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The farm value of the leaf tobacco in a package of cxgarettes rose about 30 percent during the period.
of standard-size, popular brand cigarettes increased It is estimated that the farm value of the leaf
approximately 23 percent from 1945-46 to 1951-52; tobacco was about 16 percent of the retail price in
the combined manufacturers’ and distributors’ margm 1951-52; the manufacturers’ and distributors’ margin
increased 46 percent; and Federal and State excise was 37 percent; and Federal and State excise taxes
taxes 20 percent. The retail price of a package were 47 percent.
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STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF MARKET INFORMATION

Unit or : 1951
bege periods TYear 31 Dec.
3

1952
QOct. ¢ _Nov. 3 Dec.

Item

ee oo

Farn-to-retail price spreads

o w0 0o ee oe fee o0

Farm-food market basket: 1/

H
Retall COSt sevvvescnovsnsvonssnsccsrsstssnscvest Dol. : 722 74 736 737 731
Famn VALUE evevervencesacosrossssncssssasosnasnst n : 360 367 341 339 331
Marketing ChATges ce.vevecsssssessssccasssssoval " 3 362 374 394 398 400
Farmer's share of retall CoBt secevesnsnseensesl Pet. 3 50 50 46 46 45

¢ t 1951 H 1952
3 H Year : Oct.-Dec,: Year :July-Sept.: Oct.~-Dec,
Cotton: 2/ 3 3
Retail COBY sevscvssnscvrrnntsacsscsvacssconsast Dol. = 59.35 58.23 56.36 56.12 56.17
FAIm VELUE eovveeesosessossrosonssssessvosnassed " 3 8.63 8.84 7.91 8.20 6.97
Marketing ChRrges .csevecoesesesvcscsvasescscced " H 50.72 49.39 48.45 47.92 49.20
Farmer!s share of retail cos8t .eccecececncvenest Pct. t 14.5 15.2 14.0 14.6 12.4
: : .
Tobecco: 3/ : :
Retall coBt sissevesesvecsssnsssoenscssvesconced Dol. : 3.09 —-— m— — —
Farm value ccsessvevesresesccsscccssosnsvoscansd n H «504 ——— -— —_— —-——
Federal and State excise t8X08 cecveesssoscccsed " H 1.27 -— — - —
Marketing ChAYges8 «civevscvcvsoosetnsenvsconnant " ] 1.32 -— -— — ——
Farmer's share of retail coSt ...eececcrssseceed Pet. 1 16.3 — —— — _—
: :
General economic indicators H :
: H
Congumers' per capita income and expenditures: 4/: H
Digpogable personal iNOOMe eeesveesnsesessocsssd Dol. s 1,450 1,481 1,484 1,486 1,528
Expenditures for goods and services ...........: n s+ 1,340 1,347 1,370 1,358 1,399
Expenditures for food .eicecescrocssescanssessel " : 392 395 404 406 406
Expenditures for food as percentage of : H
d18posable INCOMe seseerssescrssecavsvassovaced Pet. 3 27 27 27 44 27
: 3 1951 I3 1952
H s__Year : Dec, : Oct, : Nov. 3 _Dec.
s 3
Hourly earnings per employed factory worker §/ ..: Dol. @ 1.59 1.64 1.70 1.72 1.73
Hourly earnings of food marketing employees &/ ..: n 3 1.48 1.52 1.57 1.59
: :
Retail sales: 7/ : :
F00d BLOTEB sesssssssesssssssnsnssasssasensosssd Mil, dodl, ¢ 3,136 3,210 3,418 3,340 3,380
APDETEL BLOTOS sevesssasvesesossosvssassvsovennd " : 851 869 925 870 960
3 t
Manufacturers! inventories: 7/ : s
Food and kindred products .ececeesscsceressenasd " 3,542 3,479 3,488 3,450 3,308
Textile-mill produCtB esvsoseccssossorscaneased " : 3,206 3,045 2,841 2,743 2,660
Tobacco ProduCts cseeesvecescssssescssensesesnsd " : 1,637 1,761 1,726 1,742 1,776
: H
Indexes of industrial production: 8/ : s
Manufactured £00d products «eeesvessesoosecssss$1935-39=100: 165 160 164 161 161
Textiles and products «.ecvseeccesccvesccccssest " s 174 152 172 176 167
Tobacco products eeseesvssscecssescassssccsascal " : 175 147 190 18 181
: :
Index of physical volume of farm marketings .....t " ! 147 157 220 190 180
: H
Price indexes 3 :
1 H
Consuners! price 1ndeX 5/ «.evcevesssessescssvanst " 3 186 189 191 191 191
Wholesale prices of £00d 5/ seecvesescscosssnaneet " : 232 233 230 228 220
Wholesale prices of cotton goods 5/ eveeveevsesest " : 260 249 239 237 236
Wholesale prices of woolen and worsted goods 5/ . n H 250 208 196 195 195
Prices received by £farmers 9/ ..evescevesesscecnss a 3 281 284, 263 258 250
Prices paid by £armers 9/ cecesescvecnscossvssonet " : 219 220 217 216 215

: H )

1/ Average annual quantities of farm-food products purchased per family of three average consumers, 1935-39.

2/ 42 cotton articles of clothing and housefurnishings, weighted by average annual quantities bought by wage earners
and clerical workers es reported in 1934-36 survey. Data are for last month of quarter. 3/ Four tobacco products from
1 pound of leaf tobacco (farm-sales weight), weighted by leaf equivalents of tax-paid withdrawals, 1935-39. Data are
for year beginning July 1. 4/ Seasonally adjusted annual rates, calculated from U. 8. Dept. of Commerce data. 5/ U, S.
Dept. of Labor. Indexes of wholesale prices converted from 1947-49 base. 6/ Weighted composite earnings in steam
railways, food processing, wholesale trade and retail food stores, calculated from data of U. 5. Dept. of Labor and
Interstate Commerce Commission. 7/ Seasonally adjusted, U. S. Dept. of Commerce. Annual data for 1951 are on average
monthly basis. 8/ Seasonally adjusted, Board of Governors of Federal Reserve System. 9/ Converted from 1910-14 base.
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SUMUAARY

Funm prices of food products declined during 1952 but increased market~
ing costs offset almost all the advantage consumers might have expected from
these declines. Charges for murketing the farm-produced foods in the family
market basket were approximately 7 percent higher in the final quarter of
1952 than in the same period of 1951. The average retail cost of these foods
was about the .some 'in both periods but their farm value was about 7 percent
lower in the last quarter of 1952.  Decreases in the farm prices of meat
animals: avcounted for most of the decline in the farm value.

Wlth marketing charges higher and farm prices lower, the farmer's
share of the dollar consumers spent for farm-produced foods averaged 46
cents in the final quarter of 1952 compared with 50 cents a yeur earlier.

.Costs of performing marketing services increased during the year,
Average hourly eornings of employees in food murketing enterprises were
5 percent higher in November than a year earlier. Transportation rates
of both rail and motor carriers were raised during 1952. Rents and other
costs of firms marketing agricultural products advanced during the -year,
No significant reduction in wages, rents, or transportation costs is
anticipated in the near future. Therefore, it seems reasonable tw expect
that the prebent level of food-marketing charges probably will be at leust
. .maintained in 1953.
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The retail cost of 42 articles of cotton clothing and household
furnishings averaged about 5 percent less in 1952 than in 1951. Farmers
received 8 -percent less for the lint cotton from which the articles were
made. The spread between the retail cost and farm value decreased 4 per-
cent. The farmer's share of the dollar thut consumers spent for these
articles was 14.0 cents in 1952 compared with 14.5 cents in 1951.

It is estimated that during the year beginning in July 195L, Federzl
ond State excise taxes represented 47 percent of the average retail price
of a package of stenderd-size cigarettes, the combined leaf dealers!,
manufecturers', and distributors' margin accounted for 37 percent, and
the payment to the fauner for the leaf tobacco for 16 percent.

Con sumers havo opent LpprOleBtaly 27 percent. of their disposable
income for food in each quarter gince the first quarter of 1951 when they
spent 28 percent. - Consumers! expenditures for food (séasonally ﬂdJusted)
in the fourth quarter of 1952 were at an annusl rate of $406 per person,
about 3 percent hlgher than a yodr e;rl:ez. !

PARM HETAIL PRIC bPRFADS

The Aazkwt Baskut of Farm Foods 1

Farm VulU@ Lower in ;954

The unnual average farm velue of the foodg in the market basket declined
2 percent from $360 in 1951 to' $353 in 1952 (table 1). On & monthly basis,
the farm value decreused charply from Junuary to February and then rose to
sen annual rate of $365 in July, the high for the year. By December the farm
velue had dropped to §331, the lowest since November 1950,

A1l commodity groups except dairy products end fruits end vegetables
" had lower annual average ferm values in ‘1952 than in 19)1. The meat prod-
ucts group showed the largest decllne (table 2) ) ' C ‘

" Marketing hargcs Recch New High

Charges for marketing the foods in the market basket established a
record annuel average of $386 in 1952, which was 7 percent higher than the
$362 in 1951. 2/ Marketing charges during 1952 varied from & low #nnuel
rate of $369 in March to a high of $400 in December. The December esti-
mate was 7 percent above that for December 1951. o '

Annual aversge marketing charges for all;commbdity groups, except
miscellaneous products, were higher in 1952 than in 1951. PBut the fruits
and vegetables and meat products groups dccounted ‘for most’ of the ovbr—all
increase.

1/ The "market basket" contains quantltles of farm food products equal
to the 1935-39 average annual purchases per fumily of three average con-
sumers, Full details are presented in Agricultural Information Bulletin
No. 4, "Prloe Spreads Between Farmers and Consumers." '

2/ Marketing charges, as used here, are the charges for all marketing
operations between farmers and consumers and include chargeg for agsembling,
processing, transporting, and distributing.
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Table l.- THE MARKET BASKET" Retail cost of 1935-39 average annual purchases
of farm food products by a family of three average consumers, farm value
of equivalent quentities sold by producers, marketing charges, and farmer's

" share of the consumer's food dollar, 1935-52

: . : : Marketin
Year : Retall.cost ; Ferm Yalue :+  char .. Parmer‘s share
: 1/ : 3/ 2 35" : R
Dollars Dollars ‘. Dollars _ Perdggg
1935-~39 average «..3 AT 135 : 204 . - 40
1940 teenoceceannaat - 319 127 -+ 192 A 40
194l oc-.ugcrpc:ooo: 349 '154 . 194 44
1942 seevnesnancanat +409 195 = - 213 L8
1943 veveneneanneset 459 T 236 229 51
N 1044 venennnenseenet : 451 233 . 230 o © 52
1945 deiennienieenat 459 246 29 54,
1946 vevnrennneesnat 528 279 Lo 258 - 53
1947 tesscrancaroess 644 335 ! ‘308 S 52
1948 ceevennennnnens 690 350 v 340 . .51
1949 cedecnnonnnnaat - 646 308 ' 338 48
1950 cevcaconsraanal . 645 308 - - 337 48
1951 vuennernnnneeat 722 4/ 360 L4/ 362 50
1952 tsssssevesseses VAOA 353 - 386 48
,1951 - DQC- otoociq; . 741" 367 ) 374 . 50
1952 ~ Jan. seeeeest 746 364, - - 382 49
Febe teevanst 726 354 372 49
Mar. .....ou 725 356 369 49
APTe veuerass 738 358 " 380 .48
May ecvvecenes Ths, 362 - 382 49
June ....v00 746 359 . - 388 48
JULY cacevnss , 755 365 - 390 48
AUSe covnnant 754 359 © 394 48
Septe eenvaet ‘ 738 : . 348 390 47
Octc TEEAEEEEE 8 736 co 341 394 46
gov. N 737 339 398 46
€Ct srevnne

731 331 400 . 45

00 o2 o0 o

1/ Calculated from retall prices collected by the Bureau of Labor Statistics
and the Bureau of Agrxcultural Economics.

2/ Payments to farmers for PquV&lent quantltleq of farm produce minus imputed
value of byproducts obtuined in processing.

3/ Marketing charges equal margin (difference between retail cost and farm

value) minus processor taxes plus Government payments to marketing agencles.
4/ Revisged.
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Table 2.~ The market basket of faim food profluctsr:!Annudl. everage retail. cost,
‘ f&rm Value, marketlng chargeq dnd 1armer'b share,.195n and, 19451:

’te . . . f L I I PothaRT Ly ¢

P . L Retai; __gp ) i
: : g = 9
oy ww ows G lRRTe A
R : -Dolld:é ' Dorlaré' """ Dollars . :Percent
Market: ba,sket e aveniien 9 v 7390 70 s 722. 5‘ B . 17045 l 2
Meat products .eveeicesat 220.59 205,88 ~ 5.29 - 2
Dairy products seesvesess 140.06 134.76 L5430 o i
Poultry and eggs .eeseeet 51.86 54 89 - 3.03 - 6
Bakery end other - i : T D e e
cereal products w.eeest 106.54 103 94 L R.60 ., L M3
Fruits and vegetables ..: 178.23 156.36 CR1.87.. ... .. Y
Miscellaneous products .: LR 42 4L6u 42 - 4RO .. .., - 9
: Farm value ... .. . . .. .
Market basket «vevveevneeedt 352.87 359.90 -, 7,03, .,... = 2
Meat products sveveeevest 132.19 147.60 - 15.4L ... .. - 10
Deiry products .veveeesss 78,63 74.39 -7 AN ¢ 6
Poultry and eggs «.eeeest 33.04 36.55 - 3,51 - 10
Bakery and other’ : : e e
cereal products ..eseed 27.80. . <8.35 “. W55.. ... .- 2
Fruits and vegetables ..: 65.26 55.25 C10.0L 0 ... a8
Miscellaneous products .: 15.95 17.76 - 1.81 -~ 10
: Marketing charges
Market basket «ceveiecnceses 386,49 362,01 C R4S ‘ 7
Meat products .ieveseceds 88..40 78,28 L1012 L - 13
Dairy products ..svee.sss 6L 43 60.37 . 1.06. 2
Poultry and eggs .veveest 18.82 18.34 LLe48.. 3
Bakery and other’ : : o . .
‘cereal products s....e: 78.70 75.55 .3.15 4
Fruits and vegetables ..: 112,97 101. 11 :11.86. .. .. 12
Miscellaneous products .: 26.17 28.36 -. 2.19 .. - 8
: Farmer's share of consumer's dollar
H Cents Cents Cents . .
Market basket v.ovvivenvnnasst 48 50 -2
I’I("at prodUCts P T R | ) 60 ' ‘65 had 5
Dairy products ..eveeeess 56 . - 55 - 1
“Poultry and eggs .eeee.s 64 67 -3
Baekery and other : C : : .
cereal productsiieeeest 26 PR A -1
Fruits end vegetables ..s - .. 37 . 35 i 2
Miscellaneous products .: 38 18 0

s s
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bosts of performlng marketing services generally were higher in 195z
than in 1951. Hourly :earnings of employees in food marketing firms averaged
about 5 percent higher in the first 1J. months of 1952 (data for the final
month are not yet available) than in the same period of 195l. Transporta-
tion rates of both rail and motor carriers were raised during the year.
Average hourly earnings of Class I railroad employees were 6 percent higher
in the first 10 months of 1952 than in the same period of 195I.

Retail Cost of Farm Foods Rises to Record Level

A record annual average retail cost of -§$740 was established by the foods
in the market busket in 1952. }/ This was #18 or 2-percent above the previous
high of $722, recorded in 1951. During the second half of 1952 the retail
- cost declined from a peak annual rate of $7)5 in July to $731 in December.

Annual averages for the meat products, poultry and eggs, and migcellan-
.- eous. productu groups were lower than in 1951, but these decreases were more
than offset by increases for tine other groups. The largest gain was made

by the fruits and vegetables group, whose annual average vas 14 percent
higher theén in 1951. A

Farmer's Sharé 2 Cents Smaller

The annual average .share that the farmer received of the dollar the
consumer spent for farm foods in 1952 wat 48 cents compared with 50 cents
in 1951, A/ During 1952 the farmer's share varied from 49 cents in the
- first 3 months of the year to 45 cents in December.

Changes in Anpual Averages from 1951 to 1952
by Commodity Groups: '

Meat Products: Annual average charges for marketing the meat products
in the family market basket were $10 higher in 1952 than in 1951. But the
retail cost and the farm value were down ¢5 and $15, respectively, from the
averages for the previous year (table 2). The share received by the farmer
-from the dollar that the consumer spent for meat products was 60 centsg in
1952 compared with the record of 6) cents in 1951.

j/ Total retail cost of all foods currently'consumed per family of three
average consumers is roughly 60 percent higher than the retail cost of the
"market basket." The market basket of farm~food products does not include
imported foods, fishery products, or other foods of nonfarm origin; it does
not include food consumed in households on farms where produced; it measures
the cost at current prices of 1935-39 average prewar purchases and does not
allow for the currently higher level of per capita food consumption, which is
10 to 15 percent above the level for 1935-39; and does not include additional
mark-ups for preparation and service of meals purchased in eating places.

4/ Estimates of the division of the retail price between farmers and market-
ing agencies are based on comparisons of concurrent prices at the farm and
retail levels, except for seasonal canning crops, dried fruits, sugar, and
vegetable-oil products. During a period of rising prices, the farmer!s share
calculated on this basis is somewhat higher than the share which would be
obtained by comparing prices received by farmers for particular lots of prod-
ucts with prices paid by consumers for the same lots after they have moved
through the marketing system. The reverse is true in periods of declining
prices, '
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Dairy Products: This was one of the two-comiodity groups showing an
increase in the farm value from 1951 to 1952.. Since charges for marketing
these products did not advance appreclably, the retail cost rosge only .
slightly more than the farm value. : ;

Each of the principel individual products. in the group (fluid milk, .,
butter, American cheese, and evaporated milk) shoved increases in its
annual average retail price and farm value. Marketing charges for most
of the products advanced, the largest increase was about 4. percent.

Furmers received an average of 56 cents of the dollar that consumers
spent for dairy products in 1952 compared with 55 cents in 1951+ The"
record annual average of 59 cents wag established in 1947. .

Poultry and Eggs: Both the retail cost and the farm value of the
poultry and eggs group declined about the same amount, Charges for market-
ing these products were wbout the same as in 1951 and the furmer's share -
declined from 67 cents in 1951 to 64 cents in 1952. The farmer's share
for the poultry and eggs group in 1952 wus 2 cents smaller thun in 1935-39
Sherss for &1l other groups were higher than prevar.

