 1w 83 1w . 130

sosez o Fiinavevs s

e s semr Be ws ba

R iO,'OOQfand'-o_-\rer.

2103
3 .1
132. 52090 |
09 . 107 U3 1210 U5 e, 1o, 81 1% 1z 85 "133 .0 02
U318 - 65 309 - 133 1k - 99 87 w4l L1330 91 k61 210
125 137 111; 128 130 - 130 96_ 9% 1p9. .12_9 _-105 * '-1.19_ 1.12

_/ Darived rrr.m 1955 Eousehold Food Consumption Survey data on hcrusehold ufe. or 1ndiv:|.dnal foods, meaaumd 1n
teyms . of farm commadities valued at aversge 294743 farm prices. Family money incame in 1954 masnred atter

) '_Q_incom taxss, Pood from &ll sources differs from purchesed food by the ‘smount of food received: without direct -
. -expange,” mainly hom—produced food, _/ Farm. foods only, excludes figh, _}/ Includea lard. L/ Includes: butt.er.. -
~ 15/ Indludes eorn used for sugsr and sirup. -6/ Includes all peanute. 1/ Includes melons.. o

Incluﬁes m}me
: ._conmdity groups (dry beens and peas, ‘coffee; tea, and cocoa, ete. ) not sholm sepamtely. R
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Table D,2,--UNITED STATES: Cross section indexes of per person food use {farm level, purchased) for
major commodity groups, by urbanization and family income, 1955 1/

{indexs U. 8. ell bousebold averags = 100}
: Livegtock : Crove '
' : : : : : : : : H o : Pote-;
Urbanization t Al @ Meat H t Dairy: H Pony ¢ ' ot : toea : A
and income groupe ; food : mni- : Poul-: T prod-i gy, iGraine: 1BUBET tpryrrgitahleg! WAt ¢ i
(dollars) 2/ :male : try : 68 : yetg : : 5/ ¢ erops @ sEveEt:
;3 b steck, : 'F : : 1 pota-;
H i i i toes :
ALL URBANIZATIONS _ : : . .
Al households : 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 . 100 100 100 - 100 100 - 100
Rouseholds of 2 :. : ' . o
or more pearsons : 100 100 99 100 100 100. 100 - 101 10 99 % 10 9
Under 2,000 &8 68 g2 d 53 63 126 & 10 58 56 80 8
2 - 3,000 90 92 8L 8 ° 84 a 1m 96 100 85 B7 98 oh
3 - k000 97 97 91 101 99 97T WO W w2 93 9% 107 9N
4 - 5,000 06 106 103 108 13 w7 gﬁ n3 99 W3 103 105 101
5 = 6,000 1T 1 uy sk us 1 13 99 15 18 we 106
.6 - 8,000 15 15 12 16 12 - 17 90 1k 102 222 18 1m0 111
-8 ~ 10,000 néE L2 1y 123 1 16 82 13 105 137 12k 98 L5
10,000 and over: 127 122 142 13 13 1w 82 105 98 1 251 10y 1A
A1l households 13 13 1wy 17 0k 1 & 106 93 L2 12 101 W6
Boupebolds of 2 . ' : :
or more persons @ 112 113 127 117 unbk 115 87 105 93 111} 120 101 105
Under 2,000 92 97 12 95 76 g% 100 81 &s i 95 87 87
2 - 3,000 106 105 11 104 9 . 103 - 97 9% 88 85 16 98 95
-3 - h,o00 06 106 15 111 19 108 93 W7 9% 99 10 107 100
4 _'5,000 11 a2 12 1k 117 nk 86 112 93 Wl W6 w2 103
5 - 6,000 W8 19 138 1k 122 - 122 .87 113 ok L9 120 98 108
6-- 8,000 122 121 1k 12F 126 125 87 16 100 127 130 107 115
8 - 10,000 : 120 16 132 135 12k 122 ™ 97 1y 133 92 17
10,000 and over: 131 - 127 153 1kb 139 135 79 105 97 18 18 100 123
HURAL NONFARM : .
A1l households 95 96 K 98 97 9k - L2 108 104 93 8 1ws 9
Households of 2 : )
| or moTe persons ; 965 - 96 T8 97 o7 9y 11 lo7. 103 9e 80 106 96
Under 2,000 T 6 & 68 59 6h 134 70 95 .56 W6 86 T
2 - 3,000 9% 91 73 82 846 a7 123 105 102 g0 78 1w 9
3 - h,000 93 93 6 10 93 g1, 19 18 105 90 fa 1o 97
h - 5,000 w0k 104 8 mns5 15 w6 w2 1z 10§ 95 8 1n3 10
5 - 6,000 w07 107 91 16 1k 107 W6 122 10 113 - o9k 111 106
6 - 8,000 12 1s 97 17 1=, 15 50 115 Wh 120 w2 19 W7
8 - 10,000 : 122 125 1 16 133 12 9 131 15 18 120 12 16
-10,000 and over: 11k 103 - 110 110 149 11 9E - 11 99 130 105 127k
FARM
Al households 57 53 25 33 T W 125 73 126 = 67 LT3 87 82
Households of 2 . . .
or more persons ; 56 53 2h 33 by ¥ 125 T3 12y 67 hé 87 8z
Under 2,000 L8 48 20 21 ] 37 W 59 12 734 I? &8 E
2 - 3,000 58 55 23 B 47 B 128 ™ 13 7R 5 9
3~ 4,000 : Q. 54 28 ho 57 50 19 83 13 12 5k 96 . B
4 - 5,000 i 63 53 27 b & 52 L2 9% 126 il 51 9 9%
5 - 6,000 : T 67 k. L &5 & u2 83 1 9 6 1 93
6 - 8,000 56 63 3?2 38 &9 58 1 82 126 76 T 103 86
8 - 10,000 : 62 51 22 38 70 5 lol 88 1l 9l 55 98 90
10,000 ent over: 89 85 67 8 9 B2 98 95 13 122 2 87 105

