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PREFACE 

A considerable body of information on U. S. food consumption has been developed L 
by the U. S. Department of Agriculture during the last 25 years. Estimates of annual ~ 
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 have been described. 

This bulletin goes one step further: (1) It considers the concepts underlying 
alternative economic measures of overall food consumption, both through time and among 
major population groups at one point in time; and (2) it describes specialprocedures 
developed for analysis of problems related to food consumption. 

The research on farm-retail price spreads and marketing services, to which 
reference is made in this bulletin# was also transferred from the Agricultural 
Marketing Service to the Economic Research Service under the April 1961reorganization 
of the U. S. Department of Agriculture. The Statistical Reporting Servicereceived 
the responsibilities of the former Agricultural Estimates Division of AMS, including 
reports on current crop and 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, 
Statistical and Historical Research Branch# and by others now in the Economic 
Research Service. 

June 1961 

For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. C~overnment Printing Office, Washinqton 25, D.C. Price 60 cents 
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MEASURES AND PROCEDURES FORANALYSIS OF U. S. FOOD CONSUMPTION 

By Marguerite C. Burk 
Agricultural Economist 

Economic Research Service 

Chapter 1. INTRODUCTION 

The primary objective of this bulletin is to assist market research workers in 
choosing among alternative economic measures of U. S. consumption of all foods 
combined. The selection of economic measures often materially influences (1) the 
trends P~d patterns of consumption ascertained, (2) findings concerning the reasons 
for historical changes and variations, 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 complex structure of United States food production, marketing, 
and consumption are changing. The nation's investment of resources in agriculture 
and in food marketing necessitate ever greater effort to maximize efficient adjustment 
to change. Such 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, lO 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 enoughor disseminated widely 
enough, to meet present-day needs. 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 consumptionto 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 familiar time-series measures of overall 
quantities and value of food are provided in other publications. ~/ They are reviewed 
briefly in chapter 3 of this handbook, as are newly developed measures, in order to 
provide a coordinated appraisal of historical statistics on quantities and values of 
all food consumed by U. S. civilians~ measured at the supply level, the retail level, 
and the final market level. 

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

l_/ As in Agr. Handb. 118 ~ Statistical Series of th__~e U_~. S_~. Department of 
igriculture (24), Agr. Handb. 62 Consumption of Food in the United State______~s, 1909-52 (6~, 
and Agr. Handb. 91 Measuring th___ee ~ an.__dd Utilization of Farm Commodities (1_22). 

Numbers in parentheses refer to item numbers in Literature Cited and Other 
References, beginning on page ll2. 
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Chapter 4 provides descriptions of several procedures developed for use with 
overall measures of food consumption 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. - 

Several appendixes supplement information given in the main body of the text. 

1.2..Organization of the Reference Scheme 

The system of numbering text sections, tables, and figures has been adapted from 
technical works on statistics and economics to expedite cross-referencing in 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), and figure number (_4.1) 
refers to the number of the chapter in which it is given. Appendix references begin 
with a capital letter, as B.1. 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 f~nction. (Examples: 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- 
cluded in the table of contents along with the page number on which each begins. 
Numbering of subsections follows the same system. 

To help the reader become thoroughly familiar with the standard literature on 
food consumption, an abbreviated identification is used for each major reference, as 
well as the number assigned 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 and Other References. 

A coding system is also Used for time series pertaining to quantities of food 
and food marketing services and to value data. A kind of road map for this system 
is provided in exhibits A and B of chapter 3. 
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Chapter 2. WAYS 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 ways in 
which the subject may be considered. Others arise from the fact that many of these 
aspects are not mutually exclusive. A first step in clarification of the subject is 
the careful delineation of the different ways of lookingat 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 consu~tion-- 
quantity, quality, ~id value; (3) levels at which food c0nsumptio-n-is measured within 
the marketing system; (4) coverage in terms of both sources and uses; (5) channels 
through which food reaches consumers; (6) kinds and amounts of marketing services 
bought with food; (7) variations in food consumption among groups in the population 
at one point in time; (8) changes ~irough ti~ 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 commodities included are those Customarily 
consumed as human food in the United States, encompassing fishery products and spices 
as well as farm products. Alcoholic beverages are not generally classified as food 
by the U. S. Department of Agriculture. In some sets of data, however, expenditures 
for alcoholic beverages are not separated from those for food. Wherever this occurs, 
particular note is made of the exception. 

2.1.1. Food Commodities and Food Use 

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

2.1.2. Nonfood Commodities and Nonfood Use 

Agricultural commodities that never are used for food can be readily identified 
as "nonfood commodities. " But 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. 2_/ 

Ordinary wastes and losses in distribution may 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 (l_~, pp. 15-16, 2~-26. 

L 
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the farm level. At the retail level, however, allowances for wastes and losses are 
usually made to exclude them from the measure of food s counting them statistically 
with nonfood use of food commodities. 

2.2. Meanings of Food Consumption and Their Rela$~on~hips 
to ~ of ~stribution 

Concepts of quantity, quality, and value provide alternative meanings Of food 
consumption that bear economic importance. The significance ;of each term appears 
superficially to be simple, ~ but actually every one is quite co~rplicated. This section 
points out some of the complications that make satisfactory definitions elusive, par- 
ticularly those related to distribution levels. The term "consumption" must 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 approximate quantities of food moving through trade 
channels into domestic consumption. Because of the relatively great perishability of 
most foodstuffs, measures of these movements are considered t0be relatively good 
estimates of actual consumption in the economic sense, though their adequacy varies 
widely. 

Ordinarily, home-produced supplies of food are included in "consumption" or 
"food use" along with those obtained through marketing channels. ' 

2.2.2. Quantity 

The meaning of the term "quantitY" can be broadened to include "value" or 
• " "expenditure Yet, in referring to food, it is usually restricted to weight or 

volum e. When a person refers to quantity of food consumed, he generally means poundage. 
The poundage of a single food is an economically significant measure. ~ But consideration 
of the total poundage of all 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. 

Quantity problems may arise even for a single commodity. The obvious 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 oranges? 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 farm weights of oranges sold to con" 
sumers in fresh form? To handle such problems, a. common denominator is needed. There 
are at least four common denominators for food: (1) Pounds at any one of several 
levels in fresh or unprocessed equivalents; (2) content of a common ingredient'such as 
fat or calcium in dairy productsj (B) food energy value measured in calories; and 

(4) price-weighted indexes of quantity. An analyst's choice among these alternatives 
must be based upon a clear understanding of what is being measured, and why._ The 
commondenominator 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 ~, statisticians, and home economists: "Quality is 
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the combination of attributes of a product that have significance in determining the 
degree of acceptability of the product to a user."~/ 

It is difficult to evaluate quality, for it may mean a type of food with less 
waste than another, or food that is more mature, more tasty, or more tender, or more 
costly to produce or to market or to buy than some other food, or food that contains 
more L nutrients that are particularly needed. Does a shift from canned to frozen 
vegetables, or from potatoes 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 that requires more production and marketing services, 
represents an improvement in the quality of food consumed and, for certain analyses, 
an increase in food consumption. 

This leads somewhat prematurely 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 precooking, washing, grading, and so on) may 
provide attributes desired by consumers; thus its quality is increased. These two 
elements are distinct to producers and to marketing agencies, but not to consumers. 
In this handbook the distinction between farm and marketing inputs is maintained, 
with attention directed to the separate contribution of each. 

Although nutritive value is an economically important aspect of food quality, 
it is considered only incidentally 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 to be a desirable 
increase in food consumption, even if it occurs at the expense of reduced consumption 
of foods high in more plentiful nutrients. Obesity is currently recognized as one of 
the major problems of nutrition in this country. Some substitution of foods high in 
protein, minerals, and vitamins for foods high in carbohydrate and fat content is 
therefore preferable to net increases in total poundage of food consumed. Accordingly, 
many nutritionists would view such shifts as improvements in food consumption. The 
Instituteof Home Economics regularly calculates the nutritive value of the per capita 
food supply in terms of ll nutrients and food energy. As yet, however, there is no 
satisfactory common denominator for combining these nutrients into an overall nutri- 
tional index. 

2.2.4. Valu._._ee 

Values of food consumed expressed in dollars are particularly useful for 
economic analysis of variation and trends in food consumption, provided both value 
concepts and matching data are carefully identified and comparability maintained. For 
example, the average market value of food consumption includes the value of all re- 
source inputs by primary producers and all marketing input s by processors and 
distributors. But the average farm value of food consumed includes only the value of 
productive resources usedby farmers to provide cattle on the hoof, raw milk, and so 

Looking at the meaning of value in another way, we see that it is composed of 
a or ice element in addition to a measure of quantity and quality. Introduction of 
price reflects economic inputs on the supply side, as just described, and preferences 
on the demand side. 

4 •  Page ii7, Market Demand and Product Quality, (70). 
The division between farm and marketing inputs is indistinct 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, (4)food ex- 
penditures, and (5) value of marketing services sold with food. ~ The meanings of 
these~terms, as indicated earlier in this chapter, are tied in with levels of the 
distribution system and with particular kinds of economic, resources. 

2.2.4.1. Farm value represents the total value of farm commodities in terms of 
prices received by farmers. Farm value of food means the portion of the total farm 
value of food commodities allocated to food use as contrasted with nonfood purposes. 
(This 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- 
tion is the value imputed to those supplies, using the farm prices of comparable foods 
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 I in the forms of the raw 
commodities and of the services supplied by marketing agencies from the producer level 
through the retail level. By convention~ retail value excludes the services of meal 
preparation and serving supplied by eating places. In other words, it is the calcu- 
lated value of all food consumed by civilians, assuming that all 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 recent years it has been used to an increasing extent 
by economists of the U. S. Department of Agriculture to represent the value of foods 
at the prices paid by final consumers at several levels of distribution. Thus, market 
value includes all inputs of economic resources. It can be applied ~ tho~e foods 
bought directly from farmers or wholesalers , as well as to foods purchased as prepared 
meals in eating places of all kinds. , 

2.2.4.4. Food expenditures are ordinarily taken to mean dollar outlays for food 
by consumers, excluding the imputed value of home-produced food. 6_/ However, the best 
known set of data by that name, the Department of Commerce series, includes the value 
of most home-produced food and excludes food bought by business firms as meals f8r ~ 
clients. Sis example indicates the need of precise knowledge of the connotations of 
a particular value concept and the apparently ,matching data." 

2.2.4.5. The value of marketing services sold with food is the counterpart of the 
idea of farm value of food alone, be Value of all food services consumed include 
those of assembly, transportation, warehousing, processing, wholesallng~ retailing~ 
and meal preparation and serving. Thus marketing services include the inputs of 
labor, capital, and management beyond the farm level. 

2.2.4.6. At this point a word about value in current dollars as opposed to 
"real" value in constant dollars is necessary. Most value data are in terms of cur- 
rent dollars, that is, dollars 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 

~ Data matching these concepts are supplied in chapter S; the description of the 
measures may help clarify the concepts. 

6_/ StrictlY speaking, expenditures should also exclude the i~uted market value of 
payments in kind, such as employees' meals. But this would complicate study of the 
flow of food through marketing channels since such food actually receives the same 
services as meals sold. Therefore, it is included with meals sold to consumers. 
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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 done by dividing 
the current dollar figures by the pertinent price index of the Bureau of Labor 
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 a 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. ~/ 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 isproduced, but most is sold. Many nonfarm households produce some farm 
food commodities for their own use. Also, we import substantial quantities of farm 
food commodities. Nonfarm foods include fishery products and the spices. These may ~ 
be produced in this country or imported. 

2.4. Broad Categories of Use and Users 

This handbook is concerned primarily with consumption of food by the U. S. 
civilian population, but U. S. food commodities are also purchased by the U. S. Armed 
Forces and for nonfood purposes by civilians and the military. Nonfood use includes 
consumers' goods such as clothing, producers' goods for agricultural use such as for 
feed, seed, and hatching, as well as industrial goods. The other broad category is 
export, either through commercial channels or by the Government. Detailed descrip- 
tions of these categories are availgole in the three handbooks referred to in note 7. 

2.5. Distribution Channels to Civilian Consumers 

Distribution channels constitute an important aspect of food consumption 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 the choice among sets of data. 

2.5.1. Home Production 

Home production may be viewed either as a source of food or a distribution 
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. For example, the feeding of a 
chicken after purchase for a few days before slaughter does not make the chicken home- 
produced in an economic sense, but the fattening of a purchased steer for several 
months is likely to be considered as home production. The example of feeding a steer 
shows how easy it is to have double counting in agricultural 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 been home produced or it may have been purchased. Operationally, 
probably the best assumption is that such interchanges are offsetting. 

~/Vol. 5 of Agr. Handb. i18 (2~ ; Agr. Handb. 62 (6~ ; and Agr. Handb. 91 (i~. 
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2.5 • 2. Purchased Food___~s 

Food commodities may be purchased from producers, as at waysidestands, or from 
distributors at the wholesale or retail levels. The food may be bought by private 
households or it may be bought by institutions and eating places. Purchased foods 
ordinarily includes meals and snacks. The term "eating places" is often broadened to 
include institutions and to signify all places for eating food outside private homes. 
Institutions include hospitals, orphanages, penal establishments, and the like. 

2.5.3. Prepared Meal____s ~:, . 

Food may be sold to consumers in the form of prepared meals or snacks by eating 
places, or it may be supplied without separate payment. For example, many eating 
places furnish meals to employees as part of their pay. Institutions furnish meals to 
inmates and patients, and travelers often receive meals along with other services of• 
air and water transportation agencies. Most meals and snacks are 'sold outright. Some 
eating places also sell candy and ice cream, even prepared dishes for off-pre,Lise 
consumption. 

2.6. Marketin~ Services Sold With Food ~ 

The major types of marketing services sold with food are mentioned earlier, in 
• connection with their value. ~ For economic analysis of food consu~tion it is impor- 

tant to separate the use of these services from the consun~tion of food commodities, as 
primary products involving only farm or fishing resources ~ because economic and 
social factors affect the two types of resources differently. Study of marketing 
services bought by consumers is within the scope of this handbook 0nly insofar as it 
pertains to t h e  analysis of food consumption. 8_/ 

2.7. Variations in Food Consumption Amo~ Population 
G~uns at One Point in Time 

Variations in food consunrption at one point in time among groups in the popula, 
tion may refer to the quantity, quality, and value of food consumed and to several 
other aspects of food consumption. The patterns of consumption among such groups of 
consumers for individual foods and for the general level of all food 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 i~act of certain economic and social 
factors. Food at home may be subdivided according to source -- purchased, home pro- 
duced, gift or payment in kind. Breakdowns of food away from home vary among sets of 
data and are described in chapter 3. 

For some economic analyses, it is important to consider variations in food 
consumption of the civilian population according to housekeeping status of the con- 
sumers. The definition of housekeeping households varies according to the purpose 
for which the data have been collected. For exs~sple, 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 least one person had lO or more meals 
from household food supplies during the seven days preceding the survey interview. 
The nonhousekeeping population includes the institutional population, as well as those 
individuals and households that do not come within the definition of housekeeping 
households. In ~his category are residents of hotels and roonling houses. A compli- 
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. ll8 (2~ and ~llsc. Pub. 741 (~. 

I ̧  
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and all eat outside military establishments while on leave. Another arises because 
some service families obtain their foods from commissary supplies which are counted 
with military takings. Such 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 regions varies 
among censuses and according to problems being studied; (2) degree of urbanization -- 
whether Urban, rural nonfarm, or farm; and size of city; (3) income ~ usually cur- 
rent total, including nonmoney or current money only, before or after taxes; (~) family 
type according to number in the family and age and sex composition; and (5) 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 in Food Consumption Through Time 

There are even more possibilities of variations in food Consumption through 
time than at one point in time. These include changes (1) in the quantity, quality, 
and value of food consumed; (2) in their combinations and commodity coverage; (3) in 
sources of food consumed; (4) in the relative importance of major categories of use 
and users; (5) in channels through which food reaches consumers; ~/ (6) in all these 
patterns of variations; (7) from those in one point in time to another point; and 
(8) in marketing services obtained through given channels. 

These changes in food consumption through time may be considered in terms of 
(1) aggregates for the whole country, (2) annual averages per capita, or (3) patterns 
of consumption among specified groups in the population. In economic analysis of 
food consumption, it is sometimes important to consider changes in the seasonality or 
short-run variations from one year to another. 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, an__dd Fo__od Habits 

Finally# reference is made to three other concepts of food relevant to analysis 
Of variations and changes in food consumption. These are consumer acceptances of 
food, consumer preferences ~ for food, and food habits, l_~ Consumer acceptances appear 

to be fairly close in meaning to the idea of food =QDSUmO%ion in terms of quantities 
disappearing from the market in a given period, though the meaning of consumer 
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 no__~t to buy if alternatives were available 
in the market. It is true that some 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 period, but 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 understanding of the reasons for particular changes in 
food consumption. 

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

p. 1388 of Jour. Farm Econ_~., Dec. 1955 (63). 
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Chapter 3. ECONOMIC MEASURES OF FOOD CONSUMPTION 

The objective of this chapter is to outline the sets of data available for 
economic analysis of variations and changes in U. S. food consumption. Reference is 
made to major sets of data already published; also, some new measures are presented. 
The review of cross-section survey materials encompasses the nationwide, all-food 
studies made in the last 30 years. Emphasis is on those survey data which have proved 
useful to macroeconomic research by the Agricultural 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-tlme 
cross-section surveys, repeated or panel type cross-section surveys, special surveys 
of use and preference, and estimates of retail store sales. The analyses that we shall 
report draw mainly upon data from time-series and one-time cross-section surveys. ; 
Before using any of these types of statistics, an analyst must make certain decisions 
or choices with respect to concepts discussed in the preceding chapter. 

3.1. Time Series of Quantities of Food Consumed 

Consumption of all major foods by U. S. civilians in each calendar year is 
estimated and published regularly by the Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS). These 
estimates are often called disappearance data 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 accounts for the several levels in distribution at which 
the official estimates of consumption of individual foods are measured. Current 
data in terms of these levels -- designated "primary distribution weights" m are 
published regularly for many commodities in the National Food Situation, a quarterly 
issued by AMS. (l_~. 

3.1.1. Derivation of 
Consumption Estimates 

3.1.1.1. Primary Distribution Weights.--Estimates of total civilian consumption 
of major foods are derived as residuals from data on production, stocks, foreign 
trade, and military takings. The annual 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 civilian consumption. Such 
totals are divided by the number of people eating out of civilian supplies to derive 
civilian per capita consumption, l_! / 

For use in economic analysis, some of the pri~ distribution data 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 welghts; 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. 

Detailed descriptions of the estimating process for each food 1tern are glven in 
Agr. Handb. 62 (6). Brief descriptions are also available in chapter 3, vol. 5, Agr. 
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3.1.1.2. Farm ~ Equivalents.--Farm weights are usually in terms the fresh 
or raw 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,O00 pounds, including 
bones, bl0od ~ and hide; the wholesale distribution or carcass weight runs about 
550 pounds; and the quantity of meat sold at retail averages about 470 pounds. 

For commodities that are ~stly edible, such as fruits and vegetables, fresh 
commodity equivalents of processed items are often 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 raw farm products vary slightly 
from year to year, but, for lack of information, most of the factors are held constant 
until changes become sharply apparent. 

3.1.1.3. Retail Weights.--Conversions to retailwelghts from the primary distri- 
bution weights are necessary only for the so-called "fresh" foods, such as fresh meats 
and fruits and vegetables sold to consumers in the fresh form. l_~ Consumption of 
most processed foods is measured in terms of their processed weights and are thus 
equivalent to retail weights. Because of lack of reliable data on some foods, such as 
commercially baked goods and the newer convenience foods, the measurement of the flow 
of these foods into consumption has to be pushed back to an earlier level in the dis- 
tribution process. Thus, flour, fats, sugar, and eggs going into bakery products are 
included in the consumption data with the quantities of these foods that consumers 
buy as such. ~ 

Even if these estimates of retail weights of food consumed were precise, they 
would Still have certain limitations for the study of food consumption arising from 
the very nature of averages calculated from disappearance data. They are national 
average annual rates per capita derived without adjustment for changes in the composi- 
tion of the population, such as age distribution, l_~ They do not reveal differences 
in consumption among seasons of the year; regions; urban and rural areas; or those due 
to family size, family income level, and occupational differences; and differences in 
consu~tion in private homes as contrasted with eating in institutions and restaurants, 
for example. 

3.1.2. Quantity Measures 
for All Foods Combined 

Consumption of individual foods may be combined by adding pounds or values of 
the quantities of individual foods. 

3.1.2.1. Total ~oundage.--Problems in measuring and interpreting the total 
poundage of all foods 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 which total poundage is to be measured. Even though the 
author and many other economists have not found a series on total poundage to be a 
useful economic measure, such a series on a per capita basis is regularly prepared 
and published in table 38 of the annual supplements to Agr. Handb. 62 (6). It is a 

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

No directly comparable data are available on regional, State, or local consun~- 
tion because of lack of information on distribution of supplies within the country. 
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byproduct of the work on retail weights for individual foods and major food groups 
preparatory to the estimation of the nutritive value of the per capita food supply and 
the calculation of the price-welghted index of per capita food consumption at the 
retail level. 

For economic analysis of most proble~ bearing on ~ the consumption of all foods 
combined, a price-welghted index is much mo~re desirable. Several indexes prepared by 
the U. S. Department of Agriculture make use of prices in a given base period and 
changing quantities to derive measures of #lows of farm products in constant dollars 
either at the farm level or at the retail ~evel. 

S.1.2.2. ~_~ of Suuuly-Utilization ~ Farm Level.~The master index of sup~ly- 
utilization of farm commodities measures the annUal flows of such co~noditles from 
broad categories of source into broad categories of use and users, l~ This index 
was designed as a tool for analyzing changes in supply and use of all agricultural 
commodities as a coordinated whole, and for relating developments in one group of 
commodities or source of supply or channel of distribution to the whole flow. The 
measure ~ combines detailed statistics on the supply and distribution of each commodity 
on the basis of equivalent farm value, using the corresponding 1947~49 average 
price, l~ It includes overall chamges in the use of farm commodities in unprocessed 
forms and of major products processed from them. 

i il 
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T h e  major advantage of the master index and its subindexes is thats ~ somewhat 
llke a Jigsaw puzzle, they can be put together and taken apart. Each subindex can be 
related to every other. For example, because information on foreign trade is inte- 
grated with data on domestic production, it is possible to analyze the extent of our 
self-sufficlency in farm commodities and the significance of foreign demand 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 products in the past and for making projections for the future. 

Several limitations on the usability Of this index result from its basic 
structure. As average prices for 1947-49 are used throughout the series, the indexes 
do not measure chauges in value resulting from price changes or from the addition 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 marketings of live- 
stock products -- thus, it measures "gross flow." 

Finally, the basic concept of flow is another limiting factor. T h e  index 
measures the total flow of farm commodities in each year; it does not indicate how 
much is available at any one time within the year. 

i I:f 

i-!,, J 
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The subindex of total .food use by pivil~,an~ measures ~he amount Of farm re- • 
sources used each year in the form of food by the civilian population of the United 
States. It is affected by shifts in the pattern of consumption from lower-farm- 
priced go higher-farm-prlced commodities, as from potatoes to ~roccoli, insofar as 
they involve more or less farm resources. But shifts from fresh to processed foods 

~ See 2.3 and 2.4. " • 

A modified Laspeyres fore, a# in which changing quantities and fixed prices are 
combined# is used to derive the/index. This formu a provides a measure of changes in 
quantities based on the relative economic importance of each commodity. The index is 
described in Agr. Handb. 91 (~. 
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do not affect the subindex because all foods are measured as unprocessed commodities 
in terms of farm-value equivalent. This index includes only farm-produced foods and 
excludes fish and spices. It covers the period 1924 to date. l~/ 

A ~er ~ index of civilian food use of farm commodities has been computed 
from the total index by means of estimates of the population eating out of civilian 
supplies. Accordingly, this index is measured in terms of quantities and prices at 
the farm 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, l_~ is given in table 3.1. An alternative series, PFQ-lb, in- 
cludes only foods sold by farmers for civilian use equivalent to purchases by ~ 
consumers, thus excluding all home-produced quantities in the disappearance data. 
For handy reference, the code numbers and 1955 data for these and other AMS per 
capita quantity sad value series are arrangedln exhibit A, which emphasizes the dif- 
ferences in definition and coverage among the series. 

Several alternative series measurinK ~er c_~pita use of foods according to source 
of supply are given in table 3.2. All exclude domestic marketing services sad apply 
to food alone. The series for all domestic farm foods (PFQ-4a) and domestic farm 
foods sold (PFQ-4b) w~re derived from per capita index of civilian food use of farm 
commodities (PFQ-la) from all sources and the series for all farm foods sold (PFQ-lb) 
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 (PFQ-5). l~/ For some analyses an index of civilian food use of all/foods 
(both domestic and imported farm co~nodities 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-lb 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 Foo___~d Consumption -- Retail Level.--The index of 
per capita food constumption was developed from the per capita quantities for individ -~ 
ual foods to describe overall changes in food consumption from year to year, 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 hlgher-priced foods. It does not reflect price changes as such 3 because 
1947-49 prices are used throughout. 

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

l~/ Current data are published in the annual supplements to both Agr. Handb. 62 (6~ 
and  db. 91 

N ' 
1 The code represents the initial letters of ~er capita food ~uantity -, No. la. 

From data on farm values of i~ported farm foods in 1947-49 prices (derived from 
the value aggregates of the supply-utilization index) and fromedible weights of im- 
ported fishery products priced at the 19~7-49 average import price per pound; spices 
were not included. 
l_~ The Laspeyres formula is used. Details are given in pp. 132-159 of text of 

Agr. Handb. 62 (6~. Subindexes for commodity groups are published each year in the 
statistical supplement to that handbook. 
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Exhibit A.--Guide to AMS per capita food quantity and value series ,~ , , /  

~m 

Food -- supplier level 
Domestic farm food co~nodities 

Sold 
Some produced 

All sources 
Imported 

Farm 
Fishery products 

Total 

F i s h e r y  products 
U.S. 

Total 
Domestic and Imported 

Farm foods  
So ld  
All sour~es 

Farm foods and fishery 
product s  

So ld  
A l l  s o u r c e s  

A l l  food a t  r e t a i l  l e v e l  4 /  
Market ing  s e r v i c e s  ,,,5,,/ 

With domestic farm foods 
Wi~h all food 

Co~oslte q u a n t i t y  i n d e x  of all 
foods  used  p l u s  a l l  market ing  
services 

" : Code : 1955 

: P F ~ - ~ b  107 

: Pm-~ lol 

: PI~-- 5 101 

l 

: PP~-ib 106 
: PFQ-Ia i01 

: P~-6b . 1 0 6  
: PY~-6a i01 
: PFQ-2 102 

: PF~--7 106 
: PP~-3 - 1 0 ~  

. :  

: PI~-8 103 

Per c a p i ~  : ~er c a ~ l ~  value data 
~uantity ' 
(Indexes: iSupplier: Retail : Market level: Expenditures 

l ~ ? - ~ = l O O )  :, l e v e l  : "value " : " R/ : ' 3 /  " 

: Code : Code : 1955 : C0de : 1955 : Code : 1955 

' ( T F V - I ) - P F V - 6  ~ 5  . ' " P F V - 1 3 b  3 1 1  
' .(~-2) (~-7) (~-~). 

. -, PF~-I~b :. 335,  

I (~-8) 

t t  

PF~-IOb 
P~-9 36~ 

' Pl~-llb 

377 ., 

P 'lO  3N 

In t h i s  t a b l e  the  f o l l o w i n g  i n i t i a l s  are  u s e d :  ~ f o r  food;  T f o r  t o t a l ;  P f o r  p e r  c a p i t a ;  ~ f o r  
q u a u t i t y ;  and ~ f o r  v a l u e .  

1 /  R e f e r e n c e s  t o  t a b l e s  f o r  d a t a  i n  o t h e r  y e a r s  and t o  t e x t  s e c t i o n s  f o r  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  s e r i e s :  

_Code Tabl...__ee S e c t i o n  CGde Table ,. ~ 

PFQ-la 3 . 1  3 . 1 . 2 . 2  TFV--8 3 . ~  3 - 3 . 3  
P ~ - l b  3 . l  3 .1 .2 .2  T ~ - 9  3.h 3 - 3 . 3  
P ~ 2  3.1 3 .1 .2 .3  PFV-9 3.~ 3 .3 .3  
P ~ - 3  3.1 3 .5 .2  TFV-IOa 3 . 5 ,  3.6 3 .&3.1  
PFQ-~a 3.2 TFV-IOb 3.6 3.~. 3-I" 
~ b  3.2 PFV-IOb 3.6 3.~.3.1 
PI~-~ 3.2 3.1.2.2 TFV-11b ) 3 ;6  3 . ~ . 3 . 3  
PFQ=6a 3.2 PFV-IIb 3.6 | 
P~-6b 3.2 TFV-12a 3.7 % 
PI~-7 3.2 3.5.2 TFV-I~ 3.71 3.~.3.2 
P~-8 3.2 3.1.2.A PFv-I~ 3.7 

TFV-Z~ ~ 3.7 =v-1 3.~.3.~ 
3.3 3.2.1.3 PFV-13h 3.7J 

TFV-2 3.3 3.2.l.~ TFV-Z~a 3.8 3.5 . l . l  
TFV-3 3.3 3.2.2 TFV-I~I 3.8~ 
TFV-~ 3.3 3.2.3 PFV-I~I 3 . 8 |  3.5.2 
T~V-5 3.3 3.2.~ Tl~-lSa 3.8 • 3.5.1.2 
TI~-6 3.~ 3.3.2 TFV-15d 3.8 } 3.5,2 

PFV-6 3.~ 3.3.2 PF~-ISd 3.8 
TI~-7 3.~ 3.3.3 " 

~ C ~ e  for  t o t a l  v a l u e  d a t a  g i v e n  f o r  t h o s e  s e r i e s  f o r  which p e r  c a p i t a  d a t a  are  n o t  p u b l i s h e d .  

u ~  ~ x l n ~ . L  m L T E e ~  l e v e l ,  

~3 

i ~.̧- ill :/ 
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constructed. Use of retail prices as weights results in combining the effects of 
shifts in consumption among foods having different processing and marketing costs with 
those of quantitative changes. 

This index is subject to the basic limitations of the data from which it is 
computed plu s those just mentioned. The overall index is published for current years 
eachquarter in the National Food Situation (l_.~. 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 Marketing Services.-- 
This index for all food plus all f~Jd's~-rvi-~es~8) is'd--~riv-~, f0ruse in this 
handbook, from the totals of the value aggregates, in 1947-49 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 (PFQ-3). The series, PFQ-8, is given in table 3.2. It 
differs from the retail index of per capita food consumption by reflecting all changes 
in the use of marketing services, not merely those of processing. However, the meas- 
ure of the use of marketing services available at present is an approximation, not a 
directly developed index as described in a section 3.5.2. 

3.1.2.5. Nutrient Supplies.--The Institute of Home Economics of the Agricultural 
Research Service prepares annual estimates of the average quantities of specific 
nutrients available for consumption in the country as a whole. Averages per person 
per day for ll nutrients and food energy are calculated from the appropriate retail 
weights of foods consumed, as measured by AMS. The nutritive value series are partic- 
ularly useful because they show trends in supplies of major nutrients that can be 
directly related to changing food patterns. 

Details of the computations are described in chapter 4 of Agr. Handb. 62 (6~. 
These estimates of nutritive value do not take into account losses and wastes after 
food leaves the retail outlets, or variations in the distribution of food among dif- 
ferent groups in the population. Hence, these nutrient levels only indirectly measure 
the nutritional adequacy of the national food supply. 

3.2. Time Series o_ff Suoplier Values 

Supplier value data encompass the farm value 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 are coordinated with the AMS market value data, is 
given in exhibit B. 

3.2.1. Farm Value of Food 

An increasing number of sets of farm value da!,a have been developed in recent 
years by AMS in connection with (1) estimation of farm income, (2) measuring the 
supply and utilization of farm commodities, ~3) calculating the marketing bill for 
farm products, and more recently, (4) the estimation of market value of food consumed 
by U. S. civilians. 

Work on farm income includes the regular preparation of estimates of cash re- 
ceipts from farm marketings and of noncash elements of gross farm income. ~__~ 

20/ For details, see vol. 3, "Gross and Net Farm Income" of Agr. Handb. ll8 (24). 
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3.2.1.1. Cas___~h Receipts From Farm Marketings.--All sales of crops by farmers are 
included; purchases of feed and seed are deducted later, as production expenses. 
Similarly for livestock, estimates include all sales except those by one farmer 
directly to another farmer in the same State. Purchases of livestock by farmers from 
all sources outside their own State and from public stockyards within the State are 
later deducted as 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. Farm values in terms of 1947-49 .dollars are derived in the measurement 
of the flow of farm commodities from major 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. 

3.2.1.3. Annual data on the farm value of domestic farm foods Sold to U_~. S_~. 
civilian consumers are estimated as an integral part of the computations of the mar- 
keting bill for farm foods. 2_~ This methodology is basic to several other sets of 
value data recently developed. 2~ (The series is TFV-I in table 3.3.) 

The net farm values of major farm food commodities consumed domestically as food 
in 1913-39 were estimated, using the statistics on cash farm receipts from sales of - 
foodproducts with adjustments for resales to farmers (such as feeder cattle), nonfood 
byproducts or Joint products, noncivilian takings, and 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 b~sket series 
are based on fixed combinations of foods, hence they do not reflect changes in makeup 
of food consumption within groups. 

Substantial changes in food consumption since 1940 necessitated changes in 
methodology for estimating retail values and in methods for farm values as well. The 
changes within a commodity group are reflected to a greater degree (1) by dividing 
net farm value of individual products by farmer's share percentages and totaling than 
(2) by dividing the net farm value of the commodity group by the farmer's share for 
the group as a whole. In general, beginning 1940, the first method is used. But some 
minor adjustments were made in the commodity group estimates for 1940-46 to link the 
series at 1939. 

Farm values of individual products are obtained by multiplying farm equivalents 
of civilian consumption from marketings (total civilian consumption less imported 
products and products cons~nmed on farms where produced) by average price received by 
farmers. Farm values of some products are adjusted to allow for the value of nonfood 
byproducts. 

~" Value aggregates are given in tables 33-44 of Agr. Handb. 91 (12). 
2_~ 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 those farm commodities, such as foods. 

This description 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 Marketing Costs and Charges," Agr. Handb. 118 (24) and 
page 49 of Misc. Pub. 741 (~. Other sections of the latter publication describe 
commodity data. Further details may be obtained from the Marketing Economics Researcl~ 
Division, AMS. 



i ~ i ~ 
u, 

i ! I~, ,  

' ':j,.!r 
: !J  

, 1 1 1  

! ? : .  t iIiIi ! 
, a- , r ,  

k: ~s .: i ' i l ,  
!.: C! 
: x27~ h l 

6/~ I 
[ ;~i i; 

: : ,2  , :; 
_ /  ! " , i l l i :  

r , ,  
i V :  ' : '  

" : ' 5 :  2, ~ : '  

. : ? 2  t ~ , 
'q?: h I i 

q, 

iLi .~' i: 
~ ! i'!, 

i ' I 

* A ~ f ,  

"2 ir / ! 
2 d 

)2  ; i 
- 2  

~!, , 

2 ~ 

- 18 - 

A problem in computing farm value of commodity groups is the use of products of 
one group as ingredients of products of other groups. Because ingredients other than 
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 bakery products are subtracted from their product groups 
and added to the farm value of grain to obtain the total 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 compose~ of two segments: The 
output of farm households and the output of nonfarm households. • The quantities of 
home-produced food used by farm households are valued at prices received for the sale 
of similar products. 2_~ The value of food produced by nonfarm households for their ~ 
own use was estimated by the author from detailed data on th e quantities home-produced 
by such households (which form part of the disappearance data) using farm price data 
applicable to farm home-produced foods. 2_~ The series of total values of home A 
produced food is given in table 3.3 (TFV-2). 