Bakery and Other Cereal Products: The farm value-of this group of
products declined about 2 percent from 1951 to 1952. But this decrease
was mnore than offset by « 4 percent increase in marketing charges and>the
retail cost increased 3 percent. The. advances in the retail cost and
marketing charges continued trends that began when Wbrld War IT price
controls were removed.

Of the money that consumers spend on these products, more is spent for
white bread than for sny other item. The retail price of white bread and
charges for marketing it both averaged higher in 1952 (tablﬂ 17), but the
farm velue was slightly lower.

Fruits ond Vegetubles: The retail cost, farm vilue, and marketing
charges for this group all averaged substuntinlly higher in 1952 than in
1951, These increases were cuused by the fresh products in the group as
the retail cost and merketing charges for the canned items were lower in
1952 than in 1951. Increases were larger for fresh vegetubles than for
fresh fruits. : : '

Farmers recelved 37 cents of the dollar that consumers spent for fruits
end vegetabies in 1952. During the postwoar years the farmer's share has
voried from 43 cents in 1946 to 35 cents in 1950 and 1951.

Recent Farm-Retzil Price Spresds
for Meat Products

The average retail price of Choice grade beef cut in the final querter
of 1952 was spproximately 4 cents per sound below the post~Korean peek .
reached @ year eurlier (table 3).. Fam prices of Choice grade beef cattle
rose to & high in the first quurter of 1951. The net farm value of the
liveweight equivalent of a pound of Choice gradc heef cuts st that time wes
about 6 cents higher than in the last yuarter of 1952. Smaller imcreases
in the averuge retcil price thun in the met farm value reduccd .the mergin
between the two in the last quarter of 1950 and the first quarter of. 1951.



Table 3.- Faru-retail price’ éorbads for meat products: ~Reteil prics per poind,

farm value of equiv*alent' qna‘ntit;ie_s sold by prodicers, byproduct ad¢justment,
marketing margin, and farmer!s. shere.of retail price, guerterly averages, 1950-52

: : R So9s0. T T oL T198 : . 1952
- 1tem : .\Um.t : Jan.-iApr.—:duly-:0ct.-: Jen.-1Apr.-:July-:0ct.~: Jan.-:4pr.-:July-:0ct.—-
) : : Mar, tJune zSept.:Dec. : ¥ar. :June :Sept.:Dec. : Jar. :June :Sept.:Dec.
Beef (Choice grade) : LY ‘ . .
Retail price e.ee....: Cents 1 67.2 7i.9° 77.6 77.2 84.3 84.9 84.8 83.8 87.7 86.8 85.7 84.4
Gross farm value ....3 " @ 55.4 56,0 53.7 6élL.2 72.2 .71.6 71.0 71.8 69.3.67.5 62.9 62.3.
‘Byproduct allowance: "o: 5.3 5.4 6.6 7.1 8.5 8.0 7.8 7.1 5.7 5.4 5.3 4.8
Net farm value ccee.e: " : 50.1° 50.6° 52.1 54.1 63.7 63.6 63.2 64.7 63.6 62.1 58.6 57.5
M2rgin ceesesccecees " 17.1 21.3 25.5 23:1  20.6 21.3 21.5 241 24,1 24.7 27.1 26.9-
Farmer?!s share ..... .:Percent: 75 70 €7 - 70 76 75 75 73 73 72 68 68
Pork (including lard) : ool . :
Retail price .ec.....: Cents : 36.4 38.9 45.4 41.9  45.0 45.2 45.6 44.0  40.7 40.3 43.4 - 40.7
Net farm value cseeees. " T 2.1 24.2 29.6 25.4 29.2 2B.7 28.4 25.9 23.8 25.9 27.8 23.8
Margin ...... ceeesseer " 14.3 14.7 15.8 16.5 15.8 16.5 17.2 18.1 16.9 .4 15.6 16,9
Farmer's chare ......:Percent: 61 . 62 65 &l 65 63 62 59 58. 64 -~ 64 58
Lambr and mutton - : - _ _ . ,
Retail Drice <.......: Cents : 64.1 71.3 71L.6. 7.4 741 77.3 77.8 80.3 76.3 76.1 78.4 70.
Gross farm value ....: " : 49.5 53.0 54.3 57,9 71.0 70.9 64.6 62.9 58.0 56.5 54.2 A5
.Byproduct .allowance: " : 8.7 6.9 8.3 11.9 21.2 14.8 9.8 10.2 10.4 6.7 6.7 7
Net farm value ......: " 1 40.8 46.1 46.0 46.0 49.8 56.1 54.8 52.7 47.6 [9.8. L7.5 37.
METEID +oiveeeeeeeenas " 3 23.3 25,2 25.6 25,4 - 24.3 21.2 23.0 27.6 28.7 26.3 30.9 32.
Farmer?!s share ......:Percent: 64 = 65 64 64 67 66 62 65 61 54,

73 - 70 .
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Subsequent advances in the retuil price nnd decreases in the form prices
of beuf cattle widened the margin from 2L centb in the Ffirst quarter of 1951
to 27 cents in the third quarter of 1952, The share farmers recelved of the
dollar consumers spent for Choice grade beef cuts rose to a high of 76 cents
in the first quarter of 1951L. It declined to 68 cents in the third quarter
of 1951. Part of the reduction in the famm. prlcn of beof cattle during the
last 2 ycars was caused by decreases in the prices of hldca, tallow, and
other nonedlblp byproducts. oL ‘
Prices of lower grude cattle declined more. than Hvlcea of mhe Cho1co
grade during the second helf of.1952. Farm-retail prlce spreads are not
available for lower grade cuttle becuuse retuil: .prices are collected only
for Choice grade cuts. :

The composite retail price of 1 pound of pork products including lar
in the last quurter of 1952 was about 5 cents lower than the peak in the
third quarter of 1951. The net firm value was about 6 cents lower than the
high in the third qguarter of 1950, Margins betweeh the COmpOpltO retail
price and farm value increased from the second to the fourth quarter of
1952. The fourth quarter margin wus approximately 1 cent, less thon ‘the
maximum reached a year earlier. Farmers received 58 centg of the dollar
consumers spent.on pork and lard in the last quarter of 195<. During 1951
and 1952 the farmer's share varied from 58 to 65 cents.. The retail price
of lard declined 35, percent from the first quarter of 1951 ‘to the. final
quarter of 1952, This accounted for much of the reduction in the compogite
retail price. .

The average retail price of lamb per’pound-in the last quarter of 1952
was almost 10 cents below the peak reached & year earlier and was at the
lowest level since the first quarter of 1950, Farm pric¢es of lambs averaged
lowver than during ahy other guarter in the 1950+52 perind.: The. farm value
was about one-third lower thun the high in the second quarter of 195k, The
margin bétween the retail price and farm value established a new record in
the fourth quarter of'1952. It ' was 5 cents wider than a year earlier,
Farmers received 54 cents of the dollar consumers spent for lamb ih the
fourth quarter. During 1950-52, the farmer's share varied from 54 cents
to 73 cents. 'Decreases in the prices of Wwool accounted for part of the
decline in the farm price of Tambs in 1951 and 1952,

Farm-Retsil Price Opreads for Cotton

] * ~
s

The spread (marketing charge) between the retail cost of 42 cotton
articles and the farm. value of the lint cotton from which they were .made
vas about the' sime in December 1952 as in.December 1951. (See table on
inside of cbver.) Farm valle of the lint cdttom declined 21 percent, ‘or
about $2, during the period. The retail cost declined approximdtely 4
percent, or about $2,. during the year ended in December 1952. The retail
cost, marketing charges, and farm velue in December were still higher than
in June 1950, before the rise: that followed the invasion of South Korea.
Marketing charges lagged behind retail prLoe during the advance and during
the decline that begon in the summer of 1951, The fermer's share of the
dollar that consumers spent for ‘these articleg wes 12.4 cents ia December
compared with 15.2 a year earlier amd 12.8 cents in’ June 1950.
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Mill margins for 17 constructions of cotton cloth declined from 33.9
cents in September 1951 to a low of 24.4 cents in June 1952, then rose to
31.1 cents in September 1952 and to 36.4 cents in December. These margins
are the differences between wholesale prices of unfinished cloth and the
value of the cotton used in its menufacture. The average mill margin of
36.4 cents in December, or about 53 percent of the cloth prices, compares
with an average of 42.0 cents, or 56 percent of the cloth prices, during
the crop years 1947-49.

Farm-to-Retail Price Spreads for Cigarettes

The spread between the retail price of cigarettes and the farm value
of an equivalent quantity of leaf tobacco valued at current farm prices
has increased each crop year since 1942-43 (table 4). 5/ It was 17.9
cents per package during 1951-52 compared with the 1935-39 average of
12.4 cents. Most of the increase since the prevar period resulted from
higher Federal and State excise taxes and a larger margin for distributors
(cover chart). The manufacturer's and leaf dealer's margin in recent years
was about equal to the 1935-39 average. Federal and State excise taxes
have made up more than one-half of the total spread since 1931,

The Menufacturer's and Leaf Dealer's Marging

The margin of the menufacturer and the leaf dealer is the difference
between the farm value of the tobacco and the average of the monthly
wholesale prices (exclusive of the Federal excise tax) received by manu-
facturers during the year from July 1 through June 30. The farm value
is a weighted average of prices farmers receive during the crop year for
three types of domestic tobacco -~ flue cured, Burley, and Maryland. The
manufacturer's margin includes the cost of stemming, redrying, and aging
the leaf in addition to the manufacturing and selling costs.

Tobacco of these types is also exported and some is used in other
tobacco products. Prices of the leaf bought for these uses may be lower
than those paid for that used in cigarettes. As prices paid for tobacco
bought exclusively for use in cigarettes are not available, the farm value
was calculated from average prices received by farmers for all grades sold.
For that reason, it may be too low, particularly in earlier years. In
recent years the average price of tobacco used in cigarettes was relatively
closer to the average market price than was true for earlier years. It is
also true that a larger quantity of the total supply was used in cigarettes
and less remained for other uses. Some imported tobacco generally is used
in cigarettes to heighten their flavor and aroma. In the prewar years the
imported tobacco was about 10 percent of the total weight of the tobacco
used, but in recent years it accounted for 5 or 6 percent. This imported
tobacco usually costs manufacturers more than that grown in this country.
If the imported tobacco costs more than the domestic leaf, the cost to
the manufacturer of the tobacco in cigarettes is more than the farm value
which is based entirely on prices of domestic tobacco.

5/ The price-spread series for standard brand cigarettes is a revision
of data previously published in the April 1951 issue of this publication.
Data in the present series relate to crop years rather than calendar years
as in the previous series. Also, the estimates of farm value are determined
from prices during the curreant crop year rather than an average of prices
2 and 3 years earlier,
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Table 4.- Farm-to-reteil price spreads for cigarettes, sverage retail and wholesale prices per packsge,
farm value of equivalent leaf tobacco, excise taxes, marketing margins,
and farmer's share of retail price, averages 1935-39 snd 1947-49, annual 1926-51

: : : : : “Excise texes : Marging, excluding texes:
: : H : : H H : Manu- @ : : Farmer's
Year : Retail; :2‘1’?’; Farm Fam;l; oy facturersy, o : sha;e
beginning. price : value : reteil; : State : and : : H o]
gJuly 8: p i price : : spread;Federa‘l; 4 i Total : leaf : uZor ; Total . o449
: ] 2/ : : : 3 : : deeler : & : : price
: : : : : : H H : : :
: Cents Cents Cents Centg Cents Centg Cents Cents  Centg Centg Percent
1926 .evs: 1h.6 11.2 1.32 13.3 6.0 0.1 6.1 4.0 3.2 7.2 9.0
1927 ceees 14.1 11.2 1.47 12.6 6.0 1 6.1 3.7 2.8 6.5 10.4
1928 ....: 13.4 ° 10.6 1.45 11.9 6.0 2 6.2 3.1 2.6 5.7 10.8
1929 ....: 13.5 11.1 1.27 12.2 6.0 .2 6.2 3.8 2.2 6.0 9.4
1930 ¢...: 13.3 11.3 .88 12.4 6.0 2 6.2 bedy 1.8 6.2 6.6
1931 ....: 2 12.1 .56 13.6 6.0 .3 6.3 5.5 1.8 7.3 3.9
1932 .iee: 12.9 11.0 .78 12.1 6.0 3 6.3 4e2 1.6 5.8 6.0
1933 7/ ¢ 12.7  10.2 .88 11.8 6.0 A 6.4 3.3 2.1 5.4 6.9
1934 7/ .+ 13.2  10.8  1.51 1.7 6.0 o 6.4, 3.3 2.0 5.3 11.4
19357/ .: 13.3 10.8 1.28 12.0 6.0 .6 6.6 3.5 1.9 5.4 9.6
1936 «eeor 13,5 10.9 1.7 11.7 6.0 .6 6.6 3.1 2.0 5.1 13.1
1937 «eee: 13.8 11.0 1.42 12.4 6.0 .6 6.6 3.6 2.2 5.8 10.3
1928 ....: 13.8 11.0 1.36 12.4 6.0 o7 6.7 3.6 2.1 5.7 9.9
1939 ...e3 bl 11.0 1.02 13.4 6.0 1.1 7.1 4.0 2.3 6.3 T2
1935-39 :
average: 13.8 10,9 1.37 12.4 6.0 7 6.7 3.5 2.2 5.7 9.9
:
1940 ...t 14.9 11.5 1.08 13.8 6.5 1.1 7.6 3.9 2.3 6.2 7.2
1941 ....: 15.2 11.5 1.85 13.3 6.5 1.2 7.7 3.1 2.5 5.6 12.2
1942 ... 15.8 11.8 2.60 13.2 6.8 1.2 8.0 Redy 2.8 5.2 16.5
1943 vese: 16.1 12.0 2.75 13.4 7.0 1.2 8.2 2.3 2.9 5.2 17.1
1944 <sset 16.5 12.0 2.81 13.7 7.0 1.2 8.2 2.2 3.3 5.5 17.0
1945 <...t 16.4 12.1 2.75 13.7 7.0 1.3 8.3 2.4 3.0 5.4 16.8
1946 ....: 17.7 12.9 2,92 14.8 7.0 1.4 8.4 3.0 3.4 6.4 16.5
1947 vioe: 18,6 13.0 2.8% 15.7 7.0 1.9 8.9 3.1 3.7 6.8 15.3
1948 ...t 19.7 13.7 3.14 16.6 7.0 2.1 9.1 3.6 3.9 7.5 15.9
1949 ..ot 19.7 13.7 3.02 16.7 7.0 2.3 9.3 3.7 3.7 Tedy 15.3
1947-49
average: 19.3 13.5 3.00 16.3 7.0 2.1 9.1 3.5 3.7 7.2 15.5
1950 ceesld 20.5 1401 3.1}1 17.1 7-0 203 903 3-7 A—.l 7.8 1606
1951 ....: 2.3 14.7 3.37 17.9 7.7 2.3 10.0 3.6 4e3 7.9 15.8

1/ Simple average of quarterly prices reported by the Bur. of Labor Statistics for Sept., Dec.,

Mer., and June. Prices were collected in 34 cities 1926-46 and in 18 cities 1947-51. (Before 1935
prices were reported semiannuglly.)

2/ Simple average of monthly prices, July-June, reported by the Bur., of Labor Statistics. These
prices are averages of list prices of three manufacturers for popular brands of cligarettes delivered
to vholesslers and jobbers -- adjusted for cash and trade discounts. Wholesale price includes Federal
excige tax.

3/ Value of 0.065 pound of leaf tobacco (fam-sales weight), calculated from semson aversge prices
recelved by farmers for cigarette-type tobacco, using types 11-14, weighted 61 percent; type 31, 37
percent; and type 32, 2 percent.

4/ Total revenue from State cigarette taxes divided by tex-paid withdrawals. For States not reporting
revenue separately from other tobacco products, it was necessery to estimate the proportion derived from
cigarettes.

Difference between farm velue and vwholesale price, excluding Federal excise tax.

6/ Retail-wholesale price spread less average State tex.

7/ Texes paid by processors from which benefit payments to farmers were mede were not included in
these computations. They amounted to 0.2 cent per packege of cigarettes in 1933 and in 1935 and 0.3
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The combined margin of the manufacturer and leaf’de&lert(difference.
between farm value of lesf and mgnufacturer's wholesale price. of cigarzttes
less the Federal excise, tax) shows a rather uniisual trend It rose to'a
high oi 5.5 cents a package in 1931-32 when, wage rates and other costs were
dovn and was lowest during the 1942-46 perlod of prite controls, when ‘it
varied from 2.2 to 2.4 cents. ,The margin “increased gradually to 3.7 cents
in 1949 and has remained at approximately that level for the last 3 years.
As pointed out above, it seems likely that diff'erences between the average
farm value of the types of tobacco used in c1garettes and prices hctualLy
paid for leaf by cigurette manufacturers and the declining relative
importence of imported leaf affect the comparablllty of the marglns. '

Prrces were increased by the maJor companles in’ October 1946; o
July 1948, and July 1950. Controls were reestabllehed in early 1951, o
The Office of Price otablllzation permitted a price rise in November 1951 ‘.
but only by the amount of the increase in the Federal excise tax. The o
manufacturer!s wholesale price (including the tex) for 1951-52 was 21 per-
cent higher than in 1945-46, when World War II price controls were in
effect. This increase compared with an increase of 22 percent in farm
prlces of cigarette-leaf tobacco. But comperigson of the 1951-52 vwholesele
prlce and farm value with those for 1935-39 show & much larger percentage .
increase in farm value than in wholeSale prices.

Technological develOpments and the expanding demand for cignrettes,
which made large-scale operations feasible, have enabled cigarette com-
panies to increase output enormously with relatively smell increases in
the number of employees. In 1947, about 370 billion c1gurettcs were pro-
duced compared with 122 billion in 19&9. But the number of productlon '
and related workers in the cigarette industry in 1947 was only 21 perccnt
more than the number in 1929, according to census data. Total wage pay-
ments increased from 18.4 to 55.0 million dollars during the same period. &/
The labor cost per package of cigarettes in 1947 was about the same as 1n
1929 nlthough weekly earnings were about 2-1/2 times hlgher.j '

Production of cigarettes increased 13 percent between 1947 and 1951
elthough the number of production workers in the industry remained ahout
the same. Average weekly earnings in 1951 were 28 percent more than in
1947. Hourly earnings increased 30 percent but the work week was ehortened
slightly. Thus, during recent years labor costs increased relatively more’
than production. '

Total operatlng profit, less provision for Federul income and excess
profits taxes, for four large tobacco. companies whose prlnc1pal nroduct is
cigarettes was about the same in 1951 as in 1947 but ratios of profits to
sales were smaller. Operating profit (less taxes) as a percentage of sales,
which averaged 9.2 percent in 1935-39, declined to 4.6 percent in 1944 and
1945, and then gradually rose to 6.1 percent in 1949. It wag 5.8 percent
in 1950 and 4.5 percent in 195L. .