1/ Derived from 1955 Bousehold Food Consumption Survey dats on household use
- terms of farm commedities valued at average 1947-49 farm prices.
Food from all sources differs from
mainly hote-produced food. 2/ Farm foods
5/ Includes corn used for sug
comodity groups (dry besns

income taxes.
expenae,

ar eod eirup. §/ Imeludes all pesmmta. 7/

3/ Includes lard,
Includes melone. B

and peas, coffee, tea, spd cocos, ete.) not shown separately.

of individusl foods, measured in
Family money income in 195% measured ofter
purcheged food by the amunt of food received without direct
only, excludes rish.

Iocludes butter.
Includes some




- for tbe Uo'8:" average per person for all sources: ‘@nd for purchased were é8ch:

" was. derived by -applying to their product weighte pertinent factois from Conversioc

- : '-_-_inde:ees were compu't:ed. by means of g Laspeyres type formnla. Chang
‘ties" were valued -t the same co:mnodity prices for.all households.. Valne :

100 and: a\rera.ge vs.lues for. gmups of households were compared with the V.8

T maJor focd gmups. Ea.ch type of mea.t used by households reporting in the survey_
I treated separately, . The beef: content of luncheor meats. end- other mest: food ‘miXture

- "Fattors snd Weights -And Measures for Agricultural Conmodities end Their: Products:

.'-_Offa.l Was' reported for all meats together. Beef offal was estimated at 19 perce 79

the total, which. was the. pmpcrtion of beef offal in total offal production in
Cand. valued separa‘bely at the wholesale level,  ‘The totael retail we:.ght of beé:

‘margarine, confectiorzery, potato chips’ and sticks, bekery products ,- &nd flour mixes

" -than cf:f‘al was convert-ed to.- its careass - weight equivalent by means of factors iniAg

' Handb. 62 (_) ; then-velued at average wholesale prices in 1947-kS. A similar pr in
- was used for: veal.- ‘Then “the conbined ‘wholessle ‘value of beef and veal wag- reds
Cits. fa.rm value by applnng the-ratioc of the 1955 farm value of beef ang, veal
- tered to the wholésale value of beef and veal producte produced in, 1955 (al.l
--of 19k7-h9 e.verage prices)

o The hog ca.tegory includ.es pork sold as- such, pork in mixed foods such e.s
luncheon meats;:offal, and: lard. Estimates of the lard contained in shortening,

‘were .included’ as ‘well-as the direct uses. Quantities of pork,in terms ‘of carcass.
- ‘equivalents, -and Tard: were first velued- at their 1G47-L9 wholesale prices. . Théa the -
: eggrege.te value was reduced to'a farm va.lue by apply:tng a 1955 ratio d.erived in '
. seme way as that for beef and veal.__ ST . : ;

The same procedure we.s used for la.mb a.nd m‘bton. .

S Da:ba on milk sclid equivalents of dai;z }2 duct ( xcept. butte rI consumed :
. housekold are’ reported’ in Survey Reports 1-5. . To these data were added the: milk 's_olid

-contents .of- butter used -85 such” and -of dbutter and milk used. in prePa:ed mixes, bakery. . _'

: -products and candy . Total milk solids vere valued at the averege’ 1911-7-11-9 price -
. received by fa.mers for milk converted to e. price for equivalent mﬂ.k solid conten‘l:

o Use of gggg as’ such s.nd the egg content of mayonneise, salad dressing, rlour
_m:bnes 5 ca.kes ” doughnuts s a.nd cockies ves valued a.t. average l9h?—h9 fam prices vt

- Total use of gmxgn mg; both as such and in mixed - foods, vas converted t_o -
: live—weight ‘egiiivalents -and. valued &t 1947-49 farm prices. Some-of the unpublished:
survey’ ‘deta provided: informstion on- minor items containing ‘chicken, The chicken’:
- content: was approximated by epplying estimates of amounts of chicken per unit of mixed
3food.-- . . . .
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The vegetable cils used in margarine, shortening, cooking and salad oils, flour
mixes,baked goods, potato chips and candy were estimated by use of conversion factors.
Butter and lerd in these food items were sllocated to the dairy and hog categories.

The remainder was alloceted to the three major categories of food oilseeds -— cotton-
seed, soybesns, and peanuts ~- according to the proportiocns of these olls processed -
for eivilian food use in 1955. The oils were first valued at their aversge wholesszle

- prices for 1947-49, then reduced to. farm velue by applying the ratioc of farm value of
- geeds used in crushing to the wholesale value of products processed in 1955, For the

peanut category, peanuts consumed &s nuts and as peanut butbter snd candy were converted
to spproximate faermers' stock equivalents and velued at the l9h?—h9 average farm prlce
of peanuts.

Wheat cereals and fiour {including flour content of commercial mixes and bakery
products), were priced at their average 1947-49 wholesale prices. Then the values
were adjusted to equivelent farm values according to the ratio of the fa:m value of
wheat processed to the wholesale value of all products produced. :

Corn and oat food products, consumed as breakfast cereals, msal, and grits, were
converted to grain equivslents and velued at 1947-49 aversge farm prices of the grains.
Corn sirup, including an estimate of the use in candy, was converted to a grain equivh
alent basis and included in the corn category. ' .

The sugar category includes direct and indirect uses of sugar and molasses..