• 

3.2.2. Value of Imported Foods 

Data on the value of imported foods are prepared in the Department in connection 
with the foreign trade work of the Foreign Agricultural Servlce (FAS), the measurement 
of the supply and utilization of farm commndltles, and work on the ~arket 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 origin. The AMS measures of the inflow of imported ifoods are computed in 
farm value equivalents and 19~7-49 dollars. 2~ • 

For work on the market value of U. S. food, it was necessa/uj to construct a set 
of approximate value figures for imported food con~nodities, including fish, for U. S. 
civilians. ~his w~s done by suunmarizlng the import values of foods i~orted from 
foreign countries, then subtracting military takings and approximate values of n0nf0od 
use of such co~nodities. In addition to these imported foods, estimates had to be 
made of the value of inshipments from the former U. S. Territories, Alaska and H~waii. 
These presented a problem for the years 1948 through 1958 because inshipments from 
Alaska and Hawaii were not reported. However, quantity data for the major receipts 
from these areas were computed for the measurement of domestic food consu~tion, using 
trade sources. These were valued at prices derived from the import data for the same 
commodities from other Territories. The combined series is TFV- 3 in tablel 3.3. ~ 
(Consu/Eption data used in this handbook apply only to the 48 States.) 

3- 2.3- Value of Domestic 
Fishery Products 

The value of domestic fishery products is estimated regularly by the ~Ish and 
Wildlife Service of the Department of Interior and reported as the value of the 
Continental U. S. catch of edible fisheryproducts. One adjustment is necessary -- to 

24/ The detailed description is given on pages 15-16 of vol. 3, Agr. Handb. 118 (24). 
2_~ Details of the estimation of the quantities of individual commodities produced 

for home consumption are given in Agr. Handb. 62 (6) except for the revised procedure 
for estimates of vegetables for recent years# to which reference is made on page ~6 Of 
vol. 5 of Agr. Handb. ll8 (24). 
2~/ Details of the computations of the value of imported foods in terms of 1947-~9 

dollars are given in the supply-utilization bulletin, Agr. Handb. 91 (l_~, and, in 
brief, in chapter 2 of vol. 5, Agr. Handb. i18 (2_~). 
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subtract approximate values of military takings, which were developed from supply and 
distribution data for these products. The series is TFV-4 in table 3.3. 

3.2.4. The total supplier valu___~e of U. S. civilian food is the sum of the farm 
value of domestic farm foods sold to civilian 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 value of food are prepared in the Department in connection 
with the measurement of per capita consumption, the work on the marketing bill for 
farm foods, and the analysis of the market 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 all food consumed by U. S. civilians on a per 
capita basis. This series has not been published. 2_~ Such value data cover home- 
produced and imported farm and nonfarm foods as well as farm foods purchased, all 
priced at average retail-store prices in 1947-49. 2_~ 

3.3.2. Retail Value of Domestic 
Farm Food____~s Sol___~d 

The retail value or cost of domestic farm ~b0ds sold to U. S. civilians is 
estimated for each year in connection with work on the marketing bill. 2~/ Measured 
at the retail-store level, it does not include any costs of services in restaurants 
and other eating piaces, and it includes neither costs of nonfarm foods, such as 
fish 3 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-basket" computations. 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 availability of data. 

Where possible, the retail cost for each product is obtained by dividing the 
farm value, or payment received by farmers, by the farmer's share in percentage terms 
for that particular product. For example 3 farm values for beef 3 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 the groups into 
a total of all farm food products. Inflating of farm values of individual products 
should result in more accurate estimates than inflating byproduct groups. ~his 

• method takes account of changes in the relative importance of individual products 
within the group. 

2_~ The series can be readily approximated by applying the published indexes for all 
foods combined, and for food groups, to the revised base period aggregates reported 
in table 40 of the Supplement for 1956 to Agr. Handb. 62 (6~. 

The price data are described in chapter 3 of Agr. Handb. 62 (6~. 
Thisdescription was prepared by Kathryn Parr, formerly of the Y.~rketing 

Economics Research Division. See also vol. 4, Agr. Handb. ll8 (24). 
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For some food groups retail prices and farmer's share percentages a r e  available 
for so few individual products that inflation is made by subgroups, as is the case for 
canned vegetables~ canned fruit, and frozen fruit. This assumes that the farmer's 
share for a subgroup, based on the relatively few products for which retail Prices are 
available~ is representative of the subgrou p including additional PrOducts. 

Increases in the quantity of marketing services may not be reflected fully in 
the retail cost because adequate data on prices and volumes 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 
proportion of potatoes sold in the form of potato chips and 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 become 
available. 

The total and per capita series are TFV-6 and PFV-6, respectively, in table 3.~. 

3.3.3. Retail Value of 

The retail value of all food consumed is estimated for AMS work on the analysis 
of changes in foo~ consumption and on the market value of food (TFV-9 and PFV-9). To 
the retail cost of domestic farm foods sold to U. S. civilians are added allowances 
for home-produced foods 3 imported foods~ and fishery products.. The retail value of 
home-produced foods (TFV-7) wa s 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 value of imported 
foods was estimated by calculating the retail value of majo r items (coffee, tea, 
bananas, and pineapples plus the value 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 to inflate the i~p0rt value for all 
imported foods excluding fish (as tabulated from the Bureau of Census trade reports 
adjusted for nonfood use and for military takings) to the retail value for all items. 

The retail value of fishery products was estimated from the retail Value ag- 
gregates in 19~7-49 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 
prices of fishery products indicated by price data of the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
(~S). 

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 each year (TFV-9, PFV-9) 
are reported in table 3.4. 

3.h. Time Series of .Market Values 

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

3.14-.1. B~ed on 
Commerce Data 

The Department of Commerce series called "consumption expenditures for food" can 
be adjusted so as to measure the market value of all food consumed by civilians. This 
food expenditure series is prepared by the National Income Division as part of the 

~_ ~_ ~ ~ ~ Z Z~$ 7c < ~ ~<~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~{~7777] ~ ~ ~7 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~--~S ~#~ ~<~ ~ ~ ~ Y ~ ~ ~  
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process of estimating national income. 
other Commerce data. ~ 

It is described in section 3.6 along with 

3.4.2. Based on Value Aggregates 
of Per Capita .Consumption Inde____~x 

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. ~nese represent 
the sums of the products of changing quantities of individual foods ~mtltiplied by • 
average retail prices in 1947-~9. To derive a measure of total market value in current 
dollars, several adjustments in these values in 1947-49 dollars must be made. First, 
they must be adjusted to a current dollar basis, using tne ~LS index of retail 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 channels from farmto retail 
and (2) a subtraction to allow for foods sold at less than retail prices. An unpub- 
lished experimental series runs close to that based on the marketing bill data next 
described. 

3.4.3- Based on AMS 
Marketin~ Bill Data 

3.~.3.1. ~ The third basis for estimates of the market value of all food consumed 
at home and away from honm (TFV-IOa), the one adopted for the AMS series, is the 
marketing bill data of the Agricultural Marketing 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 estimates of the extra cost of buying food in the form of 
meals rather than at 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 i~orted foods and nonfarm foods (TFV-8). Because some food is sold to 
consumers at less than retail-store prices by farmers, processors, and wholesalers, 
an allowance for these differences between market values and retail values was 
subtracted. Details of the procedure used in deriving this set of data (as well as 
other AMS value series) are given in appendix B. The series on market value of all 
foods and its components are in table 3-5. The series labeled TFV-IOa excludes 
retail-sales taxes 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 based on the two AMS series 
and the one based on Commerce data are reasonably close together for the years since 
World War II. Prior to 19~, the two A~S-based series diverge from that of Commerce, 
apparently because of differences in the levels of food production indicated by the 
Censuses of Manufactures 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 C 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. 

3.4.3.2. Market Value of Domestic Farm Food_~s.--The value of those farm foods 
produced by American farmers and consumed by U. S. civilians is estimated from the 
same sets of AMS data as the all-food series. For this series, it was necessary to 
subdivide the extra cost of food purchased as meals and snacks into the share for 
domestic farm foods and that for all imported foods and fishery products. This was 
done by means of the ratio of the retail value or cost of farm foods sold to the 
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retail value of all foods sold. For some purposes 3 retail sales taxes and tips should 
be excluded, for others they should be included. Alternative series are therefore 
given in table 3.7 (TFV-12a, TFV-12b). 

7 

3.4-3.3. Civilian Expenditures fo__~r All Foods .--Two AMS series measure dollar 
outlaY s for food by U. S. civilians. They were derived from the AMS market value 
data described above by subtraction of the imputed value of home-produced food. The 
series pertaining to all food (TFV-11b in table 3.6) differs in coverage from the 
Commerce series, consumption expenditures for food(described 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 c lients~-/The per capita 
series derived fromthe total 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 Food~ by Civilians.--For analysis of 
several problems related to marketing of products of U. S. agriculture, a special 
expenditure series has been derived to cover domestic farm foods only, TFV-13b in 
table 3.7. It differs from that series on market value of domestic farm foods, which 
includes retail taxes and tips, TFV-12b, by the exclusion of home-produced fopd. The 
matching per capita 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 have been developed as byproducts of 
the estimation of the market value 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 soon. Although they form an 
integral part of the overall estimates of market value of all food consumed~ they are 
likely to be much less reliable than other series. Independent data are !available 
i'or checking the overall figures but not some of these components. Accordingly, the 
descriptions of these subseries and the data are relegated to appendix B. There the 
methodology is clearly described 3 ~d the nature of the bases on which they stand is 
set forth. 

3.5. Marketing Services Sold With Food -- Time Series 

The currently available economlc measures of marketing services sold with food 
are based on the difference betweeD_ th@ Value of food as it leaves the farmer or other 
primary supplier and the amount Paid--b~-T~ual consumers. These value measures are 
often described as the "marketing bills" for handling food commodities. 

3.5.1. Value of Marketin~ Services 

3.5.1.1. For all foods, the total marketing bill or the value of all marketing 
services rendered between the farm gate and final purchase as food in retail stores, 
and as meals and snacks, is calculated by subtracting total supplier value (TFV-5) 
1'rom the total market value of all food (TFV-IOa). Adjustments were made in the mar- 
~eting bill to subtract special taxes paid by hog processors in 1934 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-I&a and the one including those extra 
charges is TFV-14b, table 3.8. 



I 

i ~: i L:I I 

] 

ill' 

i ,  ol 

! 

i. 1 
I ;  I: 

, i 

~ i  "i:: 

,i !t: 

i i i, i:::i,i' 

f l ,  " 

- 24 - : 

3.5.1.2. Similar value data for all marketing services for domestic farm foods 
only are derived from the final 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 general 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). ~/ 

The series for total marketing bill for al__ll services so!d with domestic farm 
foods excluding taxes and tips (TFV-15a) differs from the farm-retail marketing bil___~l 
regularly estimated by AMS because of the inclusion of services of eating places and 
the deduction of services not supplied on food sold to consumers prior to the retail 
stage in distribution, as by farmers and wholesalers. The] components Of the farm- 
retail marketing bill have been Studied extensively by marketing specialists of the 
Marketing Economics Research Division, AMS. An analytical summary in terms of labor 
costs, profits, transportation costs, and so on is given inl Misc Pub. 74i (~ and in 
the Marketing and Transportation Situation of July 1959 (l_~O). 

3.5.2. Quantity of Marketing Services ~i 

By deflating the marketing bill -- the value series for all marketing services 
sold With all food -- a much needed measure of the Volume of food marketing services 
used can be approximated. But it is recognized that, since any quantity series derived 
by deflating a value or expenditure series is merely an approximati0n, it should be used 
only as long as a direct measure is not available. Measures of the quantities 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 values of the AMS market 
basket of farm foods as a price index for marketing services. ~f Here, too, it-would 
be more desirable to have a directly constructed index, pricing fixed quantities of 

~_/ An analysis of the components of the total marketing bill was published in the 
July 1959 issue of the Marketing and Transportation Situation, "The Marketing Bill for 
Farm Food Products" (ii). Reprinted as AMS-326. 
.~/ The AMS market basket series is constructed by pricing a fixed market basket of 

farm food commodities (.the average quantities of farm products purchased for consump- 
tion at home by urban wage-earner and clerical worker families in 1952) 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 andretail costs is the 
marketing margin. For further explanation of this series, see Misc. Pub. 741 (~) 

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, and 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 included. 

Whereas the use of a price index to derive a measure Of quantity from a value 
series often gives a downward bias to the quantity series, it is quite possible that 
the use of this price index based on the marketing margin may yield a reasonably sat- 
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, and no serious biases have been 
revealed. 

ili ~i • 
i ~-~u ~ -~ ~ o ~ ~r~.- ~ : ~ ~ - - - ~ ~ - ~  ~ ~-~. ~ ~ - ~  ~ .~ ........ ~ _ ~  .... ~ . . . . .  
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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 all major farm 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. 

The deflated per capita values ofmarketing services bought with all foods 
(PFV-14d) and with domestic farm foods (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 

i 
f 

! 

! 
J 
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The Department of Commerce reports on national income, output, and retail trade, 
and the several censuses are invaluable sources of economic statistics needed for work 
on food consumption. In the following paragraphs a brief description is given of the 
coverageof disposable personal income, a derived series on disposable money income, 
the series on food expenditures, retail sales of food stores, and sales of eating and 
drinking places. 

3.6.1. Income 

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

A series on disposable personal money income has been derived from the pub- 
lished Commerce data by subtracting from disposable personal income (1) the series on 
personal 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. Foo___~d Expenditures 

The concept and coverage of the Department of Commerce food expenditure series 
are considered briefly in section 2.2.4.4., 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 inmates 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 alcoholic beverages 
bought for off-premise consumption; (2) purchased meals and beverages; (3) food fur- 
nished Government (including military); an d (4) commercial employees (valued at farm 
prices). The first two series -- off-premise purchases and purchases of meals and 
beverages -- are estimated for benchmark years according to the general procedure 
described as the "commodity-flow method." 2~/ 

.~/ For further details, see (i) pp. 177-178, Agr. Handb. 62 (6); (2) pp. 103-104 of 
the 1954 edition of National Income (2~ 3 a supplement to the ~ of Current 
Business; (3) PP. 78-79 of U_~. S_~. Income an__~d Output (27), 1958 supplement to the 
Su~ey o_~f Current Business. 
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This method starts with the value of production at the primary producer level, 
then separates the parts going 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 commercial employees is developed from trade data. The 
series on value of home-produced food for farm households is supplied to the Depart- 
ment of Commerce by the Agricultural Marketing Service. This is the farm household 
part 0f the data described in 3.2.1.~ and is a component of gross farm income. From 
the total of these components, the Department of Commerce subtracts itsestimates of 
sales of alcoholic beverages to Consumers to derive the series described as "consump- 
tion expenditures for food." 

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

Data on food purchased for off-premise consumption were formerlyextrapolated 
for the years after the Census benchmarks using sample census data on retail 
sales of food and liquor stores and sales data for State liquor monopolies. 
This procedure has been somewhat changed since the incorporation of the 195~ bench- 
mark, as described on pp. 78-79 of U_~. S_~. In_come and ~ (27). For 1951 and 1956, 
a short form of the "commodi%y-flow method" was used to develop estimates of off- 
premise consumption, using data from the annual census survey of manufactures. 
Interpolations for 19b~-5 O, 1952-53, and 1955 were based on the components of the 
market value of all food sonsumed by U. S. civilians derived from the marketing bi%1 
data of the Agricultural Marketing Service (as in table 3.5). 

B.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 Trad_____ee 
Report (16). The methodology and coverage 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 types of establishments and with 
numerous subdivisions. The 195~ Census did not report breakdowns of sales by commod- 
ity lines as had been done by earlier surveys. Tnerefore~ it is not possible to 
determine the sale of foods as opposed to nonfood items as was the case in the 
Censuses of 1939 and 1948. 2~/ 

3.7- Federal Surveys of Food Consumpt, ion 

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

2~/ For 1939 and 1948 the commodity-line data were used along with other Commerce 
and Agriculture data to develop estimates of food sales by major marketing channels. 
See "Distribution of the Food Supply of the United States '~ by this author in 
Econ. Res. July 195~ (~_~. 
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3.7.1. List of ~ ~ 

3.7.1.1. Two general types of one-time, cross-section surveys have been ~mde by 
~%deral agencies: (i) Food consu~tion by housekeeping households as surveyed by the 
Institute of Home Economics and its predecessor agencies, 2~/ and (2) expenditure 
surveys such as those by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2~] Differences between the 
objectives of the Institute of Home Economics and the Bureau of Labor Statistics in 
making such surveys affect the procedures and kinds of data obtained. Home econo- 
mists are concerned particularly with appraisal of family diets and therefore 
concentrate on obtaining the best possible estimates of quantities of food consumed, 
as well as data on economic status and social characteristics of the family. 2~/ 
Surveys of the Bureau of Labor Statistics are designed to yield data on all/goods 
and services as well as relevant economic and social data. Accordingly, they must 
stress the collection of information on all expenditures and e~hasize precision on 
food quantities. 2~/ 

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

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 1941-~2 Study 
of Family Spending and Saving in Wartime. The 1935-36 Consumer Purchases Study 
yielded a considerable variety of income and expenditure data, for which U. S. totals 
were derived. The detailed food quantities for segments of the population were very 
difficult to combine satisfactorily because the sables were not designed to provide 
complete coverage. 

L 

3.7.1.3. The Institute of Home Economics made a nationwide survey of urban 
household food consumption in the spring of 1948. AMS joined the Institute in making 
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 Statistics in the spring of 1951 covered both the year 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 made by the Bureau of Labor Statistics in a 
week of September-October 194~ and in February 19~5 in connection with surveys of 
prices paid by consumers. 

~ I~Areau of Home Economics and Bureau of Human Nutrition and Home Economics. 
Surveys m~e prior to 1953 are s~rized on pages 179-185 of Agr. 

H db. 62 (6_3. 
2~/ For general description of IHE methodology, see pp. 174-200, Agr. Inf. 

132 (19. 
~// See pp. 6-16 of "Methodology of the Survey of Consumer Expenditures in 1950" 

by Helen Humes Lamale, a monograph in Stud~ of Consumer Expendi.ture.s, .Incomes , and 
~ ,  University of Pennsylvania (2~). 
~j References to earlier survey data given in Williams, Faith M. and Zimmerman, 

Carle C. Studies of ~ Living in th__~e United States and Othe___~r Countries: An 
Analysis of Material and Method. U. S. Dept. of Agr. Misc. Pub. 223 (46). 
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Following isa description0f available survey data pertainingto food consump- 
tion, arranged according to the type of data on food obtained. 0nly nationwide 
surveys that included consumption Of all foods are covered. 

3.7.2. Recalls of Annual 
Food Value Data 

Only value data are available as a measure of annual food consumption by house- 
holds because it is impossible to recall quantities of individual co~nodities. ~ 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 as how much they 
had produced for home use. 40/ Even with extensive interviewprocedures, there always 
are unsolved problems of recall and of reporting . . . . .  

3.7.2.1. The results of such survey efforts are available in the form of value 
data for certain years. Data on the market value of all food and alcoholic beverages 
consumed at home and away from home by all U. S. families and single individuals are 
available from the Consumer Purchases Study (1935-36) and from the Study of Family 
Spending and Saving in Wartime (1941). ~ The data given in table 3.10 are in 1941 
dollars. 

3.7.2.2. For four different yearss matching data are available on expenditures 
for food and beverages at home and away from home by urban ~ fsmilies (table 3.11). The 
Study of Family Spending and Saving in Wartime provides the 19~l figures for families ~ 
of two or more# but they include nonhousekeeping families. Estimates for the year 
1944 are from the BLS study. ~ Expenditure data for the year 1947# for housekeeping 
households only with two or more members, were obtained bY the BHNHE in their urban 
food survey. ~ The data for 1950 expenditures by families and single :individuals3 ~ 
including nonhousekeeping households, are from the BLS survey. 4_~/ 

3.7.2.3. The 1950 BLS expenditure survey provides another Set of food expendi- 
ture data for urban families, as well as information on othez consumer goods and 
services. These data have been summarized and published for individual cities and for 
three classes of cities (large cities, suburbs of large cities and sm~ll cities) in 

~/ However, some privately financed panels of reporting households keep records 
through the year (3.8.2). But none covers all foods. 

Interviewers have helped by careful probing and renninding the respondent of 
various possibilities. For example, the interviewer usually starts ~rith a discussion 
of current weekiy expenditures, then discusses ~-ith 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 year3vacationsjand special food outlays. 
41/ The 1935-36 data were published by the National Resources Committee ~ in Consumer 

Ex]oenditures in the United States (~7). The 1941 data were published in the BLS 
Bul. 822, ~ Spending and Savin~ i_~n Wartime (43). 

Reported in an article by Dorothy S. Brady, "Expenditures and Savings of City 
Families in 19~, " in the Monthly Labo_____~r Revie_.__~w, January 1946 (~). Table 2 provides 
the data for families of two or more. 

~4./ Table 25j page 56 of Agr. Inf. Bul. 132 (~). • 
Reported in table 1-3, page 43 vol. XVIII O f Stud.~ of Consumer Expenditures, 

Incomes and Saving (45). 
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Exhibit D.--Types of food data from first five reports on 1955 Survey 
of Household Food Consumption 

Data Given in Survey Reports i to 5 (~_~ 

(1) Average money value per family of: 
(a) All foods and beverages used in a week at home and away from home, in- 

cluding purchased and without direct expense; 
(b) Purchased food for home use and ~als, snacks:and beverages consumed 

. . away from home; 
(c) Food used at home received without direct expense from home production or 

as gifts or payment in kind. l/ 
For each of some ~30 food items separately and for groups of foods, from all 

sources and purchased only: 
(a) Percentage of households in group using item in week; 
(b) Average quantity used at home per household in week; 
(c) Average money value of the quantity used per household. 

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; 
(c) Average money value of the quantity used per household. 

(2) 

(3) 

Averages Reported for Households Grouped by 

Urbanization 
Are___~aa category 

1954 money income of family 
after i.ncome taxes 2/ 

United States All combined Under $1,000 
Northeast Non farm $1-2,000 
North Central Region Urban $2-3,000 
South Rural nonfarm $3-4,000 
We st Farm $4- 5,000 

$5-6,000 
$6-8,000 
$8-10,000 
$10,000 and over 

Data Computable from Reported Statistics for Each Group 

(i) 

(I2) 
(3) 

(4) 
(5) 

(6) 

Per person averages for each type of data for individual foods and for groups 
of foods. 

Per household averages for those households using item during week. 
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. 

Breakdown of the money spent for food at home among con~nodities. 
Average prices paid by selected groups of households for individual foods and 

groups of foods. 
Cross-section indexes of food consumption per person (retail level), of total 

food use per person (farm level), and of use of purchased foods per person 
( farm level). 

/Valued at prices paid for purchased item by households in the same urbanization 
category and region. 
2_/ 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 designed to provide U. S. cov- 
erage. They included only households not receiving relief. However, some U. S. data ~ 
have been estimated and published from time to time 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. S. as a 
whole. ~ They were published by the Burean of Human Nutrition~ and Home Economics 
in Misc. Pub. 550, ~ Food Consumption in the United States (40) ~. Income and • 
expenditure data for all U. S. households and for urban households in the first 
quarter of 1942, as well as the annual recall data for 1941, were published in BLS 
Bul. 822 (~). Income and expenditure data for rural families from the same survey 
were published in USDA Misc. Pub. 520 (41). 

The survey of urban housekeeping households in the spring of 19~ supplied data 
on food expenditures at home and away from home (including alcoholic beverages), the 
value of food obtained without direct expense~ and detailed quantity and money value 
data for all foods consumed at home. This survey by the Bureau of Human Nutrition 
and Home Economics (later the Institute of Home Economics) covered food consumption 
in a week in spring for all U. S. housekeeping households of two or more. Supplemen- 
tary data were obtained on food consumption in households in four cities during three 
seasons of 19~8 and for those in two cities in two seasons of 19~9. For a subdivision 
of southern households and northern households the U. S. spring data were tabulated by 
food group. Agr. ~ Inf. Bul. 132 (~ 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 a week of spring 1951. 

3.7.~.A. The Institute of Home Economics and the Agricultural Marketing Service 
cooperated in the 1955 Survey of Household Food Consumption. ~/ The 1955 survey was 
designed to provide reliable statistics on food consumption by all housekeeping house- 
~olds in the spring of that year and for major segments such as households grouped by 
rezion, urbanization, and income. The sample covered the U. S. housekeeping popula- 
tion of about 153 million civilians. Excluded from the survey were about 9 million 
peo~le (1) who lived in households in which no one had l0 or more meals from household 
supplies during the survey week and (2) who lived in rooming houses or hotels, or in 
l;ublic or private institutions -- often described as the nonhousekeeping population. 
~e typ~.s Of data reported or obtainable from the first 5 survey reports are listed in 
exh~[bit O. ~/ 

~ A ~ ~ urban schedules were collected in the early part of June, 1942. 
~ne d~ ~ in vol. Xll of Study of Consumer .Expenditures, Incomes and Savinas (45) 

on expenditure. ~" for food for home consumption cover all foods bought for such use, 
valued at retail, and not just food bought in stores as is indicated by the titles of 
tables 3-4. 
~/ Data from this survey are published by the Department of Agriculture in a 

special series of survey reports (4_4). Survey Reports 1-5 contains the money value 
and food quantity data. 

51/ An arti('le by Burk and Lanahan in ~ Econ. Res. July 1958, (~ describes 
aspects of the 1955 food survey data of interest to researchers in agricultural 
economics. Results of several checks on the reliability of the data, reported in that 
article, are given in appendix C. 

. . . . .  r ~ • ~ ._~ ~ .  ~ _ ~k~ k .~ ;. ~ L ~/. r ~ r , ~ ~ ~ ~ .'~'i ~" ~÷ ~ ~ k ~ k ~ U  h ~ ' < ~ ~ ~  



- 31 - 

three regions -- North, South, and West. ~_~ In addition to these nine subdivisions, 
other groupings of families were also used -- income, family size ', age of head, occu- 
pation of family head, family type, and so on, and combinations of income and certain 
of the other family characteristics. The University of Pennsylvania is engaged in a 
detailed analysis of the relationship of various family characteristics (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 Expenditures, Incomes 

savir s 

3.7.3. Annual Recall of 
Home Food Production 

Data on the production of food in the preceding year were obtained for 1941:as 
part of the Study of Spending and Saving in Wartime and for 195~ in connection with 
the 1955 Survey of Household Food Consumption. For 1941 some overall value data on 
urban production of food for home use are given in BLS Bul. 822 (4.~). More extensive 
data for rural households are given in Misc. Pub. 520, Rural Family Spendin~ and 

in Wartime (41). ~_~ For farm households, there is information on the value of 
all ho~-produced foods, commodity detail for the values and quantities of livestock 
products, the flour, cereal, meal group, and for sirups and honey; value figure s only 
are given for fruits and vegetables. This publication also contains information on 
home canning of fruits and vegetables and of meat and poultry by farm households 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 breakdowns, the 
quantities for major livestock items, and the quantity of all home-canned food. 

Agr. Inf. Bul. 132 (2~) reports the value of food home produced by urban house- 
holds in 19~7, subdivided into seven food groups. 

Survey Report 12, Food Production for Home Us__~e b v Households in th.__~e United , 

State__~s, b~ Region,  ( ~  on the 1955 Survey conta ins  a cons iderab le  v a r i e t y  o f  data  'on 
the value and quantity 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 vegetables in the fresh form supplied a 
fairly co~orehensive set of data for these foods for the first t~ne, as described in 
the report's notes on use of the tables. 
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3 . 7 - 4 -  ~ of Food Consumption 
in a Week of SDr~ 

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

B.7.4.1. The Consumer Purchases Study for 1935-36 4_// provided value and quan- 
tity data for all commodities for area and population segments. The interviewing 

4_~J Voi. iil, "Summary of Family Expenditures for Food, Beverages and Tobacco" (!950), 
and vol. XII, "Detailed Family Expenditures for Food, Beverages and Tobacco" (1950 and 
spring 1951), Study of Consumer E.xpenditures, Incomes and Savir4gs (~5). 
4~ Published by the Bureau of Human Nutrition and Home Economics. 

Data for large cities reported in ~ Expenditure 9 in Selected Cities, 19B5-~6. 
Vol. II, "Food." BLS Bul. 648 (4_~. The Department of Agriculture published the 
food data for farm, village, and urban households in ~ Foo___dd CDnsumDtion an__~d 
Dietary Level_.._~s. Five Regions. Farm Series. Misc. Pub. 405 (~. Urban and Village 
Series, Misc. Pub. 452 (~9). 
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3.7.5. ~ Su~ey Data on . . , )  

~uantities Consumed 

Surveydata on quantities 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 consumption. " . . . .  - 

3.7.5.1. The food data for a week i n spring 1942 cover consumption at home by 
families and single individuals grouped by urbanization and by family 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 forurbanhouseholds 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 (~. Information on the 
structure of food consumption in the spring of 1942 appears to be generally useful for 
comparison with 1955 survey data. ~/ 

" ; , .. 

Consumption of some items in spring 1R42, however, was ~affected by the Collec- 
tion of data primarily in April and May, with only a few urban schedules in June. 
Some other items were affected by wartime food developments.i Detailed analysis of ~ 
commodity data has indicated that the seasonal differences were not major and were 
largely offsetting. Unfortunately, the effects of wartime food shortages on food con- 
sumption and food purchases and consumption at home by the housekeeping population 
cannot be measured directly With available •data. But the short supplies of some 
items for consumption at home in spring 1942 appear to have been shared quite gener- 
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 averages for each income class in the three 
urbanization categories with such data from the 1R55 survey reveal a high degree 
of internal consistency. ~ 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. 

~/ Here the structure of food consumPtion refers to the whole configuration of/ 
average food consumption from all sources and from purchased supplies only by house- 
holds grouped according to urbanization and to income. 
~/ The survey average for meat consumption per person at home in April-May 1942 was 

somewhat 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 quarterly data on farm home consumption). 
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 same slopes and shapes as their counterparts in 
1955, though at different levels, and that the urban "Engel curves" for all meats in 
19~2 and 1948 are very close in slope and in level. Some error is also quite possible 
in the estimate of civilian meat disappearance in April~June 1942. Furthermore, com- 
mercial meat Supplies distributed in spring 1942 for consumption at 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 graphicrelatlonships between the averages 
for all foods or individual foods per person for each income class and average dispos- 
able money income for households in eac~ urbanization. 
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3.7.5.2. The survey of urban housekeeping households of two or ~re persons 
I~ade in the spring of 1948 supplied information on the quantities of purchased foods 
used at home and their values for all major commodities. In addition, data on sup- 
plies from all sources, including those received without direct expense, are given 
for subgroups of foods in Agr. ' Inf. Bul. 132 (2~. As this bulletin contains full 
descriptions of the data, their limitations, 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 each of the urbanization categories and by single person households 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 quantities of 
food consumed at home by people at several income levels are available only for these 
households. Those types of data given or computable from the survey reports of par- 
tieular value to consumption analysis are listed in exhibit D. As additional cross- 
tabulations are made by AMS 3 results will be published. 

No commodity data can be repeated in this handbook -- the mass of statistics 
involved is too great. But some overall measures of the quantity of all foods con- 
sumed within households grouped by income have 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]7.5.4. A cross-section index of food consumption per person (retail level) 
has been constructed from the information on the quantities of food consumed at home 
in a week of spring 1942, as reported in Misc. Pub. 550 (~__~. The reported data were 
adjusted to the bases of the retail time series on per capita food consumption 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- 
ages per person and compared with the all-U. S. average. The comparisons yield the 
cross-section index given in table 3.12. Further details of the computations are 
provided in appendix D. 

These indexes are subject to all the qualifications described in 3.7.5.1, plus 
those resulting from pricing all quantities at the same average retail price, irre- 
spective of quality and of the extent of farm-retail services bought or not bought 
with the food. But they are a useful statistical 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 overall food consump- 
tion in quantitative terms, three new indexes were developed from the 1955 food 
survey. Two match the definitions of the time-series indexes of per capita food use 
of farm commodities (PFQ-Ia, b). One index covers consumption from all sources 
(CFQ-Ia), the other only purchased foods (CFQ-Ib). 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 retail value at 1947-49 average prices (CFQ-2). This 
index matches the time-series retail index of per capita food consumption (PFQ-2). 
The Overall indexes for U. S. households grouped by urbanization and income are given 
in table 3.13. Details of the methodology and subseries for commodity groups are 
given in appendix D. The overall food data are conslderedto be quite reliable and 
generally representative of food consumption at home in all of 1955. The subindexes 
for commodity groups are subject to the same limitations as the weekly data from which 
they are computed -- seasonality, sampling, and so on. 
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3.7.6. Value Data o_~n Foo___dd 
Consumed i_~n a Week of 

This section describes a number of sets of overall food value data from house- 
hold survey s oi' 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 indicated in the footnotes of tables 3.14-16, which contain the 
ad.~usted 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 researchers who may lack the time to develop their own. 

3.7.6.1 For spring 1942, the market value of all food consumed at home in a week 
was published for all foods combined, and for individual items, in Misc. Pub. 550 (~_~. 
Data on expenditures for food away from home were derived from the recall of expendl- 
~tures in the first quarter oi' 19~2 for urban households, in BLS Bul. 822 (4_~ and for 
rural nonfarm households, in M.~sc. Pub. 520 (~_~. Comparable data for ~ farm households 
had to be estimated from the 19~l data reporte d in Misc. Pub. 520- Data on expendi- 
tures for food at home represent a separate set of data tabulated from the schedules, 
and not the value of purchased food consumed at home. ~/ 

3.7.6.2. Fromthe urban survey of spring 1948, the following sets of value data 
are immediately available in Agr. Inf. Bul. 132 (~): 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 data for individual purchased foods used at home. 

3.7.6.3. The survey of Urban consumers made by the Bureau 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 Savings (~). These data represent the recall of ~ 
the number of units purchased, 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 data. The data in the published reports 
are in terms of expenditures without matching quantity figures. 

3.7.6.4. The kinds of value data reported directly or computable from the pub- 
lished reports for the spring 1955 food survey are listed in exhibit D. Several sets 
05 ° data for U. S. households grouped by urbanization and income are given in table 3.16. 

3.7.7. Inherent Limitations Of 
cross-section Data for a Week 

3.7.7.1. 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 coverage, 
definitions, and tabulations. For example, home canned fruits and vegetables were 
classified with commercially canned items in the report on spring 1942 data, but the 
1955 survey reports include them with fresh supplies. ~/ Pork fat cuts provide 

~ These are hitherto unpublished data supplied by the Institute of Home Economics. 
On the basis of the experience of AMS analysts with these two procedures, it now 

appears that handling ~hem as a separate category or subdivision is desirable. 
\ 
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another example of variation in handling -- for 1942 they are included with fats and 
oils, for 1955 with meats. 