&/ Plants cla551fied in the cigarette industry are those whose panc1pa1\
products are cigarettes, Some of these plunts produced other tobacco
products and some cigarettes were produced in plants classified in other
1ndustrieg, so that an exact comparison cannot be made.
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lhe Distributor!s | rgin

The distributor's margin, which goes to thé wholeseler and retailer,
is the difference‘between the retail and manufacturer's wholesale prices
less the estimated Stute excise tax. Except for 2 Years, the retall price
has increased each yesr since 1933, The increase has bcan larger but more
gredual than the Jncreuse in the manufocturpr s wholp ale price.

" The ave roge spread between retail and wholesale pTlCGS incroasod from
2.9 cents in 1925-39 to 6.6 cents in 1951-52, but it is estimated thet 1,6
cents of this increase was in State eoxcise taxes. 7/ The distributor's
margin, exclusive of State taxes, ‘increased from 2.2 ‘can’ts in the' prewar
period to 4.3 cents in 1951-52. 4 small part of this increase cen be
attrituted to. city texcs which have not been tcken into account. The
percenttge increase in the dlutrlbutor's margin between 1947 end 1951

s about the srme as the 1ncraasp in the margin for the manufacture
and leaf decler.,

Fadersl and Stote Excigse Texes

The Fedérul excise tax on cigurcttes wag 6.0 cents a package through
June 1940, 6.5 cents from July 1840 to October 1942, 7 cents from November
1942 through Octoher 1951, and 8 cents beginning November 1951, - Under the
existing law, thc ratvc wlll continue ot 8 cents until April 1, 1954, when
it will revert to 7 cents. Together, Federol end State excise taxes have
nccounted for 45 to 51 percent of the retail price in all years since
1931. 8/ The Federsl tax during 1947-51 varied from 34 to 38 percent of
the retail price which compares with a 1935-39 average of 44 percent.,
State excise taxes hove risen substantially since the prewar period and
in recent yeers hav . sccounted for 10 to 12 percent of the retail price
compared with 5 percent in 1935-39. Festimated Stote taxes increased
from an average of 0.1 cent per package 'in 1926 to -2.3 cents in the last
2 years. The Federal und State taxes absorbed 10’ cents of the average
retuil price of 21.3° cents for the 1951-52 crop year,

CONS UMER INCOMEQ AND WXP NDITURE°

Disposable pernonal incormé (ocr“ondl income lesp pfrsonal taxes) Togé
from a seasonully adjusted annual rate of $1,486 per person in the third
guarter of 1952 to a record $1,528 in the fourfh guarter (takle 5). Expen-
ditures per person for consumer goods and serviceg rose to a record level
although expenditures for food remained unchenged, Since the increage in
consumers! expenditurés was about equal to the increase in theéir incomes,
their savings per person dld not chenge ngnlchantly. Consumers saved
between 8 and 9 percént of their di: sposable income in the third and fourth
quarters compared vith 7 percent in the first half of the year,

Z/ At the present time, 29 Stétes tax cigarettes only among the tobacco
products and 12 tax cigurettes and some other tobacco products. About 80
percent of the revenue is collccted in the 29 States. The revenue for. the
12 States was prorated in & rather artntrary monner to obtain totnl
estimated revenue from cigarettes.

8/ A procesging tux was levied on menufacturers effective October 1933.
From the proceeds of this tux, benefit payments were made to growers. The
processing tax paid on the tobacco in a package of cigarettes was estimated
to be 0.2 cent in 1933 and 1935 and 0.3 cent in 1934. These taxes are not
included in the tax and margin data presented in this report.
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Table 5.~ Per capita food cost and expenditure related to disposable personal
income, United States, average 1935-39, annual 1944“52

: s Total Food expenditure =~ . Cost to consumer of
. :expendi~$ : SR . fixed quagtities’of food
. Dispos= 4ive. fops .., Percentage of - , ' representing 1935-39
‘ -able . nsimer: LT Total . gaverage. annual consumpflon
Year . personal. goods i Actual : "'f.expendi~ - per person 2/

. income ; "4 ., 1/ i Dispos-,iure for:
: 1 serVJces. . able | goodo . :Percentage of
. : : ;/- P Lo inqome oand s hctual " -, digposable

income

s ab o

' s LI , ‘iservices: - P
: Dollars Dollars Dollars Percent Percent  Dollars . Percent

.
H
1935-39 av.: 5.0 490  118.6 23 2 118.6 23
1944 «veveet 1,055 801 229 . 22 .. 29 . 171 16
1945 seeeees 1,073 874 - 250 - 23 - 29 O 176 16
1946 veeveer 1,117 0 1,032 292 26 . 28 201 . 18
1947 ivivads 1,169 1,142 329 28 29 244, ...
1948 'vida e 1,277 '1,206 350 27 2 2 . 20
1949 ivaeeet 14248 1,204 340 27 28 . 243 019
1950 esiaees 1,346 01,2727 349 26 27, 25 0 18
1951 viesaet 1,450 1,340 392 27 29 274 19
1952 voeeans_ 1,484 1,370 AO4 27 29 280 _ , 19
_ f - Annual rates, seus onallv anusted '

1950 g ' o | L S

Lst quarter: 1,413 1,364 3/390 28 29 272 19
2nd " 1,441 1,320 3/387 27 29 VA 119
3ra " 3 1,460 1,326 3/392 27 30 273, 19
Ath Moo s 148F 1,347 3/395 27 29 2T 19
let quarter: 1,468 1,358 3/401 27 30 | i 19
nd "y 1;429 1,364 %;AOB 27 30 280 19
3rd v M 1 1,486 _1%8 Lo6 27 - 30 283 .19
4th " 10628 17399 3/406 - 27 29° 278 18

1/ Computed from aagregdte income  and expenditure data of the Dept of Commerce.
Por methods of computatlon and data for 1929-43 see the September 1950 issue of
this publication. ’ S

2/ Cost to consumers of fixed quantities of foods repreuentlng averagp snnual
consumpiion per person during 1935-39 is calculated by taking as a base the actual
food expenditure per pcrson in 1935-39 (#118.6) wnd appljlng to this base cost a
U. 8. average consumer's food price index. The index is a weighted average of
indexes representing (a) retail food prices in 56 cities (U. S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics), (b) retail food prices in other cities and towns, and (c¢) prices
reccived by producers applied to foods consumed on farms where produced.

3/ Quarterly data are estimates by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics from
eXpenditures for food and alcoholic beverages reported by the Dept. of Commerce.
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Little Chon nge in Expendltures - L";,\
for Yood Duting 1952 S

Consumers' eypenditurus for food were comparat1v~ly stable during
1952, varying from a ‘seasonally ndjusted annual rate of %401 per person
.in the first querter to $406 in the fourth quarter.  Annual. cxpnndlturcs
of $40Z4 in 1952 were about -3~ percent higher than the prev1ous record of
$392. established in 1951. Prices peld by consumers for food averaged -
about 2 percent hzgher in’ l95c than. in the previous year.

Conoumers spent’ anproxlmately 27 percent of their dlsposable income

. fpf food in 1952, the same percentage as in 1951 During the postwar

years, énnual, expend;tures for fbod have varied from ?6 to’ 28 bercent

- of disposable income.

SOME CUKRENT DEVELOPMENTS IN MARKETING FARM PRODUCTS

Merketing Activities Continue at High Level

......

Farmers marketed a substuntially lerger volume of crops in the fourth
‘quarter of 1952 thun in the same quarter of the previous year®éand harket- .
ings of livestock and livestock products werc Sllghtlj lerger.” The index
~of the physical volume of farm merketings (1935-39 .= 100) averaged 197 in *
“the final ouartpr of 1952 compared with 186 in the 5am< qusrter of 1951

. The output of menuféactured féod products in the’ flnal'months,of 1952
metched the high level of the preceding year. The YFedersl Reserve Board!s
seasonally adjuster -index-in December stood at 161 (1935«39 = 100), about
the same as a year earlier. The book velue of inventories held by food
menufecturers at the end of November wes about A perCPnt ]eso than on the
‘'seme date in 1951.

, Producflqn of textiles and textile products increased. substantlally

in August and a lorger volume was produced lust fall than during the fall
of 1951. The Federal Rescrve Board!s adjusted index averaged 173
(1935-39 = 100) in the September-Dzcember period compared with 156 for

the same months of 1951.° Production of these products in 1952° d1d not -

come up to the previous yeor's level until Augus 4. . The velue of inventories
of tCthl(S held by textile manufacturers on November 30, 1952, was about
14 percpnt less than those held a year-earlier,

The secsonally cdjusted index of the output of manufactured tobacco
products averaged oboul the ssme in tho f»1l months of 1952 and 1951,
" Inventories held by mdnufuctureru in Névember had sbout the sume book
value as those held in Novombor 1951 )

Food vhole clers hud about the pume dollur volume of geles in November’
" 1952 as 'in the sume-month of the previous year but the value of . their.
inventories wus -Lbout 4 percent lurger. Ssles of epparel and dry goods
wholesaler° were down 4 pexcent but their inventories were slightly larger.
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Betall food-storcs? dollar sides were slightly lerger in each month
of 1952 than in the corresponding month of 1951. Dollar sales of retail
opparel. stores totszled about 3 percent morce last year than in 1951,
December sales were 10 percent lerger than in the previous year. The
vilue of inventories hu:ld by apperel stores wt the end of 1952 was 7
percent lerger thun o yenr e.rlicr,

Some Developments in Marketing Frozen Foods

The repid growth in the production of frozen concentrated oringe
juice 1s the most noteworthy trend in the frozan-food industry cince the
vy ended, The output of frozen concentrated lemonszde, grape juice, and
vorious deciduoug fruit juices also hus been expending. Between the pock
yuoPs 1L946~47 end 1951-.52, the total production of all frozen concentrated
citrus fruit juices incre.sed from cpproximately 6 million pounds to about
552 million pounds, Other frozen foods also huve grown in volume. The
output of frozen vegetobles has risen sharply. Substantizl increases have
been made in the packs of frozen meets and sea foods. The number of
frozen products his been considerably enlarged by the sddition of such
specislty items ag frozen waffles, chicken pot pies, and nrecooked and
froszen dinners. Most of the increase in the pack during the oust few
yeurs hus been accomplished by an expaneion in the output of firms already
in the industry rather thaen by the entry of new firms, Although the out-
put . of frozen foods has increased rapidly, it is still small in comparison
with the gquantities canned, and it has cuused no reductions in the canned
packs .of most products. :

Packing

Perhaps the most outstanding development in tne pucking of frozen
foods during recent ysurs has been the substitution of machines for hand
labor in cleaning, sorting, end grading fruits snd vegetables and in
packing the product. In many plants the packaging and freezing opera-
tions have become a continuous process performed largely by machinery.

During recent years, many packing plants and warehousss have been
remodeled and enlsrged and some new plants have been built. Improvements
have been made in plant layout and in the handling of materials. By
these improvements in operational efficiency snd by increasing the number
of products produced, packers have been able to reduce their average costs
per unit,

fnother result of tie use of machines in sorting and grading fruite
and vegetables has been an increase in the uniformity of the product.
It was found that grade standurds could be approximated more closely than
when these aperations were performed by hand, This was one reason for
introducing "B" grades of frozen fruite and vegetables.

Storage snd Transportstion

During recent years, improvements have been made in the facilities
for storing and transporting rrozen foods. To prevent deterioration in
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quality, the temperature of these products must be held 4t near zero
degrees, sarticulsrly during the long periods when thoy are in gtorage
and vhile in transit from producing regions to conguming markets. Now-
type refrigeretor cars and trucks have been 'milt in which the tampera~
ture can be held nesr zero degrees, but the supply of both is still
inadequate snd further improvements are needed. Of the different types
available at the present time, mechanically refrigerated cars and trucks
appear to be the most sultable for shipping frozen foods:

The cupacity of warehouses in which o temperature of zero degrees
can be maintained has beeti increaged.’ This increase huas been brought
askout btoth by the construction of new facilities und by the conversion
of cooler roomg to freezer rooms. #ccording to a recent report of the
United Stutes Department of Agriculture, gross capucity of W4rehouses
providing sharp freezer storuge (temper ture at zero degrees or lower)
anredsed from 168 million cubic feet in 1949 to 212 million cubic feet
in 1951. In moct of the new und remodeled warehouses in-and-out move-
ment has been facilitdated by improved desien and the use of modern
hendling equipmpnt. These improvements have generally resulted in some
reduction in handling costs as well as in lessening product deterioration,

The need for protecting frozen foods, particularly meat and poultry,
from drying out while in sharp-freezer storage hus been recognized., At
the present time, this is generully being accomplished through the use
of packoging materials which resist desiccation. Fouipment for maintein-
ing high humidity throughout the storage room has been devised, but its

ge has not become widegpread.

Wholesaling

Perhaps the most significant change during the past 2 years in the
wholesaling of frozen foods has been the increase in dir¢ct merketing
from puckars to chain food-store companies, Until recently, most chain-
store coimpanies bought their supplies of frozen foods from independent
distributors, whereas now they usuwelly buy only the speciclty and the
slower~mOV¢nF trozen items from distributors. Some of the larger chains
comnonly sell frozen-foods unoer their own brands. In some instances
the warehousing und delivering is handled entirely in chain-store
feeilities; in other instonces "desls" are worked out with distributors
and warehousemen to perform these functions. To compenqate for the loss
of trade as & repult of direct marketing, distributors have increased
the nunber of speciulty items which they cerry.

Frequent deliveries to retail stores and less-than-case-lot sales
hzve been common in digtributing frozen ioods. “The frozen-food ecubinets
in many retail stores provide 'space for only 1 or 2 duys' supply. Some |
distributors believe that ws soon as retoll stores expend thelr storage
gspace, marketing costs cuan be significantly reduced by making less
frequent deliveries and curtuiling less-than-case-lot sgales,
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)

Retoiling

The number of retail stores selling frozen foods has increased con-
gidersbly during recent years., filthough virtuclly all sclf-gervice
stores have instolled frozen-food cabinets, some of the smeller service-
type neighborhood grocery stores have not-r as yot cdded these facilities,
In such instences the chief deterrent factors awre the high initisl cost
~of the cebinets and the leck of space in the retail stores. At times,

cabinets have been difficult to obtain becausc of chortages of materisls
‘for building them. Uncertainty as to the future demend for these prod-
ucts undoubtedly retarded expansion in the number of stores selling them.
Much of this hesitution was overcome by the ranid growth in the demand
for frozen conCQntrated-orangé juice, which provided a frozen-food iten
that could be sold in volume. Host of the many new or rc¢modeled retail
stores have gpuce ibr'frozen;food‘cabinets, Sonz observers believe that
the shortage of cobinet space in retuil stores ie the greatest barrier
to growth in the frozen-iood incdustry st the present time. ‘

Although commercially frozen foods are rold by some locker plants
and by firms supplying owners-of home freezers, the bulk of the frozen
foods sold to consumers zre bought from retail stores. A large purt of
the sales made by locker plonts and home-freezer suppllers are in
"quantity" lots for which some discount in price is cllowed.

Recently home-freezer frozen-food nlans have wzttricted much atten-
tion. Some sponsors of* plins opercte their own warehouses end delivery
trucks. As many of the nstionul packer-digtributors of frozen foods heve
refused to sell to sponsors of food plans, these plins generslly huve
been «ble to handle only the products of the smecller and less well known
packer-distributors. To compete with deulers pponcoring these plans,
other gellers of home freezers have made arringements for distributors
in eome of the larger cities to gell and deliver cuse lots of frozen
foods directly to owners of home freezers, These arrangements hove
usually been mede with-distributors whose business is primarily with
ingtitutions or restauruints as distributors who sell mainly to retuil
stores have refused to compete with these outlets by selling direct to
consuners,

The growth of these plans has spurred some distributors snd retailers
to provide a means by which housewives could mike savings on bulk pur-
chuses similar to those offered by the gponsors of home~freezer frozen-
food plens. The distributors have cooperated by giving reteilers price
discounts on frozen foods sold to consumers wnder these plans. The szle
to the conswaer is made in the retail store, slthough in some instances
delivery 1s made from the distributoris or chain-store warechouse direct
to the consumer.

Yectors Increasing the Demond

The increuse of cabinet space in reteil stores has been one of the
foremost fuctors wccounting for the growth in the demand for these vroducts.
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Digplays of frozen foods in reteil stores huve csught the attention of
consumers and induced many consumers to try them.

Advertising and other promotional work have increased consumers!
avareness of frozen foods, Undoubtedly the extensive advertising and
promotional camprigns conducted by the spoasors of home-freezer frozen-
food plans have stimulated the sale of frozen foods.

".The incroase in the number of home freezers and refrigerators has
provided greater space for storing frozen foods in the home. Many of the
never refrigerators have deep-freeze compurtments in winich frozen foods
mey be stored without deteriorating. This increase in home storage spuce
has particular bearing upon the demsnd for frozen food because of the
trend to once-a-week shopping. It is reported thet there are currently
over / million freezers in American homeg, whereas 4 years sgo there were
lesa then 1 million.

Introduction of 2 "B" gruds has crected a market for frozen foods
emong families in the lovier-income brackets. Although in some instonces
the "B" grude products huve cut into the market for "AY grade products,
they have perhaps increased the total sales substantially.