‘Data on sugar in soft drinks, beverage powders, and prepared desserts are given in

Report 6 of the survey. Estimates of sugar content of canned and frozen fruits and -
vegetables (including home canned and home frozen), bekery goods, Jjams, preserves,
Jellies, candies, condensed milk, baby puddings, meyonnaise, apd selad dressing were
derived by use of conversion factors for each item. The general procednré of caleu- -
lating first vholesale velues, then farm vaiuves was used. '

Fruits used fresh, canned, dried, as chilled, frozen and canned Juices, in -
canned ‘baby focds, and in jams and jellies were converted to farm commodity equive-
lents, Conversions for magor items were made separately, others were grouped. The
general factor used for the "others™ was from 1955 information on civilien use. Major
fruits were valued individuelly at their l9h?—h9 farm.prices. Qthers were valued at
production weighted average farm price for the group in 1947-49, Vegeisbles and
melops were handled in a comparable manner. :

The potato and gweetpotato category includes potato chips and sticks, frozen
potatoes, and canned sweetpotatoes,as well as the fresh or raw commodities. They were
handied according to the same procedure as that for fruits except that the potato con-
tent of mixed foods was ignored because of the small amounts involved.

Beans used in canned baked beans, chili con carne, and other mixed fdods, end
beans and peas in soups are included with the dry beans and peas. The faerm commodity
equzvalents were valued directly at 1947-49 farm prices. ' o '

Rough estimates of the nut content of candy were added to the tree nuts ccnsumed
as such.

Coffee was priced at a green bean level. Reported purchases of tee were high-
in relation to the time-series dats, so the general level vas adgustea downward.
Chocolate and cocoa used as such and in chocolate sirups and candies were priced in
terms of cocoa beans. Coffee, tea and cocoa were priced at 19h?-h9 New York bulk
prices, approximating their import or supplier values.




_‘tha.n in horae mea}.sj, which include more breakfe.sts. Fruits end chicken. were mone impoz-- S
‘ in ‘the total va.lue of fe.rm foods consu.med in homes An- spring 1955 tha.n -An* the v

. S, annual. averagess .- The explanation. for fruits may. be their common use” for el
reakfe.st &nd- &5 'desserts for f'amily meals, The; greater inmortance of chicken in’ the
usehold total probably is rels.ted to its current wideSpread use. for every‘ ds.y meals._

Finally, reference mnst be msde to the. fa.ct that 'bhe ss.me average prices were.
uged’ for all. consumption ‘of each food by: every household - Broup. For. example . all.
retail cuts of -beef were. converted to carcass weights by mesns- of overall physica.l '
j_conversion factors. “irrespective ‘of -differences in their grades and prices, and therce’
“am-values. Although this hendling. did not affect the importance of individial -

-foods in- the total for food .consuméd by all U, S, households » it probably’ led to some
understatement of d.egree of differences din use of farm nesources in form of foods
: groups of households. _ DA B

| D'2 Cross—Sectiou ;nde;_; of Food Cogsmtion E Pe s n,

_ . The cross-section index oi‘ food consumption per person mea.sures ve.rie.tions g
'_a.verage consumption of all -foods, et the:retail level, among. groups of households’ 1n
the spring 0f-1955. 'This index, identified as, CFQ-2 in table 3.13,- watches insofar . ..
: a5 possible the time-series :index of per- cs.pite. food consumption, PFQ-2. in table 3 l L
_':'-.Subindexes for. a.ll foods. and major focd -groups for households An- the U, 8.° e.nd ea.ch o
- region, grouped. by urbenization s.nd income, are given in table D.3. 93/

' Data Used

'-@ tities oi‘ 1ndividual foods consumed -per- household. were, derived i‘mm ds.ta
'.-;;'t.he .1955. Survey of - Household. Food Consumption They cover. consumption of-all food-at -
" home: (including fishery products) from all- sources by househplds. in & week of. April- REETE
*-" June 1955, .. In order to match. the handling of some foods in the: calculations of the - . -
. time-series index,’ the commodity content of mixed foods bad to be estimated and. com- e
. binéd’with primary commodities. Bakery products are’the prineipal. example.' The ~ .. - -
'_.-_cozmmdity ‘equivalents or ‘contéents were calculated using conversion factors. given in PR
;.-.-;..C_og_vg_ri_ion Factors and Weights and Measures for Agr;cultu;al Comdities and Their
. Broducts: (72) , “factors .developed from Department ‘of ‘Commerce reports on ingredients LN
={-used by food . industries P reports from the :Census of Manufactures and, in:éne- instence:
.8t least, from recipes. The content of a few relatively minor items could mot. be... =~ T .
determined such-as: the ingzedients of soups -and chocole.te, nuts, and fruit. in bakery.-'_ R
products. S | e
9_/ By Helen M. Ekiund, Economic and. Statistica.l Analys:Ls DlVlSlon S
July 1959 (.35)
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Table D, 3 .—-UNITED STATES: Cross-section indexes of per person food consumpton {retail level) for
major commodity groups, by urbanization and family income, 1955 1/ '