3.7.7.2. Household coverage has varied between surveys of the Bureau of I~or 
Statistics and of the Institute of Home Economics. Although BLS surveys of income and 
expenditures have covered all urban households, including nonhousekeeping households, 
detailed food data pertain only to housekeeping households. Institute of Home 
Economics surveys have all referred to housekeeping households. The 1948 survey cov- 
ered only urban households of two or more persons, whereas the 1955 survey included 
one-person households and rural farm and nonfarm as well. 

3.7.7.3. Analysis of findings from surveys of a week's food consu~tion must 
take into account these facts: (1) During a lin~ited period the market availability 
of goods and services is practically fixed. (2) Demand is relatively fixed or static 
because outside influences and intra-family relationships have no time to change 
during the single week reported on by each respondent although the interviewing may be 
spaced over a several month period. (3) The data may reveal irregularities in con- 
sumption patterns, market structure, and prices which are peculiar to the particular 
period. (4) Problems for some individual foods arise because of seasonality. 
(5) Only housekeeping families are included. (6) An adjustment for meals eaten at 
home and away from home is made on a pro rata basis in obtaining per person averages 
for food at home, 21 meals at home being set equal to one person. While such adjust- 
ment is necessary , it may introduce some bias, particularly if there is a notable 
difference in the kind of foods eaten out. (7) Sampling and reporting errors have 
varied, reflecting improvements in sampling and collection methods on the one hand and 
difficulties such as obtaining cooperation of employed respondents and recall of data 
on more items, on the other. 

Other limitations of these cross-section surveys, particularly t h e  early ones, 
are reported in the literature. 

3.7.7.4. Although this handbook is concerned primarily with all foods combined, 
a section to guide analysts in making comparisons of co~nodity data from the 1955 food 
survey with other sets of data is given in appendix C. 

3.8. Business Cross-Section Food Surveys 

3.8.1. Cross-section surveys of food consumption made by business firms can be 
considered in this report only in general terms. It is evident,however, that they vary 
in several respects from such surveys conducted by the Federal Government. The only 
nationwide all-food study by private agencies whose existence is generally known is the 
one-time survey by Life magazine in 1956. This was part of a large scale study of con- 
sumer expenditures which is described in an article by Richard H. Ostheimer. ~/ For 
this survey, records were kept by families on their expenditures for foods in each of 
lO days. ~he statisticians in charge of the survey reported difficulties in obtaining 

~/ (a) Brady, Dorothy S. and Williams, Faith M. "Advances in the Techniques of 
Measuring and Estimating Consumer Expenditures. " Jour. Farm Econ. May 1945 (~_~. 
(b) Part II of BLS Bul. 822 (4~. (c) Pp. 1-40 of the monograph by Helen Hum~s 

L = a l e  
il/ Jour. ~__~, Jan. 1958, pp. ~6o-272. 

Reference to this survey and others that follow does not constitute a n  indorse- 
ment of the data by the U. S. Department of Agriculture. 
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information on consumption by high-income households. Some food data were published 
in vol. I, ~ of CQnsumer _Exoenditure~ (36). The data in this report on food pro- 
vide only 18 subdivisions within all foods. Published data do n0~ indicate how much 
detail on consumption of individual food items was obtained on the schedule. • 

3.8.2. Probably the best known panel for obtaining cross-section information on 
food in this country is that operated by the Market Research Corporation of America. 
The Federal Government 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 problems in retaining 
randomness of the sample in the highest and lowest income groups. The survey is con- 
ducte d by personal interviewers at the outset, but the weekl~ diaries are mailed in 
by each family. ~/ The MRCA panel now includes a wide variety of foods, but as 0f 
April, 1958, the schedule did not cover fresh meats, poultr2,1 fish; bread; rolls; 
fresh vegetables, potatoes, sweet potatoes; dry beans and peas; eggs~ ice cream; 
melons; and sugar. 

3-9. Speci al Surveys for Market D.evelopment ReSearch 

Market researchers working on some specific food commodities 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 combined had been 
published but some pilot research was in progress. To date, the food commodity( 
studies have included potatoes, rice, citrus, bakers '~ use oflfruits, apple juice# 
cranberries, cooking fats and oils, lamb, cherries, specific bread formulas, 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 at 
the retail level also, under certain conditions, can be used for study of food con- 
s~tion. ~e best known survey of sales of retail stores is the continuing survey 
by the A. C. Nielsen Company. As such data have not been purchased for Use by the 
Department of Agriculture, details are not readily available, though certain general 
information regarding the survey is considered in appendix C. 

Retail store experiments have been used to study a variety of marketing and 
merchandising problems. These have been on a relatively small Scale, and, because of 
the expense involved, they cover only single commodities or con~modity groups. 

r 

58/ Guidance to comparison of this type of survey data with information from the 
Government one-time surveys and with the AMS disappearance data is given in 
appendix C. 
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Table 3.1.--Major quantity indexes for civilian per capita use oi' food, 
measured at farm and retail levels, and for food marketing 

. 1929  

1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934. 
1935 
1936 
1937 
199 
1939, 

1940 
1941 
1942 
1943 
19h~ 
1945 
1946 
1947 
19~B 

1949 

services, and civilian population,1929-59 

Year 

- (Indexes: 1947-49=i00) _. 
. • . = . . 

: Index of per capita food : : Index of : 
: use of farm foods i_/ :-Index of per : marketing : 
: : capita food : services : 
: : Purchased : consumption : 
: All food : food 2_/ per capita : 

: PFQ-Ia : PFQIb . . : PFQ-2 : I~FQ-3 .: 

1950 
1951 
195e 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 

: 92 

: 91 
: 91 

: 89 

': . 89 

: 91 
: 87 

: 9o 

: 91 

: 9o 

: 93 

: 95 
: 97 
: 96 

: 99 
: 103 

: 103 

: lO5 
: 103 
: 99 

: 99 
: 97 
: 99 
: 1 O O  

: 1OO 

: lO1 

: - 103 
: iO1 

: 99 
: 1Ol 

Civilian population, 
July 

< 

Number. : " Index 

Million 

85 91 72 121.8 83.9 

84 91 72 
84 9o 72 
81 88 68 
81 88 68 
84 89 68 
80 87 64 
84 91 68 
85 90 65 
84 91 70 
8? 94 73 

91 95 78 
93 97 85 
92 96 88 
94 97 88 
99 ioo 94 

i00 i01 i00 
103 i04 105 
102 102 i00 
99 99 ioo 
99 99 ' lOO 

i00 i00 lO1 
99 98 lO3 

102 iOO 102 
lO4 lO1 103 
104 lO1 i03 
106 i02 104 
1o9 " i04 io8 
107 102 lO6 
lO5 lO1 103 
108 103 105 

123.1 84.8 
124.0 85.4 
124.8 86.0 
125.6 86.5 
126.4 87.1 
127.2 87.6 
128.1 88.3 
128.8 88.7 
129.8 89.4 
1 3 o . 9  9o.2 

132.1 91-.0 
131.8 9O .8 
131.5 9o.6 
128.9 88.8 
128.6 88.6 
129.1 89.o 
138.4 95.4 
142.6 98 • 3 
145.2 ioo. o 
147.6 ioi.7 

15o.2 lO3.5 
151.1 104.1 
153.4 I05.7 
156.0 107.5 
159.1 109.6 
162.3 iii.8 
165.3 i13.9 
168.4 ll6.1 
171.4 118.2 
174.4 120.2 

l_/ Measured in terms of farm commodities valued at average 1947-49 farm prices. ~£1 food 
series differs from purchased food by the amount home produced. PFQ-la represents o e< capita 
food ~uantity - No. l_~a. 

2/ Derived from data on per capita consumption of individual foods usimg estimates of retail 
weights multiplied by average retail prices in 1947-49. 
~ Derived from series PFV-14d in table 3.8. See textj section 3.5.~. 

• Civilian population data from the Bureau of the Census adjusted in 1941-45 to include 
military personnel eating from civilian supplies. For period before 1941 series covers entire 
population. 

• ~ /  Preliminary. 

# 

< 

i: 

( 

Q - 



1929 

1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 
1936 
1937 
1938 
1939 

i940 
1941 
1942 
1943 
1944 
1945 
1946 
1947 
1948 
1949 
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Table 3.2.- Several special indexes for the quantity of food used, measured at Supplie r level; 
an index of marketing services~ bought with domestic farm food commodities; and a composite 

quantity index of all food s plus all marketing services, 1929-59 

(Indexes: .1947-4~-100) 

: Index of per capita use of -- : Index of : 
: _ : marketing : Composite 

Year 

Domestic farm 
Imported 

foods l] foods 

: including 

: Purchased fishery 
All : 2_/ products 

PFQ-4a : PFQ- 4b PFQ- 5 

: 

• : 

z/ 

91 

91 
92 
90 
9l 
9~ 
86 
88 
9o 
89 
93 

96 
97 
98 

1 0 2  

lO5 
lO6 . 
lO7 
lO4 

98 

98 
97 
99 
99 

1 0 0  

1 0 1  

lO4 
lO l  
98 
99 

All farm foods : services : quantity 
and fishery : bought with : index of all 
products 4/ : domestic :foods used 

: : farm food : plus all 
: Purchased : commodities, : marketing 

. ~services, p e r  All : 2_/ : per capita 
capita : 

PFQ-6a : PFq-6b : PFq- 7 : PFQ-8 

84 lO1 93 86 69 ' 

83 
83 
80 
81 
83 
77 
81 
83 
82 
86 

98 92 
93 9l 
85 89 
84 9o 
89 9l 

106 88 
114 91 
109 92 
102 9O 
1Ol 93 

85 
84 
81 
81 
84 
8O 
85 
86 
84 
88 

96 96 91 
lOO 98 93 
77 96 92 
71 99 94 
81 io2 98 

• 83 lO4 ioo 

92 lO5 lO3 
94 lO3 lO2 

103 99 99 
103 98 99 

90 
92 
94 
97 

lOO 
lO2 
lO5 
lO3 
98 

" 98 

1950 : i00 
1951 : 99 
1952 : 102 
1953 : lO4 
1954 : .  lO5 
1955 : 107 
1956 : ii0 
1937 : 107 
1958 : lO4 
1959 : 107 

82 

1o5 99 loo 
104 98 i00 
107 99 lO2 
ii0 i00 104 
102 lO0 104 
lO1 lO1 106 
lOl 103 109 
104 lOl 106 
ll3 99 105 
i18 lO1 107 

69 
69 
67 
68 
66 
61 
66 
63 

• 69 
72 

81 
81 
78 
78 
78 
75 
79 
78 
79 
83 

76 
82 
88 
91 

• 94 
105 
109 
lO0 
lO0 
i00 

iO0 

102 
- 102 
102 
104 
106 
108 

-lO6 
1o4 
lO7 

86 
91 
92 
93 
98 

lO2 
lO5 
lOl 
99 
99 

• i00 
i00 
i01 
102 
102 
IiO3 
lO6 
lO4 
ioi 
lO3 

i/ Breakdown between imported and domestically produced supply of each commodity based on relative 
proportion of each in total wherever no better measure was available. Data from computations of supply- 
utilization index. 
~ Excludes home-produced farm commodities. 
• Indexes developed from farm values of imported fanu co-~nodities at 1947-49 prices and from edible 

weights of irlrported fishery products priced at 1947-49 average import price. 
4_/ Value of fishery products at average 1947-49 prices added to farm value data from supply-utilization 

index. 
~ Derived from series PFV-15d in table 3.8. 

Combination of PFQ-6a and PPQ-3. 
Preliminary. 
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Table 3.3-- Supplier values of foods used by civilians, 1929-59 

Ye ar 

: Farm value : Farm value : Import value : 
: of domestic : of home- : of 
:food sold to : produced : imported 
:civilians i/ : food2_/ : food2~ • 

: : : 

: TFV-I : . TFV-2 : TFV-~ 
Bil. dol. : ~il.dol. Bil.dol. 

1929 : 7.2 2.0 

1930 :" 6.3 1.8 
1931 : 4.7 1.5 
1932 : 3.4 i.i 
1933 : 3.6 1.2 
1934 : 4.3 1.3 
1935 : 5.0 1.5 
1936 : 5.8 1.6 
1937 : 6.0 1.7 
1938 : 5.2 1.4 
1939 : 5.2 1.4 

1940 : 5.6 1.4 
1941 : 7.1 1.7 
1942 : 9.3 2.2 
1943 : 11.4 2. 9 
1944 : 11.6 2.8 
1945 : 12.6 3.1 
1946 : 15.7 3.2 
1947 : 18.7 3.4 
1948 : 19.3 3.4 
1949 : 16.9 2.8 

1950 : 17.6 2.6 
1951 : 20.0 3.0 
1952 : 19.9 2.9 
1953 : 19.0 2.7 
1954 : 18.4 2.4 
1955 : 18.3 2.3 
1956 : 18.7 2.3 
1957 : 19.5 2.2 
1958 : 20.7 2.2 
1959~/ : 19.7 2.0 

Wharf value : 
: of domestic : 
: fish catch : 
: for civilian : 
: use ~ , /  : 

: 

: TFV-4 : : 
Bil.dol. 

i.i O.1 

.8 .I 
• 7 .i 
• 5 .l 
.6 .i 
.6 .i 
• 7 .i 
.8 .i 
• 9 .i 
• 7 .I 
• 7 .i 

.6 .i 

.8 .i 

.6 .i 

.8 .2 
• 9 .2 

1.0 .2 
i .4 .3 
1.9 .3 
2.1 .3 
2.2 .3 

Total 
supplier 

value 

TFV-5 
Bil.dol. 

lO.~ 

9.0 
7.0 
/5.1 
5.5 
6.3 
7.3 
8.3 
8.7 
7.4 
7.4 

7.7 
9.7 

12.2 
15.3 
15.5 
16.9 
20.6 
24.3 
25.1 
22.2 

2.Y .3 23.2 
2.9 .3 26.2 
3.2 .3 26.3 
3.3 .3 25.3 
3.4 .3 24.5 
3.3 .3 24.2 
3.3 .3 24.6 
3.3 .3 25.3 
3.3 .3 26.5 
3 .4 .3 25.4 

~ Described in text, section 3.2.1.3. TFV-I represents t otal~ood xalue - No. ~. 
Includes home production by nonfarm households. See text, section 3.2.1.4. 
Described in text, section 3.2.2. Includes imported fishery products. 

~ ee text, section 3.2.3. 
Preliminary. 

/ : 
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Table 3.4.- Retail value of foods used by civilians 
of supply, 1929-59 l j 

t 

..by source 

Ye ar 

:Retail value of domestic: : : 
: farm foods sold 2/ :Retail value:Retail value: 

1929 : 17.1 

1930 : 16.2 132 
1931 : 13.1 106 
1932 : 10.6 85 
1933 : 10.9 87 
1934 : 12.5 99 

1935 : 12. 9 lOl 
1936 : 14.3 112 
1937 : 14.2 iiO 
1938 : 13.4 103 
1939 : 13.4 102 ~ 

194o : 14.1 lO7 
1941 : 16.3 124 
1942 : 19.8 151 
1943 : 22.3 173 
1944 : 22.5 175 
1945 : 24.4 189 
1946 : 30.8 223 
1947 : 36.7 257 
1948 : 39.2 270 
1949 : 37.7 255 

195o : 38.5 256 
1951 : 42.8 283 
1952 : 44.4 289 
1953 : 44.5 285 
1954 : 44.9 282 
1955 : 46.3 285 
1956 : 48.3 292 
1957 : 50.4 299 
1958 : 52.8 308 
1959~/ : 53.4 306 

: : of home- : of imported:. 
: Per capita : produced : and uonfarm: Total : : food : foods ' : 

TFV-6 : PFV-6 : TFVZ7 : • TFV-8 : 
Bil.dol. Bil.dol. Bil. dol. Dol__~. 

14o 4.4 3.o 

4.3 
3.7 
3.1 
3.1 
3.2 
3.5 
3.6 
3.6 
3.3 
3.3 

3.2 
3.5 
4.1 
5.3 
5.2 
5.6 
5.9 
6.1 
6.2 
5.5 

5.0 
5.5 
5.6 
5.4 
4.9 
4.8 
4.9 
4.8 
4.8 
4.9 

Retail value of all 
foods consumed 

2.8 
2.4 
1.9 
1.7 
2.0 ,~ 

2 . 3 "  
2;4 
2.4 
2.2 
2.2 

2.2 
2.6 
2.3 
2.3 
2.7 
2.5 
3.4 
5.0 
5-5 
5.8 

6.5 
7.1 
7.3 
7.6 
7.8 
7.6 
8.1 
8.4 
8.4 
8.3 

Total : Per capita 

TFV-9 : PFV-9 
Bil. dol. 

' 2k.5 

..." . ' 2 3 . 3 . .  - 
.,. 19.2: 

. , 15.6 . 

15;7 
17.7 

~ 18.7 
20.3 

' 2 0 . 2  
, 18.9 

18.9 

19.5 
" 22.4-  

. - 26 .2  
29.9 
3o.4 
32.5 

40.i 
47.8 
50.9 
49.o 

5o.o 
55.  
57.3 
57.5 
57.6 
58.7 ' 

6l. 3 
63.6 
66.o 
66.6 

Dol~  

201 

Z89 
155 
125 
125 
140. 
i47 
158 
157 . 

146 
1 4 4  

148 
! 7 0  
Z~ 
232 
236 
252 
290 
335 

3 5 l  
3 3 2  

333 
367 
374 
369 
362 
362 
371 
378 
385 
382 

i/ 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 ~ndtiPs. ~ 2_/ This series 
published in Marketing~dTransportation ~ituation, identified as retail-store cost 
of farm foods sold. ~/ Preliminary. 



: . . [ ' - -  

#G: 
- 1,1 - ~ 

i } ~  

~ Table 3-5.- Derivation of the market value of all civilian food, 1929-59 l/ ~ 
..... ~ ~L ~ 

: : : : Minu_.__~s : Total market 
: : Farm value : Eating : estimated : value of all 
: Retail value : of all : place : marketing :civilian food, 
: of all : home- : markup over : charges saved: excluding 
: foods sold : produced : retail : on food sold : taxes and tips 
: : food : : prior to • 4_/ 
: : : 2_/ : retail level : 
:TFV-6 + TFV-8 : TFV-2 : : ~ : TFV-IOa 
: Bil. dol. B_il. dol. Bil. dol. Bil. d01. Bil. dol. 

4 ' , "  

ii year  

:,1,929 

193o 
z£..m. 
zg~. 
Z933 
1934 
:1935 

3.937 
" x995- 

1939 

L z£42 

i 9 b , 4  
• .z945 
-~9~6 
i9k7 

i 9 ~ 9  

•  .950 
:' 1951 

1952 
~-: z953 
.Z954 
, - 1 9 5 5  - 

~X956 
{:Z95/7 
~ Z 9 5 8  

'11959.5.../ 

: 20 .i 

: 19.0 
: 15.5 
: 12.5 
: 12.6 
: 1~.5 
: 15.2 
: 16.7 
: 16.6 
: 15.6 
: 15.6 

: 16.3 
: 18.9 
: 22.1 
: 24.6 
: 25.2 
: 2 6 . 9  
: 34.2 
: 51.7 
: /44.7 
: 43.5 

: 45 .o 
: 49.9 
: 51.7 
: 52.1 
: 5.2.7 
: 53-9 

: 56.~ 
: 58.8 
: 61.2 
: 61.7 

2 . 0  i. 3 i. ~ 2 2 . 0  

1.8 1.3 1.1 9-1.0 
1.5 i.i .8 17.3 
1.1 .9 .6 13.9 
1.2 -7 .7 13.8 
1.3 .6 1.0 15.4 
1.5 .6 1.O 16.3 
1.6 .7 1.1 17.9 
1.7 .8 1.0 18.1 
1.4 .9 .8 17.1 
1.4 1.0 .7 17.3 

'1.4 1.0 .6 18.1 
1.7 1.2 .6 21.2 
2.2 1.4 .4 25.3 
2.9 1.8 .5 28.8 
2 . 8  2 . 0  .4 2 9 . 6  
3 . 1  2 . 4  . 4  3 2 . 0  
3.2 2.9 -5 39.8 
3.4 3.1 .6 47.6 
3.4 3.3 .6 5O.8 
2.8 3.3 .5 49.1 

2.6 3-3 
3.0 3.8 
2.9 3.9 
2.7 4.0 
2.4 4.1 
2.3 4.3 
2.3 4.5 
2 . 2  4.8 
2 . 2  ~.9 
2.o  5.2 

• 5 5o~ 
• 5 56.2 
• 5 58.o 
• 5 58.3 
• 5 58.7 
• 5 6o.o 
• 5 62.7 
• 4 65.4 
• 4 67.9 
• 3 68.6 

-L. 

}i~}lJ:Pr0cedures for estimation of component series described in text, section 3.4.3.1, 
~{.iSnilgeneral t e r m , a n  d in  more d e t a i l  in  appendix B. 22 Sources and methodology  
:: described in section 1.5 of appendix B. ~ See section 1.6 of appendix B. 
/~/Reference is to retail sales taxes. ~_/ Preliminary. 
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Table  3.6.- All foods consumed by civilians: Total and per capita 
market Value and expenditures, 1929-59 l_/ 

a z , ' ; ' j  

Year 

Total market value of all foods 

: Excluding : Includin~ taxes and tips 

: taxes " : : 
: and tips : Total : Per capita : , Total 
: : : : 

: TFV-IOa : TFV-IOb : PFV-IOb : TFV-IIb 

: Expenditures for all foods, 
i n c l u d i n g  t a x e s  and t i p s  

: Per Capita 

: PFV-11b 

W~TIt 

• ~_ :~ %: :: ~]: ii iiZi'~ 

\ L -  

<[W!I/ 
L - 

/!i !:i  =, 

, ] ' i  ~ 

• , ,  "4 ',' 

" ' !  [ i  {~ 

" ; [ :;.,, i r! i;i~i 

L ; L li:!:]i[ 

• ~ i 2Yr! # Z : , : 4 I  L j  I 

~ : [ ! '  ,;[~I,, I t  

: q, i  
{L" , ; : I D  

~,: r ] ' i  i'i 

[ , . :  : % ' i f  

: i  L 
, i , 

: Bil.dol. 

1929 : 22.0 

1930 : 21.0 
1931 : 17.3 
1932 : 13.9 
1933 : 13.8 
1934 : 15.4 
1935 : 16.3 
1936 : 17.9 
1937 : 18.1 
1938 : 17.1 
1939 : 17.3 

1940 : 18 .i 
1941 : 21.2 
1942 : 25.3 
1943 : 28.8 
1944 : 29.6 
1945 : 32.0 
1946 : 39.8 
1947 : 47.6 
1948 : 50.8 
1949 : 49. i 

1950 : 50.4 
195l : 56.2 
1952 : 58.0 
1953 : 58.3 
1954 : 58.7 
1955 : 6o.o 
1956 : 62.7 
1957 : 65.4 
1958 : 67.9 
1959 22 : 68.6 

Bil. dol. DoI_.._~. Bil. dol. 

22.1 18i 20 .i 

21 .I 171 
17.4 140 
14.0 112 
13.9 iii 
15.5 123 
16.5 13o 
18.1 141 
18.3 142 
17.3 133 
17.5 134 

18.4 139 
21.5 163 
25.7 195 
29.3 227 
30.2 235 
32.7 253 
40.5 293 
48.3 339 
51.6 355 
49.9 338 

51.2 341 
57.i 378 
59.o 385 
59.4 381 
59.8 376 
61.2 377 
63.9 387 
66.7 396 
69.2 404 
69.9 401 

19.3 
15.9 I 
12.9 
12 .7  
&4.2  
15.0 
16.5 
16.6 
15.9 
16.1 

17.0 
19.8 
23.5 
26.4 
27.4 
29.6 

37 .3  
44.9 
48.2 
47.1 

48.6 
54.1 
56.1 
56.7 
57.4 
58.9 
61.6 
64.5 
67.0 
67.9 

Dol_._~. 

165 

157 
128 
i03 
lOl 
ll2 
i18 
129 
129 
122 
123 

129 
15o 
179 
2o5 
213 
229 . 
27O 
315 
332 
33.9 

324 
358 
366 
363 
361 
363 
373 
383 
391 
389 

l_/ Derived from AMS data as described in text, sections 3.4.3.1 and 3.4.3.3. 
refer to 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 l_/ 

• : Year 

1929 

1930 
1931  
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 
1936 
1937 
1938 
1939 

1940 
1941 
1942 
1943 

1945 
19~6 
1 9 4 7  
1948 
1949 

1950 
1 9 5 1  
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
19592_/ 

Total market value of domestic 
farm foods only 

:• -', 

: Excluding : 
:taxes and tips: 
: 

: T~'i2a : 

Includin~ taxes and tips 

Total : Per capita 

TFV-12b : PFV-12b 
: Bil.dol. 

: 18.8 

: • 18.o 
: 14.7 
: ii.9 
: 12.0 

: 1 3 . 3  
: 13.9 
: 1 5 . 4  • 

: 15.6 
: 14.8 

: 15.0 

15.8 
: 1 8 . 4  
:. 22.9 
: 26.3 
: 26.7 
: 29.3 
: 36.1 
: 42.2 
: 44.9 
: 42.9 

: 43.4 
: 48.6 
: 50.2 
: 50.1 
: 50.3 
: 51.8 
: 54.o 
: 56.3 
: 58.8 
: 59.6 

Bil. dol. 

18.9 

8.. 1. 
14.8 
12.0 
12.1 
13.4 
14.1 
15..6 
15.8 
15.0 
15.2 

16.1 
18.7 
23.2 
26.7 
27.2 
29.9 
36.7 
42.8 
45.6 
4 3 ; 6  

4~.1 
49.4 
51.1 
51.0 
51.2 
52.8 
55.0 
57.4 
59.9 
60.7 

Dol..._..~. 

155 

147 
119 

96 
96 

106 
i l l  
122 
123 
l l 6  
l l 6  

122 
142 
176 
207 
212 
232 
265 
3oo 
~4 

295 

294 
327 
333 
327 
3 ~  
325 
333 
341 
349 
348 

:.Expenditures for domestic 
farm foods only, 

: including taxes and tips 

Total : Per capita 

TFV-I,~b : , PFV-I,~b 
Bil. dol. DOI_.__=. 

16.9 139 

16 .3  
13 .3  
10.9  
i 0 . 9  
12.1 
12.6 
14.0 
14.z 
13.6 
13.8 

132 
107 
87 
87 
96 

i09 
109 
105 
105 

14.7 
17.o 
21.0 
23.8 
24.4 
26.8 
33.5 
39.4 
42.2 
40.8 

iii 
129 
16o 
185 
190 
2O8 
242 
276 
291 
276 

41.5 
46.4 
48.2 
48.3 
48.8 
5O.5 
52.7 
55.2 
57-7 
58.7 

276 
3o7 
314 
31o 
3o7 

319 
328 

337 
337 

b - .  

i 

, !  k .  

i.i,. l J .  Derived from AMS data as described in text 3 sections 3.4.3.2 and 3.4.3.3. 
. - r e f e r  t o  r e t a i l  s & l e s  t a x e s .  

~ 2/ Preliminary. 
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Table 3.8.- Total marketing bill for all civilian foods and for domestic farm foods: Total in 
current dollars, and total~ and per capita in 1947-49 dollars, 1929-59 

Y e a r  

1 9 2 9  

1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 
1936 
1937 
1938 
1939 

19hO 
1941 
1942 
1943 
1944 
1945 
1946 
1947 
19~8 
1949 

1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1 9 5 9 6 _ /  

: : Total marketing bill for all foods 2_/ : Total marketing bill for domestic 
: : farm foQ~ 4/ 

:In 1947-49 dollars,: : In 19~7r49 dollars, : Index of : In current In current 
: excluding taxes : - ' : , excluding taxes 

: marketing:, dollars dollars: 
: and tips • : and tips 

margin 
: (1947-49 : : : : : i: : : 

=i00) :Including:Excluding: Total : Per :Including:Excluding: TOtal ~: : Per 
: l_/ : taxes : taxes : ~/ : capita :taxes and:taxes and: ~/ : capita 
: :and tips :and tips : : tips ~/ : tips ~ : 
: : : : : : : "  : • 

: : TFV-14b : TFV-14a : TFV-lhd : PFV-I~d : TFV-I~b :~ TFV-I~a : TFV-I)d : PFV-15d 
Bil.dol. Bil.dol. Bil.dol. Dol_.__~. Bil.dol. Bil.dol._______~, .Bil.dol. Dol___~. 

76 ii. 7 ii. 6 15.3 126 9.7 ~ • 9.6 12 ~. 6 103 

78 12.1 12.0 15.4 125 i0.0 ' 9.9 12.7 lO3 
66 10.4 10.3 15.6 126 8.6 8.5 12.9 104 
59 8.9 8.8 14. 9 119 7.5 ..... 7.4 12.5 i00 
56 8.4 8.3 14.8 118 7-3 " ? 7.2 ; 12.8 102 
59 8.9 8.8 14.9 118 7.5 ~~ 7.4 12.5' . 

61 8.9 8.7 14.3 i12 7.3 7.1 11.6 ~ 91 
63 9.8 9.6 15.2 119 8.2 8.0 12.7 99 

: 64 9.6 9.4 14.7 114 8.1 7-9 • 12.3 95 
: 61 9.9 9.7 15.9 122 • 8~4 8.2 13.4 103 

59 i0.i 9.9 16.8 128 8.6 8.4 14.2 108 

58 10.7 10.4 17.9 136 9.1 8.8 15.2 ll5 
59 ii. 8 ii. 5 19.5 148 9.9 9.6 16.3 124 
65 13.5 13.1 20.2 154 11.7 ll.4 17.5 133 
69 14.2 13.7 19.9 154 12.6 - • / 12.2 17.7 137 
70 15.2 14.6 20.9 163 13.3 12.8 !8.3 142 
70 16.5 15.8 92.6 175 14.9 1 4 ~ 3  20.4 158 
78 20.4 19.7 25-3 183 18.3 17.7 22.7 ' 164 
94 24.0 23.3 24.8 174 20.7 20.1 9_1.4 150 
i02 26.5 25.7 25.2 174 22.9 22.2. 9-1.8 150 
104 27.7 26.9 25.9 175 23.9 23.2 ~2,3 151 

lO 3 28.o e7.2 26.4 176 23.9 23.2 ~. 5 150 
111 30.9 30.0 27.0 179 26.4 25.6 23.1 153 
116 32.7 31.7 27.3 178 28.3 27,4 23.6 154 
118 34.1 33.0 28.0 179 29.3 28,4 24.1 154 
119 35.3 34.2 28.7 180 30.4 29.5 24.8 156 
121 37.0 35.8 29.6 182 32.2 31.2 25.8 159 
123 39.3 38.1 31.O 188 34.0 33.0 26.8 162 
128 41.~ ~0.i 31.3 185 35-7 34.6 27.0 160 
134 42.7 41.4 30.9 180 37.0 35-9 26.8 156 
135 44.5 ~3.2 32.0 183 39.0 37-9 28.1 161 

I 41 
• ii!i ~ 

,i I 

ill :i,Ii 

ilJl 
i . I 

i ~ !, 

~ Calculated from the AMS "market basket" series. See reference in text t section 3-5.3. 
Described in text, section 3.5- Taxes refer to retail sales taxes. Difference between total market 

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 1943-46. 
~ T~/-14d represents total food value series - No. 14a de~lated. 

Differs from farm-retail marketing bill because this series includes services of eating places 
and excludes share of markup on food sold prior to retail level. Difference between total market value 
and supplier value except that Federal processor taxes have been deducted in 1934 and 1939 and allowances 
for Federal payments to processors have been added in 1943-46, 

Estimated retail sales taxes and tips for farm foods based on ratio of retail-store cost of farm 
foods sold to retail value of all food sold. 
6_/ Preliminary. 
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Table 3.9.- Disposable total personal income and disposable money income, 
total and per capita, 19~9-59 

if-:: 

j • 
2}'" 
? f -  

~' :~-i >, Year 
. - 2  

/.] - 

"i ",.. 

•/-19~9 

" .193o 

. 1 9 3 ~  
1933 
1934 
1935 

- i 9 3 6  
1 9 3 7  

' 1938 
1939 

:: 1941 

:-~ 1943 

~ 1945 
t '  !946 
L, : 194T 

1948 

=:7 

!: :{ ~ 1 9 5 0  

~7:~ 7t:952 
~ j >1953 , 
~.>: 1:954 
~:;~5:5i95 5 
!,~-::a.956 
.;-W!957 
, ( i 5 9 5 8  : 

{-:. -, , j . . - -  , 

Disposable total income l_/ Disposable money income 2_/ 

: Per capita in -- : : Per capita in -- : : : 
U.S. U.S. 

: Current : ~. ~°hT-~° : total : Current : ~ohT_ho total : : : : : 
dollars dollars dollars dollars : : : : : 

Bil.dol. Dol___~. Dol. Bil.dol. Dol____~. Dol. 

682. 930 76.8 631 861 83.1 

84~ 68.6 557 7801 
792 59.0 476 732 
668 44.9 360 616 
658 42.5 338 611 
719 48.8 386 675 
782 54.8 431 734 
87~ 62.5 488 823 
897 67.0 520 8471 
839 61.8 476 789 
906 " 66.4 507 854 

74.4 604 
63.8 515 
48;7 390 
45.7 364 
52.0 411 
58.3 459 
66.2 517 
71.o 551 
65.7 506 
70.4 . 5 3 8  

76.1 576 962 72.0 545 
93.0 697 1,108 88.1 660 

117.5 871 1,250 llO.8 821 
133.5 977 1,320 124.9 914 
146.8 1,060 1,410 137.0 990 
150.4 1,075 1,398 139.6 998 
160.6 1,136 1,362 151.6 1,072 
170.1 1,181 1,237 161.5 1,121 
189.3 1,291 1,256 180.2 1,229 
189.7 1,271 1,249 180.5 1,210 

1,369 1,332 197.9 1,305 
1,473 1,327 216.2 1,4OO 
1,520 1,339 226.8 1,445 
1,582 1,383 240.2 1,505 
1,582 1,378 244.7 1,507 
1,660 1,450 262.0 1,585 
1,742 1,499 279.9 1,664 
1,804 1,501 294.8 1,722 
• 1,826 1,479 302.9 1,740 
1,905 1,529 322.2 1,820 

207.7 
227.5 
238.7 
252.5 
256.9 
274.4 
292.9 
3o8.8 
317.9 
337.3 

. 910 
i;o49 
1,178 
1,235 
1,316 
i,~ 
1,285 
1,174 
1,196 
1,189 

1,269 
1,261 
1,273 
1,316 
1,313 
1,384 
1,432 
1,433 
1,409' 
1,461 

"2 '  

;? 

~4 
!!. 

".2 . 
e l  

i i ' )  

,7 

f 
z 

i 

, . !  

5: : 

J . 

? 

1 "} k 

i:i~ ~iii~STots!---- series from u° s. Department )f Commerce. Per capita data by Calculated 

/ !-!2-/:Derlved from total series by subtracting income received wholly and partly in 

" i: ~i ~/:2J~- Preliminary. " 
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Table 3.10.-Average total disposable income and total marketvalue of 
food consumed per personin year, at home and away, 

by income group, 1935-36 and19411_/ 

(In 1941 dollars) 

Total income 
per consumer 

unit in current 
dollars2_/ 

: Distribution 
: of family 
: members 

: .t/ 

Average 
disposable 
income per 
person 

Total 
market 
value 

of food 
per person 

: Percent Dollars Dollars 

v: : -  
k: ' - : :  } 

{{47<-: 

)'::,.av.4 

!::iU~ 

},~>} 

75""  

. ~ : 2 7  

{2=,~ 

~4 

.3~: ~ i 

i/,•Ii ~, 
., Lq: 

qii> 

' >'!:~i 
'/i!' 