Sales of frozen foods to the Armed Forces have incressed consider-.
ably during recent years. Fruits, vegetables, and concentrates hove
been purchased for use at home and sbroad. Frozen foods are now a
regular part of the Quartermaster Corps! nutritional program,

The high level of consumér income has been a factor strengthening . -
the demand for frozen foods. Another has been the growing preference
for prepared foods.
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FEDERAL EXCISE TAXES(XWTRANSPORTATEON AL A FACTOR AFFECTING'AGRICULTURE

By James H. pnitzler, Transportation Economist

Transportation costs absorb a considerable portion of the wholesale
prices of many farm commodities thut are produced st & distence from the
main terminal markets. Prices of the commodities thet formers buy are
also uffected by trensportation costs. Most of the incresse in these
costs since the war ended is due to the sharp risc in freight chargess.
Among other factors which have increased marketing costs for the farmer
are the excise taxes on the transportation of persons and property. The
tax on the transportation of property increases trensportation costs by
the full amount of the tax. It also applies to other services furnished
by the carrier in connection with shipping ~ commodity... The tax on pas-
senger fares indirectly affects froight retes through its influence on
the pussenger service deficit. e e e

Transportation taxes were o part of World War I. revenue. legislation
end were repealed on Jenuary 1, 1922, The present. taxes were. enacted
during World War II for revenue purposes, although. the. tux on. the trens-—
portation of persons was also designed to discourzge unnecessary wartime
travel, The total revenue reiscd by the transportation. toxes. are large
compared with that from the other excise taxes; in.fact,. it is. exceeded
only by the revenue from distilled spirits, cigarettes, &nd fermented
melt liquors. : :

A tax on the transportation of persons became effective:at the rate
of 4 percent on October 10, 1941. It was increased to 10 percent on
November 1, 1942, and to 15 percent on #pril 1,.1944. The tax applies
to charges by curriers for seating or sleeping accommodations furnished
persons truvclxng within the United States by rail, motor Vbthlc, water,
or air. :

The tax on the transportation of property became effective on .
December 1, 1942. It is levied at the rate of 3 percent of the transpor-
tation charges made by rail, motor, water, or air carriers, except on
coal which carries a rate of 4 cents per short ton. 1/ All types of
for-hire transportation are subjected to the tax including common and
contract carriers, local moving firms, express companies, freight for-
wvarders, etc. Exemptions to the tax that ~ffect vgriculture are: A

1. Payments for the transportation of prooerty intended for erort. :
2. Payments for the transportation of property by a freight forwarder,
express company, or other cuarrier for which a transportation tux

has already been paid.

Through September 1952 taxes collected on the transportation of
persons totaled 2,283 million dollars while taxes collected on the
transportation of property exceeded 2,800 million dollars (table 6).
It has been estimated that &ppTOXLMutely 22 percent of the tax col-
lections on the traensportation of property from 1943 through 1948 was
derived from the movement of agricultural products. 2/ The effect
that the tax on the transportation of persons has on freight rates

1/ An excise tax of 4~1/2 percent is also levied on the trunsportation
of petroleum by pipe line.

2/ Ezekiel Limmer, The Federal Excise Tax on the Transportation of Prop-
erty With Speeicl Reference to Agriculture, Bur, Agr. ¥con., June 1949.
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cennot be quantitatively estimated. . However, the general effects of this
tax on rail revenues, freight revenuves, and transpoxtatlon charges are
discussed below.

Table 6.- Treasury receipts from transportation taxes, 1942-52

Tax on cherges for carrying - . :
: Totel

Calendar year

* te o e

. Persons : Property - ,
:Million dollars Million dollers Million dollers

-
.

1942 tieinennennnnenennnny 9 — 49

1943 tervennennennntnannnat 138 192 o 330
104L vevereeniensaeenannet 1/ 202 221 523
1945 tiveerinnearoranenonst 224 219 443
1946 tireieiionannnnnnnant 242 245 L 487
1 7 O S 245 293 - 538
1948 tiveiiiiinniennaaeat 251 339 . 590 -
1949 teveerrrnnananaaanint 238 322 560
1950 veiervecencasnenennnt 222 350 : 572
1951 tiieiinnennceniennaes " 260 ' 377 637
1952 (Jan. through Sept. ): 2.2 - (A 499
Total sevececcennat 2,283 2,845 5 128

1/ Effective Apr. 1, 1944, tax rate was 1ncrcused from 10 percent to 15
percent.,

Dept. of the Treasury, iannual Reports of the Comissioner of Internal
Revenue, and Comparative Statements of Internal Hevenuae Collections.

The Economic Effects of the Tax on the Trensportation gi,Propert&

Effects Upon Prices

The tax on the transportetion of property tends to increase the prices
of the commodities which the farmer buyg and to reduce the prices.that he
receives for the commodities vhich he sells. The division of the tax
among the parties involved may differ in the long run &nd in the short run.
In the short run, market conditions may result in producers or dealers
absorbing all or part of the tax. The long-run effects, however, are
likely to be quite different. To the extent that competition exigts within
markets and complete mobility of factors of production preveils, there is
a tendency for consumers eventually to bear a substuntial portion of the
tax. 3/ Since the tax is a fixed percentage, any increase in the rate will
be accompanied by an increase in the tax. Freight rates have been increased
12 times since the end of the war; therefore, the tax in cents per 100 pounds
hasg increased substantially during this period. For example, on the move-
nent of fresh meats from South St. Paul, iMinn., to New York City, N. Y., the
rate increased from $1.13 per 100 pounds in 1946 to $2.21 in 1952. This
increased the tax from 3.4 centy to 6.6 cents,

3/ For further discussion of this 001nt see D, P. Locklin, Economicg of
Trangportation, 1947, pp. 27-30.
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The increage in the prices paid by consumers resulting from the
transportation tax is often grester than the tax itself. The increase in
price will exceed the amount of the tax to the extent that middlemen price
goods at a fixed percentage above the cost. To illustrate, ascume that a
retailer purchases goods valned at $5,000, including transportation costs
of $800, exclusive of the tax. At a 25 percent mark-up on cost, the
retailer?!s gross margin would equal §1,250 and the sgelling price would
equal %6,A50. However, when the transportation: tax of #24 (3 percent of
$800) is added, total costs now equal $5,024{. Computing the mark-up on
the basig of the larger cost increasegs the selling price to $6,280. This
latter figure exceeds the former selling price plus the transportation
tax by $6; an amount which represents a 25 percent murk-up on the trans-
portation tax. The more often this process is repeated the greater-the
effect of' the tax. In complex trade channels made up -of several middle-
men, the result may be to 1ncreabe pxlces substantially. - '

Another significant aspect of the effect of the tax results from the
fact that changes in transportation charges tend to lag behind price
changes. Thus, when the orice of a commodity is-declining,  transportation
charges make up an increasing proportion of the retail value. Since the
trunsportation tax is a fixed percentage of the frelght charges, it also
increases in relation to the retail price.

Effects Upon the Competitive Positions of Producers and Shippers

A flat percentage increase in freight rates will affect adversely the
competitive position of the long distance shipper. This principle has been
recognized in many generszl rate increases through. the use of "hold-downs"
on a nunber of agricultural commodities. Maximum rate increuses on selected
agricultural commodities were limited to a specified.ezmount in cents per
100 poundg. 4/ In some cases the effect of the "hold-downs" was to maintcin
the status quo for distuant producers within a given market while in others
the rate differentials in dollars and cents were increased by less than
would have been the case had the full amount of the generdl rate increases
been applied.

Vhen the 3 percent tax on property is applied to the 1nd1v1dual rates,
the rate differentials between long- and short-haul producers is increased.
The Federsl excise tax thus has the same effect on rate differentials as a
3 percent general freight-rate increase without "hold-down" provisions.

For example, the rateg on shipments of celery to New York City ure $2.38
per 100 pounds from Chula Vista, Calif., and 60 cents from Marion, N. Y.,
or a difference of $1.73 (table 7). When the tax is added to the rates,
the differential becomes $1.83. 5/ Similar results are illustrated for
the other commodities listed in table 7. If protective services were
included, the increase in the differentials due to the tax would be even
greater,

4/ Fresh fruits and vegetables, melons, cdible nuts, and ccnned and
preserved food products were permitted & moximum increase of 12 centg per
100 pounds; sugar, 10 cents per 100 pounds; and grain 12 percbnt. Ex Parte
175, Increased Freight Rates, 1951, 284 I.C.C. 662..

5/ Based upon a minimum carload of 20,000 poundg, fhe Culifornia producer
would pay @ tax of $l4.28 per carload, whlle the New York produccr nays o
tax of only $3.60 per carload.
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- Table 7.- Comparative freight rates per 100 pounds and texes for
selected fruite and vegetables from specified origin points
to New York City, December 1, 1952 1/

: Rate f Tax f Rate plus tax
Commodi ty and'origin f f Ezss:sf Eﬁigis' : Biﬁgis
' : * T * Amount’
Amount: lowest: Amount. lowest: mo s lowest
i origin: : origin: s origin

Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents

os ss loe 00

‘Celery

Marion, N. Y. cevvevavad 60 — 1.8 ——- LB mem

Sanford, Fla. cveeeesees 145 85 YA .6 1/9.4 - 87.6

Chula Vista, Calif. ...: 238 178 7.1 5.3 245.1 183.3
Potatoes o :

"~ Riverhead, L. L. ...0.0 43 - 1.3 ——— L3 ——
Caribou, Maine .vie...at 86 - 43 2.6 1.3 88.6 443
Iduho Falls, Idsho ....: 161 118 4.8 3.5 165.8 121.5
Bakersfield, Calif. ...: 182 139 5.5 be? 187.5 143.2

Cabbuge : g '
Villiamson, N. Y. s....t 59 _— 1.8 —~— 60.8 ——
Winter Garden, ¥Fla. ...: 135 76 4.0 2.2 139.0 78.2
Harlingen, TeX. sveve.o3 182 123 5.5 3.7 187.5 126.7

Tomatoes - :

Goulds, Fla. ..vveveeeed 174 —_— 5.2 ——— 179.2 -
Jacksonville, Tex. ....: 200 26 6.0 .8 . 206.0 26.8
Carbona, Calif. .......2 238 64 7.1 1.9 245.1 65.9

Oranges H , ‘

Lake Wales, Fla. «.v.00t 110 —_— 3.3 — 113.3 —-—
Fulierton, Calif. .....: 185 75 5.6 2.3 190.6 77.3

Lettuce H ‘

Sanford, Fla. eeeeeaesss 157 — 4.7 — 161.7 -
Phoonix, Ariz. veeeee.es 228 71 6.8 2.1 234.8 73.1
Salinag, Colif. se.e...3 238 8L 7.1 VA 24541 83.4

Peaches - : : :
Candor, Nu Cu viveneenn: 121 — 3.6 e= 1246 ——
Ridge Springs, S. C. ..: 129 8 3.9 .3 132.9 8.3

" Ft. Valleyy Gae veues.os 140 - 19 b2 .6 144.2 ¢ 19.6
Yubs City, Celif. v....: 204 83 6.1 2.5 210.1  85.5

Apples : : I :
Germantown, N. Y. «..e0 43 —— 1.3 e 4doe 3 ———
Vinchester, Va. ceieeret 62 19 1.9 © .6 63.9° 19.6
Hooc River, Oreg. .....: 204 161 6.1 . 4.8  210.1 165.8

1/ Excludes protectlve services.
Compiled from data furnished by Production and Marketing Administretion.
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Finally, since transportation by private carriage is not subject to
the tax, ghippers who provide their own trangportation have a 3 percent
advantage over other shippers, Testimony presented at the congressional
hearings on proposed revisions of the Internal Revenue Code indicated that
the move toward increased private carriage hag been accelerated since the
tax went into effect. : :

Effects”Ubon‘Carriers

“The principal effect of the tax upon common csrriers (rail, wotor,
water, znd air) has been to divert traffic to private carriage,..In its
62nd Annual Report, the Interstate Commerce Commission pointed. out this
problem by declaring: "Thws method of taxation . . . adds to.the diffi-
culties of for-hire carriers in their competition with private.transporta-
tion since the war, it apoears reédsoneble to question whother.continued uce

of for-hire carriers for tax-collecting purposecs.is: justified." .Furthcrmore,
the tux hag undoubtedly tendad to reduce long-haul transportatnon and thus
to uffect curriers' revenues adversely. U S :

Since the transportatidn tax tends to incregse the prices.of .the vast
majority of commodities sold on the American market, the operating costs
of corriers will show o oorreapondlng rise. Increases in cost.of carrier
operations with subsequent reductions in nel revenues are invariably followed
by requests for rate increuases. In the long run, a failure to raise rates
in line with increases in costs would mean a decline .in the quantity and
quality of common carrier operations.

The Fconomic Effects of the Tax on the Transportntion of Persons

The Federal excige tax on the transportation of persons is one of the
factors affecting freight rates on agricultural commodities because ths ever-
increasing pascenger service deficit is being borne by freight shippers in
the form of higher rates. To the extent that the transportation tex reduces
rail pussenger revenues through diversion of traffic to private autos, it
increases the carriers! unit costs and, ot the same time, increases the
pussenger deficit. 6/ In addition, the fact that the deficit necessitates
higher freight rates increases the difficulties of the rauilroads in meeting
competition from other kinds of transportation in hauling freight. Inasmuch
as railroad passenger operating deficits have occurred regularly since
World War II (table 8), this problem has become increasingly important to
agriculture.

Effact of the Tax gg_fhe fassenger Deficit

One indicator of the diversion of passenger traffic is the compurison

" of total pmssenger-miles by type of trunsportation (table 9): For example,
the upsurge in passenger-miles for private auto since 1946 contrasts shazply
with the substantlal decline experienced hy the railroads during the same
period., In 1951, private wutomobiles cccounted .for ncarly 85 percent of the

6/ The Interstate Commerce Commission pointed out this difficulty in 1950
by stating: "The need for volume pussenger travel is obvious from the
experience of World Wur II, but the competition of travel by private car
and other meuns is one which few railroads have met with any success and
gencrally only ag to particular truins." Annual Report, Interstate Commerce
Commission, Nov. 1, 1950, p. 5.
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Table 8.~ et railway operating income derived from carrying freight -
~and paq ongero, and percentuge of income from trelght ubaorbed by
' pd&Senger deflcit : : .

P o Total‘.

Income from carrying - : passenger deficit

Year

. : 5 a3 percentage of
Freight : FPassengers 3 incoielfrom.freight

Million dollars Mll]lon dollar& Percent
1936 o0 - 8917 - _/ 233,3 L i 26
1937 ..uut g27.1 - o o L/ 241,60 . e 29
1938 ot 626:3 - . - - 1/ 255.3 A T
1939 ..4as 0 837,9 © o0 1/ 250,90 0 ol 1030
1940 waeet -942 5. o oo 1/ 262,10 i 28
1941 Joeei .1 223.1 -+ oo 1Y/ drel o 18 0
1942 seuet 1,394.4 89,3 L ke e
1943 veuet 1,080.0 279.8 _—-
1944 vaeiar 871.3 - 2340 0 T e
1945 Jiids 6206 T 230.1 Dt T i
1946 voesy - 759.7 o L1/ 139.7 0 I8
1947 vveetr 0 1,206.4 o 1/ 4R6.5° S 36
1948 ...t 1,561.0 - 1/ 559.8 e 36
1949 «.0e -+ 1k,335.5 1/ 649.6 SR S
1950 ..ues 1,547.7 1/2/508.5 33
1951 ....; - 1,622.9 < 1) 680.8 i kR

1/ bailClt S Lo ' v TR RN i
g/ Decline below 1949 level vay due lurgely to a retroactlve'ma1l pdy-
ment of 107 million dollarg.
Siutl itics ot Railways in the Unx*ed States, 1936w50, ead DistrlbutLon
" the Pagsenger Deficit, for the Yea: 2; _1 Typese of Traffzc, Interstahe
Cowmerco Commiesion.

Table 9.~ Volume -of intercity Tréfflc “in passgnéérnmilés,
by type of - tranaportatlon, 1942-51

Trangnort agency. 1942 1943 1944: 1945: 1946: 1947 1948 1949 19;0 1951 1/

: Bil. Bil. Bil. Bil., Bil. EilfA.Eﬂ;w» ggéamzﬁilf - Bil.
Reilronds ceveeed 50.3 84.6 92.2;,85 1 60.4 40.835.3 136.0 32.5. 35.3
BuseS . seseseeneet 2.5 7.4 26,5 26,9  25.6 23,9 23.7..22.4 21.3 2L.5
Private auto ...:199.6 147.1 15L.3: 179.8 253.6 273.0 287.4 . 316 7 337.3 379.3
ALI 1J.nPS vees e 104 l. 6 2 3 314 ‘) 9 601 . 518 6.8 800 1006
Watervays «vceset 1.9 1.9 2,2 2.1 Z.3 1.8 1.8 »1.4 1.2 1.4

1/ Pzellmunary estiuates. :
Annual Reports, 1942<50, and Monthly Comment, on TranSportation ut&tlSthE,
Nov. 14, 1952, Interstate Commerce Commission, :
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entirec volume of intercity passenger-miles. The increase in traffic brought
about by removal of the tux would not be confined to the reilroads. It is
reasonable to rexpect, however, thet the reilroads would register a gain in
passenger traffic, particularly over the distances lying between the nearby
areas in which private autog and busce compete with railroads and the more
distant arens in which air transportution is most ‘competitive. A sub-
stantial net gain in revenues would be derived from this traffic since
additional passengers could be carried ‘at veéry little extra cost. HRsilroead
passenger operations during the war years illustrate this fact (table 10).
Between 1940 and 1944, revenue pogsenger-miles increesed 302 percent while
operoting -expenses increased only 96 percent. With révenue passenger-milcs
in 1951 only glightly greater than in 1941, little difficulty would he
GXDGrlanéd in ‘abgorbing additional traffic. 7/

‘“Table 10.,~ Pagsenger and allied services: Revenue passenger-miles
operdtlng revewues, operating expenses, and net operating revenues,
Clase 1 rallways, 1940—51

’ Revenue *  Operating ' Operating ° Net operating
Year fpassenger-milesf revenues ' expenses ° revenues 1/
s . Million Million Million
: Millions dollars dollars : dollarsg
1940 W vevain.s 0 23,762 . 635 780 - - 145
1941 voveannat 29,350 751 857 - 105
1942 vannnnent 53, 659 1,348 1,047 301
1943 eeevnnnnt 87,820 2,080 1,347 734,
1944 vevaeneat 95,549 2,248 1,527 721
1945 vtninent 91,717 2,173 1,670 - 503
1946 icaveraat 64,673 1,644 1,649 - 6
1947 vuvenanes + ° 45,920 1,400 1,645 - - 245
1948 coivavnet 41,179 1,435 1,828 - 393
1949 .enievant 35,095 1,296 1,771 = 4775
1950 auienaaar 31,760 1,394 C1,729 - 335
1951 [iuiiaint 34,614 1,449 1,944 - /95

1/ Net rents and texes are not included.

" Compiled from testimony presented by Production and Marketing Administra-
 tion for Ex Purte 175, Feb. 18, 1952, and Stoticticg of Reilways in the
United Stateg, 1951, Interstete Commerce Commission.