{Index: U. S. all housebold average = 100}

: Livestock Cropa
) : : : : B B H : [ B t Pota-:
Urbanization t AL @ : H s Delry: : Grain: Pats @ : s 1 toes :
and income groups : food : Meat : Poul-: £2g8 : prod-: ﬁ':e_: prod-: and ¢ em@:mts:?eae- ¢+ and : :1.1
{dollars} 2/« 3 :try : ucts §oo ot ucts footls ton 7/ rteblesisveet.: ?’
S : 3 s : s B o : 3/ ¢+ & H H : pote-:
t 1 - H H H H H 18 HE 3 toes ¢
A1l mouseholds ¢ 100 . 10¢ 100 100 0o 100 100 - 10 100 100 100 . 100 100
TKouseholds of 2 & _ . S
or more peracns I 9 100 99 9% 100 100 9% e 1000 99 - 9% 100 ]
Under 2,006 : 8 T4 89 92 7 B w9 . 9 %0 &8 76 93 83
2 -~ 3,000 : 93 9 90 9% 9L 92 1oh 93 g5 8 K 103 93
3-4oco © * 96 95 8 R (I ) 9 w03 - % g 109 B
k - 5,000 ro1e . 10k %6 99 106 102 g7,  $8 102 103 - 102 105 . 102
5 - 6,000 T 105 19 108 101 107 W06 10 101 103 16 10k o8 1ok
6 - 8,000 T 110 12 13 165 110 1o 97 oF 107 120 109 104 Ioo
8 - 10,000 T 111 us e 108 1 1L 91 U5 113 13k 114 95 12
16,000 and overs 11 119 13 117 120 120 91 126 11 . 1k 0 130 - 94 118
All housebolds ¢ 1o 106 113 97 99 103 93 9B 95 W07 106 sk 1
Householde of 2 ] : ’
or more persons @ 102 los 112 97 9¢ 103 g3 98 95 104 108 94 101
Under 2,000 3 83 90 1ok 83 &4 83 ol 83 78 7 79, Be Be
2 - 3,000 196 . 96 % &8 -] 90 % 86 84 9 - 92 89 89
3 - 5,000 o6 98 101 %2 §5 % % 9% 95 . 51 98 100 56
4 - 5,000 T10%L . 1ok 206 92 10k 101 9h ok 95 103 106 95 101
5 - 6,000 o107 Il 124 102 106 109 . 95 100 99 111 1wy 90 10k
6 - 8,000 t 11 12 139 1o0b 110 1 97 105 105 12t 113 98 e
8 - 19,000 f 108 107 0 19 109 106 109 &7 3y 108 135 - 15 8 111
10,000 end over: 120 320 133 120 n7 1ee 9¢ 123 116 1y 135 8T 19
RURAL NONFARM ' . _ '
All bouseholds : 95 92 82 93 ok 93 107 00 10k oh 93 16 10
Bouseholds of 2
or more pereons : 95 92 81 a7 gk oz 198 99 103 93 - 92 109 9%
Under 2,000 : 75 &1 i 8 Ti 71 112 at &8s 62 69 9% 81
2 - 3,000 : 93 8 8 95 88 8 13 9 99 8 90 108 98
3 - 4,000 : 93 & 68 101 92 8 1 . 95 108 90 95 117 101
b - 5,000 r 1o 1o 78 105 105 100 103 106 108 100 9% 1k 103
5 - 6,000 : e 1ok 8y, 101 w04 101 o loo 108 106 101 109 106
6 - 8,000 s 1ot 111 93 103 108 106 % ol 108 12z 106 in - 109
8 - 10,000 : M6 116 99 106 123 115 98- 18 120 13  ng 1w 119
10,000 and over; 113 101 128 100 1% 11k g7 116 108 12¢ 110 16 1z
FARM .3 ) '
A1 households : 100 92 81 115 15 103 1 I 13k - 88 BB 19

Bouseholds of 2 :
or more persons ; 99 92 - g1 113 115 103 iz I 1k 88 119
tder 2,000 : B8 T 8 105 100 90 1319 M8 104 66 80 a7

g.
BERR R

2 - 3,000 ;1 96 71 116 23 106 itk ne 20 % 8r 1z

3 - k,000 : 10k 97 B2 129 12 109 109 113 12k 9 B8y 122

k - 5,000 : g 110 71 127 23 13 107 L3 1pp 106 a7 13 10k
5 - 6,000 s 110 1 85 115 131 115 08 10T 12 lO7 95 135 103
6 - 8,000 s 106 106 133 122 119 11% 105 1% 118 97 81 1% - 9
8 -10,000 ¢ L2 47 85 109 130 117 99 126 132 1B 95 150 105
10,000 and over; 125 138 139 118 T 138 97 106 11 129 107 12k 111

y Derived from 1955 Household Food Consumption Survey dats on household use of individual foods, usiag
average retail prices in 194%7-49. Family money incame in 1954 memsured after income taxes, 2/ Includes figh.
y Excludes lard. y Includes all ingredients in ice cream and condensed milk, excludes butter. 5/ Excludes
corn sugar and sirup. §/ Excludes peanuts and peanut butter. g Includes melons. 8/ Includes same commodity

. groups (&ry besns and peas, coffee, tea, and cocce, etc,) not shown separately. )
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each ommo t'v

orjall.fbods.were essentially ‘the': avérage

or ali houéehoms) was

;sonifbr each ‘region, urbanization and. 1ncome group vere.

vérage'to derive the_indet numbe

SR --Meat.--Prnduct weights were assumed to be eqpal to the “fresh-retail
- ]}eqnivalent" basis used in’ the tinme series. index. - Mixed meats, such as-luncheo meats,
““liwere converted_to retail—cut equivalents ‘of veet. or: pork 508510 price'tbe

‘reteély; end content of ‘mest in mixtures (except soups) was: approximate
conversion -factors. refErred-to above. o

P and“hrbaniiationugroﬁp:fiﬁﬁZCQﬁpé}iébp
g;]{edible weight computed from unpublished 1955.- -Burvey. data on.the usé of theé
. epecies. of fish-.and. ‘their ‘reported weights.