~ ~ii~ ~ 

Under $560 
$5OO-l,OOO 
$i, 000-i, 500 
$i, 500-2,000 
$2,000-3,000 
$3,000-5,000 
$5,000 and Over 

Average 

Under $500 
$500-1,000 
$i,000-i, 500 
$1,500-2,000 
$2,000-3,000 
$3,000-5,000 
$5,000 and over 

Ave rage 

14.4 
28.3 
~2.8 
13.9 
1~.5 

2.7 

5.1 
15.2 
16.1 
17.7 
~3.5 
16.0 
6.4 

1935'36 

121 
259 
396 
537 
726 ~ 

1,o51 
3,499 

~9~ 

122 
293 
446 
529 
734 

1,008 
2,027 

74 
iii 
141 
165 
192 

368 

143 

91 
13o 
167 
179 
206 
247 
354 

680 ~91 

~i!: ~ 

7! 

l_J Data derived from 1935-36 Consumer Income and Expenditure Studies of the 
National Resources Committee and 1941 Study of Spending and Saving in War- 
time (5 ~3). Disposable income includes money and nonmoney incomes; 1941 
incomes adjusted for underreporting. Market value of all food including 
away-from-home and home-produced food, valued at local prices, and alcoholic 
beverages. Excludes institutional population. 

2_/ Approximately same as disposable income~ includes nonmoney income. 

~J Including single individuals. 

,L! 
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Table 3.11.- Average disposable money income m~d expenditures for food and 
alcoholic beverages per perso% urban families, by income group, 

1941, 1944, 1947 and 1950 l_/ 

(In 19~-39 dollars) 
: : : : 

Money income : Distribu-: Average : Expendi- : Distribu- 
of family : tion of idisposable I tures for ; tion of 

: food and : in current family money family 
dollars : members : income : alcoholic : members 

: : : beverages : 
: : : : 

: Average :Expendi, 
idisposable:tUres for 

: food and money 
: income :alcoholic 
: :beverages 

Under $500 
$500-1,000 
$1,000-1,500 
$1,500,2,000 
$2,000-2,500 
$2,500-3,000 
$3,000-4,000 
$4,000-5,000 
$5,000-10,000 ~ , 
$10,OO0 and over 

Average 

Under $i,000 
$1,000-2,000 
$2.,000-3,000 
$3~000-~,000 
$4,000-5,000 
$5,000-6,000 
$6,000-7,500 
$7,500-10,000 
$i0,000 and over 

Ave rage 

: Percent 

: 2.8 
: i0.0 
: 11.7 
: 18.0 
: 16.2  
: 14.8 

::I 18.0 

: 8.5 

: 2.8 

: 12.3 
: e8.5 
: 26.2 
: 12.7 

ll.3 

: 6.2 

Dollars Dollars : Percent Dollars 

116 66 : i. i 102 
220 97 : 3.7 252 
391 i~5 : 4.3 356 
492 162 : 9.5 468 
643 192 : 12.7 581 
703 216 : 13.4 702 
948 243 : ~ 24.8 752 

13.1 876 % 

{ 1,3132,753 4OO 285 :: } 17.4 1,465 

 195 : -- 

: 195o  

159 155 : 3.1 238 
348 166 : 8.6 424 
489 200 : 16.8 545 
633 219 : 25.5 634 
789 244 : 19. i 76 3 

1,086 267 : { 11.4 880 
: 7.9 1,040 
: ( 4.6 1,226 

1,857 315 : 3.0 2,500 

69o 220 : --- 758 

Dollars 

12e 

141 
159 
184 
205 
e33 
225 
2~9 
~68 

172 
177 
2o3 
el3 
237 
e56 
276 
298 
415 
231 

} 

i 

t 

l_/Income and expenditure averages converted to 1935-3R dollars using changes in 
CPI. Distribution of population retained in current dollars of each set of data and 
without adjustment for probable underreporting. 
2-/. Data derived from BLS Bul. 822, ~ Spending an__~d Saving in Wa~ge (~3). 
~/ Computed from BLS Serial No. R. 18183 "Expenditures and Savings of City Families 

in 1944" by Dorothy S. Brady. Monthly Labor Review, Jan. 1946 (2~- Averages com- 
. puted with population weights. 

~ Calculated average. 
Housekeeping families only. Computed from table 25 in USDA Agr. Inf. Bul. 132, 2J 

:-Food Consumption of Urban Families in the United States (~). 
~ Dat~ derived-~ro-~abl-~ ~, ~ol~-lS~-"~mm%ry'o7 F-amily Incomes, Expenditures and 

~tSaVings - 1950'[ ~ of Consumer Expenditures, Incomes, and Savings (45). Includes 
~ingle person families. 
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Table 3.16.- Spring 1955: Market value and\expenditure data for food per person in a week, 

average income per person, and percentage distribution of the housekeeping 
population, by urbanization and income group l_/ 

t 

• I 

: ~ii!: 'j 

(:):~iJ,i 

11: 

i: 

; % i  ,H 

!(':.i,i? 

Disposable 
money income 
of family 
in 1954 

: :Distribution I 
iDisposable " of 

money " population : 
: income in 
: per : families : 
: person :of 2 or more" 
: : 2_/ 

Market value of all fo0d 
at home and away . 

: All food at home , 

Total : 
Total 

T o t a l  
expendi- 

: Dollars Percent Dollars Dollar.___._s 

Under $i,O00 : 115 5.8 
$i,000-2,000 : 450 9.2 
$2,000-3,000 : 703 12.7 
$3,000-~,0OO : 932 19.0 
$~,000-5,000 : 1,196 19.7 
$5 ~000-6,000 : i,~22 12.2 

~, 000-8,000 : 1,811 12.4 
,009-10,000 : 2,267 4.3 

$10,OO0 and over : ~,076 4.7 
Average 4_/ : 1,250 --- 
Average excluding : 
singles : --- I00.0 

Under $i,000 : 185 1.8 
$i,000-2,000 . : 510 6.1 
$3,oo0-3,ooo : 766 i0.8 
$3,000-~, 000 : 977 18.8 
$~,000-5 ,COO : 1,23~ 21.9 
$5,000-6,000 : 1,504 13.4 
$6,OO0-8,OO0 : 1,8.69 15 . i  
$8,000-10,000 : 2,350 5.4 
$i0,000 and over : 4,224 6.7 

Average ~/ : 1,480 --- 
Average excluding : 
singles : --- i00.0 

Under $1,OOO : 161 6.9 
$1,000-2,0OO : 432 ll.4 
$2,000-3,000 : 652 15.3 
$3,OO0-~,OOO : 880 .21.8 
$4,000-5,000 : 1,156 18.7 
$5,000-6,000 : 1,296 12.0 
$6,000-8,000 : 1,752 9.1 
$8,000-10,000 : 2,151 2.5 
$iO,OOO and over : 3,~i~ 2.3 

Average ~/ : 1,021 --- 
'Average excluding 
singles : --- lO0.0 

Under $I, 000 : 53 21.6 
$1,000-2,000 : 386 19.1 
$2,000-3,000 : 612 15.8 
$3,000-4,000 : 836 13.6 
$4,000-5,000 : 1,023 12.0 
$5,000-6,000 : 1,15~ 6.9 
$6,000-8,000 : 1,40~ 6.9 
$8,000-10,000 : 1,758 2.8 
$I0,000 and over : 3,854 1.3 

Average ~/ : 698 --- 
Average excluding 
singles : --- IOO .0 

i " : : tures 
• : Expendi i : for food at 

tures home and 
: ' I: I 1 :for food and: food and 
: Home i': Expendi- : beverages : beverages 
produced ' : ' "  t-ures., away from • away from 

: for food : home : home 

: : - : • , : 

Dollars , i ' , Dollars Dollars Dollars 

5.39 
6.22 
7.11 
7.66 
8.37 
8.87 
9.85 

io. 20 
13.36 
8.40 

8.36 

6.15 
6.32 
7-15 
7.98 
8.63 
9.25 

10.23 
lO. 25 
13-97 
9.15 

9.o8 

4•69 
5.7~ 
6•91~ 
7.15 
7.97 
8.17 
9.29 

IO.96 
io .7o  

7•5 l  

7 . ~  

a. All-households' 

5-~ 
5.~ 
6.29 
6.6~ 
7.08 
7.49 
7.83 
7.~ 
9.32 
7.02 

6.97 

b. Urb~ households 

5.51 ~ " 5 . 1 0  
5•51 ~ 5.~ 
6.24 ~ . 6.01 ~ 
6.84 ~ : 6.62 
7.13 ~ ' 6.93 . . . .  " 
7.79 ~ 7 .55.  
7.97 " " ' 7 -73  

1.5o 
1.Ol 
.66 
.4~ 
.36 
.33 
.3~ 
.32 

- .20 .. 
.54 

• 54 . ' :  " 6 . 2 ~ '  " 

7.85 ~ 7.74 
9.66 ~ 9.4o 
7.38 ~ , 3 . 1 ~  

7.~2 ~/ #.o9 
c. Rural nonfarm households 

~.56 •88 
5.32 .68 
6.13 -5~- 
6.25 .49 
7.oo .42 
6.86 . 3 8  

7.67 .42 
8.33 .3O 
7.57 .29 
6 .5 l  .5o 

6.4~ .5o 

3.3O oi~ 
~ .39  ' .54 
5 . 3 9  .82 
6.02 /- 1.02. 
6,5~ 1.29 

6 . 9 9  " !.38 
7.36 2.o1 ' 

,7.47 2.32 
8.93 4.o~ 
6.28 - " 1.39 

,1.38 

d. Farm households 

5.59 5•3~ 2.5l 
6• 71 6. ~1 2.77 
7.33 6.79 2.79 
7. ~3 6.8l 2.65 
7.61 6.9o 2.69 
7.96 7.05 2,4o 
7.62 6.90 2.~9 

8.15 7.19 2.9O 
10.58 8,93 " 2.22 
7.1o 6.57 2.69 

7.06 6.53 2.68 

3.25: 
~.20 
5.20 
5.50 
6.29 
6.3O 
7.13 
7.82 
6.9Z 
5~71 

5.66 i 

2.62 
3- 44 
3.77 
3.99 
4.04 
~.41 
~, 31.  
4.20 
6.48 
3..69 

3.66 

.64 

.81 

.90 
i.z~ 
i ' . 50 
1.~6 
2.26 . 
2.40 
~.31' 
1.77 

1.76 

.13 

.42 

.81 

.90 

.97 
1.31 
1.62 
2.64 
3.13 
. 9 9  

1.00 

.25 
.30 
.54 
.62 
.71 
.91 
.72 
.96 

1.66 
-53 

3.59 
~.93 
6 . ~  
7.03 
7.83 
8 . ~  
9 • ~  
9 . ~  

12 .97  
7 .67"  

7•62 

5.74 
6.Ol . . 

• 6.91 
7.76 . 
8.~3 
9.01 
9.98 

io. i~ 
13.7o 

. 8.91 

8.85 

3-38 ' 
4.62 
6 . 0 l  
6.40 
7.26. 
7.61 
8 •75 

io .46 
i0. i0 
6.70 

6.65 

2.86 " 
3.7~ 

~.~0 
4.75 

.5.32 , 
.5.o3 
5.15 
8.14 
4 .22  

-5~ 4.18 

~/ Value data for food, excluding alcoholic beverages for home consumption, derived from table 2 of the 1955 Household 
Food Consumption Survey Report No. 1 (44). 2_/Distribution of members of those fam/lics reporting ineomes. ~/ Includes 
value of food received as gift or pay as well as purchased and home produced. ~/ Average for all families/ including 
siDgles and those not classified by income. ~/ Negligible• 
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i~i:!?!~il ?This-chapter contains a description of some of the procedures used in analysis 
~ii~8~j:!hi~tg~ical changes an d cross-section variations in U. S. food consu~ption~ For 
~! i~th6zi~pr0ce~ures references are given to standard statistical works. The most compli- 
I~i?.iG~t@,d~stat!St!cal. procedures among those referred to in thls chapter are standard 
~$~i ~: ~~Ssi0n-/~alysis"and the t test of significance. The author's objective,actually, 
[~:~<'i~t6'~'~f6&s :attention on rat~er Simple 'methods that are regularly used in analyses of 

~i~i iiil)ij~%~:.i~i)s~h ~.ompiicated procedures as simultaneous equations may bemore desirable 
~?~oacep~ually than the simpler ones~ but their use often implies greater precision than 
!ii~ii' Ch~b~ic~d~ta on food consumption can provide. 

~ilL~..:~i:.}~'piCs covered in this chapter' are: (1) Organization of data for use in 
~:~i: ~ ~Fsis; :(2) graphic analysis, with some examples;. (3) description of means, for com- 
~iii'~i~b~ning~C0nsumption rates with alternative population distributions; and ('4) methods 
~'~:~!i~O~ an:alyzing changes in an aggregate, such as the overall market value of all food 

i .!/-f~m:one year to another. ~ :,i/:., ,_: :i. ~- " ~.i. Or~anizin~ Data for Use in AnalYsis ' 

i~ifi.ii~!"/i':::~,fore undertaking an analysis of any economic problem, several questions must. 
"i:~iL~..~ns~ered. Among these are: What are the objectives? What definitions or concepts 
i~!~(i~ec0nomic elements are most suitable? What data are available? This Section 
i~%~:~_~r~i~'~some of the processes of getting the data ready to use in study of a problem 
~i.~!at~d to ~ food consumption in the United States. 

~(~ ~:~i ~)~/~iree-preparatory phases may be distinguished. The first is the preparation of 
!)i~|~J:~onsumption data, whether from time-series or cross-section sources, in the form 
~%/W~eded~'Tor the analysis, for example, computing or combining per capita figures. 
~!~A~mthegphase in 'some Studies is the computation of supplementary statistical series 
!~!~/!~m:c~nsu~tion and price data. For exan~le, t he overall value data and special 
("!:!~U~s,[shch as those for marketing services, were developed to meet the data 
ii:~-)~suire~nts of comprehensive analysis of changes in U. S. food consumption. Finally, 
)(~O~s~the assembly of related economic and social statistics and preparation for later 
~% ~omputations. ~%~... ~- ) -~ : :,,.- .- 

i:i:~ .:~ ','i .~ -Time- Se t i e  s Data . 

~-i~', :~.:The istatistical measures of U. S. food consumption through time are described 
I/ii~t!~ Chapter . 3. The annual supplements to Agr. Handb. 62 (~ supply data usually neede 
l(%Sbr:special combinations of data required for particular studies. Many examples are 
l%J~vlded:~in chapter 3. Clues to other possibilities may be found in the text of that 
!:~h~dbook: or, for the supply utilization index, in Agr. Handb. 91 (12). Because proc - 
[i!~uresii:for:developing data vary; no general directives are practicable. Instead , 
iL@~tention is ~ directed to a description of the procedure used to derive market value 
I L~ata, which is given in appendix B. 
l i(" ~i: ::%-i . 
($.-~,~::.:~Time~Serie s of Related E,con.omic. ~ 
:~. ~ Socisl Statistics 

~j.: ~- .... .-., ,= T 

'L-:~ ~ '.! 'The major Categories of statistics related to food consumption that are used. 
!.i~ analysis of time-series data pertain to population, prices, income, and expenditures 
I~~ ~ ~ .,--, ~ 

L ~ ,!:~%: ~ - .53 - 
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for other goods and services. Detailed references to source materials are given in 
appendix E. 

Two revised editions of important co~ilations by the Department of Commerce 
provide a variety of other statistics. These are U. S. Income and 0u~ut (2_~, a 1958 
supplement to the Survey of Current Business (formerly called National Income), and 
HistoricalStatistics of th__~e United States, Colonial Time__._~s to 1957 (l~, issued by the 
Bureau of the Census. ~: 

The major types of adjustments needed in such statistics ara derivation of per 
capita series, deflation, and adjustments for coverage. In deriving per capita 
figures, one must be sure to have the correct population, for example, total or civil- 
ian only. Some guidance to choice and handling of such statistics is provided in 
Anal.ytical Tool____ss fo__~r Stud viM Demand and Price Structures by Richard J. Foote, Agr. 
Handb. 146,pages 27-33 (~__~. Adjustments of the series to match coverage of the con- 
su~ption data must be based on careful study of the fine print 0f~definitions, the 
sample, and so on. 

~.i.3. Cross-Section Data • ~~ 
on Food Consumption 

The kinds of adjustments to be made in cross-section da~a preparatory to analysis 
depend on the definitions of commodity coverage found in each survey, in terms of value 
and quantities, how tabulations have been run and reported, and characteristics of data 
with which comparability is Sought. For example, the average value data for family 
food published in table 2 of Reports i to 5 of the 1955 Survey of ~ Household Food ~ 
Consumption (~J, 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 tabulation stems from the fact that away-from- 
home expenditures can be adequately reported only for members of the primary economic 
family by the respondent, who is usually the homemaker of that family. 

In contrast, data in table 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 all members of the household and guests. The number of persons based on 
21-meal equivalents is used to derive per person rates in order to offset the syste- 
matic variations of average household size with income level, urbanization, and region. 

Detailed information necessary for matching the 1955 cross'section food data 
with time series and other types of survey data is provided in appendixes A and C. 
A checklist for use in studying problems in matching data is given in 4.1.5. ~ 

~/ Chapter 5 of Agr. Handb. 62 (6) describes some of the major series, for which 
current data are published in annual supplements to that handbook. These series in- 
clude civilian population, retail food prices, disposable income (with a number of 
series computed from the Department of Commerce aggregates), the Commerce estimates 
of consumption expenditures for food (described in 3.6.2), and the AMS data on farm 
value (TFV-I), and retail cost of U. S. farm foods sold to civilians (TFV-6). 
60/ 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 helps the user of the data to remember the differences in coverage between 
the two sets of data. 

!, ~ r r 
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Adjustment of the value data to comparable price levels is necessary for many 
comparisons. Adjustments to allow for the change in the purchasing power of the 
dollar are regarded as economically sound. But problems in the use of particular in- 
dexes do arise, especially in handling the prices for an abnormal period of supply sad 
demand for food, and the spring of 1942 was such a period. 

4.i.4. Derivation o f  Approximate , 

Income-Size Distributions 

4.i.4.1. Adjustments of income-size distributions are often necessary for study 
of food consumption patterns under alternative 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 groups 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 averages for groups bY which the consumption 
data are tabulated. The use of income-size distributions from sources other than the 
food data requires watching the definitions of income and the population coverage of 
the survey. It even requires alertness in keeping the same degree of underreporting of 
income as that involved in groupings of households according to which the consumption 
data have been tabulated. 

4.1.4.2. Two examples of the methodology discussed above follow: Example A is 
the process of shifting the income-slze distributions from the 1955 Survey of House- 
hold Food Consumption, based on the families' 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 adjustment for change in the general price level. 

Example B is the projection of income-size distributions for the three urbani- 
zations from 1955 to 1975 under certain assumptions. This illustrates the adjustment 
in income-size distributions for Changes in average real income. The implicit assump- 
tions for this procedure are that there is no change in the degree of inequality of 
real income 6_! / and that the changes in consumption and income of one-person families 
and nonhousekeeping households may be disregarded because 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: (1) The number of families of two or more persons in each 
income class within each of the three urbanizations are given in table 1 of Survey 
Report 1. (2) The average family size for each income class is reported in table 2. 
(3) The combination of (1) and (2) yields the distribution of family members (in fami- 
lies of 2 or more persons) participating in the spring 1955 survey according to the 
size of family disposable income in 1954. 

4.1.~.3. E~ample A_.--Following is a step-by-step description of the graphic 
procedure for adjusting the 1955 income-size distribution to a distribution among in- 
come classes in terms of first quarter 19~2 dollars, without a change in relative 

6_! / In technical terms, the Lorenz curve is unchanged. 
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distribution of income: 6_~ 

i. 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 manageable proportions.) 

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

3. Plot these cumulated frequencies against the upper class limit of each in -~ 
come class and draw a freehand curve Joining the points. 

4. To ad.iust the distribution from the 1954price level to that of the firs___~t 
ua~_~19~, move the curve to the left by the ratio of the CPI in the first quarter 
of 1942 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 

f i rs t  quar ter  1942 dollars 
%of 

family members  
100 

8O 

6O 

20 

05100 5400 $500 51,000 52,000 54,000 $10,000 

Disposable money income per family 

USDA NEG. 8319-60 ( 12) AMS 

A statistical procedure to yield more precise results is described in Income 
Distribution in th__~e Unite_~d States.b_~ Siz____ee, 1944-50, footnote 12, p. 38 (~. ~his is 
a 1953 supplement to the ~ of Current Business. 

A combined statistical and graphic procedure was developed by Maurice Liebenberg 
to short-cut the extensive computations of the precedin~method. It is described in 
"Nomographic Interpolation of Income Size Distributions, Rev. Econ. Stat. Aug. 1956 
(6_~. This procedure is used by the National Income Division to adjust for changes in 
price level which they measure by changes in implicit price deflators for personal 
consumption expenditures given in U. S. Income and Out out, table Vll-13, p. 228 (27). 
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5. Move the curve according to this example: 

(a) 

(b) 

5~ of $i,000 : $590. The farm curve given in chart 4.1 in 195~ 
dollars intersects the $1,000 line at 22~. Therefore, we plot the 
new point for the cumulated curve in 1942 dollars at $590 and 22%. 

5% of $3,000 : $1,770. The farm curve in 1954 dollars intersects 
the $3,000 line at about 58~. So we plot a second point for the 
new curve at $1,770 and 58~. 

(c) Other points are located in the same fashion and joined by freehand 
curve. 

(d) Chart 4.1 shows both the 1955 distribution for farm households and 
the transformation of the cumulated frequency curve tO first quarter 
1942~ dollars. ~ . 

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 spring of 1955 are given 
in terms of 1942 dollars in table 4.1. Comparable distributions adjusted from the 
first quarter 1942 dollars to 1954 dollars are in the same table. 

4.1.4.4. Example B.--The following procedur e is used to derive some approximate 
income-size distributions for the three urbanization categories for 1975. 

Begin with the same 1955 cumulated frequencies plotted on a semilog chart, in 
the same way as that described for example A. Daly's economic framework for 19.75 
provides an indication that the increase in real income from 1954 to 1975 on a per 
capita basis might amount to 50 percent. ~ 

The application of this procedure to this problem requires moving the curve to 
the right to allow for the 50 percent increase in real income per capita. ~ Other 
steps are exactly the same as those for example A. The basic assumption of a general 
upward shift of the whole population with no chang e in the relative distribution of 
the population by income was used. A few adjustments were necessary to keep within 
the overall average of the three urbanizations combined. The approximate income-size 
distributions based on these assumptions are given in table 4.2. 

4.1.4.5. Reservations.--These procedures provide working approximations, but 
they should be supplemented by additional information wherever possible. ~ The ~ 

Daly' s economic framework indicates about a 40 percent increase in per capit a 
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 percent. The frame- 
work is described in "Prospective Domestic Demands for Food and Fiber, " paper submitted 
for hearings on Policy fo...xr Commercial A~riculture ... (~. 
~ Recall that example A involves a shift to the left because $1,000 in 1954 dol- 

lars was worth only $590 in first quarter 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 Capita is raised from $1~250 in 1954 to around $1,875 
in 1975 (in 1954 dollars), under Daly's economic framework. 

As illustrated in study by Liebenberg, Maurice and Kaitz 3 Hyman "An Income-Size 
Distribution from Income Tax and Survey Data. " Studies i_.nn .Income an__~d .Wealth. 
volume 13 
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Table 4.1.--Percentage distributions of members of housekeeping families of 2 or more persons 
in first quarter 1942 and spring 1955, by urbanization and income l_J ,. 

Family income 

: In first quarter 1942 based on : 
: current money income : 
: at annual rate : 
: 

In spring 1955 based on 
disposable money 
income in 1 9 5 4  

in dollars 2/. : : : : : 

: United : Urban : Rural : Farm : United 

: States : : nonfarm : : States 
: : : : : 

: . . : : , "  

: Urban : Rural : Farm 
" - . : nonfarm : . .. 
: . : ., • 

: Percent Percent Percent Percent: Percent ~ereent Percent Percent 

Under 500 
500-1,000 
i, 000-i, 500 
i, 500-2,000 
2,000-2,500 
2,500-3,000 
3,000-4,000 
4,000-5,000 
5,000-6,000 
6,000-7,000 
7,000-7,500 
7,500-8,000 
8,000-10,000 
lO,OO0 and over 

Percentage of U. S. 

: 16.2 2 .9  i 8 . 2  
: 12.6 8.9 19.3 
: 13.1 ii.0 21.4 

: 13.5 14.6 15.6 

: }21.9 { 16"5 ]16.0 
: 12.8 

: 7.0 8.4 1.5 

: 2.3 

: i00.0 57.9 21.9 

a. In current dollars b. 

: c. In 1954 dollars 

Under 500 : I 18 5 21 
500-1,000 : 
1,000-1, 500 : } 15 lO 25 
l, 500-2,000 

2'000-~' 500 : }i 6 15 21 
~, 500-3,000 
3,000-4,000 : 16 20 15 
4,000-5,000 : ii 15 8 
5,000-6,000 : 7 I0 4 
6,000-7,000 : } 
7,000-7,500 : 8 le 3 
7,500-8,000 
8,000-10,000 : 4 6 2 
i0,000 and over : 5 7 i 

52.1 
15.8 
1 0 . 4  : 
7.8 : 

7.4 : 

4.0 : 

~-5 : 

20.2 : 

5 : 

17 : 

11 : 

6 : 
4 : 
3 : 

2 : 

1 . 5 :  
-5:  

.: 

9 . ~  

] t2.7 
zg.o 
19.7 

} 1~.4 
4.3 
4.7 

lO0.0 

1 : 8  6.9 
6 ; 1 "  l l . 4  

lO.8 15.3 

18.8 21.8 
21.9 ' 1 8 . 7  

13.4- 12.0 

In Current dollars 

21.6 

19.1 

15.8 

131,6- 
1 2 , 0  

6 . 9  

1 5 , 1 ] , . . . 9 , 1  6 , 9  

5.~ 2.5 2.8 
6.7 2.3 1.3 

58.9 " 28.6 ' 12. 5 

d. In spring i942 dollars 

6 
6 
9 

13 

} 33 
17 

8 
3 

1 . 5  
1 . 5  

2 7 

3 7 
7 12 

13 15 

17 18 
18 16 
20 14 
i0 7 
4 1 

20 
15 
15 
12 
ll 
9 

l0 
4 
2 

2 i i 

2 1 i 
2 • i ~/ 

[ 

~5 

l_/ Distribution of family members in current dollars for first quarter 1942 derived from data 

in ~LS Bul. 822, ~ Spending and Saving in Wartime (4_~), and for spring 1955 from U. S. 

Department of Agriculture 1955 Survey Report l, Food Consumption of Households in the United 

(4/~). Distributions in terms of dollars of other period derived by graphic adjustment 

of cumulative curve of income-size distribution for change in price level, measured by Change 

in the Consumer Price Index. 

2_/ Net money income in first quarter 1942, disposable money income in 1954. 

~/ Negligible. 

i7 
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Table ~.2.,-Prellminary approximations of distribution of population 
of housekeeping families of 2 or more persons by income-size 

and byurbanization in 1975, under certain assumptions l_/ 

.Disposable money income 
in 1954 dollars 

: Urban : Rural : Farm ~_d°/ : All =! ~V 
: : nonfarm : : 
: : : : 

Under 1,000 
1-2,000 
2-3,000 
3-~,000 
4-5,000 
5-6,000 :. 
6-8,000 : 

8-i0,000 
I0,000 and over 

Percent of all 

percent ~ercent percent Percent 

1 3 6 2 
2 6 i0 3 

5 7 15 6 
9 12 17 lO 

12 13 14 12 
16 15 14 16 
23 25 i! 22 
14 i0 8 13 
18 9 5 16 

75 18 7 lOO 

l/ Assuming 50 percent increase in real income per capita from 1954 to 1975 and no 
overall change in degree of inequality of distribution of incomes. For method of 
estimating these distributions, see text section 4.1.4.4. 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 dataare given here as 
working tools, not forecasts. 
2/ Includes some minor adjustments in lower income range on basis of historical 

trends and to keep overall average change at 50 percent. 
~/ Based on distributions for three subcategories. 

income, size distributions so derived are not nearly so precise as those developed for 
,fficial use and publication by Selma Goldsmith and others of the National Income 
Division (NID) of the Department of Commerce, but they do have the advantage of 
matching the definition of after-tax income and the urbanization breaks of the 1955 
survey data. 

The NID income-size distributions cannot be applied directly to the 1955 survey 
averages by income class because they incorporate the results of extensive research to 
overcome underreporting of income, a common survey malady. However, study of the NID 
size distributions of income after tax for recent years indicates little change in the 
relative distribution. Accordingly, the 1955 survey distributions can 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 adopts ~ whether he uses all 
urbanizations combined, a farm and nonfarm break, or develops approximations for the 
three separate urbanizations of the 1955 survey data. 6_~ 

6_~ A procedure for adjusting one income-size distribution according to changes in 
relative distribution of income shown by another has not yet been developed. 
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~.1.5. Checklist for Problems 
in Matching 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 inc0rp0ratedln 
this handbook to help analysts identify inconsistencies among sets of household survey 
data that they may be using, and between survey data and time-series data. ~ This l~st 
is organized under three topics. At the end, some sources are noted for answers to 
such questions as may be raised. 

4.1.5.1. Covers~e of OverallData 

a. U. S. civilian or military too? Housekeeping households only? Including 
Singles or households of two or more only? Households of two or more classified 
by income or all such households? 

b. Home produced included? Farm or nonfarmtoo? 

c. Gifts and payments-in-kind included? 

dl 

e. 

f° 

g. 

h. 

At home only, or including away from home? 

Alcoholic beVerages in or out? Tobacco? 

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

Including purchases for storage reported or unreported? 
stocks? 

Or releases from 

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

~.1.5.2. Basis for Overall Measure 

a. 

b. 

C. 

~ ~ ~!:  

i J  .', ,~ i 

! '  
.: .ii J 

, ? !. 

' !  '1 i, 

! , :  , f 
.: [ 

Including donations or other special distribumions of food to consumers? 

Poundage at 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 outlays only or including estimated values of home- 
produced foods? 

If constant dollars, how deflated? 

Household or family or per person averages? 
average? 

Basis for calculating per person 

!i 
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4.1.5.3. Commodity Problems6~ 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d° 

e. 

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

Processed foods -- processed weights? If equivalents, fixed or changing ~ 
factors used? Commercially prepared only or home processed included too? 

Dairy products -- butter included? Basis for combination -- fat C0ntent~ 
calcium content, all milk solids not fat, whole milk equivalent? ~ 

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

Fats and oils ~ product weight or fat content of salad dressings, mayonnaise , 
sandwich spread? Including butter? Including pork fat cuts? 

Baked beans? Sauerkraut? f. Canned vegetables -- including baby foods? 

4.1.5.~. Guides to Answers to 
Questions Raised in 4.1.5.3 

Soups? 

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. Haadb. 62 (6) and volume 5 of Agr. Handb. i18 (2~. 

f. Commodity articles in the National Food Situation in 1957 and 1958 based on 
the 1955 survey (iB). 

4.2. Us.__ee of Graphic Analysis in Stud vin~ Relationships 

4.2.1. Most of the graphic procedures used in the analysis of food consumption 
are described in Graphic Analysis i_~n A~rlcultural Economics by Frederick V. Waugh (~. 
The procedures include plotting cumulative frequencies, plotting trends on arithmetic 
graphs, studying seasonal variations and cycles, graphic methods for regression 
analysis, co~arison of time series~ derivation of averages of two relationships, and 
calculation of elasticities. 

~.2.2. Logarithmic and Arithmetic Scales 

Particularly useful in the analysis of food consu~tion patterns are logarithms, 
both in graphic work and in co~utations. Certain distinctions between the use of 
natural or arithmetic scales and logarithmic scales have to be recognized. ~_~ Equal 

, , --, . 

~_~ Appendix A contains som~ inforn~ation on this subject. 
Based on Allen, R. G. D. Mathematics for Economlsts, pp. 219-225 (47). 
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distances between points of natural or arithmetic scales indicated equal absolute 
changes in a variable, whereas equal distances between points on logarithmic scales 
indicate equal proportional changes in the variable. A natura 1 or arithmetic graph 
is preferable for study of absolute changes. , ~ 

Semilogarithmic graphs are used for comparison of percentag e changes in the 
value of one variable with gradual changes 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 
helpful in comparison of proportional changes. Logarithms have the characteristics 
of magnifying small variations and of reducing large ones toreasonable proportions, 
and they are especially valuable for comparison of price and quantity changes and for 
study of relationships between income and food consumption. Two parallel lines on 
double logaritlmlc paper have the same elasticity at every level ~ But two parallel 
lines on arithmetic paper having the same arithmetic sl0pes(andregress!on coef- 
ficients) may have quite different elasticities or relationships between variables 
plotted on the two axes. 

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 and family averages are also studied in this way. Such curves, plotted on 
logarithmic or arithmetic paper, are called ~ curves after Ernst Engel, a nine- - 
teenth century Saxon statistician who worked extensively with family expenditure data. 

~.2.3. Ne_._ww ~rocedure to Study ~ "  " "  

Variability in ~ Curves . . . .  

A simple graphic and arithmetic procedure has been developed by the author to 
study variability in Engel curves. Much information about .variations in consumption 
among households across the income scale is lost by Calculation of average income-food 
relationships by the method of least squares. Computations for fitting nonlinear 
curves are usually too extensive and complicated to use, and they impl2 greater pre- 
cision than such data possess. The procedure described here can ~ be used to compare: ~ 
(1) Variations in Engel curves for two or more measures for food, and/or (2) varia- 
tions for the same measure among households in two or more urbanization categories, 
and/or (3) variations for the same measure among households of a:given urbanization 
category at two or more points in time. The comparisons are facilitated by using the 
U. S. mean income per person for all households as the ~key level inthesecond type 
of these variations, and the income for one year as the base for comparisons of 
variations at two points in time. 

The first step in preparing for these comparisons 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 dollar. The BLS retail food price index and the Consumer Price Index 
have been used for such adjustments for table 3.14. The data used in these compari- 
sons are the per person averages for each income group, usually within each urbaniza- 
tion category. , ,  

Engel curves are the starting point. As an example, we begin byplottlng 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 is to 
locate the arithmetic mean of per person income for all households in the categorY Or 
for all U. S. households. In 1954 this was $1,250 for all U. S. households. This 
mean is marked on a horizontal income scale drawn at the top of the chart. A vertical 
line is drawn down to the Engel curve, as at point A. Similarly, selected percentages 

I( 

I! 
I: 
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: " - " a b o v e  a n d  below the mean income point are located to the lel~t and right of the mean on 
thescale at the top of the chart. From these points lines are drawn down to ~he 
! . ,  ;Engel curve. 