-7/ Another method advocated for reducing or eliminating the deficit is to
- remove froa service the individuul passenger trains vhich are operating at a
loss: This method has becn thoroughly explored in two recent studies:
Factors Aftecting Freight Ruotes on Agricultural Coumodities: The Railroad
Paggenger Deficit; Trangportuation and Werehousing Branch, Production and
Merketing Administration, Apr. 1951; and Keport of the Specisl Committee

on Cooperation with the [.C.C. in the Study of the Roilroud Pussenger
Deficit Problem, National Associstion of Railroad wnd Utilities Commissioners,
Nov. 11, 1952.
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The Effect of the Deficit on Frelght Rateo="

Increases in the pas senger—uerv1ce deflcit in the postwar years have
stimulated requests by the railroads for higher freight .rates.: The 1mpor~
tence of the passenger-service deficit in-the freight-rate pattern:is.
illustrated by the pronouncements of the Interstate Commerce Commlssion :
in authorizing the last two general irelght-rate inereases.” In'EX'Parte,
168, the Commission btated~ SRS : : Lot

"o, 1f passenger service 1nev1tdbly and 1ne¢oupably cannot S
bear its direct cost and its .share of joint or indirect costs,

ve have felt compelled in .a general rate case to take the passen-
ger deficit into account in adjustment of freight rates and '+ '
charges. Both the freight and passenger services are essential,
and revenue losses or deficits on the one necesgarily must be
compensgeted by -earnings on-the other if the carriers are to:
continue operations. Eoth may be subjected to reasonable rates
and charges to produce the fair aggregate return, even though
thereby a higher rate of return may be exacted from the one

than from the other ™ 8

The Commission reafflrmed its pO“ltlon in Ex Parte 175 by agaln
stating: :

"The drain which the passenger-train service deficit mekes - -.
on freight revenues was an important factor in our decision
in Ex Parte 175." 9/ : - :

The extent to which the passenger deficit is a burden on frelght trafflc
may be shown by distinguishing between the common costs and the directly
assigned costs wvhich make up the deficit. Directly assigned cosgts are those
items of outlay which can be traced directly to the passenger-service
operation. The common or overhead costs, on the other hand, are related
to. both passenger and freight operations. These latter costs are apportioned
by means of a fizxed formula. 10/ 4 recent study estimated the directly
assigned pagsenger deficit (the difference between passenger revenues and:
directly assigned costs) at about 70 million dollars in 1948 eznd 87 million
dollars in 1949. The directly assigned passenger deficit for 1951 undoubtedly
wis between 50 and 100 million dollars as passenger revenues and expenses
in 1951 were similar to those for 1948 and 1949. The total passenger
deficit of 681 million dollars in 1951 included the common costs allocated
to the passenger service as well ag the directly assigned costs. The burden

8/ Ex Parte 168, Increagsed Freight Rates, 1948, 276 1.C.C. 35.

9/ fnnual Report “Interstate Commerce Commlsolon, Nov. 1, 1951, p. 5.
10/ in 1936, the Interstate Commerce Coumission prescribed certain
accounting rules governing the separation of railway operating expenses,
taxes, and rents between freight and pussenger service. The directly
assigned cogts, as determined by the Commission, have varied between
70 and 75 percent of the annual puesenper—nerv1ce expenses.
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on the freight service for 1951 is the difference between the directly
assigned passenger deficit of. 50 to 100 million dollars and the total
passenger deficit of 681 million dollaks. In a 1951 study, the Interstate
Commerce Commission estimuted the passenger deficit based upon direct costs,
i.e., directly assigned costs plus a portion of tihe commou costs, at 418
million dollars. This figure probably is a close approximation to what
could be considered as the burden on the freight service. Recent study of
the deficit indicates that a considerable portion of the common costs would
be ellmlnated if the pasgengey service were discontinued. For example, the
’operatlon of pasﬂenger treing over the same rallroaq used for freight oper-
ations tends to restrict the eff1c1ency of the latter operation, Then too,
becduse of the. greater speeds, passenger trains reqpire hecvier rails, better

" maintenance, etc., than freight trains. All of these factors tend to increase

~ the proportion of the costs which are directly attributable to passenger
opération. Those common costs which would still remain even if the entire
passenger service were eliminated are a necessary charge on the freight
service. = | '
- The deficit, as discussed, is not strictly a passenger deficit but

rather a passenger end allied services deficit. A recent study by the
'Interstate Commerce Commission reveals that "head-end traffic," i.e., allied
serv1ccs, such as the carriage by passenger traine of mail, express,
 baggage, milk, etc,, accounted for 32 percent of the total passenger

' dcf1c1t. This study provides further insight into the passenger deficit
problem by defining more precisely areas of unprofitable operation. The
express service wos the largest single contributor to the head-end truffic
deficit. But express—rlte increages may not be the solution to this
problem. Although express-rate increases have been granted, revenues from
domestic express porvice heve declined during the past 2 years. Shippers
strongly opposed these increases .nd indicated they would divert traffic

to air freight, parcel post, or truck. This would increase the deficit

of the express service and increase further the burden on freight shippers.
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MEASUREMENTS OF COMPAKATIVE COSTS OF RETAILING
SELECTED FRESH FRUITS AND VLGFTAELES,
CHARLOTTE, N. C.

. By
H. Wayne Bitting, Agricultural Economist

Producers have argued that retail marging should be dlrectly related
to the costs of handling specific commodities. But the retailers and whole-~
salers contend that it is meaningless to attempt to explain the margin for
‘any one product or a department on the basis of costs because pricing
policies must be based upon net returns from: the sale of all commodities.
Resenarch workers are generally agreed that consideratlon must be given to
the over-all store operations in relating retail margins to handllng costs.

One phase of a recent study in Charlotte, N. C., was designed to
explore some of the relationships affecting reteil margins. Data for the
produce, grocery, und mezt departments in 20 sample stores were obtained
for the calendar year 1950. Detailed records were collected in the sample
stores for potuatoes, sweetpotatoes, carrots, onions, head lettuce, tomatoes,
cabbage, -apples, oranges, and grapefruit covering a 17-week period from
January 22 through Muy 19, 195L. The stores were sampled to be represen-
tative of four size groups with gross sales volume over $35,000 per year.
Algo, the stores were selected to be representative of the principal
residential sections of the city. The data were collected by Alderson &
Sessions under contract as authorlzcd by the Agricultural %¢rket1ng Act
of 1946 (Rva, Title II).

‘This report is on the explorztory phase of the Churlotte study, It
exzmines the following relationships: (1) The extent to which the alloca-
tion of floor space between departments is related to gross profits per
square foot of display areas, (2) the extent to which pricing practices
relate differences in murgins for selected fresh fruits and vegetables to
differences in operating costs, volume of sales, and spoilage, and (3)
the differences in labor costs between size groups of stores.

Allocation of Floor Space

The findings showed that the larger volume stores had roughly twice
the dollar volume of sales per square foot of floor spece in the grocery
and meat departments as the smaller sized stores did. This was not the
case for fresh produce. Produce sales in the smeller stores were high
relative to the grocery and meat departments (table 11).



Table 11.- Total sales andrgrogs profit per square foot of selling zpuce
for produce, groceries,  and meats, 20 slores, by store size group,
Charlotte, N, €., 1950 L/

: : Grocexry ;317 . Meats : Produce : A1) dopcrtaonte
Store 2 — :
: : : Gross : Gro.,u . : Crors : Grose
group Stores’ Totel | i1, Lobel roiits Totel ° pro ; L. Total oo g
2/ ; ; sales : 2} . sales } -P . seles ; : sales .o/

:Number Dolirrs Dollurs Dollars Dollars Lollars Qpllaz. Lollurs Loiia;ﬁ_

.
.

I o 5 82 12.68. 190 36.14 107 28,73 101 "138.41
IT .2 5 75 11.60 177 33.67 153 41.08 99 - 18.05
5
5

IIT .: 32 4495 90 17.12 128 34437 48 - 8.75
IV oy 37 5.72 82 15,60 95 25,51 49 8.93

’ Frozen foods are included with groceries; dsiry products ure included
with meats.

2/ Stores were grouped according to doliar volume of siles during 1950.
Group [ represents those stores having more then $300,000; grovp II #150,000~
$299,999; group III £100,000-%149,999; group IV under $100,000.

Obtalned by applylng the grose profit mergins of 15. 46 percent for
groceries, 19.02 percent for meats, and 26.85 percent for produce. Thesc
margins arc given in Progressive Grocer, Leport on z Study of Scles and
Marging by Commodities, Made in the Providence Public Markets, frovidencs,
Re T., Oct.-Dec. 1950, This study included deiry products in the meot
department ana frozen foods in the grocery dspartment.

Gross profits 1/ per squire foot of floor space in loth produce -nd
meut depurtments exceeded those in groceries. Grosg nrofits per squave
foot of floor space for produce in the stores with totul sules under
$300,000 a yeur (store grouvps I, III, and IV) were from 3.5 to 6.9 times
those in the grocery department. In the largest stores ( ;roun [) produce
grogs profits were 2.3 times those in groceries, Since the 1h'gc8t storcs
hed a relatively larger proportion of their floor spice devoted to produce,
this would suggest that the smaller stores should explore the possibility
of increasing their profits by shiftiag spzce from groceries to produce
(tables 12 and 13). This calls for experimentation by eunch of the individ-
ual stores in order to determine the net effect of 'such chungecs upon thiir
over-all seles and protits. The Charlotte duta do not permit such o detor-
mination since gross profits are expressed in terms’of averuges rather then
murginal terms and profits were celculuted ag gross rather than not profits,

1/ Gross profits represent the difference between the price pald and price
received for the goods eold,
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Table 12.- Ratio of gross profit pcr square foot of selling area
of meat ond produco to grocery department,
Z0) gtores, Charlotte, N« C., 1950

' s Department
< P . C e . .
ftore group 1/ : ' Grocery - Produce : Meot
I’ sevsenssess s e o )..O 2.3 2.8 .
II.‘.-ocoo‘c-..v--o': l.o 3.5 2'9
, IIJ. ....l'i...‘l;i‘: 1!0 6.9 305
Iv . cesesssanend 1.0 4eb. R.7

1/ Stores were grouped uccodeno to dollizr volmme of ‘sales during 1950.
~Group I represents those stores having more then $300,000; group II
2150, OOO~$2Q9 999; group III 100 OUO—¢149,999, group IV under %100, 000.

Table 13.~ Allocuation or floor gpace between the grocery, broduce,
and moat departments, 20 stores, grouped according to size,
‘Pharlotte, N. C., 1950

‘Percentagc of totsl selling area

Store group l/ | . Lepartnent —
Grocery X Produce : Meet
: Percent Percent Percent
I 'C!.I...."Ql...l: ’71.7 12.7 . '’ 15l6
I]: ..l!.!‘l‘l.l.“O: 72'5 l.l-‘l . 16.4
) 0 TL.2 9.8 19.0
IV ..ll..lll.‘;.'l‘.: 69.6 9.8 20'()

-+

1/ Stores were grouped according to dollar volume of sales during 1950.
Group I represents those stores having more than §300,000; group II
$150,000-4299, 999; group ILII $100,000~%149,999; group IV under $100,000.

A recent study of retgil food stores in Syracuce, N. Y., by M. P.
Resmuscen and W. B. Hinkle, revealed that labor coste per dollar of sales
for produce were rough]y twice those for grOCerles in both. corporate
chaing and independent grocery stores. 2/ Gross profits for produce
exceeded those in groceries by more thuan two to on¢, particularly in the
smaller sized stores. This would indicate that small reteil merchants
might exomine their own operations to sse if profits could be increased
by shifting space from groceries to produce.

Pricing Practices

Individusl stores did not follow any consistent pricing pructices in
terns of percentage or sbsolute margins. The lack of consistency in margins

2/ In both chaln and ovnzr-oyorutﬂd stores, average grocery sales per
hour of lubor were about twice or lurge as average sules of fruits end
vegetables, and sales of meuts werc et least 50 percent greater. Walter B.
Hinkle, Jr., Merchandiging Fresh Fruits und Vegetablos in Reteil Stores,
Port I, A. E. 818, New York State College of Agriculture, May 1952.
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apparently arose from the fact that rptallers tend to ma:ntgjn By ftfeﬂ
gelling price rather than immediately reflect changes in purchacse pr;ce.
This suggests the need for investigating the effect which such pricing
practices have upon relative sales and profits for the various commodities
as compared. with a more flexille selling price based upon & fired percent-
age or.absolute margin. In turm, these findings would need to be evaluated
in light of their effects upon over-all store proflts and sales.

The differences in retail marging among thp 10 produne 1tems could
not be explained on the basis of' differences in' total saules, spollage,
and operating coste.  Eastern apples, for example, carried an average
- retail margin of 31 percent. Oranges averaged 25 percent and lettuce and
- carrots 23 percent. These differences in marging vere unrelated to the
difference in volume of sales, spoilage, and oneratlng costs. 3/

From the-pricing practices observed in Charlotte, apparently retailers
look upon thelr store operations as a unit and give little consideration to
the effect thet margins of individual coumodltles mav have upon the relat1Ve
sales and proflts of particular items. S

Labor Costs

The cost of labor usually accounted for more than 60 percent of the
operating expenses in the produce departments in the semple stores.
Approximately 56 percent of the total labor cost was incurred before the
consgumer belected the produce.

The largest stores made better use of their labor in terms of pounds
sold per men-hour. They also pald higher wage rates., However, the higher
vage rates were more than offset by greater labor productivity (table 14).

Table 1l4.- Labor productivity in' terms of pounds of produce sold
per man-hour and dollar cost of labor by size groups of stores,
' Charlotte, N. C., January 22~M¢y 19, 1951

T

Poundu uOld per -

Storeigrbup 1/ f Stores . . Man-hour : Dollarcgztlabor~
: Number 'Pounds Pounds
I tesoevssreesnsesaes 5 63 56
II se0v s e e i e 5 27 ' ‘6
-[II .’Q"Q..i......lh.:-' 5 28 31
IV oooo-oo.-n--.nv: 5 21 ‘.j
Average ....: 48 4

’/r'tores vere grouped accortding to dollar volume of gales during 1950.
group I:represents. those. stores having more than $300,000; group II
$150,000~$299,999; group III $100, OOO~$149 999; group IV under $100 000.

3/ These three factors accounted for 15 percent .of the varlatlon in
retail marging for group III stores and 36 percent of the variation for
group II stores and group IV stores. For group I stores these factors
accounted for only 19 percent of the variation.in the 10 produce margias,
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In terms of dollar sales per dollar of labor cost, there were no,

significant differences between the four size groups of stores (table 15).

The advantages which the largest stores (over $300,000) enjoyed in terms
of greater physical productivity of labor were offset by the lower selling
prices per pound of produce sold. This is due to either or both of two
factors: (1) the larger stores may have sold their produce for lower
prices, (2) the larger stores may have sold a greater proportion of the
heavy-weight, low-priced produce (potatoes, for example).

Table,lS.- Dollar saleg per dollar of labor cost
by size groups of stores, Charlotte, N. C.,
‘ - January 22-May 19, 1951 }

: ! Dollar sales per dollar

Store group 1/ i ' Stores ) of labor cost
: . Number . Dollars
I -..........‘..-..-.-..;2 5 ".10 
II ".Q.I‘..-‘.'."l..'..: 5 9
III ....'....‘.II.‘I...Q.: 5 ll
IV ".....‘....l“‘l.....: 5 8
Average e ses e o ) ‘ T 10

i/ Stores were grouped according to dollar volume of sales during 1950.
Group I represents those stores having more than $300,000; group IT .
$150,000-$299,999; group ILI $100,000~$149,999; group IV under $100,000.

o
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SELECTED NEW PUBLICATIONS

"A selected Bibliography of Potato Marketing Reqeazch (1930 1950),"
by Perry.V. Hemphill and Loyd C. Martin, N. Dek. Agr. Expt. Sta.
Bul.: 373,  June 1952. (BAL coooeratlng, RMA ) ; : o

"Changes in the Marketing Patterns of Florlda Fresh Oranpes Between b
Prewar and Postwar Periods," by William S. Hoofnagle, Bur. Agr. Econ.,
Dec. 1952.  (Agr. Expt. Stas. of F1a. and Tex., FCA and PMA cooperat- |
ing; RMA.) (Processed ) . _ ,

"Cost of Retailing Meats in Relatlon to Volume,“ by Edmund Farstad .
and V., John Brengike, Bur. Agr. Econ., U. S. Deot. Agr, Marhetlug Res.
Rept. 24, Aug. 1952. (RAA ) o : 4 oo ,

"Fating Placef s Markcters of Food Productv " by Lester C. Sartorlus
and Marguerite C. Burk, U. S. Dept. Agr. Marketlng Res. Rept. 3, =~
1952. .. (RMA Contract Report BAE and Univ. of Mjnn. COOpPratlnﬂ )

M"Factors Affectlng ‘the Velghted Averags. Auctlon Price of Florida
Grapefruit, 1930-51," by William S. Hoofnagle, Bur. Agr. Econ.,

Dec. 1952. (Agr. Expt. Stas. of Fla. and Tex., FCA and PMA cooper—
atlnp, TMA, ). (Processed ) : L

"Flue-Pured ‘Tobacco: Price Differentes Among Typeé 11(a)~13," by
George R. Rockwell, Jr., Bur. Agr. Econ., U. S. Dept. Agr. Marketing
Res. Rept. 9, 1954. (RMA.)

nMarkéting and Manufacturing Servioes and Margins for Textiles," BY
L. D. Howell, Bur., Agr. Econ.,'U; <. Dept. Agr. Tech. Bul. 1062,
Sept. 1952. (RMA.)

"Marketing Chaxges for Head Lettucé Sold in Cleveland, Ohio,vFebbuafyr'
June 1950," by Henry T. Badger, Bur. Agr. Econ., u. S. Dept. Apr.j
Marketing Res. Rept. 6, June 1952. (RMA.) - .

"Marketing Feeder Cattle and Sheep in ‘the North Central Region,".
prepared by V. John Bremsike in collaboration with o6ther members of
the North Central Livestock Marketing Research Committee, Nebr. Agr.
Expt. Sta. Bul. 410, May 1952. (Agr. Expt. Stas. of Ill., Ind.,
Iowa, Kans., Ky., Mich., Minn., Mo., N. Dak., Ohio, S. Dak., and
Wis. .and BAE cooperating.) (North Central Regional Pub. 25.)

"Marketing Information for Commercial Floriculture, Preliminary
Report," by M. Truman Fossum, Bur. Agr. Econ., July 1952. (RMA.)

"Marketing Information for Commercial Horticulture, Preliminary
Report," by M. Truman Fossum, Bur. Agr. Econ., July 1952. (RMA.)