_ " Fish. in.mixed foods uas'e“
L beceuse: of the small quantities. involved.. Quantities used in’ soups could:no
B ;nmasured because of - 1ack of 1nfbrmatlon. L S el

A 5imllar procedure to that descrlbed for fish was used
chicken and turkey to. an. eviscerated—wezght bagis.
=pxcept soups)'were

Quantitles'ised in
 'and'co" ersion factors

pproxlmated uszng some unpubllshed data=

: Unpublished 1955'survey reconds provided data in pounds fbr the
]]]sizes of eggs.ﬂ"Quantzties -in- salad dressings, flour mlxes, and ‘heked goods were 1n
v;cluded at .th ”price of fresh eggs, as in the time—series index.qu- -

ries:indexuis descrlbed brlefly in 3 l 2 3, more fully on. pages

E : Handb. . 62.(6). o ‘expedite computations, edjusted- prices_we
ff;developed fbr_use with the’ mixed fooas, thus ‘saving one step in the: process of alc
l-lating commodity content -ang then valulng the resulting commodltles. B
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airy Products, Execluding Butter.n-The content of dalry prnducts in candy
[derived using ingredients indicated b by the Confectionery Ssles and Distributicn
report of the Department of Commerce (75)}, bakery products, and flour mixes (in térms
of nonfat dry milk solids) was estimated and combined with the retail weights of each -
dairy product reported separately . : .

Fats and Olls, Including Butter.--This group. includes the oil eqnivslent of-
salad dressings, bakery products, flour mixes, candy,frozen potatoes and potato chips
and sticks. For pricing purposeés, the uses of the several oils.in these products were
approximsted, Based on the Confectignery Sesies and DPistribution report for 1955, but-
ter was estimated to be 1k percent of the totel fat used in candy, "other edible oils"
the remainder; all guantities used in salad dressings and for potato products were
assumed to be vegetable oils; the Census of Mmnufactures (19) for 1954 indicated the
fats and olls used in bakery preoducts to be L0 percent shortsning, h5 percent lard, .
and 15 percent "other edible oils."

Fruits.--The fruit content of jams and jellles was approximated from information
in recipes, Frults in such foods as bskery products and ice cream were not included
in the cross-section index calculations because of lack of information and the rela-
tively small quentities probably involved. The fresh fruit series includes home- o
produced fruits, fresh fruits of minor importance commercieliy, and berries that are
not included in the time-series index. Beby foods were cmitted,-as in the time-series

index. The price of the fruit content of jsme and jellies for the cross-section index

was derived from the aversge price of those products by making an allowance for their
sugar content, then adjusting the derived price back te 1947-49 price level. For the
time-series these fruits are velued at the prices of the fresh and processed fruit

- items used in meking Jjams and jellies. However, the difference between results of the

two approaches is probably negligible in the fruit subindex.

Yegetebles.--The relatively small quantities of vegetebles in mixed foods were

omitted. Pickles, catsup, and chili sauce, classified under miscellaneous foods in

the survey, are included as canned vegetables, and, as in the time-series index, all
soups and baby foods and frozen potatoes and sweetpotatoes are in the "other processed -
vegetable" category and canned potatoes end sweetpotatoes are included with "canped
vegetables." '"Fresh vegetables” include quantities home canned or home frozen; fresh
weight equivalents of these items were estimated on basis of factors derived from
unpublished deteiled data for regions and urbanizations. '

Potatoes and Sweetpotatoes.- Potato chips and sticks were valued in terms of
fresh potatoes; canned and frozen potatoes were omitied from this category, but in-
cluded in the processed vegelable groups. Minor quantities in mixed foods could not
be identified so they were comitted. : : :

* Beans, Peas, Muts.—Except for camned baked beans {valued as dry beans), peanut
butter ivslued in terms of shelled peanuts), snd nuts in candy, this series excludes
quantities in mixed foods. The gquantity of treemuts and peanuts in.candy was estimated
on the basis of the relatlonship between ingredients end finished product as reported’
in the Confeetionery Seles and Distribution rePort end valued at the retail prices. of
shelled treenuts and peanuts.

Cereal P;Qducts.—-F&om the data on consumption of total grain products in flour
equivalents, given in Reports 6-10 of the 1955 Survey -of Household Food Consumption
(X, qusntlties ‘of cereal products reported used Bs such were subtracted-to derive
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estimctes of flour. con‘bent of processed foods. Quantrbles An mixed f‘oods were va.lued
:}at x:3 weighted average prlce for flour in processed fbods.uﬁjf : :

S_gg a.nd E .--Except for slrup used . in ca.nd.y, sweeteners in: processed food.s
_"were valued s.t the price.of cane and beet sugar-in l9h?—1+9 adjusted for processing
eosts. 9@/ The . processed foods reported in the survey for which sugar content* ‘was'
'computed were" ‘Bakery products, flour:mixes, "jams,  jellies. -and preserves, . candy,

" chotolate sirup,-dry milk préducts’ {dry cocos mixes), sherbet and ices,. and §oft..

- drlnks.,_.. Sugar initems :such &s.icé cream, condensed milK -and .processed. fmi‘bs a.nd
ﬁ"vegetables, which were. included in other commodlty groups, was not 1nc1uded here. .

oo ‘_.'f'Bevergge --Except for quantztles in candy and chocolate sirup, cocos. used in )
processed foods {such-as- bakery. profducis end ice- cream)was omitted, because of lack of

. .idata.” ~Quantities of tea reported as purchased in :a. week of. sPring 1955 were nea.rly

- “twice ag high. as those indicated by the saverage dlsappearance rate, . Because .the.