A table is needed for tabulation of data for each point, such as table 4.3. 
~:/Consumption rates are read from the chart at points where the income lines reachthe 
~Eagelcurve~ such as points A, B, C, D, and E of chart 4.2,and inserted in a table 
as in the first line of table4.3. The next step is to calculate the percentages by 
which these consumptlonrates vary from the consumption rate at the mean income point 

ii~f0r entry in thetable, as in llne 2. Such co~utations provide a way to isolate 
facts like these: U. S. households with incomes 50 percent above the average per 

person in 1954 used food valued at 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 mean. However, the average 
rate of food use by households with income three times as high as the 1954 mean was 
only53 percent above the rateamong households of average income. 

Comparisons with the rate of consumption at another year's average level of 
• incomecan be developed by superimposing a second income scale across the top of the 
chart for a givenyear. Suppose we want to know how the market value of all food in 

/spring 1955 among households with incomes 50 percent above the 1942 mean level of in- 
come compared with the average value of food for households at that real income point 

"in spring 1942. Average income in the first quarter of 19~2 was at the rate of 
$1,O~8peryear (in 1954 dollars), according to the Study of FamilySpending and 
Saving. This should be plotted on a second income scale drawn above the 1954 scale on 
chart ~.2, and a new Set of lines drawn down to the same curve as before. These would 
provide the necessary data for comparisonswith data from a variability table with 
-1942 data. 

4.3. Alternative Combinations of Cons.ump~ion Rate___~s 
an__~dPopulation Distributions 

4.3.1. Data on survey consumption rates, income-size distributions, and 
Urbanization distributions can be used to explore a numberof 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 
period to consumption patterns by the whole population at home and away from home. In 
the section which follows, simple procedures are described for use in the four types 
of analyses: (1) Calculation of regional distributions of the U. S. food market from 
per person rates of survey data; (2) calculation of effects of change in one economic 
factor, holding others constant; (3) derivation of approximations for consumption 

rates in subareas of regions, such as States; (41 projections for future years or for 
historical periods based on information on the structure of food consumption in a 
• given period. 

~. 3.2. Calculation of Regional 
D~stribution of the U. S. 
Food Market 

For some purposes regional variations in consumption of food by housekeeping 
i households at home in a 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 commodities they have 
less validity. Because there are no data on commodities consumed away from home, 
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Chart  4.2'-Work chart  for  study of v a r i a b i l i t y  of m a r k e t  Value 
of a l l  food with i n c o m e ,  spr ing  1955 1/  
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money  i n c o m e  per  p e r s o n ,  aU U. S. h o u s e h o l d s  of 2 or  m o r e  p e r s o n s ,  
for  groups  of f a m i l i e s .  
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Table 4.3.--Variability of market value Of all food in a week of 
spring 1955 with disposable money income in 1954, 

all U. S. households, per person averages 

Market value : 

Variation : 

Unit 

: : At 1954 : : Below mean income : 
: mean 

:disposable: 
: : : : : : : 

money 
: : : : : : : 

: -90% : -75% : -50% :-25% : income 
level, : 25% : 

: : : : : $1,250 : : 
: : : : : : : 

Above mean income 

: i!S . .  

Ool. : 5.~5 6 oo 6.85 7.65 8.45 9.2o 9.9o io. 75 12.9o ~ 
: ~: 

Pct. : -36% -29% -19~ -9~ o +9% +17% ~ +27% +53% i 
: ~ 

t~ 

I :  

~ .  • C i ~ i ~ , ~ } ~ - ~ ' ~  ~ ~ ; - ~ a , y j i :  ~ © ~ ; ~ ,  • ,~- " : ~ "  , .  - ~-~::/-" ~ : ~ , . ,  - - ~ < ~  ( ~= :  : - ~ : , ~ "  "~  . . . . . . .  >D-"  • . . . . . .  . - ~  < -  , : ,  ~ ,  : - ~  - : ~  ~ ' - ~ : . ~  ~ , ,  ~ = i  , m , . , ~  : ~-  • ~ : -  • " -  ~ ~ -  ~ - ~ : ~  ~ - ~ t ~ =  . . . . . . . .  - . . . . . . .  ~' " 
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either for the U. S. or for the regions, we turn to the 1955 household survey data to 
derive the first approximations of regional differences in the overall U. S. food 
market. 

Following is a shortcutmethod 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 - ~0.1 percent, South - S2.1 percent, West - 10.8 
percent). Addthe products to get the U. S. total, then divide the products foreach 
region by the U. S. total to obtain the percentages of the U. S. market. Following 
this procedure is far simpler than trying to blowup the sample data to regional ag- 
gregates for the entire housekeeping population. 

~.3.3. Calculation of Effects of 
Chan~e in an Economic Factor 

4.3.3.i. The effect of a change in one particular economic factor among several 
may be evaluated by the familiar procedure of making alternative combinations of 
values for two or more variables. In some respects this method is a reweighting 
procedure. This description is apt because ~he procedure encounters some of the 
problems met in construction of index numbers, for example, applicability and inter- 
pretationof fixed weights. 

The procedure is illustrated in table ~.~, employing selected survey data for 
spring 19~2 and 1955: (i) Expenditures for food at home in a week in spring, averages 
per person in households of two or morepersons, grouped by income (identified as EXP42 
and Exp58); (2) income-size distributions of family members within the urban, rural 
nonfarm,'and farm categories (identified as Inc~2 and Inc~5); (3) distribution of these 
family members by urbanization category (identified as Ur~2 and Urb55 ) . 

Actual U. S. average expenditures in a week of spring were: 6~/ . 

1942 = $5.22 = EXP,2 x Inc~2 x Urb42 

(Col. l ) (Col. 3 x Col. 5) 
(Line A2) ( " 7 " 9) Line B, 19~2 

( " 11 " 13) 

= $6.24 = ExP55 x Inc55 x Urb55 

(Col. 2 ) (Col. ~ x Col. 6) 
(Line A2) ( " 8 " lO) Line 3, 1955 

( " 1 ~  " 1 ~ )  

1955 

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

6~ References are to columns and lines in table &.4. 
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'~, ~ 4;3.S.2. ' Measurement of the effect of chan~e in urbanization ~ :  : 

:iii~i,~:/(1) i Based' on 1942 expenditure averages : "~ 

:::::'~,: :'-:, ( a )  And 1942 income-size d i s t r i b u t i o n s  ~ " ~, { 

i"!~:/: - Exp42 x .Inc42 x Urb49 = $5.22, actua l  U. S. average !. };::•~ 

~ . ~ ,  E x P 4 2  X Iuc42 x Urb55 5.48, calculated in line B i i~:"i 

; , : : :  ., $5.22 : 1 . o 5  - i n o = a s e  I 

~ - ( b )  Aud 1955 income-size distributions (from table 4.1,  pa r t  d) "i;':! 

i;i : Exp42 x Iuc55 x Urb~2 = $5.74, calculated in line C la :;/: 

: Exp42 x Inc55 x Urb55 5.95, calculated in line C ib 

i $ 5 . 9 5  * $ 5 . 7 4  = 1 . 0 4  = 4% i n c r e a s e  : ii 

::/ (2) Based on 1955 expenditure averages ~.~ 

i (a) And 1955 income-size distributions ~ ~ 

~ ExP55 x Inc55 x Urb55 = $6.24, actual U. S. average :i~::~! 

EXP55 x Inc55 x Urb4~ = 6.08, calculated in llne B 

~i N .R4  ~ $6.08 = 1,03 = 3~ increase .... I' 

(b) And 1942 income-size distributions (from table 4.1, part c) ;~•: 

Exp55 x Inc42 x Urb55 = $5.81, calculated in line C 2b : ?, 

ExP55 x lue42 x Urb42 = 5.66, calculated in line C 2a :~;~: 

$5.81 • $5.66 = 1.03 = 3% increase ii?i! " 

:' :Comments.--These combinations provide four slightly different answers because of ,  '2?-} 
interactions, Just as the Paasche:amd Laspeyres formulas provide two different answers . . . . . . .  
in the index number problem where two sets of prices can be combined with two sets of ii!~ 

iquantities, 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 account for the differences between (la) and (2b) and !:!~i 

: between (ib) and (2a). Similarly~ the variations in the income-size distributions : ?, 
between the 2 years apparently cause the differences between (la) and (Ib) and between ! 
(2a) , a n d '  (2b).. But comparisons in (la) differ from the comparisons in (2a~ because of .:~ -~. 

changes in both the expenditure patterns and the income-size distribution., Imtui- : i}i!-" 
tiveiy, 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 factors on food consumption can be.. Even so, they yield a ::::}~ ~; 

range of results which provide . a  good idea of the relative importance of each factor ,~-:, 
in,changes in food consumption through time. This point will be considered further• , ~ 
after ~he other two factors are explored. :~i i 

• % 
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4.3.3.3. Measurement of the effect of change in income o~_q_~: 

(i) Based on 1942 expenditure averages 

(a) And 1942 u~oanization distribution 

ExP42 x Inc42 x Urb42 

Exp42 x Inc55 x Urb42 

$5.74 • $5.22 = 1.10 

= $5.22, actual U. S. average 

= 5.74, calculated in line C la 

= 10% increase 

(b) And 1955 urbanization distribution 

EXP42 x Inc42 x Urb55 

ExP42 x Inc55 x Urb55 

$5.95 • $5.48 = 1.o9 

= $5.~8, calculated in line B 1 

= 5.95, calculated in line C lb 

= 9~ increase 

(2) Based on 1955 expenditure averages 

(a) And 1955 urbanization distribution 

ExP55 x Inc55 x Urb : 
55 

ExP55 x Inc42 x Urb55 = 

$6.24, $5.81 : 1.o7 : 

$6.24, actual U. S. average ~ 

5.81, calculated in line C 2b 

7~ increase 

(b) And 1942 urbanization distribution 

Ex955 x Inc55 x Urb42 

ExP55 x Inc42 x Urb42 

$6.08 ~ $5.66 = 1.07 

= $6.08, calculated in line B 2 

= 5.66, calculated in line C 2a 

= 7% increase 

Comments.--Here the range of the four sets of Combinations indicates that the 
changes in income reflected in the income-size distributions probably raised food 
expenditures 7 to lO~ per person. 

4.3.3.4. Measurement of theeffect of ch_h_s_a.a.a.a.a.a.a~ginexoenditure averages for each 
income group (i.e. the Engel curves): 

(1) Holding 1942 income size distributions constant 

(a) Combined with 1942 urbanization distribution 

Exp4 2 x Inc42 x Urb42 

ExP55 x Inc42 x Urb42 

$5.66 • $5.22 = 1.08 

= $5.22, actual U. S. average 

= 5.66, calculated in line C 2a 

= 8% increase 

i i ~ I ~ 



(b) Combinedwith 1955 urbanization distribution 

Exp~ x Inc@ x U~55 

Exp55 x Inc~ x U~55 

$5.~ • $5.~ = 1.06 

= $5.~8, calculated in line B 1 

= 5.81, calculated in line C 2 b  

= 6% increase 

(2) Holding 1955 income-size dlstrlbutionsconstant 

Exp~ x Inc55 x Urb55 

Exp55 x Inc55 x Urb55 

~ . e ~ . ,  $5.99 : 1.o5 

(a) Combined with 19~5 urbanization distribution 

= $5.95, calculated in llne C ib 

= 6.24 = actual U. S. average 

= 5% higher 

(b) Combined with 1942 urbanization distribution 

EXP.2 x Inc55 x Urb~2 

EXP55 x Inc55 x Urb42 

$6.08 ~ $ 5 . 7 4  -- 1.o6 

= $5.74, calculated in line C la 

= 6.08, calculated in line B 2 

= 6% i n c r e a s e  

Comments.--It is apparent that a fairly strong argument exists for preferring 
measures (la) and (2a) which utilize income and urbanization distributions for the 
same year. Income and urbanization are probably highly interrelated. 

~.3.3.5. Concluslons.--The ranges of the results in the example using expendi- 
tures for food at home in a week are summarized below with the calculated increases 
given both in dollars and in percentages: 

Effect o f ~  in: 

(1) Urbanization distribution 

Dollars Pe~ent 
~ro..~m To From To 

0.15 0.26 3 5 

(2) Income-size distributions 

(3) Expenditure patterns 

.42 .52 7 lO 

.86 l.~ 15 23 

It will be noted that the high of each range of the effect of change in one 
factor measured in 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 variability in income distributions, expenditureS~ and 
urbanization distribution was higher in 1942. 

The actual change in the U. S. average expenditure for food at home between the 
two surveys (in 1955 dollars) 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. Perhaps a geometric mean of the 4 calculated 
averages might be worked out here, as in the case 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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close to the actual change. [$0.20 for (i) + ~.~7 for (~)+ ~.36 for (3)- $1.03.] 
This provide s a working solution, but some readers will ask whether the effects of 
these factors are additive or multipllcative. Neither the author nor other economists 
consulted can provide a satisfactory answer at this time. 

~.S.~. Derivation of Consumption 
Rates for Subreglonal Areas ~.. ~ 

A first approximation of consumption patterns in subregional areas such as 
States and metropolitan areas may be developed ~ from regional surwy data on the basis 
of certain general assumptions. These include: 

(1) Households of a given income level within each urbanization category in 
the subregional area have about the same consua~0tion patterns as the 
average of households for the comparable group in the region. 

(2) A reasonably adequate breakdown of the area's population by urbanization 
and by income can be made. 

AS an example, take approximations for average expenditures for food at home 
for the State of Kansas in the spring of 1955. ~ The first assumption is that about 
the same amounts were spent for food at home by Kansas households as amounts spent 
by comparable urbanization and income in the whole North Central Region, Here again, 
it is likely that this assumption holds reasonably true for all foods, but less so 
for individual 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 
available. But the following percentage distribution of the total population by 
urbanization (according to Census definitions) for the North Central Region and for 
Kansas for 1950 was derived from the 1950 Census of Population, volume II, part I, 
table 58 (~__~: 

i ~ " '  i:?i 

, ~ ~ i ~ !:i, 

Rural ~ , 
Urb~ non farm Farm 

North Central 6&~ 19~ '17~ 

Kansas 52 ~5 23 

The urban proportion for Kansas is 81 percent of the urban share of the North 
Central Region3 the rural nonfarm proportion 131 percent, and the farm sector 1S5 
percent. On Zhe assumption that these differentials were the same in 1955 as in 1950j 
the 1955 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 Percentages 
are approximations for 1955: 

i : ,~ ~ !! 
i ~: if!! 

70/ This example was worked out by Robert J. Lavell, Economic and Statistical 
Analysis Division, ERS. 
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: Rural  
,.. ... Urban nonfarm . .Fa~ 

North Central Region 58% 26% 16% 

Estimate d Kansas 47 ~/SI 
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i,.:....:, i... The next .set [ Of.information needed for calculation of the estimates, for Kansas 
..ii./.!:pertains to income.. A supplement to the ~ of Current Business .provides. average 
.:3 .personal. income for each State..~ According to this report, per capita income in 
i.:'/. KanSas. in 195A was $1,68~, 90 percent of average per capita income for the North 
~:i.. Central ..Region~ . ~nis provides the first, key to the estimation, of an income-slze 
" ~:dlstribution -for Kansas for 1955. The only published source of income-size distribu- 
!."!~. tionsl for both the North Central Region and Kansas is volume II of the 1950 Census of 
~.i--~ Population. These distributions.are for all urbanization categories combined. The 
.:~ d'istributions of families by size of income in 1949 for Kansas and the North Central 
~": Beg ion-were as follows, in percentages: 

.... North Central 
,,i _ Re~ion Kans~ 

Under $13000 12 15 
$1-2,000 13 17 
2-3,000 19 22 
3-4,000 21 19 
4-5~000 13 ii 
5-6,000 9 6 
6-7,000 5 3 
-7-10,000 5 4 
1%000 and over 3 3 

According to these distributions, the proportion of families that fell in the lower 
range of income was larger for Kansas than for the North Central Region. ~ ~he farm and 
"rural nonfsmm populations constitute a larger proportion of the total for the State 
than for the region. 

~e next problem is to develop income-size distributions for each urbanization. 
This is necessarily done in a round about way. The process starts with information on 

farm income. ~ ~e Farm Income Situation (I) in September 1958 reported that average 
disposable money income per farm from farm operations in 1954 was about-3 percent 
higher in Kansas than in the North central Region. Another piece of information comes 
from volume II of the Census of Agriculture for 1954 -- table S, chapter IX. Data are 
given on the value of all farm products sold per farm for each State and region. • The 

/Kansas 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 ~ousehold in 1954 was perhaps 5 ~ percent higher in Kansas than in the North Central 
Region. The average size of farm households is assumed to be about the same in the ~ 
State as in the region. 

~ Because the per capita income was about l0 percent lower for the entire Kansas 
population than for the North Central Region, and Kansas farm incomes were a little 

J . . . .  

~/ The first approximation of the Kausas Urbanization distribution added up to 
103 percent. The extra 3 percent was subtracted from rural nonfarm category. 
• p Income by States Since 
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.~ "~ ~<~ . 'q i  higher, urban and rural nonfarm incomes must have averaged enough lower in Kansas 
than in the region to bring the overall average down to l0 percent below the North 
Central Region. This is not surprising since Kansas has relatively less industry and 
commerce 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 }.arbitrary guesses. 
We selected the following estimates as reasonable and yielding the lOpercent lower 
Kansas average: Rural nonfarm income • per capita in Kansas at5 percent below the 
north central average and the Kansas urban average at 7 percent ~0wer than the 
regional rate. Approximations for Kansas income rates on these bases are given in 
table 4.5. . : "  

Table 4.5.--Reported average disposable money income and distribution of 
~'~<~,~I:~ housekeeping population by urbanization in North Central 
~i~i'i~.~:'~!I Region~ 1954, and approximations for Kansas l_/ : 

Urbanization 

: Average income per person : Distribution of 
: :.. ooot~tlo~ 

: Approxi- 
: : Approxi- : Kansas as : Reported for : mations 
:Reported for mations percent of NOrth Central: 
: North Central : for : North Central: for 
: Region : Kansas : Region : Region : Kansas 
• : . "  , . , . . 

: Dollars Dollars Percent Percent Percent 

, " < ~I'(' 

t - 5 ,  lq!" 

l .  !', ;~< !i 

! "~ "[i ;l 

i - , ' z . ~ 4 :  

All urbanizations : 1,441 1~2~6 90 

Urban : 1,689 1,570 93 

Rural nonfarm : 1,187 1,128 95 

Farm : 901 946 105 

lO_mo 
58 

26 ~ 

• 

l e O  ' 

~7 

i.".[ 

i ! ~i11 

l_/ Data 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- 
come measured for the North Central Region bythe income-size distribution for each 
urbanization category in the spring 1955 survey was generally the same for Kansas. 
From this assumption and the comparisons of average incomes shown/in table 4.5, the 
Income-size distribution for Kansas households for each urbanization was estimated by 
shifting the cumulative frequency curve according to the procedure described in 4.!.4. 
The distributions are given in table h.6. 

With this urbanization distribution and the income-size distributions for Kansas, 
estimates of expenditures per person for food at home for each income class can be 
combined into overall averages. Note again the assumption that average expenditures 
by Kansas households in spring 1955 were about 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 beverages) per person representing 
first approximations for the State of Kansas are urban, $7.40; rural nonfarm, $5.75; 
farm, $4.00. Their combination with the urbanization distribution yields an estimate 
of $6.15 per Kansan. This estimate is 94 percent of the average expenditure per 
person for food at home in the North Central Region in a week of spring 1955. 

i ~ : ~ < ~ , ~ i ~ , ~ . D ~ ~ , W ~ = ~ . ~ . ~ l ~ r ~ . ~ , ~  ~ ~,~ ~-. ~--'~'.w- .... ~iZ~ "~ ~,~.~.~'.~ ~ v ~ ' ~ - : ' < ~ - ~ ' ~ r ~ - ~ ~  ~<~.%~ ~ 
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Table 4.6.--Approximations of income-size distribution of Kansas 
households in each urbanization in spring 1955 l/ 

. k[ 

\ 

x~ 

Disposable 
-mone~ income ' 

in 1954 dollars 
per family 

Under 2,000 
2-3,000 
3-~,000 

~-5,000 
5-6,000 
6-8,000 
8-10,000 
i0,000 or more 

: Rural : 
Urban : : Farm nonfarm 

: 

: 

Percent " Percent Percent 

7 17 29 
lO 14 16 
19 22 13 
22 21 16 
14 lO iI 
l~ } 
7 16 15 

P 

/ i 

l_/ 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 data. The only cheek data 
immediately available were retail sales data for food stores in the 1954 Census of 
Business (18). Per capita sales for Kansas were 96 percent of the average for the 
North Central Region. Accordingly, it appears that our estimates provide reasonable 
working approximations for expenditures for food at home by Kansas households. 

4.3.5. Procedure fo__~r Deve!o~ment o_ff 
Preliminary Projections fo__~r 1975 

The ~ approach outlined for development of projections from cross-section data 
must be coordinated with approximations developed from tlme-series data on consump- 
tion 3 and with projections of supplies of food likely to be available at specified 
levels of prices. 

Assumptions regarding the economic framework for 1975 are taken from Daly's 
paper in ~ for Commercial Agriculture (~. 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 urbanizations. ~.~ (2) The income- 
size distributions for 1975 developed in ~.1.~.4, are given in table 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 : 

(i) Combine the 1955 income-class average expenditures for food at home in 
table 4.4 with the 1975 income-slze distribution for each urbanization. Averages 
resulting are: Urban, $7.64, rural nonfarm, $6.34, farm $4.05. 

~/ They are also used in table 4.4 and have been taken from tables 3.1~ and 3.16. 
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(2) Compare these averages with the actual averages for 1955: Urban, ~7.09, 
rural nonfarm, $5.66, farm, $3.66. The average expenditures for each income class in 
spring 19~2 rewelghted with the 1955 income-size distributions yield these esti~mtes 
for use in judging changes in the level of the Engel curves: Urban, S7.17, rural 
nonfarm, $4.93, and farm, $2.53. 

(3) Because the 1942 price adjustment for urban households involvessome over- 
estlmate~ 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 are obvious. We mayexpect further 
adjustments in the levels of these Engel curvesj but pr0bably not as ~ch as from 
spring 19~2 to spring 1955. Therefore, we may hazard the adjustment of the calculated 
averages to these: $7.80 for urban, $6.75 for rural nonfarm I and $5.00 for fs/la. 

(~) These aversges may be combined, using an urbanization distribution for 1975, 
which begins with Louis J. Ducoff's projection that the farm population in 1975maybe 
only about 7 percent of the U. S. total. ~ The substantially larger population will 
result in reclassification of former rural areas;we may therefore expect a considerable 
increase in the urban proportion. Estimates of 75 percent for the urban population 
and 18 percent for rural nonfarm appear plausible. Application of these percentages 
to the adjusted averages yields a tentative approximation of $7.40 for expenditures 
per person in U. S. households for food at home in a week in 1975 in terms of 1955 
prices. This approximation turns out to be 19 percent above the average reported by 
U. S. households in a week of spring 1955, which was $6.24. 

(5) The most i~ortant step in developing projections is perhaps the checkln~ 
of the approxlmations worked out by such a procedure. The following three checks are 
possible: 

(1) We mayco~are postulated changes in income and in food expenditures from 
1955to 1975 with U. S. average changes from 1942 to 1955 shown by survey data. With 
respect to the period1955 t_~o1975, change in real income ispostulated at 50 per�.ent 
and change in food expendltures is calculated to be 19 percent. In the period l �~2to 
1955, change inreal income per person, according to survey data from first quarter 
1942 to 195~ calendar year, was 20 percent. Change in average food expenditures from . 
April-May 19~ to April-June 1955 was about 20 percent. Several ideas pertinent to 
complications in the expenditure data can be stated b~iefly: (a) The "true" 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 19&R probably 
were lagging behind incomes, for incomes had been rising sharply. (c) Decreasedhome 
production from 19~2 to 1955 contributed 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 w~th income elasticitiesderived from regression equations of survey data. 
The income elasticities available for comparison are those pertainingto 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 away-from-home expenditures. The all-U. S. house- 
hold coefficient for spring 19h2 was .52, that for spring 1955,.38. The income 
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elasticity based on the change in food expenditures projected from 1955 to 1975 and 
the projected change in real income is about .4. This is close to the elasticity 
derived from cross-section data for all expenditures for one point in time. Hist0r- 
ically# the tlme-series changes have been greater than the cross-section data indicate 
owing to changes in factors not reflectedat one point in time. Therefore, we may ~ 
suspect that the projected change in expenditures from 1955 to 1975 may be a 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-l), related to the 
change in income from 1941 to 1954. /~/ 

l_~ = $18.5 billion ~ iSl.9 million people = $141 per capita 
$141 , ~uS retail food price index for food at home of 61.3 
yields $2~0 in 19~7-~9 dollars. 

billion • mnlion people : 
SLS retail food price index of 109.7 = $R~9 in 19~7-49 ~ 

dollars. 

This" change in the per capita estimate for this retail value series from 1942 to 
1955, based on time-series data, amounted to 8 percent; it may be co~ared with ' the 
25 percent increase in disposable real income per capita from 1941 to 1954. Thus 
the retail value series for food sold per capita (excluding sales in eating places)~, 
which approximates expenditures for food at home, was up a third as much as real 
disposable income. 

We may conclude from these checks that the $7.40 average expenditure per person 
per week projected for food at home, representing a 19 percent increase from 1955 to 
1975, is a reasonable estimate. 

~.3.6. Inherent Advantages and 
Disadvantages of Reweighting 

Analysts who use the reweightlng procedures we have outlined must always b e 
aware of the implications involved. 

Advantages ~ of the reweighting procedure are the following: (I) It permits full 
use of the potentials of cross-section information on relationships among food con- 
sumption, income level, and urbanization. (2) It involves relatively simple arith- 
metic -- the analyst can study the economic implications of each step as he goes 
along. (3) Because all major aspects of the structure of consumption are considered 
explicitly, it provides an opportunity for the analyst to adjust the parts of the 
whole as he deems desirable, on the basis of related economic and social information. 

Dis.advantages of the reweighting procedure stem from certain characteristics Of 
the Engel curves. Income-food relationships for one 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 alone provide a key to rates of change through time. The 
~ata used for Engel curves apply only to households# and, for most food information, 

/~/ These years are used to approximate the period covered by the income data of 
the two surveys (first quarter 19~2 and 195~). 
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only to consumption at home. They may not,therefore, take account of important shifts 
in the food situation. To cope with these problems, it is usually possible to make 
adjustments based on economic research. . ", 

Another disadvantage of the rew~ighting procedure arises from irregularities in 
the Engel curves for small subgroups or individual commodities. ProbablYthese curves 
should be smoothed and adjusted averages used for the income classes in. the reweighting 
procedure. 

4.~. References to Standard Statistical Procedures 

Because the objective of this chapter is to supplement rather lthan to repeat 
information on procedures available in standard works for methodology of least squares 
computations, the reader is referred to statistical books by Ezekiel (~,. Croxton and 
Cowden (~), Mills (6_~, Snedecor (~, Ferber (58), and to more recent texts by 
Wallis and Roberts (~.~ and by Ostle (67). The t test of significance often used to • 
evaluate coefficients is that developed and described by Fisher (59). ~Croxton and 
Cowden also have a good section on this test. '. . . .... 

~.5. Methods fo_.~r Analysis of Chan~es in the : . .  
Market Value of All Food ..... 

~,5.1. The change in the market Value of all food for civilians from 19~l to 
1955 is used to demonstrate the possibilities of macroeconomic analysis. During this 
period the changes in U. S. food consumption were great. Fortunately, cross-section 
data for spring 1942 and spring 1955 are available for use with time-series data. 

The objectives of such an analysis as this are to determine the subareas of 
greatest changes within the overall increase in market value, to assess the relative 
importance of price and quantity elements in changes in food per se and. in food mar- 
keting services, and to appraise the relative importance of factors contributingto 
these changes. The results are tabulated in table 4.7. 

~.5.2. Procedures for 
Analysis b_.y 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 billion, an increase of $38.8 billion. The major com- 
ponents of this aggregate are the payments for basic productive resources (data in 
table 3.3) and for marketing services (table 3.8). 

~.5.2.1. Payments for basi____g productive resources are subdivided for many 
analyses into those going to U. S. farmers and those to importers and fishermen. 

(i) u. s. fairs 

l_2/d 

Sales (TFV-I) $7.1 bil. $18.3 bil. 

i i~ ~{!! ~J Home production ( farm 
"i "i',i ~/ and nonfarm, TFV-2) , i~. " ~ • " 
i>'~i% Total 8.8 " 20.6 " $11.8 

12 [ -:' ' 

i !~'..b<< 

ii i !. % :  
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Increase 

bil. 
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Table ~.7.--An analysis of the change in the total market value of all food between 19~i and 1955 ~/ 

: : ~crcase 
/ @ 

Item : 19~i 

: Bil. 

Total market value of all food for U. S. civilians, : 
excluding ta~es and tips~ current dollars : 21.2 

I. Analysis by components 

A. Payments fo r  bas ic  product ive  resources  
i. TO domestic producers of farm foods 

a .  Farmers' s a l e s  f o r  c i v i l i a n  foods : 7 . 1  
b. Home p r o d u c e d ~  farm and nonfar~ : 1.7 

Tote/ : 8.8 

For i n c r e a s e d  q u a n t i t y  and q u a l i t y  

: : : Per- : 
: : : centage: 
: Basis for estimate :.Am°unt:of total: 1955 

• l n c r e a s e  
: , .... : : : 

: 30 percent  inc rease  in t o t a l  
: civilian food use, domestically 
: produced 

: Bil. : : Bil. 

: d o Z . :  ~ :dol. 

: : : 

: 38.8 : lOO.O ~o.0 

: : : 

: : : 

: : :18.3 

: : : 2.3 

: : : 

: e.6 6.7 : 
For price rise to get more food and gen- 
eral r i s e  in  p r i ce  level, in 1955 d~Uar s  

Total to domestic producers 

2 .  To l~por t e r s  and fishermen 
For increased  q u a n t i t y  and q u a l i t y  

For price rise to get more food and 
general rlse in price level, ln 19~5 dollars 

. - ,  T o i ~ l  t o  importers and fishermen 

Total  f o r  product ive  resources  : 9 . 7  : 

B .  P a y m e n t s  f o r  m a r k e t i n g  s e r v i c e s  
For more s e rv i ce s  in  19~1 d ~ l l a r s  

To handle  i n c r e a s e d  q u a n t i t y  and q u a l i t y  : 
of food moving through c o ~ r c l a l  
channels 

For additional services per unit 
Total  

For p r i c e  r i s e  to  ge t  more s e r v i c e s  and : 
general rise in price level, In 1955 dollare 
On 19~i volume of services 
FOr additional volu~e of services, com- 
bined result of price and quantity 
Total 

Total for marketing services 

II. Analysis by economic and social factor 

A. Price in 1955 dollars 

B. Nonprice factors in 1941 dollars 
i. Population increase 

a. More food 
b. More marketing services 

2. Changes in income 

a. FOr more food 

b. FOr more marketin~ services 

3. Decrease in home production not due to 
income change, all for more marketing 
services 

~/ See text sections i and 2 of ~.5.2 and section 4.5.3. 

2./ Including ~0.i billion to balance for rounding losses. 

: : R e s i d u a l  : 9 . 2  

: : 20 percent increase in total civil-: 
: lan use of imported farm foods, 
: i~ percent increase in edible 
: weight of flsh consumed 

- -  : Residual 
• 9 : 

: " . 2  

: 2.7 

: 51 percent increase in constant : 
: dollars in total 

: 

: ~0 percent more co~erclal food : 4.6 
: 51 percent less ~0 percent : i~. 
: : , 5 . 9  
: 

: 
: 

: 105 percent of $Ii.~ billion ~2.2 

: 1 8 . ~  
11.5 : : 2~.3 

: Derived from part I : 

: : 8.7 
: 23 percent applied to 19~i total : ~.9 
: 
: : 2.2 
: : 2.7 

: From survey data~ 45 percent of : 
: change per person : 1.7 
: Increase in per capita use of farm : 
: foods : • 5 
: Residual : 1.2 

: Residual, but 9 of i~ percent in- : 
: crease in food movin~ through : 
: con~ercial channels due ~o 
: decrease in home production : 2.1 

: .5 

: 7.0 

: 15.~ 

: N..I~ 

: 6~.6 

: i00.0 

: 22.4 
: 12 ..__~6 

: 5.6 
: 7.0 

~..._..~ 

: 1.3 
: 3.1 

:35.8 

i ~ ~i ~ 

i ~ ~ ~i~ 

• i ~ 
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The $]_1.8 billion increase in current dollar value was due partly to price and 
partly to increased quantity and quality of the productive resources used. The total 
civilian food use of domestic farm foods, a measure which reflects quantity and 
quality of food per se, increased 30 percent. /6/ This percentage applied to $8.8 
billion indicates a $2.6 billion increase needed to pay for greater quantity and 
-quality in 1941 dollars. The residual is $9.2 billion, which canbe ascribed to the 
increase in prices. This may be checked by dividing the $9.2 billion figure by the 
sum of $8.8 billion and $2.6 billion. It indicates an 81 percent increase in price 
and checks well with the 85 percent increase for the farmprlce of foods in the AMS 
marketbasket of domestic farm foods, 

(2) TO importers and fishermen 

Import value of importe d food 
1941 1955 Increase 

$0.8 bil. $3.3 bil. 

wharf value of domestic fishery 
products ..._!l " 

Total .9 " 

~3 I! 

3.6 " $2.7 bil. 

Total food use of imported farm foods increased 20 percent. /~/ Imports of 
fisheryproducts measured in terms of edible weight wentupsomewhat more, but they 
make up a small part of the total value. Total Civilian consumption of fishery 
products (including imported) increased 14 percent on anedible weight basis. 
Increased imports plus the increase for domestic fishery products could account for 
a $200 million rise in the value of these productive resources in 1941 dollars The 
$2. 5 billion residual of the increase in thesupplier value of imports and fishery 
products would have to be attributed 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 24 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 abou~ 
227 percent.) 

The foregoing computations arc summarized in part I A of table ~.7. 

4.5.2.2. Payments for marketing services increased from $11.5 billion to 
$35.8 billion in 1955. Part of the increased outlays were necessary to handle the 
40 percent increase in the quantity (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-14d in table 3.8 
the total payments for food marketing services in 1947-49 dollars rose 51 percent 
between 1941 and 1955. ~nis can serve as a first approximation of the change in total 
quantity of marketing services. /~/ ~e ll percent residual after subtractingthe 
allowance for increased volume is made up of two types of increases in marketing 
services. The first ~ype is additional services of the "older type" supplied per unit 
of food handled -- more transportation, moremeal preparation and serving, more ser- 
vices of retailers instead of direct sales by farmers, more canning and freezing and 

J 

/~/ From column 2 of table 22, Supplement for 1956 t0Agr. Handb. 91 ~). This 
is the index of the U. S. civilian total corresponding to the per capita index given 
in table 3.1, identified as PFQ-la. 
/~/ From column 3 of table 22 of the Supplement for 1956 to Agr. Handb. 91 (1__2). 
78/ This is an approximate measure, derived by deSlating the value data of thetotal 

food marketing bill. (Described in 3.5.2.) 
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so on. The other type of additions are the services involved in new convenience " 

foods. Research on the measurement of these services is under way. ~f 

The next problem is to allocate the $~4.~ billion increase in the all-food mar- 
keting bill between payments for more services and price increases. The 51 percent 
increase in the marketing bill in 1947-49 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 
f~rther subdivided between the increased services required to handle the 40 pereent 
increase in total volume of food ($4.6 billion) and ~l.~ billion for the ll percent ̀  
increase in services resulting from additional services per unit handled. 8_~/ 

As a first 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 the index of the marketing margin of the market basket. Some 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 
total also includes (i) increased costs on the 1941 volume of services and (~) the.- 
('osts of the additional services. Allocations for these services can be ~de by 
applying the 105 percent price increase first to the 1941 marketing bill of $i1.5 bil- 
lion, yielding an estimate of $12.2 billion for the increased payments on 19~l volume 
of services and second, to the cost of additional volume of services as derived above 
($5.9 billion in 19~l dollars), giving $6.2 billion as the payment for the increase in 
volume. 8~ 

The results of the analysis thus far are summarized in part I B of table ~.7. 