“Marketing’Margins for California Oranges in Major Cities, June-
hugust 1952, Fresh Fruit end Frozen Concentrated Juice," by .
Dehard B. Johnson, Bur. Agr. Econ., Sept. 1952. (RMA.) (Processed,)
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SELECTED .NEW PUBLICATIONS ~ Continued

"Murketing Marging for Fruits and Vegetables in California and a .
Comparison of Two Methods of Measurement,". by Robert V. Bnochlan,
Bur. Agr. Econ., July 1952. (Agr. Bxpt. Sta. of Ca]lf. _cooperating;
RA. ) (Processed )

"Packaging Late Croo Potatoes at uh]pplng P01nt and at Termlnal
Market," by G. B. Davis and L. C, Martin, Oreg. Agr. Fxpt. Sta. ﬂl
Bul 5»7 Oct. 1952. (Oreg. State Dept. of Agr. and BAE CoOper= .
ating; ﬂﬂA.)

"Prlces and Mllkghedq of Northeastern Market u by Wlllldm Bredo ,
and anthony S, Hojko, Mass. Agr. Expt. Sta.. Bul. 470, Aug. 1954.,
(Agr. Expt. Stes. of the Northeast, New Englund ‘Research Council,

and BAE cooperating.) - (Northeact deglonal Pub.- 9. ) L

"Problems of Establishing a Consumex Panel in the New York Metropol-
itan Area," by Industrial Surveys Company, U. 8. Dept. Agr. Marketing
Res. Rept. 8, May 1952, (RMA Title II Contract Rept.; BAE cooperatlng.)
"Technology of TFood Warketln A. urvey of Developments and Trends in
the Processing and Dietrlbutlon of Farmm-Produced Foods, l9jO—5O " by
Inter-Bureau Commlttee, U. sS. Dept. Ag“., Agr. Monog. No. 14, Oct,

1952, (RMA.). , o

"The Dairy Balance of The Pacific 51op‘e',’" by A. H.. Hafrington and
Wendell Calboun, Wesh. Agr. Expt., Stas. Cir. 191, May 1952. (BAE
cooperating; a Western Regional Pub., RMA.). , o :

"Trode in Western Livestock at’Auctions," Pert 1, “Development,
Relative Importance, Operations," by Harold Abel and Dee A. Broadbent,
Utah Agr. Expt. Ste, Bul. 352, May.1952. (Agr. Expt. Stas. of the
Western Statee, BAE, end BAL cooperating; RMA. ) L '
"Trade in Western Livestock at Auctions,™ Part ? "analysis of Live-
stock Murketings," by Clive R. Harston and EdW1n C. Voorhies, Wash.
Agr. Expt. Stas. Bul. 537, June 1952. (Agr. Ixpt. StuS. of the ,
Western States, BAE and BAL cooperating; RMA,) . )

: Publications issued by State Angaultural Rxperlment o
Stations may be obtdined from the issuing Stution. :
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Tatle 16,- Price spreads between farmers snd s ~ food product Retail price, farmm value of equivalent quantities soid by producers,
byproduct adjustment, marketing oharges, snd farmer's shere of retail price, ynnual 1951 L/
[} 3 ] 3 ] 3 3 t t t
Governmen?t,
1 t : 1 Grose Moy ' Margin marketing ‘Marketing
: t PBRetail : Heteil : 3Byproduct: 1 adjusted 5 oy ot tParmer's
Commodity 3 Fare equivalemt 3 wmit : price ?:1:: sallovance: i:lnm : for T a:d( ) H chu.z:gea' share
: : : : : : LTt payments (+); ;
3 ] t Dollars Dollare Dollars Iollare Dollars Dollars  Dollsars Percent
H : 3
: : t
Market DREKOL scvesescscscecnccanel t 3 722.25 ——— —— 359.90 362.35 ~0.34 362,01 50
% : :
Moat products ceeveseesscrsnseant s t 225.88 157.67 10.07  147.60 78.28 — 78.28 65
t 1 t
Dedry products cvesecsensssoscast : v 134,76 T4.39 — 74439 €0.37 —_— 60.37 55
: t ]
Poultry 8nd 6gBB ecevevecasssercrst t 1935-39 1 5,85 36,55 — 36.55 18.34 — 18,34 67
1 ¢ banpual 3
Bakery and other cersal 3 3 average 1t
producte: 3+ Parm produce equivalent 3 quantities :
A1l ingredients cc.cveecevescset of annual family 1 purchesed, : 103.94 — — 28.35 75.59 - .04 75.55 Fa
GrBlh covessvescrsvecrssacansed purchases : per femily 3 —— 27.49 5.32 .17 — -— — 2
: t of three 3
Other cereal produots .ecececot : average : 37.93 18.41 3.6 14,72 23.m —— 23.21 »
t 1 conpumers
A1l frulte and vegetables ...c.et H t 156.36 55.25 -— 55.25 101.11 -_— 101.11 35
Fresh fruite snd vegetables ..t 3 ¢ 120.13 46.57 _— 46.57 73.56 —_— 73.56 39
Fresh vegeiables .....cceeset ] 1 74.51 27.37 —_ 27.77 47.14 -— 4.1 37
Canned fruits and vegetables .: 3 s 23.67 4.28 _— 4o2B 19.39 _— 19.39 18
] 3 1]
Miscellaneous products cseeesssst 3 T 46.42 — _— 17.76 28,66 - .20 28.36 38
] 3 1
: H H
H 3 :
H 3 t  Centn Cente Cents Cents Cents Centp Cents Percent
z s :
3 ] :
Beof (Cholce grade) .veeveveessess32.16 1b, Cholce grade cattles Pomd 1 85.7 3/71.6 7.8 63.8 21,9 — 2.9 74
Lamh esssecssccccsass «32.,16 1b. lambs 3 Pound : 77,4 &71.4, 14.0 5344 24,0 — 24.0 )
Pork (including lard) .. .11.41 1b. hogs : Pownd 3 /4.9 28.4 J— 28.1 16.8 — 16.8 63
2 1 4 3
1 1 3
Butter reesscecvecasnecsvasesssacsiButteriat and farm butter 1 Pomnd : 79.8 57.2 _— 57.2 22.6 —_— 2.6 72
Cheese, American «110.08 1b, milk H Pound 31 43,0 37.1 _— 37.1 25,9 ——_— 25.9 59
Bvaporated milk . «31.95 1b. mdlk sl4402. can t 14,9 7.24 — 7.2, 7.7 . 7.7 49
<iFarm retuil and vholesale : Quart : 21,9 12,74 -— 12.74 9.2 — 9.2 58
16 CTroBl cosenmsovcse eseetls8 1b. milk H Pint t 4/31.2 7.60 — 7.65 23.5 — 23.5 25
t H H
: t s
EEB soescccsssocersssasensresnsestl 0l doze H Dozen : 68.0 49.4 —_ 49.4 18.6 _— 18.6 73
Chlcken seeeescecssecsarsssoraseastlsd36 1b, H Pound 1t 53,6 30.5 — 30.5 .1 _— 23.1 57
- H 2
2 H H
White bread esceiecscssnscsncasanssl 912 1b, wheat H Pound : 16,2 3.2z 0 2.6z 13.6 — 13.6 16
] H 3
H 3 t
Corn f1AKOB ssessssscssscscssenseea’l 05 1b. corn 1 802, pkge ¢ 13.4 3.48 1.22 2.25 11.1 —— 1.1 17
Corn meal ... see31e343 1b. corn : Pound 3 7.8 3.90 .63 3.27 4.5 [— 4.5 42
Flour, white cceese H Pomd i 8.9 4.98 .93 4.05 4.9 —_ 4.9 46
Rice evecseres see2l.68 1b. rough T Pommd : 16,7 8.70 1,20 7.50 2 _— 9.2 45
Rolled 08B cevvese 0e232.05 1b, oats ] Pomd 3 14.3 5.62 1.2t 4L 10.0 -_— 10.0 30
H 2 1
: 3 H
APPLOB sevecssrvrcssanccrvsncsnciad 0224 bu. H Pound : 10.7 443 — 4el3 6.3 — 6.3 FAS
Oranges scececacecseccscssesnccsest +0613 box - fresh use H Dozen 3 47,7 17.9 — 17.9 29.8 — 2.8 18
3 H t
: : H
caet +0375 bu. 1 Pownd 1 22.0 9.60 _— 9.69 12.3 —_ 12.3 4
«11.20 1b. : Pomd : 7.8 3.0 —-— 3.0 4.8 —_ 4.8 k)
«3 40222 bu, : Bmch 1 12.6 JAYAN -— PAVA 8.2 _— 8.2 35
eest 0185 crt. H Head 16,0 6.70 — 6.70 9.3 — 9.3 42
ees31,06 1D, H Pomd 8.4 2,91 -— 2.91 5.5 - 5.5 35
esst <0174 bu. t Pound 1t 5.0 2.16 — 2.16 2.8 -— 2.8 43
Sweetpotatoes eest 20204 bu. F Pound 3 10.4 4.87 — 4.87 5.5 -— 5.5 47
TOMALOCE easveacasssasseacrcsscrost OR5L bu, ] Pownd t 27.3 11.55 -— 11.55 15.7 — 15.7 42
H ] 3
H t 1
Peaches, canned cccceesessreseasess3l.8 1b, Calif. cling 1 No. 24 can ¢ 33.7 6,06 — 6.06 27.6 — 7.6 18
Corn, canned .... vee23.03 1b. sweet t o, 20em 1 2.7 2,98 -— 2.98 18.7 _— 18.7 1
Pens, canned .... veed 489 1b, s Mo, 2 can 1 15.4 3.7 - 3.7 11.7 — 11.7 2
Tomatoes, conned vveeseoveseesessstRodl 1b. t No, 2 ean ¢t 19.0 3.26 — 3.26 15.7 — 15.7 17
1 ] H
t H H
Prunes «svsees «se3l 1be dried, Celiformia : Powmd 1 27.7 11.3¢ — 11.39 16.3 -— 16.3 Jal
Ravy DesNS eevseessscosssosarsessstl 1b. Mich, and N, Y. 1 t
1 pea beans ] Powmd : 15.5 5.79 - 5.79 9.7 -— 9.7 k14
1 H 3
t H 3
Beet BUGAY c.esevesersrcassscsacest 7.18 1b. sugar beets 1 Pomd : 10.6 4.02 .20 3.82 6.8 - .5 6.3 36
«3 12.33 1b, sugar cane 3 Pound : 0.3 4.66 7L 3.95 6.4 - .54 5.9 38
+iCottonseed, moybeans, and 3 H
3 skim milk 1 Poummd 1 35.2 —-— — 12.79 22.4 —— 22,4, 36
Vegotable Shortening .....evsos..s3Cottonseed and soybeans [ Pomd 3 36.7 — — 15.88 20.8 — 20.8 43
: ] z
H 3 H
H H

3

1/ Full detalls concerning the caloulation of price spreads for commodity groups and individual items are presented in Agr. Inform. Bul. No. 4, "Price
Spreads Between Parmers and Coneumers,* Nov. 1949, and Migc. Pub, No. 576, "Price Spreads Between Farmers and Conmumers for Food Products, 1913-44,"
Sept. 1945 (out of print). Comnodity-group estimates are derived from data more inclusive than the individuel items listed in this table. For example,
the mest-products group includes veal and mution, farm sales of lover grade cattle, allowance for retail value of byproducts and processed meats, in
addition to lamb, pork (including lard), and carcase beef of Cholce grade.

2/ Marketing charges equal margin adjusted for byproduct all ninus G t marketing taxes plus Government payments to marketing agencies.

Gross farm value before adjusting for Choice grade premium was 62.2 cents.
4/ Avernge for 8 monthe; no deta previous to May.

!
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Table 17.- Price spreads between farmers and

£

px

ood
byproduct adjustment, marketing cbarges, and farmer's share of retail price, annual 1952 1/

Betail price, famm value of equivalent quantities sold by producers,

Vegetable phortening ...ccsseseese3Cottonseed snd soybeans
H

[ : s 3 t ] t 3 3 3
Goverrment
1 F ] t Gross * ' oet Margin 3 arke: 'Hu-k 3
x A ¢ Retall ; Retesl : g,y sByproduct: s adjusted 3 , 3 'unl,h,..,.-,
Conmodity 3 equivalent 3 wit t price : yglue 3allowsnces ::;:’ :  for t .:d(-) H °m;7“ 1 shars
] 3 s 3 ] ] 1byproduotss T t
3 3 3 3 1 1 H Pland mts (*)x 2
3 : + Rellars Dollars Dollaxrs Doldarp DPollers Dollars Dollars Pexvent
T H 3
H : t
Market basket .c.cescececsaceccnent ] T 739.70 -— — 352.87 386.83 -0.34 386.49 48
H 3 [
Moat products cecesssesccssecaset 3 T 220.59 138.14 5.95 132.19 88.40 — 88.40 €0
H s ]
Doiry products sescssccsescscosel : t 140.06  78.63 —_ 78.63 61.43 — 61.43 56
3 [ 3
Poultry 2nd OZEB ..cecssssscscesl s 193539 :  s51.86 33.04 — 33.04 18.82 — 18.82 64
3 : aonoal @
Bakery and other cereal 3 t average
products: s+ Farm produce equivalent 3 quantities :
All ingredientB .ceesecececaset of annusl family s purchased, 3 106,54 —— — 27.80 78.74 - 04 78.70 26
Gredn csvessserscsvosencssnased purchases 3 per family 3 _— 27.68 5.61 2.07 _— — — 21
H 3 of three
Other cersal productis seceeeset t aversge : 38,60 18,60 3.88 14.73 23.87 — 23,87 38
H t consumers 3
All fruits snd vegetables ......t z T 178.23 65.26 —— 65.26 112.97 —— 112.97 37
Fresn fruits and vegetables ..: 3 T 142.95 56.70 J— 56.70 86.25 p— 86.25 40
Frosh vegetables ccecsesscns? H t  90.85 35.58 —— 35.58 55.27 -— 55.27 39
Canned fruits and vegetables .: 1 3 23,05 4ol -— YA 18.60 -— 18.60 19
2 z 3
Miscelleneous products ceessveses? 3 T 4R.42 —— -— 15.95 26.47 - .30 26,17 38
H H H
: 3 3
] s 1.
3 3 1 Qentg  Cents  Cents Lenty Lentp Centp Geatp  Percent
H H H
3 3 s
Beef (Choice grade) .. aeeee22.16 1b. Choice grade cattle: Poumd 3 86.2 3/65.8 5.3 60.5 25.7 —— 25,7 70
D sesvecvconcstccans vea $2,16 1b. laabs 2 Pound 1 75,3 53.4 7.7 45.7 2.6 — 29.6 61
Pork (including 1ard) cececsvescsstl.4l 1b. hogs H Pomd : 4.2 25.7 A 25.3 15.9 — 15.9 61
t 3 H
H : H
BULLET eevecvesssrorrsocssvssreseotButtertat and farm butter 3 Pound : 83.6 0.4 -— 60.4 23.2 - 23.2 72
Chesse, Americah .eveeeecrsssesesssl0.08 1b. milk H Pomd 64,7 38.8 _— 38,8 25.9 — 25.9 60
Evaporsted milk eeveeeves slig-0z. can ¢ 15,4 7.72 -— 7.72 7.7 —_ 7.7 50
Fluid milk cnesccacasncss . 3 t  23.0 13.48 -_— 13.48 9.5 — 9.5 59
TCO CIBAR .cecorerassvuscossscasestled 1b. milk 3 Pint T 3.4 8.13 .— 8,13 23.3 -_— 23.3 26
H 3 z
. H 3 :
EEEB +1ssescescccscsssvossoscesssoils03 doz, [} Dozen T 6.5 43.2 —_—_ 43.2 18,3 —— 18.2 70
ChiCKeD +esosessansvassvecsrasssestlald6 1be 3 Pound : 537 29.2 J— 29.2 24.5 — 2.5 54
3 s 3
3 z 2
White bread eeceeseccrcsarocsccncsd 4912 1b. vheat H Powmd 3 16,7 3.2 .63 2.58 14.1 -— 14.1 15
H H H
3 3 : s
Corn £lakeB .eossecsccsvsossrsseas’le05 1b. corn : 8-03. pkge t  14.0 3.85 1.30 2.55 11.4 — 11.Z 18
Corn meal covevsosace veeeeessle343 1b. comn 3 Pound 3 8.4 3.95 62 3.33 5.1 — 5.1 40
Flour, white c.cesesecvovecsasecaceslsld 1b. wheat 2 Poumd 3 9.0 4.97 .99 3.98 5.0 —_ 5.0 i
RICE seavrovacsovsvsasna «s431.68 1b. rough H Pomd : 16.9 9.29 1.33 7.96 8.9 —_ 8.9 47
Rolled 0BLE sseessesvarsassoscessadlO5 1b. oats : Pomd 1 14.7 5.40 1.26 4ol 10.6 -—_ 10.6 28
H H 3
H : :
ADDLEB seeecsecossssvocssosacsceced 0224 bu. : Pound @ 4/13.4 6,01 -— 6.01 T4 — 7.4, 45
OTHREOB ~cosesessosssvosssssncscsst +O6L3 DOX ~ Lresh use : Dozen t 4B8.3 16.8 _— 16.8 3.5 -— 31.5 35
3 3 2
H t H
Beans, GUBD cecessecrssscscesssonsd 0375 bu. 1 Pouwmd : 23.5 1l.34 — 11.34 12.2 N 12,2 i
CBDLAZE savsceossssessasssrcsacrseilsdd 1b, ] Pound : 8.6 3.66 — 3.66 4.9 —_— 4.9 43
Carrots ... sressesscccesed «0222 bu, 3 Banch ¢ 12,2 3.88 — 3.88 8.3 —_— 8.3 32
set JO185 crte 3 Head 1 15.2 6.00 — 6.00 9.2 - 9.2 39
+e31.06 1b. H Pomd : 12,1 5.33 -— 5.33 6.8 ——— 6.8 L
Potatoes ceeeaveee T Pomd 3 7.5 4.11 J— 4.11 3.4 — 3.4 55
Sweetpotatoes s Pound @ 4/15.3 7.57 — 7.57 7.7 -— 7.7 49
Tomatoes «vvee ] Pound 3 27l 12.31 -— 12.31 4. ~—— 14.8 45
1 H 3
H t i
Peaches, canned secseescessseesesstle® 1b, Calif. cling : No. 24 can ¢ 33,8 6.89 — 6.89 26.9 — 26.9 20
Corn, cenned secevasessscsceccseest3.03 1b. svaet : Bo. 2cam 3 23,4 3.63 _— 3.63 19.8 —— 19.8 16
Pe8B, CANNEd seseesconsrsssscosescd o8 1b, 1 Bo, 2 can ¢ 1.9 3.88 — 3.88 11.0 —— 11.0 26
Tomatces, caNNed .,cescessercsccessledl 1be t Bo, 2ean 3 17.8 3.64 _— 3.64 14.2 — 14.2 20
3 H :
b I 14
PItNeB cesoee.ssesecsssssevssnsssatl 1b, dried, Californis t Pomd . 27.2 8.94 — 8.94 18.3 - 18.2 33
Ravy DBRIS eesvesesssscasssscssssstl b, Mich. and X. Y. 3 :
1 pes beans s Pomd : 150 6.97 -— 6.97 8.0 p— 8.0 46
: : ]
3 s H
Beet BUZBY sesssessevscsccsccssssed 7423 1b. sugar beets 3 Pownd : 10.8 4.12 W) 3.91 6.9 - .9 6.4, 36
CADe BUZAT csossvasenseacsosvesased 14.32 1b. sugar cane s Poumd : 10.5 4.67 .84 3.83 6.7 54 6.2 36
MBLEATING seeessosrsescsscscscseseiCottonseed, soybeans, and 3 3
:  skim milk r  Powad 1 29.9 - -— 10.84 19.1 — 19.1 36
] Pomd ¢ 31.3 - -— 13.36 17.9 — 17.9 43
H 3
3 H
3

1

H
;/ Fuill detsils concerning the caloulation of price spreeds fo:

r commodity groups and individual items are presented in Agr. Inform. Bul. No. 4, "Price
Spreads Between Farmers and Consumers,® Hov. 1949, and Misc. Pub. No. 576, "Price Spreads Between Farmers and Consumers for Food Products,
Sept. 1945 {out of priot). Tommodity-group estimates are derived from data more inclusive than the individual 1tems listed in this table.