_ -disappearance data for. tea are considered to be guite reliable and the problem of o
- recallmg 1nf‘requent purcha.ses of tea’ difficult, the whole level of the tes data was
. adjusted downward 50 percen’c. This was the only 1nstsnce in’ which survey data were K
_not s.ccepted as mported. : : e s

o D. 2 3 Differences in 93; 1t1e

' — ——— ——— —

_Marketln,, Service : -

" 'Usé of the same price for each food consumed by all groups of households in the -
" eross-section index ignores the differences in food quality snd amounts of some food
marketlng services bought with food . -amiong regions, urbanizations, and income groups.
For example, 9. mejor fresh vegetable items were. priced separately in the index ang -
‘the remaining items were combined. Even for thé 9 items there were some dlfferences
" in price paid per -pound. by households at seversl income levels because of: qus.li-t;y
differences and differences in merketing services reguired, vhich were igunored, . Use of
“‘a combined. group ‘of items- glossed over varistions. in composition of the group as well
. as’ differences. in prlces pald for each item, . . .

. in: thc meat group thls dlffezence is part:l.cularly apparent bece.use the ha.gbest
income. group of U. 8. households used 4 times as mch beef steak, for example , as the
lowcst income group, twice as much ground beef, and less than the lowest income .

- group's. consumptmn of sbewing beef, But beef cuts-are valued at the same average

rétail price in the two indexes. 'Because year-to-year average consumption of individ-
ual meat cuts veries Girectly with the number of animals of each type slaughtered, an -
aversge price for all beef is reasonably satisfactory for time-series measurements. .
Although a differentiated scale of prices for meat cuts, for example, appears desir- .
able for eross—section measures s the survey data ere not suff‘iciently detailed to permit
'development of‘ a scale to ta.ke s.ll qua.l:n.ty differences into a.ccount -

-No consumption mdex can be constructed to ‘ca.ke all such vs.riatmns into

o account, partly for Iack of information,end partly beceuse of the size of the con@uta—_

tional ‘problem {although this could be handied by electronic machines, at a ‘price).’

" The time-senes index is dbuilt upon 95 separately priced food. items. By its very

' . ns.turc > an index is supposed tc be & genera.lizatlon from detailed data. Ifone -~

95_/ Described o page 155 of Agr. Handb. 62 (__)
9§/ Ibid., page 156, -
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vants to study all of the details, ope can atudy the 1nfbrmation on over 250 food
items reported separately in Survey Reports 1=5.

D.2.k. Relative Importance
"~ in Qverall U. 5. Totals’

: The relstive importence in total food consumption was gbout the.same in both
the cross-section index for all U. S. households and the time-series index for meats,
eggs, dalry products, fats and olls, and beverages -~ which combined made up ebout
5T percent of the food consumed in 1955. In the spring, vegetables except potatoes,
at 10 percent of the totel, were equal in importance with the annusl retail index
data because the larger quantity of canned vegetables consumed in the spring made up
for the slightly less than averasge rate of fresh vegetable consumption. Lower potato
consumption in the spring resulted from seasonally lower supplies. The lower-than-
average rate for the bean, pea, and nut group is explained by the execlusion of all
nuts used in processed foods except peanut butter and candy from the cross-section
index, for lack of data. 3Becsause a relatively greater proportion of sugar is eaten
outside the home than for meny other foods, this item was significantly lower in the
cross-section total then in the 1955 annual index. Consumption rates of fish,poultry,
and fruit groups were relatively more important in the spring household data than in
1955 ¢ivilian aversges. . :

Crogs—Sect:on Index With
- the Time-Series Index

Trhree major factors must be kept in mind as the survey-based cross—-section
index is used with the annusl time-series index: (1) The possible effects of season-
ality on spring consumption patterns; (2) the cross-section indexes pertain only to
food eaten Dy housekeeping households at home, whereas the time-series index reflects
total civilian consumpticon; and {3) differences in coverage of minor items. Although
it is generally believed that spring is the season in which consumption of sll food
combined is closest to the amnual aversge, some items are affected. It is not neces- .
sary to go into details of these differences here because they sre discussed in-
chapter 3 and wherever they are pertinent to other sections.

D.3. Cross-Section Index of Food Consumption Per Person, All Commodities
At Retail Level, Spring 19k2 97/

This index matches the index for sprifig 1955 described in D. 2. The a;ll—food
index is given in table 3.12. Subindexes for all foods and major food groups are not.

published because of lack of sufficient detail for their construction. As mentioned
"in chapter 3,the spring 1942 food data are available only for household p0pu1ation sub—

divided by urbanization and income, not by region.

D.3.l. Data Used

Quantities of individual foods consumed per person. were derived from data in
Mise. Pub. 550, Family Food Consumption in the United States (40}, except for eggs.
Information was available for only 105 items in this : survey report as compared with
250 items in Reports 1-5 of the 1955 Survey. While some of the addition&l items in
the later survey resulted from the development of new food products {such as the

97/ By Helen M., Exlund, Economic and Statisticel Anelysis Division.
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_ _fr}xits e.nd vegets.bles) 5 “ymach of ‘theé -1tem inerea.se reflects a more detailed _
; bmakdown--’ of combined food groups., Beca.use of. 1ack of detailed data for spring: 19112
‘'of general a.ssunmtions had to be made in’ matching qusntity and price “infor=

't was me.d.e 16 ‘include “the ingredients of such miscellsneous- items s ce.nned.
od'—mix‘bures , peckaged desserbs »-and other proprietary: feods because’ these .

, 'springsé)ghE were obtained from revised tabulations given in ‘bsble 55 s
1327{(33)% " _ _ .

4 in computing the index. were average retail prices in 1911-7-14-9,
severa.l commodities 1n.rere combined in a.n unid.entified tota_l the combined

or example, “that any cha.nge in proportions of shortening, lard, &hd

. Buch & pro-

vegetable ‘0ils used i ba.kery products would not affect: -their combined price’relative :-f.."