4.5.~.~. Further analysis of the problem of allocating the increased payments 
for marketing services between those for price and those for quantity is desirable. 
~his problem is similar in some respects to Mills' problem of separating the con- 
tribution of labor inputs and productivity gains to an increase in output. ~ It 
is also similar 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 ~ and the changes in ~ starts from the following facts: (1) ~ne value of 
marketing services bought with all food in 19~l was $11.5 billion (V41) and $$5.8 bil, 
lion in current dollars in 1955 (V55). (~) The only ~asure of change in prices of 
marketing services is that indicatea by the change in the marketing margin of ~he A~ 
market basket of domestic farm foods between the farm and retail levels. This in, 
~reased 105 percent. The price index is indicated by P~l and P~. (~) The only 
available measure of change in quantity of marketing services (~l and Q55) is derived 
~y dividing the value changes by the price index# yielding an increase of 51 percent. 
~ccordingly# this quantity measure is not independent of the price measure. 

~f First reported in Waldorf# "Indexes of Factory Production of Domestic Farm Food 
?roducts," ~ Transp. Sit___~., July 1959 (~_~. Additional information supplied in 
~aldorf,Out~ut ~ Factories Processing ~_~ Food ~roducts i_~n th_._ee United States, 

~__~is calcul at ion has been revised by the author since the publication of an 
~ualysis in an article in Jour. Am__~. Stat__._~. ~ (51). 
8~1/ A fractional adjustment of $0.1 billion for rounding losses was put in the 

.~ice increase on 1941 volume. 
8~/ Note 3# PP- Sl-36 of Mills productivity and Econom'c Progress (6~. 
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A graphic -presentation of the problem is shown below: 

P55 P i n c r ~  

0 4 1  Qincr ' ' 

Q55 ' .  . 

PQssibilit Z N o .  if or Allocation.--Payments for the increased quantity of mar- 
keting s e r v i c e s  c o u l d  b e  m e a s u r e d  t h u s :  . . . .  : 

(i) V~l x Pincr = increased outlays for 1941 volume of services 

$ii.5 bil. x i05~ = $12.2 bil. 8~ 

(2) V. ($24.3 bil.) - $12.2 bil. = $12.1 bil. increasedpayments for 
incr . .  

more services 

The difficulty with this method is that it does not allow 
for the higher prices paid for the increased volume ofmarketing ~ 
services, as shown below. - ' 

Pincr 

%, 

$ 1 2 . 2  bil. 

$11 .5  bil  

041 

I---- '---- '------ 

$12.1 
bil 

Qincr 

Possibility No. 2.--Payments for the increased price of marketing services could 
be measured thus: 

(1) V41 x Qincr = increased payments for more services 

$11.5 bil. x51% = $5.9 bil. in 1941 dollars 

(2) Vincr ($24. 3 bil.) - $5.9 bil. = $18.4 bil. for increased costs due to 

rise in prices, in 1955 dollars. 

S 

8 ~  S e e  n o t e  8~/. 
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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 demand for services on available 
supplies of those services. 

Pincr 

.P41 

$18.4 bil. 

$5.9 
$11.5 bil. bil. 

Q41 Oincr 

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 
of services is derived by use of the measure of change in their price, it is diffi- 
cult to split satisfactorily the $6.2 billion 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 increase for quantity is measured in 1941 dollars. 

Pincr 

P4, 

$1212 bil. $6.2 bil. 

$5.9 
$11.5 bil. bil. 

O41 Oincr 

Possibility No. 3.~Tnis is an application of Mills' method for allocating an 
overall increment between two factors: 

(1) V~l x Qincr = first approximation for share for greater quantity 
of marketing services 

$11.5 bil. x .51 = $5-9 bil. 

(2) V41 x Pincr = 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 factors 

$2 .3 bn. - $5.9 bil. - $12.2 bn. = $6.2 
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~-:': ~: Mills suggests that the $6.2 billion should be divided on the basis of the rela- 
i :~ , i  " ' ~ . . . . . .  

!<~-; . ~!.~:~,' tive magnitude of changes in the two factors (here the ~ and ~ ;, " ' 
~ ,~ . ,  ~ -~:: 
~i~-,~.~ ~I~:",,l . . .  - ' " " 

~~':! ~ :~: Q41 = 1.O0 = index of quantity in 19~i 

Q~l + Qincr = QS~ = 1.51 = index Of quantity in i~55 

P~l = 1.O0 = index of Price in 19~i 

P~I + Pincr = P55 = 2.05 = index of price in 1955 

V~l = P41Q~l = 1.O0 = index of value in l~41 ~i 

V41 + V i n c r  = (Q41 ÷ Qinc9  ) (P41 + P i n c r  ) = 3111 = v55 . . . .  '.. 

If assume linearity of changes in P and Q, : 

Qincr ~ 1.25 § - ,  . = Q41 + 2 - 1.O0,. + .2 = .- 

 incr_ 1.O0 . . .. 
'P = P41 + 2 2 = 

I n c r e a s e .  in  p r i c e  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  i n c r e a s e  .in Q = Q incr  (P + P i n c r ) " "  : 
' " " " ' , 2  "- / - 

= .51 (1.5251 = .7775 

Increase in quantity associated with increase in P = Pincr (Q ÷i . ~ . . : .  . .  

= . . l .O5 . ( ! . 255 )  = l . ~ 7 5 5  - " 
. . [ ' •  

Qincr (P + Pincr~ + (Q + ~ )  = P Qincr + Q Pincr + Pincr Qincr = Vincr, 2 " Pincr . 

in index numbers . 

I ,  ,~ ,-L~.{ '[u. 

I.V ?- 
i'? 
i : , ? i ,  

• . 0  . . . . .  

{ ~ ! : ,  

" " 4 '  i , '  

• 7775 + 1.31775 = Vincr 

2 . 0 9 5 2 5  I = $ 6 . 2  b i l .  

. 7 7 7 5  z . _ u 7 7 ~  + = $6.2 b~l. . 
2.09525 2.09525 

.37 + .63 = $6.2 bil. 

Share for Q -;- share for P = combined effect 

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

Pincrl ~12 2b i l  IX ~ " / 1  
. I - ' "  

I _____,.. ,.___~I 

'Q41 : Q incr  

Although there is considerable argument for adopting the division of the $6.9 
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 chszlge for marketing service (described in ~.5.2). Thus the tWo measures are 
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:/Znot independently estimated, iAs noted in section 3.5.2, the Price measure in turn has 
." some deficiencies because ~it is not independently constructed. Finally, there is an 
!~<~unresolved problem in the fact that the payments for higher prices are necessarilyl 
:: measured in terms of 1955 dollars~ whereas the payments for increased quantity are 

~:in 19~l:d611ars. There appears to be no neat solution to this problem. But it does 
:: call: f0r increased awareness on the part of the analyst who develops and uses such 

. - m ~ a s u r e s  . . - ~ " : - 

.. :Economic and Social Factor 

:~, .::. :. :Another o~jective of macroeconomic analysis in the food sector is to measure 
effects-of major economic- and social factors. The results of such an analYsiS are 

".-" summarized in part II of tabie ~.7. 

~ 4.5.3.1. Pric~.~Here the costs of price increases measured in part I are 
: summarized. • These reflect both the general rise in the price level and extra costs 
• involved in obtaining the increased quantity and quality of food and of marketing 
: services. The $30 billion total increase in 1955 dollars for higher prices represents 
about a lOO-percent increase, on the $21.2 billion base for 19~l plus the $8.7 billion 
direct increase in 19~i dollars for greater quantity and quality of food and services. 
~ne BLS urbanretail price index for food at home rose llO percent from 19~l to ~19~5. 
-.During the same period, prices of nonfood goods and services increased 6 3 percent, 
-accordlngto:the ~LS urban retail price data. The allocation of the $30 billion total 
between (1) change in purchasing power of the dollar and (2) payments necessary to get 
increased quantity and quality of food and marketing services must be left to future 
analysis. 

4;:5.3.2. ~ Nonorice Fact.o.rs.--The effect of the increase in population can be 
measuredsimply by applying the 2~ percent increase in the civilian population to : 
the 19~l bases for productive resources and for marketing services. 

The effect of chan~es in income has been measured by means of the reweighting 
proceduredescribed in :4.3'3.3. The survey data on market value of all food at home 
and away from home reweighted by alternative income and urbanization distributions 
give a range of 8 to 9 percent for changes in income, no change for urbanization, and 
lO to ll percent for changes in patterns of market value at each income level. Using 
the ratio0f these ranges, we may allocate 45 percent to income and 55 percent to 
change in patterns. Application of the ~5 percent to the $3.8 billion residual after 
~aking out the effects of changes in price and population leaves a $1.7 billion total 
increase for income change. This must in turn be subdivided between the effect on 
luantity and quality of food and that on "marketing services. 

Calculation Of the effect of the increase in income on food per se involves the 
io!lowlng steps : 

(i) The index of per capita use of farm foods and fish shows a 4 percent in- 
r ease from l~41 to 1955. Applying this increase to the $9.7 billion base for 19~l 
lus ~the $2.2 billion cost in 19~l dollars for supplying the 1941 per capita volume 
f food %o the increase in the population, we obtain $0.5 billion as the cost for 
ne increased quantity and quality of food alone due to higher incomes. ' " 

(2) In part I, the total increase for quantity and quality of food is indicated 
~ be $2.6 billion for domestic farm foods and $0.2 billion for imported foods and 
[shery products. The cost of supplying the same average quantity per person as in 
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1941 to the increase in population amounted to $2.2 billion. Subtracting $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 all 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 a measure Of how the •.rise in incomes reacted on 
payments for marketing services (measured in 1941 dollars). 

The effect of the c.han~es in the relationships of ~ market value: of all 
foo__~d .to income is calculated as a residual: 

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

Practically none of this total can be attributed to payments for more food, 
since the change in income accounted for almost 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 quantity\of food per capita 
that moved through commercial channels was l~ percent greater in 1955 than in 1941. 
Of the l~ percent, about 9 percent was accounted for in decreased home production of 
farm foods. ~ Applying this 9/14 ~ ratio to the $4.6 billion total payments to handle 
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 $2.1 billion residual -- it is obvious that the 
decrease in home production accounted for all of the change in the relationships 
between income and market value of food. The differential between the $2.9 billion 
and $2.1 billion can be attributed to the change in home production, largely the 
result of higher incomes in the later period. Thus it was Part . of the p~eceding 
$1.2 billion figure in the table, representing the effect of increased income on the 
payments for marketing services. 

! 

8~/ The value aggregates from the supply-utilization index provide the best set of I 
data for studying changes in civilian use of food per se. For this handbook the | 
aggregate for U. S. civilian food was subdivided into purchased foods and those | 
home-produced. If the 1941 proportion purchased by civilians had held for 1955j the | 
quantity of food purchased per person would have been about 9 percent less than | 
actually occurred. I 

J 
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Appendix A. "~AF, YSON OF HOU~-~LD SURVEY AI~D T/ME-S~IES COMMOD~ 

Table A.l.--Co~arlson of divergent claselflcatLons of co~modltles in the 1955 Household Food Survey Reports 1-5, 
primary distribution categories end retail su~mmry table for annual per capita food c onsun~tion data 

Annual per capita ¢i~l l ;~an cons~t$on d a t a  2 /  

ii ~ 

' C .  

L .  ~,  
• I 

Used a t  home as r opo r t ed  i n  : : " - '  
Pr imary distribution basis as in Sunnnary food groups on retail wei6ht basis 

Survey Reports NO. i-~ ~/ : tables 8-26 of Agr. Handb. 62 : as in table 38 of Agr. Handb. 62 
1 

~mble ~.-  ~ me~ures o f  ~ ,  ~ i 
C r s S ~  lee eream~ cheese : 
Fluid milk equiv, based on cal- All dairy products combined in terms of fluid Same basis ~ r su~y" 
clam content (excluding butter) : whole milk on a fat content basis. ~/ 

fat (excluding butter) ) : 
Milk solids-not-fat ~ Same basis as survey except includes butter.~/i Not shown. 

Table 6.- M~l~s eres~m, ice cream, : Fluid milk and cream measured at farm or dis- : Differs frum primary distribution basis in that 
cheese : tributor level on a fluid milk equivalent : fluid milk and fluid cream are shown asp- 
Includes weight of c h o c o l a t e  i n  basis; other items in terms of product weight: aratsly--cre~ in terms of 2~% fat co, tent , 
drink and eenon in ~-y cocoa : (see table 31 for eumplete list of minor : equivalent (here half and half is considered 
almeS, and f r u i t  etc., in ~c4 : d a i r y  products). 
cream; excludes s h e r b e t ,  ices. : 

~ab le  7 . -  FaCs and o i l s  Measured a t  p roces s ln~  l e v e l .  
Inc ludes  ~ e n t s  o t h e r  than  : 

f a t s  and o i l s  i n  s a l a d  d r e s s i n g ,  : 
=aymmaine, and sandwich ~ .  : 

• f 

Table 8.- FlOur an~ cereal products: Grain produc te  (e~cl. corn sugar and siru~) 

: to be cream) .  Ice cream is shown' in  terms o f  
: mi lk  and cream used (see t a b l e  9 for product 
: weight) to avoid duplication with frults~ 
: S ~  e te .  

: S~ae as prlmary distribution basis except in- 
: cludes fat pork cuts. ' 

: Same as primary d i s t r i b u t i o n  basis. Soy~ flour 
Inc ludes  a l l  iDGredtenta  o f  paw- : measured a t  ~ t l l i n g  o r  ~ e e s s i n ~  l e v e l .  ~ : i n c luded  wi th  dry  beans and peas o n p r o d u c t  
pa red  f l o u r  mixes ,  noodles ,  and : E ~ l u d e s  a l l  n o n - ~ a i n  ~ a t e r i a l  e~cep t  sa~L]_l : ~e l~h t  b a s i s .  
r e a d y . t o - e a t  b r e a k f a s t  c e r e a l s .  : a~ounts o f  sweetener  o r  f l a v o r i n g  i n  b r e a k -  : 

Inc ludes  popoorm, t a p t o z a ,  p o t a t o :  f a s t  c e r e a l s  and i n f a n t  foods .  B a r l e y  ex -  : 
flour and soya flour. : pressed in terms of malt equivalent. Exit- : 

eludes popcorn, soya flo~r~ e~d tepio~a. ~.~-.. 
: ~otato flour in The ~otato figures. : "-~ 

Table 9.- ~ake~y produ~s, ec~r- No cc~l~a~ble series. In~1~clle~%s of mixed foods are included in ~helr respective basi~ food 
elal : ~t~S. 

Table i0.- Me~ poultry, fish : Meat . measured at the slaughter level and Same as primary distribution basis for fish 
I~iudes the next-meat In~redlents: ~ressed in ~ of carcass wel~ht~ which : and poul~y. Meat converted to "fresh retail 
in lunahec~ mea~s~ sausa~, etc. : e~clu~es edible offal. : cut" equivalent usJ~g constant ec~verslon 
~ese Itemm purchased in a : Fish - market weights converted to edible : factors for all years. Fat cuts of pork in- 
variety of forms. : ~--~ht. : eluded with fats and oils. Includes edible 

: ~try - slaughter weight conver t ed  to  ready-: offal and ~ame. 
to-cenk basis. 

: Emcl~den edible offal and ~e. 

Table 11.- Eggs : Measured at the farm level. Da1~ expressed in : Primary distribution data converted %o retail I 
Data s i r e n  i n  dozens of a s s o r t e d  : nmzber of e g g s .  ~ : we igh t s  u s ing  c o n s t a n t  l o s s  faster ( e ~ z e F t  

s i z e s .  : : i n  war p e r i o d  when breakage  wa~ eons i~ere~  
: : al.~gh~" hASher). ~aS, ~r~,ed ~ 
: : constant factor of 1.5 pounds per dozen 
; : 1909-19~6~ increasing thereafter to allow 
: : for lar~r size eggs in recent years. 

~able  1 2 . -  Su~ar, s ~ e t e  Suga r s  and s i z e s  3_/ - Bee t  and cane s u ~ r ,  Same as  p r imary  d i s t r i b u t i o n  b a s i s  e~cep t  
ExDludes chocolate sirup. In- -m~'-~a~'~--reflnlng level~ is ex!~ressed e~ludes duplicatio~ of sugars and slrups 
cl~es all i~dlento of ~sms~ : as granulated sugar, but because amotmte of : Used in the processed foods an~ ~Iven elee- 
Jel~Les~ candy, and f r u i t ~  : p o ~ a r e d  and brown s u ~ r s  r e p o r t e d  i n  the  ; where i n  t h i s  s e t  o f  s t a t i s t i c s  ( e . g . ,  canned 
but~ters~otch and cars~el nlru~s.: survey are small, no significant d i f f e r e n c e  : fruits and ve~etables~ condensed milk~ eto . . ) . :  

: is notod.  

Table 13.- Pota~es~ swee1~otatoes Measured at farm level. Canned and frozen : "Fresh" converted to retail weight by use of 
Includes product ~i~t of chips : potatoes and s~e~ota~oes reported in the : constant conversion factors; canned and 
and stinks. : re~etable tables; chips and sticks and de- : frozen same as primary dls~ributlon basis. 

: hydrated potatoes included on a fresh weight : Includes quan~itles prodnced in home gardens° 
: equivalent with the fresh category° Excludes: 
: . ¢.an~ties produced ~ borne ~ .  

Table i~.- Fresh vegetables : Measured at farm level. Excludes quantities Farm weights converted to approximate retail 
Home eanued and home frozen : from home gardens. Sauerkraut and horse- : ~elghts by use of constant conversion factors 
vegetables included on product : radish excluded. Melons, also given in the : for individual ~tems. Includes quantities from 
weight basis. Includes saucr- : tables~ being a truck crop. : home gardens, Sauerkraut and-horseradish 
kraut~ not canned, and horse- : : excluded. 
radish. : : 

Table I~.- Fresh fruit : Measured at farm level. Excludes all home : Farm weight converted to approximate retail 
Home canned and hom~ frozen : produced fruits and since 19~ apples grown : weights by use of constant conversion factors 
included on product weight  : in noncommercial areas of the United States. : for individual items. Includes apples grown 
baalS. : Excludes melons and minor fruits and berries.: in noncommercial areas~ and melons~ but ex- 

: • cludes all fruit produced in home "gardens or 
: : grown wild and minor fruits and berries. 

Table 16.- Co~srelally frozen Includes frozen fruit Juices and fruit adee Same 8s primary distribution basis except cx- 
f r u i t s  and vegetables : and potatoes. ~/ : eludes potatoes and includes frozen citrus 
E~cl~des frozen fruit ~uices aud : : Juices on slnglc strength basis. ~/ 
.~otatoes. : 
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Appendix A. COMPARISON OF HOUSEHOLD SUHVEYAND TIME-SERIESCO~4ODITYCOVERAGE-Continued 

Table A.l.-~Comparison of dlvergent classifications of commodities in the 1955 Household Food Survey Reports i-5, 
primary distribution categories a~d retail sunm~r~ table for annual per capita food consumption data -Continued 

: Annual per capita civilian consu~t~on data 2/ 

Used at home as reported in : Primary distriSution basis as in , Summary food groups on retail weight basis 
an in table 38 of Agr. Handb. 62 

~--!~ ii,i:i ~, 

i;:g,i !:, 

~ :!!. :~ '~. 

i</i~!,: !;,;~ii 
~i2~i:- i jilt 
~ ,~ d i  i ::) 
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Survey Reports No. 1-5 l_J : tables 8-26 of Agr. Handb. 62 : 

Table 17.- Commercially canned : Includes all sauerkraut; excludes minor canned: 
fruits and vegetables : fruits, baby foods, baked bear~s, and canne~ : 
Excludes bulk sauerkraut, tomato : mature peas. ~/ (Baby food shown as separate: 
catsup, chili sauce, etc. end : category end baked beans and canned mature 
pickles, olives, and relishes.5/: peas included vlth dry beans and peas in 
Includes baby food and baked : terms of their dry equivalents.) 
beans and mature peas. 

'Same as primary distrlbutioubasis, except 
fruit and'vegetable baby foods and all 
canned  soup ~ areinelnded. ~ / . .  

Table 18.- vegetable Data for Juices reporSed in the tables on : Same as primarY dist~bution basis. ~/ Fruit and 
Juices - canned fruit juices, canned vegetables, and : " ' 
Canned fruit and vegetable Juice : frozen fruit. Includes only co~nercially : : , 
data include home-canned and : produced canned fruit and vegetable Juice. : 
-frozen Juices. Frozen con ~ : Concentrated frozen fruit ades are : 
ceatrated Juice data exclude : included. ~/ : ' 
f r o z e n  ades ( e . g ,  l e m o n a d e ) .  : ' , '  ','. ' .  

Table 19.- Dried fruits and vege- Dry beans and ~as : Same as primary distribution basis except 
tables. Excludes canned baked : Measured at farm level, on a cleaned basis. : includes quantities of dry beans and 
beans and canned m~ture peas. : Includes dry bean equivalent of canned baked: peas produced in all home gardens'and 

: beans; excludes quantities produced in non- : soya flour on product weight basis. Dried 
: farm gardens. : fruit is shown with. fruits. 

fruit measured at the packer level. : ' . 

Table 20.- Beverages : : 
Coffee, tea, chocolate and cocoa Measured at the import level. Coffee in terms: Coffee convertedto r0astedequivalent, 
Coffee includes coffee substi- : of green beans; chocolate and products in : cocoa beans thchocolate liquor. 

t u t e .  Ingregients of chocolate : terms of cocoa beans. ~/ : " "  
sirup included. : : • , 

: • / 
Sof~ drinks~ bottled, canned and No comparable series. Ingredients included in their respective basic food groups. 
powdered and fruit ade other than: 
frozen. : : 

Frozen f r u i t  ado : Frozen lemonade, etc. included with frozen : Same as primary distrlbution basis. 
: fruit Juices. 

Alcoholic beverages (no quantity Not classified as a food; ingredients not included. 
data collected) 

Table 21.- Miscellaneous foods 

Nuts and peanut butter 

Soups, including home canned and 
dehydrated and frozen 

Catsup, chili sauce~ etc. 
Pickles, olives, relishes 
(both include home made product~): 

Puddings, pie fillings, icing mix, 
:~.~dge m i x ,  and m i x t u r e s  o t h e r  : 
than baby food, prepared or 
partially prepared 

Strained canned pudding (baby) ) i 

@ 

Baby and junior foodus, mixed, ): 
prepared or partially prepared. ) : 

Sherbets, ices 

Leavening agents (yeast, bakin~ : 
powder, cream of tartar, soda) : 

Seasonings (vinegar, salt, spices, : 
extract, flavors, flavoring 
sauces, meat tenderizer) 

i/ Quantities consumed at home per 

Peanut butter included in shelled peanut 
equivalent. 2~ 

Cormrercially canned only. 

Same as primary dlstributlon basis, included 
: in dry bean, pea, nut category. 

: Same as primary distribution basis, included 
: with canned vegetables. 

Commercial only, Tomato products, pickles : Same as primary distribution basis. 
and relishes included in canned vegetable : ' , i 
data, olives in canned fruit data. : ' : 

No comparable series, ingredients included in basic food groups. 

Included with baby food in a separate care- : Excluded. 
gory, "canned baby food. " : groups. 

Included w i t h  d a i r y  p r o d u c t s .  : Same as  p r i l u ~  d i s t r i b u t i o n  b a s i s .  
: r . 

No series available. : No series available. 

Data on s p i c e s  o n l y ,  measured  a t  i m p o r t  l e v e l .  Not  i n c l u d e d .  

household; product w~ight. 

Ingredients included in basic food 

Un less  otherwise noted, excludes quantities in mixed foods. Table 
numbers shown refer to tables in each of the 5 reports .~(_~. 2_/ As published in Agr. Handb. 62; Consumption of Foo__~d i_nn the United 

(i/! 

>' 7 

! ? 

States (6_~; includes all use away from home. Items on ~ distribution basis are annual averages for t h e  United States, measured 
at whatever level data are available# derived as a residual from data on production, stocks, foreign trade, and military takings, 
and include quantities used in producing mixed foods such as bakery products. Retail weight data are derived from primary distri- 
bution data using various loss factors or m~king other adjustments such as those to avoid duplication with othez foods listed.- 
Reference to tables axe those in A~r. Handb. 62. ~/ Includes quantities used in mixed foods, such as bakery producte~ salad dress- 
ings, soft drinks, etc. 4_/ In table 38 of Agr. Handb. 62 the fruits and vegetables are in 3 nutrltlonal groupings.' Citrus fruit 
and tomatoes; leafy green and yellow vegetables; and other vm~etables and fruit. ~/ As shown in table El - Mlseellemeou~ foods~ 
tomato catsup, chili 8auee~ etc. and pickles and relishes do not sep~ate data for c o m m e r c i a l  end home c~nned Items. 
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'i!i'~iiii,~i /",il/~ .:i,!/~ ~ ;. ~ p e n d i X  ~ B., p ROCEDUBE USED IN ESTIMATING MARKET VALUE OF 

,i~/ i~:~i~ ~ili~'L~ ,proCedUre • used~ i n  es t imat ing / the  new ~ ser ies  On market  Vaiue ~ f o r  a l l  ; f 6 o d  i i S  i:: L ~ ~ii~i~! 
:%<descrlbedhere :in:detail,because it is not yet available in an~ 0fthe statistical ~% : ~ ii~ 
i%i~hahdb06ks:~on~food C0nsumption. This appendixelab0rates the brief description oz the/~ ~ i:~ 
!~.!i'!:proCed~ given, in- 3.4.3. ~ - . . ..... . . " " i! . ' , ~ i!i~ [:! 

~,~ J,~'~iL !:~.~i,i. ~ The~statis~ical series that measures the market value Of @ll foods iS ~ : : IL~I 
!i~ bm~edi~0n~the data i<on::retali C0s~ ~ of farm foods sold~to U. S. CivilianS, described in .... ~:i~ 
~ / 3 " ~ 3 " 2 ~ : : - b u t ~ w i t h ~  several ad~ ustments. : : " ~ . . . . .  • ~ . . ."L.~.. :  [ . . . . . . . .  ~: 

~ - / - ?  i ' / i B i i i 2 ~ - i ~ T h e  ~ f ~ r S t r : ~ 0 : f ' t h e r ~ J ~ t ~ n t s  ! -is t h e  addition of ~e-.farm v a l u e  o f : t h e l ,  i , ,  ? ~  
~5 r farm:i~,_~ no nfa .re consumption[of home-produced foods (3.2.1.~). ~ -The~ value of home~ , : " ~ !~ 
~il produCti0n~iby farm fami~ies~isregularly derived as part of the AMSwork~on gross:flare ::!ii~iil:i 
: income |described:on penes 15~16 of volume: 3 of Agr.,Handb. 118 (2_~]. The quantl- • • :illl 
:r ties Ofr:fO0d produced by farmers, for their own use are estimated for most •foods . . . .  by: i i //~I~- 
i ::the, Cropl Reporting Board. These data are: supplemented by :estimates, of vegetable::pr~, 
//ductiOnprepared by. this author and !by estimates for some ~ minor commdities m~de by /~ 
~ the~ Farm ~ Income Branch,, :IAMS. The quantities of individua/! fo0dsare valued at :prices 
received by~ farmers for such foods in each year. For~nonfarmhome production, the !: 
~iquantities:i of livestock products home produced are les%Imated by the Crop Reporting • 
~/B0ard. : Theestimates for vegetables are described on page 46of volume 5 of Agr. 
!~Handb. 118:(2_~. These guanti~tie s for individual food groups produced by nonfarm: ~ 
z: families were compared with the quantities zfarm home-produced. Then the-:Tatios were 
appXied~ to the ~values of farm home-production for each commodity group ~to derive :total 

: ~:~ B.~.~. The second adjustment is the a~ditlon of the retail value of imported 
: f0od(descrlbedlin 3.3.~), estimated as follows. First, the retail values of coffee, 
~tea~ bananas:~and pineapples are~calculated uslng the total quantlties Consumed by ~ 
civilians and ~ BLS prices ~ at retail. ~Next, the retail Value of imported sugar COnsumed 
/bY ~ Civilians IS:: determined by !estimating its retail Value if all were bought as Such/ 
thenmak~ng an allowance for extra costs Of sugar in processed forms. The allowance 
f0r/thei~higher~•costof sugar ih~processed foods is made according to the relationships 
In~table~ ~i/of ~ Agr. Handb. <62 (~. _The third step Is the tabulation of the~import 
value oZi~hese~ m~or ~i~ ~ ~d of ~U other i~ (except flsh) ~m the Ce~us tr~e 
repo~s~L ~djustment is also made-to exclude military •takings aml nonfood use. Also ~, 
estates are::added fo r the value of inshipments of sugar 'and pineapple from~Hawali, ~ 
based!:0nli~he quantities derived fromtrade data and sugar control data and the import ..... 
pric e for eachyear derived from data for Puerto :Rico .... The final, Steps are the com-i 
paris0n::of: :the, import-value of the ma~or items with their retail value and the appli- 
cation ,0f this tratio:to the import value Of all ,foods for civilian use.. 

~/;•~i ]~. I24..  T h e  third Series added is the retail value o f  fishery products •. : T h e s e  
data are ~ased in  the f i r s t  instance on the r e t a i l  values per  cap i t a  o f  f i s h e r y  ~ 
products>consumed in /each  year  i n  19~7-~9 p r i c e s  which a r e  der ived in  t h e  e s t i m a t i o n  
Of the, i index o f  per, Capi ta ~ood iconsumption, - The per  cap i t a  ~ va lues a r e  m u l t i p l i e d  b y  
t h e ~ c i v i l i a n  . popu la t i on  ~ and then ~ adjusted f rom the 19hT-h9 p r i ce  l e v e l  to  cu r ren t  
p r i ~ S  f o r e a c h i  year ,  us ing  the ~ changeS i n  p r i ces  i n d i c a t e d  b y ' t h e  Bureau o f  Labor ~ 
B ta t i s t iCs  data f o r  the meat ,  p o u l t r y  and f i s h  group at  r e t a i l  and for -who lesa le  f ish~ 

," , ' . "~ . ''% " ~ " . / o" . , , 
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i~i B.I.5. The fourth adjustment in the derivation of the market value of all foods • 
~ is the allowanc e for the cost of marketinK services in th__~e preparation and serving o_~f 
~! meals and snacks by eatin~ olaces. This represents the difference between the retail 
~ value of food 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. 
~ii! This is developed in sections. 

flail B.1.5.1. One section is meals and snacks sold by eat_~ places other than !%! 

~i~:ii~ ~i ~oarding houses. This set of data is based primarily on the Commerce series for on- • 
~:~ ~ ~i ~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ premise sales of meals and beverages (including taxes and tips) and unpublished data 
~ii~ii!i of the National Income Division of the Department of Commerce on nonconsumer purchases 
~:i~i~J!~ii of food and beverages. From the total of these two series are deducted the Commerce 
~,~ ..... , estimates of taxes and tips on meals and beverages and the estimates by Lthis author 

on on-premise sales of alcoholic beverages. (The approximate par t of total Sales of ~ 
alcoholic beverages sold as drinks by eating places is based on 1939 and 1948 Census 
of Business benchmark data (i_~, trends in sales of drinking places, and some trade 
data.) This computation yields the market value of meals sold by eating places ex- 
cept boarding houses. The wholesale value of such meals is derived using 47 to 
50 percent of meal sales. Then the retail value of food in such meals is approximated 
by applying the estimated retail store markup over food cost (supplied by the 
Marketing Economics Research Division). This retail value of meals sold is compared 
with the market value of meals sold to derive the markup over retail on meals sold 
by eating places other than boarding houses. 

B.1.5.2. A series of values of m2~s sold b v boarding ~ #  which must be 
regarded as only rough approximations, has been estimated by the author Using infor- 
mation from consumer surveys in 19~l and 1950 and the estimated size of the nonhouse- 
keeping population, exclusive of permanent institutional residents. The markup of 
meal value over retail is estimated to be 20 percent. 

B.1.5.3. The next Section is the estimation of the markup over retail value on 
furnishe d. This is derived in two parts. The food furnished civilian employees 

includes meals supplied to employees of eating places and to employees of institutions, 
hospitals, and nonfood service establishments. No allowance 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. Meal preparation 
and overhead costs for meals furnished employees for institutions, hospitals, andnon- ' 
food service establishments are estimated to be lO percent of the total value of all 
food furnished civilian employees, a series based on unpublished data supplied by the 
National Income Division of the Department of Commerce. Estimates of the value of 
meals furnished travelers and institutional inmates are also based 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 total eatinK ~ ~ over retail is the sum of the markups on 
meals sold by eating places other than boarding houses, on meals sold by boarding 
houses, and on meals furnished employees and travelers and institutional inmates. 

B.1.6. The final step in the derivation of the estimates of the market value of 
all food is a subtraction of estimaSed c_~ of farm-to-retail marketin~ services 
~hich are not incurred because the food is sold by producers and distributors directly 
to consumers. ~his series is estimated from some rather extensive benchmark data for 
commodity groups aeveloped from the Censuses of Distribution and of Manufactures for 
1929, 1939, and 19h8 described in the article~ "Distribution of the Food Supply of 
the United States~ " ~ Econ. e~ July 1952 (49)~ and some Crop Reporting Board data 

~! ~ i !~ on direct sales of milk to consumers and special surveys of farmers' marketings of 
, !!i !.i! i~ fresh produce and poultry and eggs. 
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.~ .~ --- i :~ B.l.7. The.sum0f the retail, cost of farm foods.sold, the - farm Value of"s~Ll- 
.• h0me,produced foods, the retail Value of :imported ..food .and of: £ishery-.produ¢%~aUd ,' 
. the. total eating, place.markupover.retail minus an. allowance-for farm-to-retailc0sts 
.- ' of "marketing~ services not incurred ~. T!elds the-market value series for ail..-.f6~-:~(.TFV-lO)- ' 

. given.: in ..table 3, 5.1 • These" dat~ have been checked extensively with •'other ~ser~esL of-.~;~:~- . 
i.:. estimates :described in 3,~.i and 3.~.2,-as well as estimates derlvedfromUehs~/d~t~: 
:/-:. : for1939 and 191~8, descrlbedin the1952artlCle on dis_tribution-of-the.U.S.::'.fo0d:":"- ' 

i"J~ 

, : : ' : T t  

supply. ~'~ . . . . . .  .,:;:~ 

, ata used in.deriving the market value for all foods also form the basis:for .... . " " ~ .!.'i,'i. I 
.. " .the estimates: the. market value of domestically produced farm foods - '. . ii 

scribed in 3.4.3.2)"and the matchlng-food expenditure series for all food (-TF~b) ~ :.!: . ';:i.::!i! 
and .for farm food s: 0nly .(TFV-ISb)~. . . "'r '%" '~'# ~""~ ~ ~ ~ #' ~-:" ' ~ ~: :L:::~ '~ 

; =Other by-products Of this estimating procedure are a number of subseries~whfch ' :~ :~: 
are described in the next section. : ;~.~:..: ~ilji! 