1913-44,"
For example,

the meat-products group includes vesl and mutton, farm sales of lower grade catile, allowence for retail value of byproducts and processed meats, in
addition to lamb, pork (including lard), sud carcass beef of Choice grade.
2/ Marketing charges equal margin adjusted for byproduct allowances minus Government marketing taxes plus Government payments to marketing agemcies.
3/ Groes farm value before adjusting for Choice grade premium was 54.5 cents.

4/ Aversge for 11 months; no reteil data in July.
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Table 18.~ Price spreads between farmers and consumers - food products: Retail price, farm valus of equivalent quantities sold by producers,
byproduct adjustment, marketing charges, and farmexr's ghare of retsil price, September 1952 1/

3 [ [ : : ] t ' Govermment ° :
3 ] H i Groes ! T et ! Margin ¢ marketing ‘Marketing'
P at 3 Fara t Retall ; Reteil : 1Byproducts 1 adjusted 3 ) e tParmerts
4 1 squivalent s wit g price 5:{:, sallowancer 2% i for 3 ux::d( ), charges [ are
] H H H [ 1 tbyproducts: H H
i 3 3 3 i : H jpayments (")1 3
' 3 t Dollare Dollars Dollars Iollars Dollars Dollars  Dollars Percenf
1 s s
] 3 H
Market DRBKeL cccceccecacranncrnasl 1 s 737.80 -~ —— 347.70 390.10 ~0.34 389.76 47
s s H
Moot produots 3/ ceceeeesearesest : 3 224,66 134.65 5.58  129.07 95.59 — 95.59 57
s ] 3
Dairy Products ceececsessccacened t t 140,98 9.9z -— 79.92 61.06 -— 61.06 57
H t t
Poultry 8nd OEES .cccceccccccesal s 193529 :  57.08 36.49 -— 36.49 20.59 _— 20.59 YA
] 3 annual
Bakery and othsr cereal 3 1 average 1@
producte: 1 Tarm produce equivalent 3 quantities 3
A1l ingredients of annual family 3 purchased, : 107.42 — -— 28.12 79.3¢C - .04 79.26 26
Gradh csveescscracscevacecacest purchages t per family 3 - 27.6z 5.55 22.07 — — —_ 21
H 1 of three 3 .
Other cereal products .seseesst t aversge 1 38.5%9 18.64 3.86 14.78 23.81 — 23.8 38
3 t consumers 3
A11 fruits and vegetables ......t H t 165.35 57.92 —_ 57.92 107.43 -— 107.43 35
Fresh frudts and vegetables ..1 E t 129.83 49.50 -— 49.50 80.32 _— 80,33 38
Freoh vegetables ...ccccecset s 3 78,18 27.73 —_ 27.73 50,45 -— 50.45 35
Canned fruits and vegetables .3 H 3 23.14 4429 _— 4429 18,85 —_— 18.85 19
3 H 3
Miscellaneous products seeeccsses 3 3 42.31 — —_— 16.18 26.13 - .3 25.83 38
3 3 3
3 3 :
3 z ]
: s t Gents Centp  Cents Cents  Centp Centp Centp Percent
3 3 t
3 H :
Beef (Choice grade) .eceveessasesa’2.16 1b. Choice grade cattle: Pomd : 85.9 4/63.0 5.0 58,0 2.9 _— 27.9 68
Lamb veecesavesccrriosacns ves32,16 1b, lembs H Pound s 76.1 52.1 6.7 L5.4 30.7 —— 30.7 60
Pork (including 18rd) .ecevesossesazlo4l 1b. hogs 3 Pomd 31 43.7 26.9 -4 26.5 17.2 —_— 17.2 61
s % t
: 3 3
Butter ecsssseescee +tButteriat and farm butter : Pound : 83.8 60.5 -— 0.5 23.3 _— 23.3 72
Cheece, American 310,08 1b, milk : Pornd : 65.0 41.3 — 4.3 23.7 _— 23.7 64
Evaporated milk .eeoes 11.95 1b. ailk 114}-0z. can 1 15,4 7.33 — 7.83 7.6 —_— 7.6 51
Fluld milk seavvecaces ««tParm rotall and wholesale : Quart : 23,5 13.74 J— 13.74 9.6 _— 9.6 59
Ice Crealm .eseecoscoccrseascoassestle8 1b, midk H Pint T 31, 8.22 — 8.2z 23,2 — 23,2 26
3 2 t
H H H
EEEB svvcossoncsenssstsssnssnssnsatled3 doz. H Dozen : 9.5 50.2 _— 50.2 19.3 _— 19.3 72
Chicken 0031.236 1b, : Pound 3 57,1 29.9 -— 2.9 21.2 — 7.2 52
3 : 3
3 3 1
White bread ceesevescescsrarscascad +912 1b. vheat 1 Pownd : 16.9 3.18 .62 2.56 .3 —_ 14.3 15
1 3 2
H 3 s
Comn flakeB isevscscsecscasvacasatl 05 1b. corn + 8-0s. pkg. ¢ 14.0 4.92 1.68 3.24 20.8 —_ 10.8 23
Comn meal coveeee 21,343 1b. corn 1 Pound : 8.8 4.0 .65 3.45 5.3 -— 5.3 »
Flour, white «.... eee3l.ll 1b. wheat 1 Pomd 1 8.9 4.91 .96 3.95 5.0 - 5.0 44
RECO coevovvenres ee31.68 1b. rough 3 Pomd : 17.1 8.90 1.27 7.63 9.5 -— 9.5 45
Rolled OGS seeescscrcessssnesessst2.05 1b. onts : Pomd : 1.4.8 5.35 1.25 4.10 10.7 -— 10.7 28
2 3 1
: : ]
APDPLEB cevcetorvecnsassccnssccsanet 0224 bu. 3 Pound ¢ 12.7 5.73 -— 5.73 7.0 -— 7.0 45
Orenges .. ess 0613 box -~ fresh use 3 Dozem : 53.3 24.7 -— 24.7 28.6 _— 28.6 46
H i :
2 T 2
Beans, BNAP cevcacscscvescnnsasnact <0375 bu, 3 Pound s 17.8 8.44 — 8.44 9.4 —— 9.4 47
Cabbage seevesnes +¢31.10 1b, t  Pomd ;6.8 2.46 -— 2.46 4.3 -— 4e3 36
set 40222 bu, H Bmch 3 1.9 3.55 -— 3.55 8.3 -— 8.3 30
<ot L0185 crt. 1 Head 1 15.3 5.64 - 5.64 9.7 -— 9.7 37
sesesse3l.06 1b. t Pomd 31 9.6 3.40 -—- 3.40 6.2 -— 6.2 35
: JO174 bu. T Pound H 7.5 3.86 — 3.86 3.6 -— 3.6 51
3 0204 bu. 3 Pound T 1z.0 6.83 -— 6.83 5.2 —_ 5.2 57
ToBAtOBs soavaecnevnss est <0251 bu. +  Pomd ¢ 17.3 6.02 -—- 6.02 1.3 — 1.3 35
: 3 ]
H t 1
Peaches, canned ...ceesssssseasses’le® 1b, Calif. cling t No. 24 ean s 33.3 6.65 — 6.65 26.7 -~ 26.7 20
Corn, cenned .. «+13.03 1b. sweet t Wo. 2 cem 1 23.8 3.70 -— 3.70 20.1 — 20.1 16
Peas, cenned .. o3 +8 1b, 3 Bo. 2 can 1 15.1 3.87 -— 3.87 1.2 —_— 11.2 26
Tomatoes, canne: <+12.41 1D, tFo. 2 ean s 17.8 3.44 - IS VI —— Yied 19
: s t
H : s
Prines veciveseccecsscsnsesvecsnsetl 1b. dried, California t fomd 1 7.4 8.35 —— 8.35 19.0 -— 19.0 30
Havy DealB vevsesesncnnssssssonsssil 2b, Mich. smd K. Y. H H
1 pea beans T Pomd : 15.4 T.14 -_— 7.14 8.5 —_ 8.3 46
] : B
: 3 s
Beot 8UGAr «.veseeseesnasceasasaet  7:231b. sugar beets +  Pound 1 11.0 4.23 .2 4,02 7.0 - 54 6.5 37
Cone SUZAT sveneavne «e3 14.61 1D, sugar cane : Pound 3 10.7 4. 65 1.09 3.56 7.1 - .5 6.6 33
MAYEATING ceeesceserssssanacsasssatCotionseed, poybesns, and 3 3
1 eidm wilk 3 Pomd : 29.8 — ~—— 10.89 18.9 — 18.9 37
Vegetable cbortendng ..e..svesss..iCottonseed and soybeans t Pomd ¢ 30.6 13.40 -— 13.40 17.2 — 17.2 i
: H H
3 H :
3

i S — 3

1/ Full details concerning the calculation of price spreads for commodity groups and individual items are presented in Agr. Inform. Bul. No. 4, "Price
Spreads Between Farmers and Consumers,® Hov. 1949, and Misc. Pub. No. 576, "Price Spreads Between Farmers and Congumers for Food Products, 1913-44,"
Sept. 1945 (out of print). Commodity-group estiuates are derived from dats more inclusive than the individual items listed in this table.

2/ Marketing charges equal margin adjusted for byproduct allowences minus Government marketing taxes plus Govermment payments to marketing agencies.
N 3/ In addition to the individual meat items -~ lamb, pork {including lard), and carcass beef Cholce grade -- for which price-spread data are listed
n this table, the meat-products group includes veal and mutton, farm sales of lower grade cattle, end allowances at the retail level for meat by-
P“‘zﬂ\mts and procegsed meats. Famm prices of lower grade cattle declined more than those of Choice grade during the second half of 1952. Retail
ipr ces are collected oply for Cholce grade beef cuts. If retail prices of lower grade beef declined more than those for Choice grade, the margin
t"}‘:Duted for all beef may be too large and the farmer's share computed for the meat-products group may be too small. It should be noted, however,

ot even with & constant mergin, lower prices &t both farm and retail levels result in & smaller proportion of the retail price going to the fammer.

_4[ Gross farm vulue before adjusting for Choice grade premium was 5l.4 cents.
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s — food prod

byproduct adjustaent, marketing charges, and farmer's shere of retail price, October 1952 1/

Retail price, fam walue of equiveient quantities sold by producers,

Vegetable shortening eesessseecssssiCotionpeed and soybeans
T

3

[ 3 [ 3 ] [ 1 * Govermmeat ! :
s : H 1 T t t Margin s 1
Gross Mot marke’ Marketing
C " 3 R t Retall ; Retail sByproduct: 1 adjusted : _g x Farmerts
ty 3 squivalent T mit : price ::Ke 1allovances :ln‘“ 1 for T tux::d( T chngu 1 share
: ] 3 ] ] ] tbyproducts: eats (+)} t
H 3 3 3 3 1 H anis H ¥
t ) s Dollars Dollars Dollars Rellars Pollsrs Dollars  Dollers Percemt
: : ]
|1 3 t
Market boskel csveccecverssoncccant 3 3 736.10 -— -— 341.32 394.78 -0.34 39444 46
s 3 :
Moat products }/....-.-.-......x T T 221,91 126.40 5.14 121,26 100.65 -— 100.65 55
H 3 [
Dairy products seececesscscrscnst 3 s 141,74 80.38 — 80.88 60.86 — 60.86 57
: H H
Poultry and OgEB veescecsceavansl T 1935-39 @ 57.85 36.49 _— 36.49 21.36 -— 21.36 63
e : annual 3
Bakery and other cereal t 3 &average 1
producte: 1 ¥arm produce equivalent : quantities s
A2 Angredients .ccceecescocset? of annuel family 3 purchased, : 107.42 -— — 27.98 T9.44 - 04 79.40 26
Grein cevecssecccccossesescaacd purchases t per family 3 - 27.25 5.39 21.86 -— -— —_— 20
H 3 of three 3
Other cereal producis ceeceecat T aversge : 38,59 18.36 3.7 14.62 23.97 -— 23.97 38
H] t consumers 1
A1l fruits and vegetables ......2 3 t 164.81 58.53 —— 58.53 106.28 — 106.28 36
Presh fruits and vegetables ..: 3 : 129.08 50.16 —_— 50. 1 78.92 -— 78.92 39
Proch vegetables ...cevvceeet : s 77.07 28.11 J— 28.11 48.96 — 48.96 36
Canned fruits and vegetables .: H T 23.29 4.25 -— 4.25 19.04 _— 19.04 18
3 3 3
¥iscellaneous products scceecerst 3 T 42.37 -— _— 16.18 26,19 - .30 25,89 38
3 3 3
H 3 H
: H :
3 s s Gty Cemts Gemts Cents  Cemts Cents  Gemts Peroent
z H :
3 H H
Beef {Cholce grade) .ecssesesasessi2.16 1b, Choice grade catile: Pomd 1 85.4 4/62.5 4.7 57.8 7.6 -— 21.6 68
eessvessescssasessonee ¢+t2.16 1b. lambs 3 Pound 3 73.7 48.0 6.8 41.2 32.%5 -— 32,5 56
Pork (including 1&rd) ...eseesssss3l.4l 1b. hogs :  Pownd :  42.8 26.2 .3 25.9 16.9 —_ 16.9 a
3 T 3
2 3 2
BULLer veveveassesessovscasssssssetButtertat and farm butter 2 Pomnd : 83.1 59.8 —_— 59.8 23.3 _— 23. 72
Choese, AMEricAn coeeecscvossssesedlDO8 1b, milk H Pound : 65.8 42.8 — 42,8 23.0 — 23.0 65
+et1.95 1b. mdlic 1l4§-0z. can :  15.5 7.87 -— 7.87 7.6 —_— 7.6 51
vssecessFarm retail and wholesale : 1 23.6 14.07 — 1.97 9.5 —_— 9.5 60
vesvestleB 1b. il H Pint 1 31.5 8.33 — 8.33 23.2 —— 23.2 26
H H H
] H H
«+31,03 doz. : Dozen & 74.2 51.9 ——— 51.9 22.3 —_— 22.3 70
++21.336 1b. 3 Pound t 53.7 27.5 _— 27.5 26.2 — 26.2 51
H 3 H
ke 3 2
White broad seevesesesasevescssanat o912 1b. wheat 3 Pound : 16.9 3.15 .61 2.54 4.4 -— 4.4 15
2 2 H
1 3 z
veees3l.05 1b. corn : 8-0z. pkg. 1 14.0 3.70 1.22 2.48 11.5 - 11.5 13
. eesretle343 1b. coxn 3 Pound 2 8.8 3.67 <55 3.12 5.7 -— 5.7 35
Flour, vhite ..ceses «e31.41 1b. wheat T Pownd 3 8.9 4.86 .94 3.92 5.0 — 5.0 4
RICO cecovoresscsses «e11.68 1b. rough 1 Pomd : 17.1 9.68 1.39 8.9 8.8 J— 8.8 48
Rolled 0BL8 sucecssscccssaressssesd2 05 1b. oats B Pomnd : 14.8 5.31 1.19 4.12 10.7 — 10.7 28
H H H
H 3 H
eesssscsescscssased 20224 bu. 3 Pomd : 12.3 6.09 — 6.09 .2 — 6.2 50
eessssseet +06L3 box ~ fresh use : Dozen : 56.8 2.4 —_ 2L 32.4 -— 32.4 43
H t E
H H t
BOANS, BOAD sevcresecscsscscsvascad 10375 bu. 1+  pomd 1 20.5 9.56 — 9.56 10.9 - 10.9 47
CALIRGO ceoceecssssscsncsecensecasil,d0 1D, + Pomd : 6.3 2.4 - 2.2 4.1 - 4.1 35
Carrots .. «es 40222 bu. : Pmch 3 11.7 2.8 -— 2,89 8.8 — 8.8 25
Lettuce eesssssast 0185 crt. 3 Head : L7 4.81 - 4.8 9.9 — 9.9 33
Oniome eees eseresese3ls06 1b, i Pownd 3 10.3 4.15 —— 4.15 6.2 ——— 6.2 4
POtAtO®S ceeoecvescsrcesansroascast +0L74 bu, 1 Pomd : 69 3.67 -— 3.67 3.2 - 3.2 53
SweetpotatosB ceeercevcessrconseaet 40204 bu. s Poummd ¢ 11.0 6,00 —- 6.00 5.0 -— 5.0 55
TORALOOE eovoecscoscasssconcsssseed +ORSL bu. T pomd : 19.8 8.41 -— 8.41 11.4 _— 11.4 42
" 3 3 3
3 H :
Peaches, CoNNOd +ecvececsesvorsesstleB9 1b, Calif. cling 3 No. 2% can ¢ 33.2 6.60 —— 6.60 26.6 -—— 26.6 20
Corn, cenned .. eesset3.03 1b. sweet t Ho. 2 cam 1 23.8 3.73 -— 3.73 20.1 - 20.1 16
Peas, canned .. s .8 1b, : Bo. 2 can 3 15.2 3.37 - 3.87 11.3 — 11.3 25
Tomatoes, cAMMOd ...c.ceecovecsasestl 4l 1be t Ho. 2 ean 3 18.0 3.34 — 3.34 14.7 — 14.7 19
H z t
H H H
PIUNOB cectoccaccnsossrssovsesssastl 1b. dried, California H pomnd 1 27.6 8.45 -— 8.45 19.1 ~— 19.1 31
sesevessecssassetl 1b, Mich, and N. X. E H
1 pea beans H Pomnd : 15.4 7.13 -—— 7.13 8.3 -— 8.3 46
H H H
: : : 11.0 4e23 2a 4.0: 7.0 6 37
Beot BUGAT eeecsvassvsscocssassecsd 7,23 1b. sugar beets H Pommd 3 . - - .02 . - .5 o5
Cene :ugar cevsecscassvessesvesered 14.6L 1b. sugar cane t Pound 3 10.7 4.65 1.09 3.56 7.1 - .54 6.6 33
KATEATANG covescoscssorcscssscesseilotionsesd, soybeans, and 3 s
3 skim milk s Pomd 1 30.2 —_ — 11.06 19.1 —_ 19.1 37
H Pomd ¢ 30.6 13.62 — 13.62 17.0 —_— 17.0 45
t 3
H s
H

] 3
;f Full detalls concemning the caloulation of price spreads for commcdity
Spreads Between Farmers and Consumers,® Nov. 1949, and Misc. Pub, No. 576, "Price Spreads Betwoen Farmers and Congumers for Food Products, 1913-44,"

Seot. 1945 (out of print).