Inseveral instances' relationships derived from the 1955 data vers applied.

tems W 're oflrelatively minor dimportancein 19k2, . Revised date on eggs: used in urban' '

és those used. for' the’ ‘time-series. index and for the: 1955 cross-section imiex.

S to prioes of<other: foods. . Thé' necessity for frequent. use of .combined prices- “and. lack'.._-.. .

“of k.nowledge of 1dentity ‘and relative importance of comodities in cer'bein grouped
ca.tegories rendered gres.ter precision useless.

D 3 2--._--_’-'§geei Procedure
for Be_vera_xges

The only departure from methods used in ‘the 1955 cross-sectron index wos in- the.‘-'-

ce.ses of” coffee, “tea; and cocoa. For: spring 1942 thege items were reported’in terms = .

of vs.lue of. quantities purchased ‘rather than poundage, These expenditures dats. apr’
peared to be. too high on the bdsis of indfcations from time-geries data. ‘Therefore;

4’U, 5. average -value per person for the 3 items was. approximated from 1942 per. capit.a -":'-'

da:ba. and 19&7-#9 retai_'l. prices.  Variations among urbanizations’and income: groups -
by ‘bhe survey e:q;enditure da.te. were. e.pplred to thrs ce.lculet.ed sverage._ s
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Appendix E, GUIDE TC SOME RELATED TIME SERIES OF ECONOMIC
| AND SOCTAL STATISTICS 987

. This appendix is a reference to the major time series of economic and socisl .
statistics used in analysis of historical changes in food consumption. These statis-
. tics include information on population from the Bureau of Census, on national income
and expenditures for major cetegories of consumption from the Office of Business
Economics of the Department of Commerce, on farm income developed by the Agricultural
Marketing Service, and price data essembled by the Bureau of Lebor Statistics and the
Agricultural Marketing Service. . : '

: Among the more convenient general references for such stetistics are Historical
Btatistics of the United States, Colonial Times to 1 (13); Statistical Abstract of
the Unifed States (17);-Agricultural Statisties (23); Agriculture Handbook 118 (24);
Survey of Current Business (26) and its supplements such as U, S, Income and Output
(20) and Regionel Trends in the United States Economy (31); the Netional Food .
Situation (13); the Farm Income Situstion (7); and the Marketing snd Transportation
Situation (10). 99/ . : ] ST i

E.1. Populatioh'nata.

The Bureau of the Census is the principal collector and reporter of population
data, but the Agricultural Marketing Service maintains a series on farm population.
A key to the publications providing pertinent major types of population statistics
is given in table E.1l. Characteristics of the population closely related to the
kinds and amounts of food and food services used are: Urbanization category of the
family; income, both per person and per family; region; occupation of the head of the
family; and age and sex distributions of population classified by these categories.

Measures of chenges in many of these characteristics in the past are needed for
any analysis of changes in food consumption. The most comprehensive sources of this
information for the U. 'S, as a whole, for regions and divisions, for individusi States,
standard metropolitan areas, counties, and for some central cities are the decennial
census reports. In addition, yeerly estimates of some of these measures are available
" from 1944 on in the Current Population Reports (14), which bring some of the decennial
measures up to date for the intercensal periods, Unfortunately, not all of these -
measures are availeble for each of the sections of the population mentioned,

The Bureau of Census aelso makes projections of the population from time to time.
Sources of these date are indicated in teble E.i. : '

Another very useful measure of population for consumption analysis is the series.
of estimates of the populetion eating out of civilian food supplies., This is devel~ -
oped by the AMS from Census deta and is published annually in the Supplement to
Agr. Hendb. 62, table 53 (6).

E.2. Income and Expenditure Dats
The Nationel Income Division of the Office of Business Economics, Department of

Commerce, prepares the official estimates of national income and expenditures as part
of its work on the rnational income accounts. The periodic publication on national

98/ By Marguerite C. Burk and Robert J. Lavell, Economic Research Service. _ :
A 1ist of recent publications related to food consumption csrried in each issue
of the National Food Situetion smnounces new reference materisls as soon as they are
issued by the Federal Government.




_ “‘capita in.current ‘dollars, im 1947-49 ddllars, end related. indexes (develop!

---"'entitled Ne.tional Incotie (_5_) State data on persona.l income s.re publish
- Personal Incoie _gz States Since 1929 (4}, = subplement to the:Survey of Curient
" Business, 1ssued Ane 1956 but ‘brought to.date in the. ‘Burvey each. year,. usu__,?"
- August -issue. The - Commerce. series ‘for: the United States on disposable inc

'-,'_jere published regularly tn: te.ble h9 of the Supplement to Agr. Hs.ndb. 62 (6

table""II-ll (_Z)
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Timé' series of prices. received and paid 'by farmers are sumarized ennua.lly in

- &riculture.l Statdstics ( ___3)
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~ in’ the Marketing -and Irans ortat on 1tue.t;on (___) s.nd smnms.rized in M:Lsc. Pu o ThL:
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Table E.l,--Key to population data L/

Informetion on: . Begment - Dates ; Publighed in: 2/
Totel populstion . : UL 8. - Total {all urbanize— : Decenniel 1950-1760 {g} Table 6
{excludes srmed forces : tious combined} o : Annual 1900 to date : {b
serving oversess} : Projections  1960,'65,'70,: (b) Mo. 187
t 75, '8 _ . o
: ~ by urbanizaticn 3/ Decennial 1950-1790 {a} Teble 15

{urbap and rural
only)