, . . ~ . . . . . . ~.~. ~,,- -<.. , .~q., 

B..2.. Retail Value -of All Foods Subdivided b_v Channel " " :: . . - i:i -i 

B.2.1. In table .~ the retail value of foods used by civilians is tabulated :,:': 
according to the sources of supplies. Some additional subseries of retail ~value::~ .... • ~i I 
derived in the process of estimating the market value of all food provide appro~tel 
measures of the retail value of food sold as food and that sold or furnished a~/•meals, if:' 
Also, there is the retail value series for home-produced food (TFV-7 in tabl~.'~S~i~;~/.i~ ~~. . 
described .in 3.3.3. . •.,. ,:~"<:':~i~'~'~.':.:.: :: ~ ~V :. ~i i!i 

. B.2.2. The retail value of food handled •by eating places is estimated in 6r~r? 
to derive the markups over retail for meals sold and furnished•:~)~iThe critical elements 
in the derivation of the subseries on meals sold by eating plad@s Other than boardlng~ ~ 
houses, shown in table B.1, are, first, the estimation of the breakdown of alcoholic 
beverages between on,premise and off-premise sales and 3 secon....~d, the size of the mark- 
ups of meal values over retail values and over wholesale ~food costs. For the ~brea k- 
down of the alcoholic beverage data, benchmarks were used to ~ set the level, but the: 
year-to-year changes are mere approximations although the general direction is ~ : : 
believed to be correct. The markup estimates are based on some trade data and on 
the findings of a pilot study of eating places in Minneapolis and Fairmont, Minnesota3 
re or a in  tg. Res. Rept. 3 

B.2.3. The boarding house series is certainly only a series of rough approxl- 
mations, but it seems wiser to use such a series than to •ignore boarding houses 
completely. 

B.2.4. ~Estimates of sales of candy and of other foods by eating places to con-. 
sdmers for off-premise consumption are based on benchmark data from the Censuses of 
Distribution (18) in 1939 and 1948 and on household survey data for 1950. The 1954 
Census provides no breakdown of sales by commodity line. 

! , .. 

B.2.5. These subserles of the retail Value of food handled by eating places 
have been checked with earlier estimates based on the Censuses. There have been •some 
minor changes in definitions and in approximations made to represent missing data. 
However, the. results are substantially the same as those 'reported in the article , 
"Distribution of the Food Supply of the United States" •(~9). 

. .-..,, . . . .  i ,• 
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B.2.6. No breakdown of total food handled by eating places into comaodity 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.I, is estimated as a residual. It represents the total of the retail values 
of farm foods s01d (TFV-6) and of i~ported foods and fish (TFV.8)from table S.~ minus 
the retail value of food handled by all eating places. 

'.', L 

B.3. Market Value of All Foo__~d Handled b x Eat_~ ~ 
-/ . . , 

Several sets of data on market value for food handled by e atlng:places which 
were developed in the procedures described above have been assembled in table B.2. 
These provide some approximations of the market or sales ~alue of all food handled by 
eating places. The estimation of these series involves most of the critical elements 
set forth in ~ the preceding section on retail value of food handled ~ by eating places. 
Therefore 3 these sets of data must be considered as approximations. More reliable 
estimates cannot be developed until •comprehensive surveys of eating places are made. 
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TableBil..-~Approxlmations of . r e t a i l  values of t & o w s  of f ood  t h r o u g h  

several channels/to civilian:, cons~mez~ , l J  ' ~ 

J : . . . .  • 

!:'.: ~ : .  ' . ! + ,  .. : Re~l : Retail value offoodhandled by all eating places: - ,  
. : : , " , , : . i~ - ,  : . . :  , : . , v a l u e  o f  : , . .  .-. .-, .  : . : , ,  

~: . _ :=Retail : food ~ :: . -4. byl, : : - :  ~:~- ,, . . , . - .", . " ....... ,- .. , ~eazsso~a  Total Total-  
, " ~  :. - . . . . : . . v a ~ u e . :  p r o a u c ~  s . :  . . . .  .. . .  . . : S a l e s  o f : , ,  - = '  : r e t a i l .  

.... ',"":'":. ", - ~ , " - - o f  • sold : " :  " : - : Meals : candy~ : " : Percent: value - :~:: -, .'.:Year~:-.'.:-..'"- " *- .-'Eating " ' - 
~'~ " 'r ' I * ~ , '  : -  home- :(excludlng: iaees . :  : furnished.; etc. : . . . .  
-:}.:, i L ' . : L ; P r o d u c e d :  , .  f o o d  - - ~ '  ' O f . .  " o f  a 3 . 1 .  :Board- :employees, :for off-: : total i "  food 

: food • "aan~ea" J ..'except_ : ing :travelers,: premlse: Value: 
. . . . .  . . - ' : o o a ~ -  retail 

i!.: , " '  : . -  .. _! o y .  e a t i n g :  ~ i n g  : h o u s e s :  I n m a t e s  : c o n - . . . :  " v a & u e o f "  

~ ,  . : : i  ~: ' : :  places).:hohses : " : " :sump~ci°n: :all food! 
' . := : . , . ' . '  " • : '  -:' =. . t , -" 

Bil, 
dol.. 

3.1 

3.0: 
2.8 
2.2 
1.8 

12.7 " 

] .2.9 
14.6 

-14.]. 
11.5 

24,5 

23.3: 
19.2 
15.6 
15,.7 

-, , : Bil. 
.... -- .. , : , dol_._~. 

].929 -: 4. 

' 3.93o : 4.3 
- ] . 9 3 1  : 3.7 

- -  !932 : 3.1 
- 1 9 3 3  : 3, ~" 

" Bil, . Bil. Bil. Bil. Bil. 
doi. dol. ' dol__~, dol___~. ~ l .  

17.o z . 9  0.5 0.5 0 .2  

1 6 . 0  i ; 8  .5 .5 .2 ,  
12.7 1.6 -5 .5 .2 
1o.3 1.4  . h  .3 . l  
1o.8 1 .o  .~  .3 .1 
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~- " !93~  : 
:= 1935 : 
- i 936  , - :  

:1937 :: 
~ 1938 : 
/ " :  1939 ' : 

: .t£1m .. : 
19hz 

1 9 4 3  
~ 9 ~  
19~5 

:19  

1 9 5 o  

3 . 2  

3 . 5  
3.6 
3 . 6  
3.3 

3 . 3  

,3.2 
:. 3.5 
,. 4 . 1  
:. 5.3 
: 5.2 
: ,  5,6 
: /  5 ,9 
: ,  6 . 1  
:,- 6.2 
: .  5.5 

6 , 0  . 
:1951 : :  5.5 
. 1 9 5 2  : , "  5 .6  

1953 . :  .5 .4  
t 9 5 ~ " "  4 . 9  ' 

1955:  ~ :  ~ .8  
1 9 5 6  : ~ . 9  
1957 ,..-:.~. 4 .8 , 
,19~8 .... : 4-.8 
i 9 5 9 2 = / :  ~- :4,9 - 

12.8 
" ] . 3 . 6  

14.9 
].~,3 
13.1 
] . 2 . 9  

13.6 
: 1 5 . 8  

18.5 
20.1 

2 o . 3  
21.2 
27.6 
-34.4 
36.8 
35 .8  

37.3 
.41.4 
42 .9  
.43 .o .  
43.5 
~.3 
~6.2 
~B.I 
50.4 
50.3 

':1_/ Deseribed-In s e c t i o n  

2 2  . P r e i i m C n a ~ j . .  

B,2. 

.9 
.8 
.9 
i.i 
i.i 
1.2 

1.3 
1.6 
1.8 
2.6 
3.0 
3.6 
~.2 
~.7 
5.2 
5.2 

5.2 
5-9 
6 .2  
6.4 
6.6 
6 .9  
7.4 

--7;9 
8 . 0  
18.5 

• ~ .3 
. h  .3 

.4 .6 

• ~ .7 
• 5 .7 

• 5 .6 
• 5 .7 
• 5 .9 
• 5 1 .o  
• 5 i.O 
• 5 Z,2 
• 5 1.3 
• 5 1 . 4  
.6 1.4 
• 5 1 .4  

,~ 1 . 5  
.4  ! . 6  
• 3 1 .7  
• 3 1.7 
.2  1 . 7  
. 2  1.7  
.2  1 . 8  
. 2  1 . 8  ' 
.1 1 ,9  
.i 1.9 

.i 

.i 

.i 

.2 

.3 

.3 

.3 
.3 

. h  

.4 

.6 

.7 

.7 

.6 

,6 
.6 
.6 
.7 
.7 
.8 
.8 
.8, 
. 8  
.8 

1.7 
1.6 
1 , 8  

2.3 ~ 
2.5 
2.7 

2.7 
3.1 
3.6 

~.9 
5.7 
6.6 
7.3 
7-9 
7.7 

7.7 
8 . 5 ,  
8 .8  

. 9 . 1  
9 . 2  
9 .6  

lO . 2  
zo .7  
1o .7 
Z l . ~  

9 .6  17 .7  
8 . 6  ] . S J =  
8 ,9  2 0 : 3  

I _ I . ~  2 0 ; 2 . ,  

13.2 - ] . 8 . 9  
1 4 . 3  ~ , z 8 ; 9 : ~ - ,  

 ii> i i 
13.8: :I ' :~L:.I  19.;5 

] . 3 , 8 " - ; _ .  ~2.4. 
].3.7 - : 2 6 . 2 :  

15.1 
16-.1 
].7.5 
16.5 
15.3 
z5.5 
15.7 

15.~ 
15.3 
15.h 
15 .8 /  
16.0[_ 
1 6 ; h  
1 6 . 6  
16,8 
] . 6 . 4  
].7.1 

,+,-- :.} 

,, i l ,  

LI, 
9,;! '  I 

• " iL!ii! 

29~9 ::I: 

i¢i/ ~ 

50 .0  :'; 

57.3 
5 7 . 5  
5 7 . 6  
5 8 , 7  
:61.3 
6 3 . 6  
6 6 . o  
66.7 .... 

, j  

j 
I! 

; ! .  

i~! ~ 

L i i- 
- ! i  

. i  I . 

' ] ,  
" , 4 "  L![ 
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L ,, : - , <  
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] '  , - 1  
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Year 

1929 

1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 
1936 
1937 
1938 
1939 

19bO 
19~i 
19~2 
19~3 
1944 
19~5 
1946 
1947 
1948 
1949 

195o 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959W 
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Table B.2.--Summary of approximate market Values of 
all food handled by eating places l_/ 

Market value of 
meals sold 

# 

Eating 

places Boarding : 
excluding houses : 
boarding 
houses 

Total 

Billion 
dollars 

Billion 
dollars 

Billion 
dollars 

3.o o.6 

: ~ : : 

: -_ : : Total 
: Sales 0 ~" : I : 

Market market 
candy~ etc. :- value : value of 

: by eating " " of all food 
: places for : meals . : handled by 
: off-premise : furnished: eating 
: consumption : : places 

Billion Billion Billion 
dollars dollars dollars 

2.9 
2.6 
2.2 
1.6 
1.3 
1.3 
1.4 
1.7 
1.8 
2.0 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.5 

.5 

.5 

.5 

.5 

.6 

.6 

3.6 o.e, 0.6 ~ 4.4 

2.1 
2.6 
3.0 
4.2 
4.8 
5.8 
6.9 
7.5 

~8.2 
8.2 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.6 

.7 

.7 

.7 

.7 

.6 

3.5 .2 
3.e .~ 
~.7 .1 
2.1 .i 
1.8 .i 
1.8 .i 
1.9 .i 
2.2 .2 
e.3 .3 
2.6 .3 

8.3 
9.5 
9.8 

i0.2 
lO .4 
ll.O 
ll.8 
12.5 
le.6 
i3.4 

.5 

.4 

.4 

.4 

.3 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.2 

~.7 .3 
3.2 .3 
3.6 .4 
4.8 .4 
5.4 .4 
6.5 .4 
7.5 .6 
8.e .7 
8.9 .7 
8.8 .6 

8.8 .6 
9.9 .6 

10.2 .6 
lO.5 .7 
10.7 .7 
ii.~ .8 
12.0 .8 
12.7 .8 
12.8 .8 
13.6 .8 

.6 4.3  • 
• 5 3.9 
• 3 3.2 
• 3 2 . 5  
• 4 e . 3  
.4 ~ .3  
• 5 e . 5  
1.6 3.1 

• 7 3.~ 
.7 3.6 

• 7 3.8 
.8 4.3 

1.O 5.0 
i.i 6.3 
1.1 6.9 
1.3 8.2 
1.4 9.5 
1.5 lO.4 
1.6 i1.2 
1.6 ll.O 

1.6 
1.8 
1.9 
1.9 
1.9 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.1 
2.2 

1..1..0 
12.3 

12.7 
13.1 
13.3 
13.9 
1~.8 

15.6 
15.7 
16.6 

I ,C 

i !) " '  

, . ! .  H 

) .  , ,  

[ >  i /  
: ~ 

sion 
See description of sources of data and methodology in section B.1.5 and discus- 
of critical elements in B.2.2.4. Totals derived from unrounded data.: 

2_/ Preliminary. 

" ~ . ~ . ~ o ~ , ~ z ~ . ~ , , ~ , - ~ ,  , ~ T ~ : ~ - , ~ . . ~ , ~ . s - . c  ~ :=~>~ ~ v:L = .. " ~ ~.~ .... ~. ......................... 



- 9~ - 

Appendix C. CHECKS ON 1955 SUHVEYDATA AND GUIDES FOR 
COMPARISON WITHOTHER DATA S_~/ 

C.l. Check_.____gso_~n th__geLevel o f _ F o o d ~  Indicated 

r 

A variety of checks on the overall dollar figureS, on overall measUreS Of per 
capita food consumptlon~ and on quantities of major foods consumed have been made. 
Before going into the findings, these factsneed emphasis: A range of error is to be 
expected in these survey data as well as in the aggregate figures for food expendi- 
tures and food disappearance. Neither set of data proves or disprovesthe validity 
or accuracy of the other. 

In brief, these are the findings to date: 

1. The survey data on market value of all farm food commodities consumed~ ad- 
justed to United States aggregates 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 disparity between the amount 
of home food production as estimated for the disappearance data and that reported by 
housekeeping households, both for a week of spring 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 
a week of spring 1955 and the level indicated by the index of per capita use of farm 
foods in the year 1955. Again, about half of the difference arose from the estima- 
tion of home production. The small discrepancy remaining seems to indicate that 
seasonal variations for individual foods balance out in the total for all foods. 

3. Among commodities, there is wider variation between averages computed from 
survey data for the housekeeping population's use of food at home and those derived 
from disappearance data. Average use of sugar at home in all forms, adjusted to a 
yearly total from the survey data, was much lower than average annual per capita 
consumption. But use at home excludes all the candy, soft drinks, and desserts con- 
sumed away from home. 

At the other extreme, survey data_on eggs appear to average substantially 
higher than AMS estimates of per capita consumption. The procedure by which equiva- 
lent persons are calculated apparently leads to upward or downward bias for foods 
consumed primarily at one meal of the day. 8~/ When allowance is made for seasonal 
variations in food 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 data 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 analyses in earlier household 
surveys 8~/, quarterly disappearance data for some foods, carlot shipment and trade 

L .~'rr 

I. 

i "  !- 
.! 

}. 
[ 

u- , [ 

t 

! .  

I 

! 

:I 

',7 

8_~ 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. Econ. 
Res., July 1958 (~.B). (See 3.7~.4.4 and 3.7.7.4.) 
86/ See Burk, Marguerite C. 3 Introduction to 1955 Household Survey Data on Eggs." 

• ~ and Eg~ Sit., May 1957. PP. 13-19 (50) 
8_i/~r. Inf. ~. 132, pp. ~lO and 102-iO3 i2~I. 

4 
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data helps one to understand such variations and to develop necessary adjustments. 
Fortunately, the spring of 1955 was remarkably "normal" in both supplies and prices 
for most foods. 

C.2. Guides for Comparison of Data from the 1955 Household Food 
With Other Sets Of Dat___~a 

Household food surveys provide statistics on variations in food consumption that 
lie behind the U. S. annual averages. Comparisons of averages from survey data with 
AMS data on annual per capita civilian 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 SurveyReports i to 5 (4~) 
were organized along marketing lines, there are many variations from the classifica- 
tions and specifications used in the annual consumption data. A key to these differ- 
ences in classification is provided in appendix A. 

In addition to regroupings, a variety of adjustments must be made to convert the 
retail-product weights of the survey data to weights appropriate to the level of 
distribution desired for the analysis to be undertaken. ~__J Some of the complexities 
and the significance of such conversions have been discussed in chapter 2. For 
comparisons, particular care is needed for commodities having both "direct" consump- 
tion such as use of purchased sugar and "indirect" consumption as content of purchased 
prepared foods such as bakery products and candy. This problem is especially slgnif, 
icant for sugar, flour, and fats and oils. 

In working with commodity detail from the 1955 household survey data and the 
AMS disappearance data (annual 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, 
whereas the annual disappearance data cover the consumption of the entire Civilian 
population at home and away 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 author does not have access to the A. C. Nielsen retail sales data, derived 
from a sample of retail food stores. But a few comments may be helpful to others who 
do have these data 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 retail food stores. 

Second, the household survey data include supplies obtained from sources other 
than retail food stores ~ department stores, local produce markets, delicatessens, 
milkmen, farmers, and wholesalers. 

Third, the household statistics pertain to use of food in a week in a specified 
number of meals for a carefully identified population, whereas buyers at retail food 
stores are not identified directly in the process of obtaining the Nielsen sales data. 

Most of the factors needed for adjusting the data are available in Conversion 
Factors and Weights and Measures for A~ricultural Co~nodities an___d Thei_....~r Products (~. 
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Appendix D. CROSS-SECTION INDEXES OF PER PERSON FOOD CONSUMPTION 

D.1. Cross-Section Indexes of Food Use of Farm Commodities Pe_.~r 
Person in _S~ 1955 8_~ 

~he cross,section indexes of food use of farm commodities pe r person in 1955 
measure Variations in the quantities of farm food commodities consumed -, from all 
sources (CFQ-Ia) and from purchased supplies only (CFQ-lb), among households grouped 
by income within urbanizations and regions. These cro'ss-section measures match the 
time-series indexes of per capita food use of farm commodities, combined in terms of 
farm level values at 1947-~9 prices. (PFQ-la and PFQ-lb.):~J Purchased foods in the 
cross-section indexes exclude food received as gifts and payments, in-kin d whereas the 
time-serles index for use of purchased farm foods excludes only home-produced foods. 

Table 3.13 carries the indexes for U. S. households subdividedbyurbanization 
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. ~J , ,  . 

D.l.1. Data Used . . . .  

Information on the .quantities Of individual foods consumed' Per household, in 
retail weights, was taken from the statistics published in SurveyReports 1-5 (44) 
on the 1955 Survey ef Household Food Consumption and from unpublishe d supplementary 
tabulations. They pertained to consumption of food at home from all sources and from • 
purchased supplies only by housekeeping households in a week of April-June i955. The 
fresh commodities were converted from •retail to farm or primary distribution weights 
by means of the factors given in table 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 source of these factors to derive the commodity Content 
was Conversion Factors and Weights and Measures for Agricu.1. tural Commodities and thei_._~r 
Products (72). But some came from unpublished data on food composition of the 
Institute of Home Economics, and others were estimated by co~paring census and trade 
data on materials used with comparable data on products manufactured. 

The ~ used with the quantities of individual foods to derive farm value 
aggregates were the average farm prices for 1947-49 used inthe calculations of the 
index of supply-utilization. These farm prices could be applied directly to the 
quantities of each "fresh" commodity, but calculation of farm values of processed foods 
required an intermediate step. Processed items such as flour ,had to be valued first 
at average 1947-49 wholesale prices (as in the proeedure for the supply-utilization 
index),. From this wholesale value the equivalent farm value wasderived by applying 
the 1955 ratio of the farm value of the commodity processed to the total wholesale 
value of the products of a given farm commodity as developed for the supply-utilization 
index, (e.g., the farm value of wheat processed in 1955 in terms of i947-49 farm prices 
to the total wholesale value of flour, c~als, and mill feeds in 1955 valued at their 
1947-49. wholesale prices). 

89/ By Leva C. Taylor, Economic and Statistical Analysis Division. . 
~jl The time-series measures are described in 3.1.2.2. 

P B 

Matching regional indexes were published in the National Food Situation, 
July 1959 (3~). 
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.~ Table D.2.-:UNITED STATES: Cross section indexes of per person food use (farm level, purchased) for 
i major commodity groups, by urbardzat/on and family income, 1955 I/ 

. ' (I~lex: U. s. aU househ~Idave~e =, 10o) 

Urb--lzat~on :. 
. end income 8zoup8 : 

(¢o11=,,,) 

ALL URBAITIZATION6 : 
All households : 100 
Households of 2 :. 
or more pez~o-- : 100 

Under 2,000 : 68 
2 -  3,000 : 90 
3 - ~.,000 : 97 
- 5,000 • 106 

5 - 6,000 : 111 
• 6 - 8,000 : 115 
-8 - 10,000 : 116 
10,000 and over :  127 

URBAN 
ALl. househoZda : 113 
Households Of 2 : 

o r  more persons. : 112 
Under 2,000 : 92 
2 -  3,000. : 100 
3- ~,000 : 106 
~. -5,000 : 111 
5 - 6,000 : 118 
6'- 8,000 : 122 
8 - 10,000 : 120 
10,000 and over: 131 

~RAL I~0NFAI~ 
ALl lxmaeholds : 95 
Households of 2 : 

o r  more persons  : 95 
Under + 2,000 : 67 
2 -  3,000 : 
3 ~,0o0 : 93 
- 5,000 : 10~ 

5- 6,000 : 107 
6 - 8,000 : 117 
8 -  10,000 : 122 
.10,0OO and over: ii~ 

FAI~4 
All households : 57 
Households o f  2 : 

or  more persons : 56 
Under 2,000 : ~8 
2 -  3,000 ' : 58 
3- ~,000 : 61 
- %o00 .: 63 

5 - 6,000 : 71 
6 - 8,000 : 66 
8 - 10,000 : 69. 
i0,000 and over :  89 

: ' :v,= • 'tOe== • 
A U  : ~ =  • • : m , ~ :  ~ :'0 " : OU. : : 8 , ~ =  , , ~ , -  " .  • .~a.~ foot =u.- ~ma.-~ prod-: Z~.ve-" =="~:e=o~. :Pru~.t~:t~,,,=: =~I:..: ' 

'̧100 100 100 100 1 0 0  100 100 

100 ~ 100 100 100. 100"- 101 

92 8~ 86 8~ 88 111 96 
97 ~ 10z ~ . 97 10o 1o9 

106 103 z ~  ~ 3  107 93 113 

115 m~ 116 am. 1 1 7  90. 11~ 
]-1.2 119 1?3 Izt 116 82 113 
~zz ' z ~  . z ~  z38 z ~  8~ . 105 

0 0  ' 

100 
101 
1oo 
lo2 
99 
99 

lO~ 

98 

99 99 100 
98 56 8o 
85 87 98 
93 96 107 

1o3 lo3 Zo5 
115 . m S  ms 
122 118 110 

113 ~) 117 11h 116 

113 ~e7 117 11~ 11~ 
97 112 95 76 9~ 

~05 LU 10~ 9~ 103 
].06 115 Z11 109 i08 

118 122 11~. 117 11~. 
1-19 138 17~ 172. zm~ 

116 z32 z35 17~ " z~z 
. ~ Z~3 z~.-~. ]-39 z35 

lO0 

99 

97 
1o1 
]06- 
111 
115  
181 

mo6 9~ u ~  mu m~ zo~ 

12o 
9~ 

11o 
116 
12o 
13o 
133 
161 

loi 
87 
98 
m7 
lO2 

107 
9~ 

1oo 

87 
lOO 
97 

86 
87 
87 
78 
79 

105 
81 

107 
112 
~3 
116 
111 
1o5 

lo8 .  

93 
85 77 
88 8~ 

93 Z~ 
9& 119 
100 127 
97 I&7 
9 7  ~ 8  

93 "~' 

9~ 8o 

9o 78 
9o 81 
9~ 8~ 

120 
118 

Io~ 

Io6 

m6 
86 
101 
11o 
113 
111 
119 
121 
187 

96 78 98 97 9 ~ ' 1 ~  

96 78 
- 59 z3~ 

9z 73 82 86 87 18~ 
93 69 101 93 91ll 109 
10~ 8t~ 115 115 106 10s 
107 91 ~o 11~ 107 106 
115 97 117 121 115 90 
125 118 116 133 
!03 11o 11o ].~9 ~ 99~ 

33 ~7 ~6 185 

33 ~7 ~6 125 
S8 37 Z~o 

~o 57 .5o 119 
~ 67 52 112 

6~ 61 112 
~s 69 98 109 

70 5o zoz 
~m ~ 8~. 98 

107 
70 

105 
118 

122 
~5 
z31 
112 

67 

72 &5 

76 )'7 
91 55 
~Z~ 9e 

87 

87 

91 

l o l  
103 

98 
87 

105 
87 

10o 
~03 
108 

Z17 
173 

103 

105 
109 

n5  
99 

~3 ~ 

~ 3  2~, 
~8 ~o 
55 23 
5~ e8 
53 Z~ 
67 39 
63 32 

85 67 

73 126 

73 ~7 
59 121 
7~ 131 
83 z32 
9~ 176 
83 z31 
82 126 

- 88 lb,1 
95 Z~  

98 

96 
77 
98 
97 

100 
106 : -̧  
107 
116 

1_/ Derived from 1955 Household Yood Consumption Survey d a t a  on household use  of ind lwldua l  foods,  measured i n  
terms o f  farm commod/ttes va lued  a t  a v e r s e  19~7-~9 farm pF lces .  Family money ~ o m e  i n  195~ m e ~ e d  e . ~ e r  
income t a x e s .  Food from a l l  sources  d i f f e r s  from purchased food by  t he  amount o f  fo~4 ~ecetve~ w l ~ h o ~  d i r e c t  
expense ,  ma/nly home-produced food. 2 /  Farm foods on ly  s eXUlud~s f i s h .  ~ /  IJ~cl~leS lazY. ~ /  I n ~ l t ~ e j  bUtteF.  
~ /  In~ludso corn used f o r  Bugar and o i rup .  ~ I n e l u d s ,  ,11 peaua t s .  / /  Includes t a l o n .  8~ Iar.l.deo 8ore 
e o~1%y 6roupe (dry beans and peas, coffee, t e a ,  - -~  cocoa, eto.) not shown separatelT. 

8S 

73 
8~ 
86 
9o 
93 
86 
90 
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:.: :::ties ~ : - _ ~ u e a ~ ; a t  the: S~:-:iCo~0ait~ prices: f 0 r : : ~  ~0~e~o~ , . . .  !V~ue,;..~a~S:~:.-~::~i ': ":"::::-:- !:~i~! ~:C: 

i: -: ;100 ~ ;  a w ~ e  -. _v~.ues ~-.f0r ~ 0 ~ s .  o f ;  househoi£~s were :compared, w i t h  the  . U ; . ' S ; ~ ~ . ; ~ " - - . :  / ; - -  !::~"...:!i!i ~ 
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,. : ,  : . ~  ~ : ~  c o n ~  ~.. t0,-.i~s-: o a = ~ s  : ~ h t : : e ~ u ~ v ~ e n t  .b~' ~ - - s  0~-- f ~ r s i . - i ~ : ~ i i i %  ~:.: .--.: 
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. - - . , ,  . : f " . . . . - : '. { " , 
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. :  

".-:~" :":Use Of ~ ~ : s u c h a n d . . t h e  egg .content  o f ~ m ~ y o ~ i s e ,  s a l a d  d r e s s i ~ , ~ o u r  : .~ . " .:-..-i _ 
. ~ . s , : i ~ : ~ e s : ' ; ! d ° ~ : b n u t s ' .  ; a n d  cO°k ies  ~ : :v~1ued"a t . a v e r s e :  1 9 ~ 7 - 4 9 f a = .  prices.~.ii~::: :-... ::.:: .. ':. ' !::~::!!,i;.,!ii. 

: :::/::: ~"i;Tot ~I~ ~se: 0~: ~ " ~ :  :both: ~ . s u c h  ~ i n  :m~ xed : foo~s ,  : ~ . : '  ConVe .~d  : :~ i :  : .  !:"::: '"::":::-~i!::i:i ~ 
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~. ~ ':~: Rough estimates of the nut content of candy were added to the ~ree nuts consumed 
~4 Ill as such. 

Coffee was pricea at a green bean level. Reported purchases Of tea were high ;ii]!!i! 
i~-i~:~i! in relation to the time-series data, so the general level was adjusted-~wnward. 

k 

~ ~' ':lli ~: Chocolate and cocoa used as such ~d in chocolate sirups and candies were priced in 
~ ~ 'iii terms o cocoa beans. Coffee, tea and cocoa were priced at 1947-~9 New York bulk 
!/~i .iilil prices, approximating their import or supplier' values. ~ 

-100- 

The vegetable oils used in margarine , shortening, cooking and salad oils, flour 
mlxes#baked goods, potato chips and candy were estimated by use of conversion factors. 
Butter and lard in these food items were allocated to the dairy and hog categories. 
The remainder was allocated to the three major categories of foo~ Oilseeds-- cotton- 
seed, soybeans, and peanuts __ according to the proportions of these oils processed 
for civilian food use in 1955. The oils were first valued at their average wholesale 
prices for 1947-49, then reduced to farm value by applying the ratio of farm value of 
seeds used in crushing to the wholesale value of products processed in 1955. For the 
peanut category, peanuts consumed as nuts and as peanut butter and candy were converted 
to approximate farmers' stock equivalents and valued at the 19A7-49 average farm price 
of peanuts. 

Wheat cereals and flour (including ~ flour content of commercial mixes and bakery 
products), were priced at their average 1947-49 wholesale prices. ~ Then the Values 
were adjusted to equivalent farm values according to the ratio of the farm value of 
wheat processed to the wholesale value of all products produced. ~ 

Corn an__~d pat food ~roducts, consumed as breakfast cereals, meal, and grits, were 
converted to grain equivalents and valued at 1947-49 average farm prices of the grains, 
Corn sirup, including an estimate of the use in candy, was converted to a grain equiv- 
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), bakery goods, jams, preserves, 
jellies, candies, condensed milk, baby puddings, mayonnaise, and salad dressingwere 
derived by use of conversion factors for each item. The general ~ procedure of calcu- 
lating first ~¢holesale values, then farm values was used. 

Fruit____~s used fresh, canned, dried, as chilled, frozen and canned Juices, in 
canned baby foods, and in jams and jellies were converted to farm commodity equiva- 
lents. Conversions for major items were made separately, others were grouped. The 
general factor used for the "others" was from 1955 information on civilian use. ~Lajor 
fruits were valued individually at their 19~7-49 farm prices. Others were ~ valued at 
production weighted average farm price for the group in 1947-49. Vegetables and 
melons were handled in a comparable manner. 

The otp_~ and sweetootato category includes potato chips and sticks, frozen 
potatoes, and canned sweetpotatoes,as well as the fresh or raw commodities. They were 
handled 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 came, and other mixed foods, and 
beans and peas in soups are included with the dry beans and ~eas. The farm commodity 
equivalents were valued directly at 1947-49 farm prices. 
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Table D. 3 .--UNITED STATES: Cross-section indexes of per person food consumption (reznfl level) for 
major commodity groups, by urbanization and family income, 1955 1/ 

:i~ if: 

+ . .+~ ,+y. 

~+;3 i~+ :: ++r I 

~rbanA ~ t i o n  
and income groups 

(aoU~,'.) 

(Index: U. S. ~ ~%otlsehold 8 . v e 2 ' ~  = ,100) l 

: Livestock : Crops 
: : : : : : : : . : : : Pota-:  

A l l  : : • : Dairy: All :Oralm I~Im : - : : .: toes : 
rood Meat Poul-:  prod-: llve-: prod-: and : _~ :Yrults:Vese- : and : All 

, • uc~s • : . " "  : 7 /  : t ab les :s~ -~ t - :  e S ~ e  ' 
: . ~ - 6./ :'~'~': . : : ~ . ~ - :  

: : : : : : : : : : .  : " ~ s  : 

ALL %B~ANIZATI(NS 
All households 
Households of 2 

o r  mere Pel~one : 

Under 2~000 : 
2 - 3,000 
3 - ~,000 + : 

- 5,000 . - : 
5 " 6,000 
6 - 8,000 
8- i0,000 
!O,OOO and over: 

i 
URBAN 

All households ' : 
Household~s o f  2 : 
or ,-,',re Persons : 
Under 2,000. : 
2 - 3,000 

' 3 - ~,000 
- 5,000 

5 - 6,000 
6 - 8,000 
8 - i0,000 . : 
i0~000 and over: 

RURAL ~0RFA~ 
All households : 
Households of 2 : 

or mole Persons : 
Under 2,000 : 
2 - 3,000 
3 - ~,000 

- p,O00 
5 - 6,000 
6 - 8,000 

'8 - i0,000 
i0,000 and over: 

FARM 
All households : 
Households of 2 : 
or more persons : 
Under 2,000 : 
2 - 3,000 
3 - ~,OOO 
~, - 5,000 
9 - 6,000 
6 - 8,000 
8 - 10,000 : 
i0,000 and over: 

: 100 

99 
82 
93 
96 

102 
10~ 
110 
111 
119 

i00 I00 i00 i00 I00 i00 100 i00 

1OO 

9~ 

109 
112 
110 
n 9  

99 99 1OO 
8~ ~ 78 
90 95 91 
89 98 97 
96 99 i06 

lO9 101. lO7 
zz3 1o5 110 
11o lO8 111. 
13o 117 ;20 

• lOO 
81 
92 
9~ 

lO2 
1o6 
11o 
111 
121- 

99 
1o9 

lO l  
97. 

lOO 
97 
91 
91 

102 106 113 97 99 103 93 

1o5 
90 
96 
98 
1o~ 
111 
1/2 
1o7 
12o 

112 97 99 
10~ 83 6~ 

1oi  92 9~; 
1o6 92 10~ 
12~ 102 106 
119 iO~ 110 
~ 9  lO9 io6 
133 12o 117 

lO2 
83 

IO1 
ZOT 
~Z 
1o9 
12o 

103. 
83 
90 

IOi 
lO9 
111 
lO9 

95 92 82 99. 9~ 93 

9Z 81 97 9~ 9Z 
61 77 86 71 71 

89 + 88 95 88 89 
89 68 1Ol 92 

lOi 78 lO5 105 lOO 
1o~ 87. 1Ol 1o~ l O l  
111 93 1o3 108 lO6 
116 99 1o6 123 n 5  

95 
75 
93 
93 
101 
ice 
1o7 
ZZ6 
113 

zoo 9e 81 ~ 5  115 

93 

95 
97 

9o 

99 92 + 81 113 115 
88 7~ 82 ~o5 zoo 

lO2 96 71 116 123 
1o~ 97 8~ 1~9 122 
1o9 110 71 127 ~e3 
11o 11o 86 11~ 131 
lO6 io~ 113 122 119 

zZ7 65 1o9 13o 
125 139 139 118 1~,7 

IO0 
96 
93 
97 

l o l  
lO~ 

120 

8 

98 
83 
86 
9~ 

lO0 
lo5 
113 
123 

IOO 

IOO" 
90 
95 

103 
10~ 
1o3 
107 
113 
111 

95 

95 
78 
8~ 

95 
99 

1o5 
108 
110 

100 

99 
68 
8~ 

9Z 
1o3 
11o 
1~0 

I O O  . 

9 
76 
90 
9? 

lO2 

1o9 

1~ 130 

. i00 
93 

103 
1o9 
lO5 

+. 

zo7 1o6+ 9~  

lO~ 109 
76 7 9  
.79 + 9 2  
m 

1o3 zo6 
111 107 
121 113 
135 n5 
i~9 135 

8~ 
89 

100 
9~ 
90 
98 
85 
87 

100 

99 
83 
93 

102 
lO~ 
109 
112 
n8 

i o i  

i o i  

lOl 
lO~ 
110 
111 
119  

107 100 1o~ 9~ 9S 11o zoo 

lO9 
99 

1o8 
117 

109 

1o9 
116 

lO8 
112 
113 
111 
lO3 
11o 
99 
9S 
97 

99 103 93 92 
97 85 68 69 
9~ 99 86 '9o 
99 1o~ 90 95 
m6 1o8 zoo 96 
i0o 108 106 101 
101 lO8 122 lO6 
118 1~=o 13£+ 119 

108 1~9 ~ o  

99 
81 

101 
~O3 
106 
109 
119 

88 88 119. 95 lO3 112 Ill ii~ 

103 112 111 l l h  
9O 119 zo8 zoO, 

].o6 11~, 11o 120 
Z09 Z 0 9  ~ 3  Z ~  
113 ZO? ~ 3  z ~  
115 zo8. zo7 122 
11h io~ io9 118 
117 99 126 132 
188 97 ZO6 ZZ9 

88 86 
66 80 

.89 
lO6 97 
1o7 95 
97 

u8 96 
189 lO7 

119 95 
97 86 

i~7 98 
Z~ 98 

135 103 
136 97 
150 ~O5 

~-~+~';?,,~ 

i~ Derived from 1955 Household Food consumption Survey data on household use of individual foods, using . 
aversge retail prices in 19~7-49. Family money Incume in 195~ measured after incume taxes. 2_/ Includes fish. 
3~ Excludes lard. ~ Includes all ingredients in ice cream and condensed milk, excludes butter. ~ Excludes 
corn sugar and sirnp. 6/ Excludes peanuts and peanut butter. 7/ Includes melons. 8~ Includes sums cuemod/% T 
groups Idry  beans and peas,  co f fee ,  t e a :  and coco6, e t c . )  no t  s~own s e p a r a t e l y .  

• -~-v ,~- ~ - ~ =  ~ ~: ,- ~'C~ -~ ~ ~7, .~,. ~+~ ~ % . . . .  ~. -~ ~-~7, ~- ~ ~-%:~, ~ -~? 7~ ~7~+~=~ ": ~'~ = -~ - ~  =~7:~ ~.." :~ 
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.:::: !ating.::::Co~[It~:::conf~nt ::iand~.~hen"~aing .~h.e • reSul.ting commodities. ' '" : :-::~. :?: :~:::: ::/:~::~.~): :::.. :~::::i~ 
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Dairy Products, Excluding Butter.--The content of dairy products in candy 
[derived using ingredients indicated by the Confect~oner~ Sale....~s an_.d Distribution 
report of the Department of Commerce (75)], bakery products, and flour mixes (in terms 
of nonfat dry milk solids) was estimated and combined with the retail weights of each 
dairy product reported separately. 

Fats and Oil_.._ss, Including Butter.--This group includes the 0il equivalen t of 
salad dressings, bakery products, flour mixes, candy, frozen potatoes and potato chips 
and sticks. For pricing purposes, the uses of the Several oils-in these products were 
approximated. Based on the Cpnfectionery Sales an_dd Distributipn report for !9~5, but- 
ter was ~ estimated to be 14 percent of the total fat used in candy, "other edible oils" 
the remainder; all quantities used in salad dressings and for potato products were 
assumed to be vegetable oils; the Census o.~f Manufactures (l_~ for 195~ indicated the 
fats and oils used in bakery products to be 40 percent shortening, ' 45 . percent lard, 
and 15 percent "other edible oils." ..... .... 

Fruit_~s.--The fruit content of Jams and jellies was approximate d from information 
in recipes. Fruits in such foods as bakery products and ice cream were not included 
in the cross-section index calculations because of lack of information and the rela- 
tively small quantities probably involved. The fresh fruit series includes home' 
produced fruits, fresh fruits of minor importance co~ercially, sad berries thatare 
not included in the time-series index. Baby foods were omitted, as in the time-series 
index. The price of the fruit content of jams and jellies for the cross,section index 
was derived from the average price of those products by making an allowance for their 
sugar content, then adjusting the derived price back to 1947-49 price level. For the 
tlme-series these fruits are valued at the prices of the fresh and processed fruit 
items used in making Jams and jellies. However, the difference between results of the 
two approaches is probably negligible in the fruit subindex. 

Vegetables.--The relatively small quantities of vegetables 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-serles index, all 
Soups and baby foods and frozen potatoes and Sweetpotatoes are in the "other processed 
vegetable" category and canned potatoes and sweetpotatoes are included with "canned 
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 detailed data for regions and urbanizations. 

Potatoes an__dd Sweetpotatoes.-Potato chips and sticks were valued in terms of 
fresh potatoes; canned and frozen potatoes were omitted from this category, but in- 
cluded in the processed vegetable groups. Minor quantities in mixed foods could not 
be identified so they were omitted. 

Beans, Peas, Nuts.--Except for canned baked beans (valued as dry beans), peanut 
butter (valued in terms of shelled peanuts), and nuts in candy, this series excludes 
quantities in mixed foods. The quantity of treenuts and peanuts in Candy was estimated 
on the basis of the relationship between ingredients and finished product as reported 
in the Confectionery Sales and Distribution report and valued at the retail price s of 
shelled treenuts and peanuts. . . 

cere_____~ Products.~From the data on consumption of total grain products in flour 
equivalents, given in Reports 6-10 of the 1955 Survey~o£ Household •FoOd ConsUmption 
(4_4), quantities of cereal products reported used as such were subtracte@to derive 

r~ill 
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~!;,+ .... :elstimates of flour, content Of processed foods. Quantities ,'in mixed fo0as:,were~ valued ̀  
" i<ii.i . fat :a weighted' average price--for flour:in processed.~fo0ds~.~/, - ~;. : : :; : 
:" !~i~,,~..". .:i''; ~/-:. --- " " ..... -"" " - " ". -,-.. 

~;!:.. ... ] j:'::-): : . ~  an~ .:~".--Except-for si~p. used. in .• Candy,' Sweeteners in-:processed., foods" : 
ii~ii.". ' :-~&mre .valued at.~-the price .-Of" cane and..bee.t sugar:: in 1947-49. adJusted~ f0r~-p~0cessing: . " : " 
~if~]i.:- ..i "C~sts:. '.96/ .The.processed :.Toods reported in the-survey for.which .sugar content-was. '~< . " 

• !~.ii;::. ~.~.'eo.ml~.~ed:were-~i-::~Bakery.products, flour~.n4!xes,"Jams,l.jellies-and presezves,..candy, -. ' 
i~'/:. ".: '.ch6~0!ate :simip,~,.di~ .~iil~?pr6ducts; (drycOcoa mixes), .sherbet';:and ices-,:_an~:isoft:... ' . ' 
~ ~i~? ' . "dr~s-~:~: S~ar<~•i ite~sueh~ as .~.iCe crew, c0~ensed mn~ :~d ~.p~ce~sed ~ ~itS ~ : 
~</...".vegetables, which, were •-included in :other commodity;groups,...was .not included here .. 

ii!: ; i;- ..;.. ;::/i.~..Beverages.~,_Excep~:.fo.rl quantitieS in. candy and .choc01ate, sirup,- cocoa usedi:inl . . 
~i:', ~ pr~ce-ssed: foods :(~such,,aS~bakeryi prgdu_cts and ice cream) was, omitted , becaus e O f lack ,of 
~;. u %:::da~a.~:~,Quantities :of tea-reported:as purchased in ~a, week of, Spring 1955-were-nearl~ 
i:ii-: :t~ce ?as high~.aS :thos@! indicated by 'the-average,. disappearance ratel. "Because .the:,i 
~, ]; • d~iSapp:earancel data for, ~tea :are considered to be, .quite reliable '~and ~he ~p ~blem.:oZ i , 
i!~,:: -:rehaliing infrequent purchases of-tea ~ difficu$,-t~ -the _whole level of the teai~da~a::was " ', 
'i,, ; ' adjusted downwa~i 50.: percent. ~ This was the only, instance in-which survey data were~ 
;i ~. .no.t accepted as -reported. :. " . < ..... . /. 

D. 2.3 .-Differences ~ in. Qualities :- 
!'.i- ....of.. Foo_..~d. Consumed an.~d i._nn Foo___~d . .- 
i:- Marketing Service - . 

- , . . , . .  - . .~ ~. . : .. 

• ~. . . . .  " ' ' u s e  Of the:  same p r i c e  : f o r  each food  consumed by  a l l  g roups  .of  h o u s e h o l d s  .'in" t he  
j . . . .  c r o s s - s e c t i o n  . i n d e x  i g n o r e s  the  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  food  q u a l i t y  and. amounts o f  somel food  

. marke t ing .  S e r v i c e S - b o u g h t  w i t h  food  .among r e g i o n s ,  . u r b a n i z a t i o n s ,  • a n d . i n c o m e  g r o u p s .  
• For-example, 9,.major fresh Vegetable items were~ priced: separately in the:index and - 

", '.the remaining items Were combined. Even for the 9- items there were some differences 
• , in, p#ice paid ,per -pound., byi households -at several incom e levels because of quality://: ' -, 

differences and:differences in marketing services required, which were ignored, iUse Of 
a combined-~.group-of items, gl0ssed over variations:in composition of th e group as well:: 
as 'differences: in ~ prices,paid for each item. 

. . . .  In  . the meat  g roup  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  a p p a r e n t  because ,  t he  h i g h e s t  -- 
incdme,group of U. S. households used ~ times as ~mnch-beef steak, for exhale, as the 

? lowest,income'group, twice as much ground beef, and less than the lowest• income ,, 
, ,: group's consumption~ of stewing beef. But beef cuts~are valued at the •same average 

:!!. 
3L~ 

," . • 

-'~.~ 

/ 

J:? 
/I:;? 

" retail Price :in-the two indexes. Because year-to-year average consumption of. individ- 
:]i, ~ ual meat cuts varies directly with the number of animals of each type slaughtere~, .an 

average price for allbeef is reasonably satisfactory for time-series measurements.. 
Although a differentiated scale Of prices for meat cuts, ~ forexample,, appears desir- • 

..'- ablei~:fof ~cross-section measures,the survey data~ are; not sufficiently detailed to' .permit 
~-=- deve{0p~nt of :a -scale to '• take all 'quality ~ifferenceS into account. 

/ 

'- ; -No Consumption index Can be const~cted-to take all such ~v~riations into ~ , 
account, partly for lack of information, and partly_ because of the size of the computa- 
ti0nal problem (although this -.could be -handled by electronic machines,: at a ~ price)~i 

. -/The:tiptoe-series index is built upon 95-separately priced food.items. By its very 
natdre,] an ~ index is~suppoSed ~ to be a generalization from detailed data. 

. " : . 

:: '?~" . ..- -- _ ... -. .~ .. 

• : ~-ibid., page 156. " 

If one ," 
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Three major factors must be kept in mind as the survey-basedcross-section 
index is used with the annual time-serles index: (1) The possible effects of season- 
ality on spring consumption patterns; (2) the cross-section indexespertaln only to 
food eaten by housekeeping households at home, whereas the time-series index reflects 
total civilian consumption; and (3) differences in coverage of minor items. Althoug h 
it is generally believed that spring is the season in which consumptionofallfood . . 
combined is closest to the annual average, some items are affected. It is not neces- : 
sary to go into details of these differences here because they are discussed in 
chapter 3 and wherever they are pertinent to other sections. 

D.3. Cross-Section Index of~ood Consumption Per Perso__~n, AllCommodities 
At Retail Level, S r_~ l_~l / 

This index matches the index for spring 1955 described in D. 2'. The all-food 
index is given in table S.12. Subindexes for all foods and major food groups arenot 
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 populationsub- 
divided by urbanization and income, not by region. 

D.3.1. Data Used 

!~: ii~il Quantities of individual foods consumed per person were derived from data in 
Ii°' ~ ~151 ~,:: . . . . . . .  ~ Misc. Pub. 550, ~Familv --F°°d Consumption .--in ~the ~United __--States (40),40 except for eggs. 
,-~'~"f'll Informatlon was available for only 105 Items in thls survey report as compared with 
i~ :e, "i~(i~:, . . . .  ~pu items in Reports 1-5 of the 1955 Survey. While some of the additional items in 
~i;,/::~ii:i ~ne later survey resulted from the development of new food products (such asthe 

!;~"-:~i~: .~.~J By Helen M. Eklund, Economic and Statistical Analysis Division. . ' 

lq! ~!i~ ' 

wants to study all of the details, o n e  can study the information on over 250 food 
items reported separately in Survey Report s I'5. 

0.2.4. Relati.ve Importance 
in Overall U_~. S_A. Total__..__~s ~ 

The relative importance in total food consumption was about the same in both 
the cross-section index for all U. S. households and the tlme-serieS index fo r meats, 
eggs, dairy products, fats and oils, and beverages -- which combined made up about 
57 percent of the food consumed in 1955. In the spring, vegetables except potatoes, 
at lO percent of the total, were equal in importance with the annual:retail index 
data because the larger quantity of canned vegetables consumed in the spring made up 
for the slightly less than average rate of fresh vegetable consumption. Lower potato 
consu~tion in the spring resulted from seasonally lower supplies. The lower-than- 
average rate for the bean, pea, and nut group is explained by the exclusion of all 
nuts used in processed foods except peanut butter and candy from the cross-section 
index, for lack of data. Because a relatively greater proportion of sugar is eaten 
outside the home than for many other foods, this item was significantly lower in the 
cross-section total than 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 civilian averages. 

D.2.5. Notes on Use of t h e . ,  : 
Cross-Section Inde____~x With 
th__~e Time-Series Inde_~x • 
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':i~"~.:""..froz~en::!£~ts and::i~egetables)-~"-.m~cb o f  :~e-, i tem-.  i n c r e a s e '  r e f l e c t s . a  more de-'ca:Lled,i. :-- -"-' " '~i 
ii:': :r ~ , b ~ m : ~ 6 ~  ~om~ned: food gr6ups. ~ecause oc lack!0~ deta~ea d a t a  f o r  : S ~ A " 1 0 4 2  -( : , ~' 
:"::i:..::i~,:iaL)~n~i~:!of g ~ n e ~ " a s s ~ p t i 6 m s . ~ _ h a d  t 0 : b e m a d e  .in. matching: quantity and' p ~ c e ' ~ n f o # r  ~ ' ' I  '~ ~• :. . . :  :!! 
::i:~ii~tion.~i:::~::"-sever.~:~i:instauces?relationsNips: de r ive~ ' i f r 0m~tbe : i 955  data i-Were~:appiSed~ -:.~- : : :.: i 
~:--i.N0~i-~at~~-~:~-. made L t o :  i nc lude  :-L t h e .  i n g r e d i e n t s  ~ o~. such. m i s c e l l a u e o u s ,  items~ :as ~eanned,-':: i " ~ ~:! 
::~i:: ~C6O~/~foOd: :mlx tu~s i  Package~:,-deSserts~::aud 0 t h e r : p r o p r i e t a r y . ~ f o o d s  because:. . :~hese. : ,  : -%: /  .ili 
~:-: i:~::i:g.e~:i:~wer@ . 6 f . i . : r e l ' a t l ve i y  m ln0 r : : ~o r t an ' ee ' -~ - i n  1942 .  : -Rev ised  d ~ t a : o n  .eggs ::use&: i n  u r b a n - ?  : - " '. 
-:::'-~.h0us'e~ids i!i~"::§pring : i g ~ 2 : : ~ r e  o b t a i n e d  from : r e v i s e d : : t a b u l a t i 0 n s  - g i v e n  in : : : : tabie .55 ,  . : - :  .... . :: :!i 

i :£ : - : : : / :%~.. .~?: . i :%e-~: :~Us@d ,: ~ n ' - c o ~ u t i ~ :  ~he~: index. were a v e r a g e r e t a l l  p r i c e s  in-ig~T..~9.,.:.: ~.: :.~" . "  : :.ii: 
.~.- . t h -e :~ !~ "~ !~  itbose!~Used:: f o r i  :t~e:'~tlme-series. i n d e x  anld': f o r / " t he  : 1955- cross, sectiOn: :index.- ~ :~ . . :  . . 'ili 
i.i:.:.wh~em.ve/~:i~seyer~al~::cOmmoditie.s ~were Combined. i n  an  .uni~dent i f ied ~.total ,  •~he~'c0mSined , ~: ~ ~:::: ~ : ~ii 

~: i:!i: ~ric~•:i:~St:im~ ted : - f r6~"more  ~ e t a i l e d  . i n fo rma t ion  f o r / s p r i n g :  I955] (~S  used .  ::: Sueh:.~a-p~i:~ : : -  .: :: il i 
::.-:~:cedure%:impli~eS,.:~.for:~ex~le,./:that ~ anychange in-proportions of:shortening~~:lard, ahd':~ ~: - " 
. :.!.:!:i~ge~ble.i~oiis". us~d:~iiln"~b]~ake.ry.:.products .would not affect:., thelr-.C6mbined pric@::irelative~L:.::.-. " :. "i!! I 
:L-.toilPrices~.~ Of.~other~.fobds~., : The~ necessity.~:for frequent,:use Of :c6mBined prices -and- is2k. ~. ~- -~- ~.-i!:i ! r - - - - - - o   o  ooOfco Oi es,0 o0  In g u 0  r : i!il  i 

: ' :  )i 

:; " : ". ': ' The": .o/~ly: ,departure --from--. methods u s e d ,  i n  :the 1955 crossAsection • index was i n . t he ! " : ;  . . . .  'I~! 
.)i.~!':" caSe~,!~:6fi~c6ffee-~ " ' te 'a) ' :and. cocba. ~ For, SpriN i912 these items Were repOrted-:~in t e r m s :  :.- " . " .I![ ~ 
~:-..: .o f  ~vs iue . id f .  quantitleS purchased-:rather than pounda~@-.i These exuenditures data &~-.:. ! : " ' .:':[": 
! :-peared)~0.::be: t o o / h i g h  on the: b a s i s  0 f  ~ i nd l ca t - i ons " f rom ~ t ime -se r i es  d a t a .  ~ " T h e ~ f o ~ ; "  :-" " ' " "  ~; " '  
i!i~ 'a?U. 's.-::gver~e ~value per person: for the 3 items was approxi~ted from-1942 per-capita : :~ :.. .. i! ~ -?i 
ii." d at~:~?~d:':l¢47-49 r e r a n - p r i c e s . .  VariatiOns'. among urbanizations~and income:: groups :. :" : , : .  .- '!:.-;} 
~,~" sh6~. '~ :by: the-  Survey~.:~expenditUre da ta -were  . a p p l i e d  t o  t h i s  c a l c u l a t e d  a v e r a g e ;  " .:":'. / . .  . .-:.-: ... !~i !.! 

J 
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Appendix E. GUIDE TO SOME RELATED TIME SERIES OF ECONOMIC 
AND SOCIAL STATISTICS 98 7 

This appendix is a reference to the major time series of economic and social 
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 categories 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 assembled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics and the 
Agricultural Marketing Service. 

Among the more convenient general references for such statistics are Historical 
Statistics of the United States, Colonial Times too l_~ (15); Statistical Abstract Of 
the United States (~Agricultu~-~ S-~ati~ (2_3); Agricult~-~ ~ k  ll8 (2_~" 
~ o f  Current Business (26) and its supplements such as U. S. Income and Output 
~'~--~n~ I R ~  Trends in t-~e United States Economy (31); the National F--~od" 
Situation (l_~; the Farm Income Situation (7); and the Marketin~ and Transportation 
Situation (i~. ~/ ~ ' . ,  - "'~ - -  . ' 

E.I. Population Dat____~a 

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.I. 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 changes 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 individual States, 
standard metropolitan areas, counties, ~ and for some central cities are the decennial 
census reports. In addition, yearly estimates of some of these measures are available 
from 19~ 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 available for each of the sections of the population mentioned. 

The Bureau of Census also makes projections of the population from time to time. 
Sources of these data are indicated in table E.I. 

Another very useful measure of population for consumption analysis is the series 
of estimates of the population eating out of civilian food supplies. This is devel- 
oped by the AMS from Census data and is published annually in the Supplement to 
Agr. Handb. 62, table 53 (6~. 

E.2. Income an__dd ..Expenditure Dat___~a 

The National Income Division of the Office of Business Economics, Department of 
Commerce, prepares the official estimates of national income and expenditures aspart 
of its work on the national income accounts. The periodic publication on national 

~ By Mar~erite C. Burk and Robert J. Lavell, Economic Research Service. 
A list of recent publications related to food consumption carried in each issue 

of the National Food Situation announces new reference materials as soon as they are 
issued by the Federal Government. 
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-::-" :. tai~ ~:data..-/orTselected .yeirs on total:' and per-capita disposable pe rson~-i-in~6~:Tdr~(:i::...;:'~: ;:-!-i: ~il 
i: :the~"~united s~a~s~- :iregions ~+and States~ ~ :~e c0mpme%e-per"capita: series:?f0~::ihg~Un~i~d/c: -:-": >' !i :~i 
-:-..~-. States= can. be--c~cula~ed" from .the -published ̀  ~grega~es ~ from..this: an d e~r!.lez,edi.tmonszL~..- 7,.~.~ i~ ~]- 
'".-~- " ent:ftiea. "Nat i0n~l~Income :: (~-.: LState d~a' on .pe reon~l fncome ::]a~ publish '~i~--:]~- ~i~ ]:I!:-~L~-:--:.!! ~:-,"./:L-:..] :i ~ 

: ."" ~-i~d.:in"~but~b~u~ht t0~date In -the.~ e~h _xear~.~U~-.'::~th'e~4~:"-~-~i!-ii:!"::-:-: i~!i-.i~!~ ~ 

:".capita- in.:current :dollars," :in~ .19~7-~9'!d6llars, and i-related.- ~ 
""-are'i ~blished regul-arly In :itable ~9: ofi the Supplement,it~. Agx 

~. :"¢ "-"~'-:~ .:Estim~tes~of !the .d±S~ribution.-of.:.f~ies end, un~t~h 
-...:-~income"for'seiected-ye~rs/-19~z~56, were pub!idh~d:"in-u/ S.-. 

. • " i ,  

.farm: income, for :~the-..United:~Stgtes and.. for individual ~ states. 
. . . .  . ', . .• -:. _ . . . .  

... Cludes. statistlcS :L'On cash receipts by-type. ofl .co~dity.. Tn 
• reg~ilarly in' the.!iF~i~n .Income::~:Situatio~~ (~. -- ..~ 

• ::i~:.~':..:~:~:/.~;-~.~ .'_ 7m-.~ -- - -". ~ .: -. 

. " ] :Time. series' of u. .s. ~~regate expenditUres::by.-type ofproduct, ,19~:~7~ii~:-we~.:-.:~..:,..-::i .~-!,~-ii~ 
p u b l i s h e d ,  i n .  t a b i e .  ! i - 4 ~ ! o f - .  ~ - : S . .  I n ~  ~ n d ,  Ou%~u%~. ]  ~ h e  C o m m e r c e  t o t s i i c O n ~ ' , ! ~ : . - > ~ . . . i " . : ~ :  : . :  i i i ~  

- exPe_nditure .seri..es:i] is. also "p~blished ' f0r. r~ ference[pur~oses .i~.".terms of~ ~.~ ~g~s.-'.-:j.:~--%: i :.. :.!:. illume! 
end- per C aplta, averages in current, dollarS, 19~7"~9 dollars, ~ and re!a%edi-: Ind~s!.i..~i: 15.1.i::..i7. , ..... ',i'I~ ! " 

.;]-. (de~idped :bY..~.D~v~. )!-~n table. 50' of D~r.,...H~ndb.- 62 .(6).,. • " .:. :..: . ~LI.L"]~!~.~!I~?!~:!:::I:i~/I?~ ~::.!I if: ..-::v~ 

. : : • •ii : :' i -,-¢:i U 

- ~ e .  ~ a u - l o f  Labor":Stat ls t lcs  C o l l e c t s . - u r ~ " r e t ~ i : p ~ I c e  ~ t ~ , ~ d ~ ~ c u i i ~ s ~ i - i i : : ~ " /  
• . - t h e : ~ o f f i ' c i e l  C o n ~ U m e r :  P r i c e : . = i n ~ e x .  ~ e ° C o n s u m e r - . . P r i d e  i n d e x  i s  p u b l i s h e d ~ ? r e ~ l . ~ / i ~ i . i : i " i i ¢ - " . " : : i : L :  ' 
, .  ~ n  .the: ~ o ~ t ~ .  ~ b o r .  ~_~e~_~W-(.~_~, ~ d ,  in . ~ t  . ~  . p ~ s s  ~ l e ~ e s  issued:by~ ~ . i ~ , i : ~ i . / -  
• A.mont~-~y:'repdr~tail Food:Prices bx-Clties (~., -carries ..the avero~e.i~rlc:es:for"-.::-C g. .... -: 

' the:-:cities ~d" index-~s. ~'re~-~-~nce u ~ e  ,.food .subindexes -en~ the:CPi!:ar~:.~-:.-:: : :J:~:-::~i '":" 
-~- reprin~d in the~ last table of the National Food¢Si~uation each :quarter. i '.~~es@;;in~-,-~:-: IL:.-./- 
-. dexes~5~ndlthe -nonfood inaex are pub'~ished in table 52 of.A~r.: Hendb.-6~ (~~"':~ ":/: i ~--]:: 4, " . ! 
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Table E.l.--Key to p o p u l a t i o n  d a t a  2,/ 

~.~.~ 

~i:¢i 
c:j~::v 

~%," 

b?.l 

f~4 S .  

InZormat ion on: 

Total population . 
(excludes armed forces 
ser~i~ o~e~) 

Farm p o p u l a t i o n  ~_/ 

Number o f  households~ 
families ~/ 

Population by country of 
birth of f o r e i g n  born  : 

A~e distribution of popu- : 
" lation by sex 

Segment 

U. S. - T o t a l  (-11 u r b a u i z ~ -  : 
t i o n s  combined~ 

- by urbun:,zation 3/ 
(~an :a nu~z 
one) 

- by u r b a n i z a t i o n  
(urban ,  r u r a l  non- 

farm and farm) 
: ~ i o n s  - T o t a l  ( e l l  

urbanizations 
eombinsa) 

- by urbanization 
(urban and rural 
o~) 

- by urbanization 
(urban, rural non- 
farm, and farm) 

U. S. - Farm population 
Regions - Farm population 

U. S. - To ta l  (all urbaniza- 
tions combined) 

U. S. - by urbanization 
' (urban, ' r~ral nora- 

farm and farm) 

Regions- T o t a l  (all ' 
urbanizations 
' eombine~) -' 

- by urbanization 
(urban, mrsl non- 
farm, and farm) 

U. S. - Total (all urbanlza- 
tlom combined)- 

- by u r b a n i z a t i o n  
(urban ,  r u r a l  non- . 
farm, and farm) 

Regions - Total (a l l  
urbanizations 
combined) 

U. S. - T o t a l  ( a l l  u r b a n i z ~ -  
t i o n s  combined) 

- by u rbanSza t i on  
(u rban ,  r u r a l  non- 

farm and farm) 
Regions - ~t~&I' (all 

u r b a n i z a t i o n s  
combined) 

See footno%eS at the end of table. 

~?i!<:,. , 

Decennia l  
Annual 
Pro. lect±oan 

: Decennia l  

: Decemzl.al 

: Deeem~i.,,~ 
: Annual. 
: P r o ~ e e t i o n  

: ,  Decenn ia l  " 

: Decemoisl 

: Annual 
: Annual 

: Decennial 

:Annual 

: P r o j e c t i o n  

: D e c e n ~ a l  

: Annual 

Decenn ie l  

o 

Decennial 

D e c e n n i a l  

Deeennial 

Deeennia.l 

Decenn ia l  
Annusl  
P r o ~ e e t i o n s  

Decennial " 

: P u b l i s h e d .  i n :  ~ /  Dates 

. . : , . 

1950'-17~0 .: (a) Table 6 
zg~o ~ a ~ ,  : (b) 
z96o, '6%'?o, :  (b) m,.  z 8 7 . . .  
'75, '8o :. . . . .  

1990-1790 . : (a) T ~ l e  15 

'30, '~0, 'i0 - : ~ .  

zg~o ~o aate.  : ' ' 
z96o, '6~, '7~ : ~o. 160. 

. i950-1790 ':" (a)- 

19~O,'30 . " " 

1950; 19~O, (a) Table ~7; (e). Table l; 
'30; 1930 : ( f ) ' T ~ l e  1 

z95o to : (g) 
da te  6 /  : 

195Oi 19~O, : (a) Table ~7; (e).Table i; 
'30; 1930, '20: ' (I") Table ~2 • " 
z95o to ~-~ : (g) 

1950; 1940, : (a) Table 69; (e) Table 1; 
'3o; z93o, ,s):. • . { Z l . . ~ z  e ~o 

1950; 1940, : (e) Tables l ~  m..d i ~ 9  
'30; 1930, '~0: , (e) Table 1; 

: ' (~). ~bze  ~z 

19~o, '~o, '3o : (a) Table ~9 
'20 t 'i0 : ~ 

1990; 1940, : (a).Table ~9; (e) Table i~ 
'30 

z95o; zg~o; : (a) ~bZ4 7Z; (e) ~bze S6; 
1930 : " ' (h) Table 5, P. 29 

z g ~  i (a) ~le 39 

z96o, '65, '7o,: (b) ~o.  z87 
'7~, '80 
19~0, '~O; : (a )  Table 38; (c)" Table 7 
19~O, '30 : 

19,50; 19~0; : (a)  Table  61; (¢) Table 26; 
zg~o (~) T~Ze z~, ~. ~3 

Table" i5 ' 

Table .58; (c) ~ b l e ~  .- 

Decemnlal  

: A , ~ , a  Zg~  to ~ : ~o.  ",60 ( ~  
P r o j e c t i o n s  .1960j'65.!70 b 

t : ., 

s e x  b r e a k )  

C o n t i n u e d . -  
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Agr. Agr. Handb. 62, 2~9 pp., illus., Sept. 1953. 
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The National Food Situation (l_~. Agr. Handb. 62 superseded Misc. Pub. 691 Consumption 
o.f Food in the United States, 1~O9-48. 

(7) U. S. Agricultural Marketing Service. The Farm Income Situation. U. S. Agr. Mktg. Serv. 
(Currently published four times each year.) 
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For further information regarding pertinent data, see table E.1. in appendix E. of 
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Some of the data are published currently in The Marketing and Transportation 
Situation (lO). A Supplement for 1956-60 was issued January 1961. 

U. S. Agricultural Marketing Service. .The Marketing and Transportation Situation. u. s. 
Bur. Agr. Econ. and Agr. Mktg. Serv. (Currently published quarterly.) 

U. S. Agricultural Marketing Service. "The Marketing Bill for Farm Food Products." 
U. S. Agr. Mktg. Serv. Mkt~. Transp. Sit. 134:10-?_I. July 1959. Reprinted as AMS-326. 
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(~5) 

Report ii. Home Freezin~ and Cannin~ by Households in the United States -- by Region. 
72 pp., illus., Oct. 1957. 

Report 12. Food production for Home Use by Households in the United States -- by 
Re__~. 88 pp., illus., Jan. 1958. 

Report 13. Home Baking by Households in the United States -- bY ReKi9n. 130 Pp., 
illus., June 1958. 

Report 14. Food C0nsuamtion and Dietary Levels of Househ91ds :as Be~ated to the AKe of 
Homemaker t United States -- b 2 Re~ion. 13~ pp., illus., Oct. 1959. 

Report 15. Food Consumotion and Dietary Levels of Households as Related to Employment 
pf ~omemakera United States -- b.y R e~ion. 1SO pp., illus., May 1960. 

University of Pennsylvania, Wharton School of Finance and Commerce. Study of Const~r 
Expenditures, Incomes, and Savings. Philadelphia: U. Pa. 18 vols. 1957. 

Vol. I. "Summary of Family Accounts." 50~ pp. 

Vol. II. "Sunm~ of Family Expenditures for Current Consumption." 50~ pp. 

Vol. III. "Summmry of Family Expenditures for Food, Beverages and Tobacco." 504 pp. 

Vol. Xll. '~)etailed Family Expenditures for Food, Beverages and Tobacco." 212 pp. 

Vol. XVIII. "Summary of Family Incomes, Expenditures and Savings, AllUrban Areas 
Combined." 2~ 9 pp. 

Statistical data from BLS Survey of Consumer Expenditures in ~ 1950. Vols. I, If, 
III, XVIII pertain to calendar 1950 data, while Vol. ~ XII contains detailed data for a 
week of spring 1951, as well as some 1950 statistics. The methodology of the survey 
is described in Lamale, Helen Humes "Methodology of the Survey of Consumer Expenditures 
in 1950." (.~) 

(46) Williams, Faith M. and Zimmerman, Carle C. Studies of Family Livln~ in the United 
States and Other Countries: An Analysis ofMaterial and Method. U. S. Dept. Agr. Misc. 
Pub. 223, 617 pp., Dec. 1935. 
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(47) 

(~) 

(~9) 

Allen, R. G. D. Mathematical Analysis for Economists. London: Macmillan and Com~, 
548 pp., illus., 19h2. 

Brady, Dorothy S. and Williams, Faith M. "Advances in the Techniques ofMeasuring and 
Estimating Consumer Expenditures." #our. Farm Econ, Vol. NXIrlI:2:S15-4/~. May 1945. 

Burk, Marguerite C. "Distribution of the Food Supply of the United States." ~.Econ. 
Res___A. IV:3:83-87, July 1952. 

(50) Burk, Marguerite C. "Introduction to 1955 Household Survey Data on Eggs." Poultry and 
F~ Sit. 189:15-19, 51. May 1957. 

(51) Burk, Marguerite C. "Some Analyses of Income-Food Relationships." Jour. Am. Star. Assn~ 
53:905-927. Illus., Dec. 1958. 

(52) Burk, Marguerite C. and Gronbech, Gertrude. (i) "Home Food Production: How and Where 
Important," Nat. Food Sit., Apr. 1958, pp. ~-47; (2) "Home Food Production: Livestock 
Products, Historical Changes and Future Prospects," Nat. Food S~t,, July 1958,pp. 32-52. 

Research in Agricultural Economics." 
as AMS-262. 
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Burk, Marguerite C. and Lanahnn, Thomas J., Jr. "Use of 1955 Food Survey Data for 
AKr~ Econ. Res. X:3:79-98. July 1958. Reprinted 
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