- by urbanization

4% as Wb wEown 44 ab am

Decennisal 1950; 1940,

P

_{Q) Table 58; {c} Table 5

P I T T R P A T L R L I T Ty

{urten, rural non- : o 130,120,710
: farm and farm) : : : _
: FRegions — Totsl {all : Decennjal 19501790 {a) Tadle 6 -
: urbanizations + Anmal. 1540 to date-: {b »
: coubined} . & Projection 1960, °65,°7S b) Ko. 160
: - by urbanization : Decennial = . 1950~1790 {a) Table 15 -
: (urban and mred : :
: onty) } | |
: - by urbanization : Decennisal 1950,'40; ¢ (a) Tedble 58; {<} Tavle & |
: {uzben, rursl non- : 1640, 30 S . ’ ’
: farm, and farm) : Coos
Farm population &/ : Y. 5, - Farm population i Ammual 1520 4o date {d)
: Reglops - Farm populstion @ Aonual 1920 to date 3 {d)
Humber of households, H H H
" famtiies 5/ : U. 8, - Total {all urbenize- : Decenpial 1950; 1940, & (a} Tahle b7 {e} Teble l,'
tions combinmed) : : 30; 19% : {r) Table 1
: S Ammusl 1850 e 1 {g)
: : date £/ :
: Projection 1960 : {g} Mo. b2

: U. S. = by urbapizetion : Decenntal  1950; 1940, ! (s) Tavle 7; (e) Table 1;
; (£} Teble

: {urben, rural pon- ' 130; 1970, 20
; faru aod farm) + Annual 1950 to date : (g)
: . 8/ :
1 Regions - Total {all : Decenniel 1650; 1950, {a) Tsble 69; {e} Table 1;°
: urbanizations F 130; 1530,'20: {,ﬂ Mgble 4O
. " conbined) i . :
: ~ by urbanization : Decennial - 1950; 19k0, (a} Tables 148 apd 1119
: {urban, rural nen- H 30 1930, '%0: {e) Table 1;
: farm, saod farm) : : {f) Tabie 42
Populetion by cowntry of : U. 5. - Total (&1l wrbenize~ : Decennial 1950, *40,'30 ; {a) Table kg

birth of foreign born : tions combined) - : 'ag, 10 n S
: - by urbanizaticn : Decennia) 1950; 1940, : (a) Tedle 4y; {c) Tadle 1% -
: {urben, rural non- . ‘ 30 :
: farm, and farm} : :
r  Regioms - Total (&ll - 1 Decemnisl 1950; 194%0; {a} Tadle T1; (¢) Table 36;
: urbanizations : 9% : {h} Table 5, p. 23k
H combined} : :
Age dzstribuuon of popu= : U. 8, - Total {el2 urbsniza~ : Decennmial 1950=1560 : (a} Table 3¢ .
" lation by sex : tlons combined) 1 Anmual 1900 to date : (b) Ko, 98 mnd 11k,
: : Projections 1960, '65,"70,: {b} Ro. 187
H [ - 75,80 H - .
- by urbanization : Decennial 15950, "40; : (&) Teble 33; (¢} Table 7
: {urban, rural nop- : ko, '3
: farm and farm) : . : :
:  Regions — Total (&ll ¢ Decennial 1950; 1940; {n% Table 6); {c} Table 26;
H i urbanizations 1930 s {n} Table ak, p- 603
combined) Anmuel 194 o dmte : (b

o e e e

Projecticns _1960,765,70 : Eb; Ho. 160 {no sex breax)

See footootes at the end of table,

Continued -
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farm and fnrm) :

: (tm‘.al' money incm

19457193 1 (a) Teble 84 & 85 (m) Fable 2
.19514...1;_0_‘13?_ so{n}. -

-P:I.fteenth Censiis of the; United ‘Btates,’

_ Curnent

ngulatio _R_em P

1/ Definition or income cha.ngea angnuy for each series,

950 LEUE 2: mu.‘l.agon, Volmne II, Characteristice of. the Population.. .Pa.rl; 1, Un:!.ted. States Smmary (Q) _
:Curvent Popylation Reports, Fopulatien Estliietés; Series P25y,
1940, Censue -of &mg._m ‘Volume 11, Charicteristics of the Population_ Part l, United St-at-es S:mary @
Fapp Popuiatjon, AMS-80. U 8. Agricultural Marketing Service:(8). . ! S

: Sixteenth Congis = 1940 - - Housing: Volume 1I, General Chnmcteristicé;
: -2930, Population Bulletin, Famllies; United Stetes Summery (Q)
-Gurrent Fopulation Réports: Popul ation: Chardeteriptics) - Series P+20 (1%,

Fifteenth Censue of the. United States, 1930, Population,. Volume 11,
+19% Cengus of Eorulation, Voluie. ITI, ‘The Labor -Force, Part 1"

: Fifteenth Cesrsus: of the: ‘United States, 1830;° vt
Curfent Population Reports, Labor Fofce,: Seéries P-50° ii‘d Carried in Monthly. Beport-an’the Labor ea
Luryent Population Réports,. ‘Laboz Forcee, Series P-5T

Sixteenth.Census of the Untted. States, 1940, M, Famﬂies (gz)
ofiguner Income_ Ser:les 0. ;&}

,P_ubl;cat;gg o

: a.rl_:- 1, United S‘bates Sum-y {20}

Generﬂl Report-, Statistics by Subdect
United” States Summary. . o
Volure 'V, Genersl Re;vort oo Dccupat-icn. e i

'begi.nning July 1359.- U, S Dept. .of Labor.
Eamil

28)
¥ Hage o:r Salary Inr:ome .

user must check d.eﬁ.nitions in. each source closely
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