_2/ Marketing chergee egual margin edjuste¢ £or byproduct all

minus

groups and individual items are presented in Agr. Inform. Bul. Ko. 4, "Price

G

Commodi ty-group estimates are derived from data more inclusive than the individual items 1isted in this table.
t marketing taxes plus Covernment payments to marketing agencles.

3] In addition to the individual meat items — lamb, pork (including lard), end carcass beef Cholce grade -- for which price-spread data are listed
in this teble, the meat-products group includes vesl end mutton, farm sales of lower grade cattle, and allowances at the retuil level for meat by-

products and processed meats.
prices are collected only for Choice grade beef cuts.

Farm prices of lower grade cattle declined more than those of Choice grade during the second half of 1952.

Retalil

If retail prices of lower grade beef declined more than those for Cholce grade, the margin
imputed for ell beef may be oo lerge end the farwer's share computed for the meat-products group msy be too small.,

It should be noted¢, however,

that even with a conetant margin, lower prices st both farmm and retsil levels result in a amaller proportion of the retull price going to the farmer.
g,,/ Grogss farm value before adjusting for Choiue grade premium was 47.5 cents.
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Table 20.~ Price spresads between farmers and s ~ food product Retail price, famm value of equivalent quantities sold by producers,
byproduct adjustment, marketing charges, end farmer's share of retzil price, November 1952 1/

[ 3 3 s 3 3 ¢ Margin t Government ' 3
¢ : s # Gross ? Pomet ! ! marieting ‘Marketing'
3 1 Retall ; Reteil ; tByproduct: 1 adjusted 1 Y 3 1Farser's
Commodity P Form squivelent 1 wit  : price £:11:, sellovences LTV : for 1 hx.::d( U ch‘g“ s share
) H] k] ] ' ] xbypmdmuxp"‘m“ (+)¢ T
H 3 3 S H 1 F : H 3
) 3 s Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollers Dollars  Dollarp Percent
t t ]
H ] [
Harket basket eeeesesrscceecnerenet 1 1 737.4 - --- 339.49  397.92 -0.34 397.58 46
s : 1
Meat products I/ ceeesecesienaet t + 24,84 119.48 5.23 1l4.25  100.59 -—- 100.59 53
: ] t
Dairy produsts ceesecavecocscanet t T 141,09  80.60 - 80.60 €0.49 _— €0.49 57
H H] t
Poultry and OGEE scecoreccoroscost s 1935-39 ¢ 57.42  38.13 — 38.13 19.29 — 19.29 66
t : anpual 3
Bakery and other cereal ] 3 average 3
produots: 1 Parm produce equivalent : quantities :
A1l ingredients of annusl family 1 purchased, : 107.36 -— -— 28.60 78.76 - .04 78.72 7
Gradn cevesosesse purchases t per family 3 — 27.98 5.24 22,64 _— -— - 2
1 of three 1:
Other cereal Products cesseeeet t average 1 28.53 18.83 3.71 15.12 23.4 —— 23.41 39
] t conswmers :
411 fruits and vegetables ...eest H t 17L.74 61.87 —_— 61.87 112.27 —— 1nz.27 26
Fresh frults and vegetebles ..t 3 + 138.)12 53.52 -— 53.52 84.60 -_— 84.60 9
Fresh vegotables ....ccecceet 1 :  86.08 33.02 -— 33.02 53.06 -— 53.0€ 38
Canned fruits and vegetal %) T 3 23.53 4.25 — 4.25 15.28 _— 19.28 18
] 1 i
Miscelleneous pProducts ceeecersed H T 42.46 -_— -— 16.04 26.42 - .30 26.12 38
1 H 2
1 3 2
: H H
1 : 3 Cemte Cents  Cents Lents Contp Cents Cents Percept
H 3 :
: H H
Beef (Cholce grade) .. +¢22.16 1b. Choice grade cattle: Pomd 1 BLd Lfed.7 5.0 59.7 2L.7 -— 24.7 2!
Lamb cevessescrcorsioanense «+$2,16 1b. lambs H Pound 69.2 45.1 7.2 37.9 3L.3 _— 31.3 55
Pork (including 18rd) eeeceseseese2l.4l 1b. bogs : Pound 1 40.1 23.5 .3 23.2 16.9 —_ 16.9 58
3 : s
H 3 s
Butter sececssecscessccssnesncnsceiButteriat and farm butter : Pound 3 8l.4 58.9 _— 58.9 22,5 —_— 22,5 72
Cheege, American . «+310.,08 1b. milk 3 Pound : 6.3 420 — 42,0 2.3 -— 24,2 63
Evaporated milk +e31.95 1b. milk 114}-0z. can : 15 7.81 — 7.81 7.7 -— 7.7 50
Fluld i1k eeosessee ss3Farm retail and vholesale :  Quart 1 pj.é 14.26 — 14.16 9.4 —— 9.4 ]
TCO CTOAM .verosesvscnsevsscescessils8 1b, milk 3 Pint 3 <5 8.23 _— 8.33 23.2 p— 23.2 26
H H 3
H t :
EgEO eevecoccensrcrensanarsosseesetlsdl doz. z Dozem :  72.3 53.5 -— 53.5 18.8 -—- 18.8 7%
Chicken svessccoccvens eeses31.136 1b. 3 Pound 54.8 30.0 _— 30.0 2.8 -— 24.8 55
1 3 3
2 H 1
White bread .ceescecsscnsrsvocccesd o912 1b, wheat 3 Poumd ¢ 16.9 3.24 &0 2,64 1.3 -— 14.3 16
s H ]
2 3 :
Corn f18KeB c.vsescssssserassvsseetls05 1b, corn 3 8-03. pkg. 3 14.0 3.44 1.13 2.5L 11.7 — 1.7 16
Corn meal ... eseee3le343 1b, corn H Powmd 8.6 3.48 .52 2.96 5,6 _— 5.6 34
Flour, white eeseses1lsll Ib, wheat : Pouwnd 1 8.9 5.01 .93 4.08 4.8 —— 4.8 A
BCO cevevevsos csee32.68 1b, rough 3 Pomd : 17.3 10.23 1.46 8.77 8.5 ——— 8.5 51
R0l16d 08L8 seceencsesssssessesanesZ05 1b, oats ] Pomd : 1.8 5.42 1.23 4.29 10.6 — 10.6 28
s H s
H 3 H
APDLOB susscsecnsesccsssnsssnanecced <0224 bu. : Pound 13.2 6.32 — 6.32 6.5 — 6.5 48
OTANEOO sevecesscatasesansasscnsssd 0613 box = fresh use : Dozen : 50,8 14.0 - 14.0 36.8 — 36.8 28
H t 3
t t H
eet <0375 bu. +  poumd @ 29,3 12,56 -— 12.56 16.7 — 16.7 43
eees3ls10 1D, 1 Pound 6.6 2.62 —— 2.62 4.G — 4.0 40
ves <0222 bu. $ Bmch 3 12.4 Lo 22 —— 422 8.2 _— 8.2 34
+3 <0185 crt. t Head T 16.C 7.51 - 7.31 8.7 — 8.7 46
++31.06 1b, + Pomd : 1) 5.00 -— 5.00 6.1 — 6.1 15
se3 20174 bu, +  Powd 3 7.3 3.78 — 3.78 3.5 — 1.5 52
Sweetpotatoen . 3 ,0204 bu. t Pommd : 11,8 6.34 - 6.2 5.5 —— 5,5 54
Tomatoes .... ae3 028 bu, H Pomd 3 A 10.54 — 10.54 13.9 — 13.9 43
1 3 1
3 H ]
Peaches, canned ..eevcevcsraccseesil @ 1b, Calif, cling t No. 24 ean 3 33.6 6.55 —-— 6.55 27.1 -— 1.1 19
Corn, canned .e.esae «»13.03 1b. sveet tBo. 2e8m 23,9 3.76 - 3.76 20.1 — 20.1 16
h“{om“ .es cessel <89 1b, s No. 2 can 31 15, 3.87 -— 3.87 11.5 -— 1.5 2
Tomatoes, canned «evvovesee +e12.41 1D, st No. 2 ean 3 143.2 3.31 —_ 3.2 14.9 - 14.9 18
1 H :
' ] :
PIUNO8 cccveasscsncoscastaccanaasstl 1ba dried, California t pomd 1 28.0 8.47 -—= 8.47 19.5 - 19.% 30
Havy beans .e.vescesacsnccccsecssesl b, Mich. and M. Y. 3 :
t pea beans 3 Powmd 15.6 . 7.08 - 7.08 8.5 -— 8.5 45
t 3 H
t ] ]
Beet, augar ....... «s1 7.23 1b. sugar beets :+  Powmd 3 110 4.23 .21 402 7.0 -5 6.5 3
® BUZAY «yqeeno +st 14.61 1b, sugar cane Y Poumd 1 10.7 4L.65 1.09 3.56 7.1 - .54 6.6 33
MATGATING svvesvecccrsrersassesssaiCotionseed, soybeans, and 3 t
t skim milk 3 Pomd 30.3 -— o 11.0% 19.2 -—— 19.2 36
Vogotable shorteming «.eeeeescesss:Cottonseed and soybeans 1 Pomd s 30.7 13.61 — 13.61 17.1 - 17.1 I
: : 3
i : H
3

o i

17 Full details concerning the calculation of price spreads for commodify groupe and individual items are presented in Agr. Inform. Bul. No. 4y "Price
Spreads Between Parmers and Consumers,® Hov. 1949, and Misc. Pub. ¥o. 576, "Price Spreads Between Farmers and Consumers for Food Products, 1913-4i,"”
Sept. 1945 (out of print). Commodity-group estimates are derived from date more inclusive than the individual items listed in this table.

2/ Marketing charges equal margin adjusted for byproduct allowances minus Government marketing taxes plus Government payments to marketing agencies.

3/ In addition to the individual meat items -- lamb, pork (including lard), and carcass beef Choice grade —- for which price-spread data are listed
in this table, the meat-products group tacludes veal and mutton, famm sales of lower grade cattle, and allowances at the retail level for meat by-
products and processsd meats. Fam prices of lowsr grade cattle declined more than those of Choice grade during the second half of 1952. Retall
prices are collected only for Cholce grade beef cuts. If retail prices of lower grade beef declined more than those for Cholce grade, the margin
inputed for all beef may be too large and the farmer's share computed for the meat-products group may be too small. It should be noted, however,
that even with a constant margin, lower prices at toth farm and retail levels result in a smaller proportion of the retail price going to the farmer.

Gross farm value before adjusting for Cholce grade premium was 46.0 centas.
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Table 21.- Price spreads between farmers and 8 - food product. Betail price, fams value of equivalent quantities »cld by producers,
byproduct adjustment, merketing charges, and farmer's share of retell price, December 1952 1/
: : s 3 [} ) 3 t o et | t
3 t : 3 ] : [ 3 2
Gross ot mariketing Marke
Commodt ty N Fars squivalent + Retall . Betall s g " iByproduct: o 1 adjusted v o, "y chnrtﬁ"hn""
3 T wit 3 price iallowence: : for t 3
H s 3 3 value ] T valus ibyproducts: and ] :
H 3 s H 3 1 ) paynents (’)x i
1 : s Dollars Dallars Dollars [oliars Dellars  Dollaxs  Peddara  Perosoi
t t s
: : ]
Market besket coveceecncecaossennsd s ¢ 73126 - --- 331.02 400.2 -0.34 399.90 45
: ] :
Meat products I eeeeeiiensenent : ¢ 22162 Li2.11 5.30 106,861  104.81 —- 104.81 50
2 H :
Deiry products cceecvessorescsesd 3 3 140.24 79.33 -— 79.33 60.91 -— 60,91 57
H s s
Poultry and OGHS «eeevecscsonsact r 1935-39 @ 53.78 35.63 -— 35.63 18.15 — 18,15 66
t : esnpoml 3
z 3 average 3
t Farm produce equivalemt : quantities :
seeccocant of annual family s purcbased, : 107.34 - -— 28.54 78.80 - .04 18.76 ry
Gredl covesensosccccsccsocnansd purchases 3 per family s —  28.04 5.33 2,71 — — -— 2
1 1 of three :
Other cereal products .ceeevsst 1 aversge 1 38,5 18.95 3.73 15.22 23.29 -— 23.29 40
S t conswmers ¢
A1 fruits snd vegetables ......: 3 : 175.91 64.61 —_ 64.61 1n1.30 —— 111.30 37
Fresh frutts and vegetables ..? 3 3 139.83 56.2 — 56,21 83.62 —— 83.62 40
Fresh vegetables ....... 1 3 88.44 34.43 -— 34.43 54,01 — 54,01 39
Canned frults and vegota H 3 23.47 4.32 -— 4432 19.15 — 19.1%5 18
] : :
Mlscellansous products seeeescest H T 42.37 -— - 16.10 26.277 - 320 25.97 38
L 2 3
T 2 2
H 4 14
: z r Conts  Cenis  Centp Lenty Cents Cents Lents  Percept
H : :
3 : :
Beef (Choice grade) .cceecevecsess12.16 1b. Chofce grads cattile: Pomd 1 83.4 4/€0.2 4.8 55.4 28.0 -— 28.0 66
LARD sesscccnssvoreascsssvenasensstZ. 16 1b. lumbe : Pomd : 68.2 42,1 7.5 34.6 33.6 -— 33.6 51
Pork (including 18rd) .cccssesesse3le4l 1b. hogs : Pomd 1 9.2 22.6 —— 22.2 17.0 —_ 17.0 57
3 H t
3 3 :
Butter ..ciecenceeee essessesstButteriat and farm butter : Pomnd 1 9.7 57.1 -— 57.2 22.6 —_— 22.6 72
Cheese, American ... veeeeee1l0.08 1b. milk T Pomd : 65.9 42.0 —_ 42.0 23.9 —-— 23.9 [YA
Evaporated MilK c.c.ceencacscacseetl 95 1b. milk 1l }-oz. can ¢+ 15.5 8.00 -— 8.00 7.5 — 7.5 52
Fludd milK vevesconcccnsacassnoosatParm retail and vholesale : Quart : 23.6 13.96 —— 13.96 9.6 — 9.6 59
JIcCe Cream .ocncevcosscsccassaacsacilef 1b. milk 3 Pint H 31.5 8.20 — 8.30 23.2 — 23,2 26
H H t
s t t
BZES ceveversscosnssssacacassnseesil,03 doze H Dozen 2 .2 48.0 -— 48.0 16.2 -— 16.2 75
Chicken c.cesacovvossncoses eses11,136 1D, 3 Pound 3 55.2 30.0 — 30.0 25.2 e 25,2 54
3 t3 3
: H H
White brod coveeisasecscvrvacsseei 4912 1b. wheat T Pound @ 16.9 3.22 o5 2.63 14.3 — 14.3 16
1 3 4
: H t
Corn flakeB veverecsescsascesssssstl, 05 1b. corn t B-03. pkg. : .0 3.85 1.29 2.56 11.4 —_— 11.4 18
Corn 6L .eveveseee eesssseestl343 1b, corn : Pound 3 8.5 3.60 .55 3.05 5.5 — 5.5 36
Ylour, vhite® c.ccveveccesncessscesslell 1b. wheat 3 Pound 3 8.9 4.98 .92 4.06 4.8 — 4.8 46
RICO coovvevsss oo cesascesatl 68 1b, rough H Pomd : 17.4 10.48 1./9 8.99 8.4 - 8.4 52
Rolled OHLE ceessossccssnnavsesssea32.05 1b, cats H Pomd : L4.8 5.40 1.25 4425 10.6 — 10.6 29
H 2 2
3 3 3
AppleB ceseetvaraconsscorencssvaset 022 bu. H Pound 1 13. 6.94 — 6.94 6.9 -— 6.9 50
Orenges .. ceseecsascensscsl +0€13 Dox - fresh use 1 Dozen 1 43.5 15.4, _— 15.4 28.1 —_— 28.1 35
3 1 3
: H t
BeADS, BOEP cevsccvssscvavacroasanl 40375 bu. : Pound t  24.2 12,56 — 12,56 11,6 — 11.6 52
Cablage coeeees eecesesesstl 10 1b. t Pound H 7.0 1.78 - 1.78 5.2 — 5.2 25
Carrots ceasees ceeesneacent 0222 bu, H Bapch 1 13.3 5,22 -— 5.22 8.1 —-— 8,1 39
cessscevesssscssssasst U185 Crt. H Head 1 15.9 5.92 — 5.92 1,00 -— 1.00 37
esvseseessil, 06 10, i Pound : 11.6 5,00 — 5.00 6,6 —_ 6.6 43
sesessed HO174 bu. H Pomd 7.2 3.46 -— 3.46 3.7 — 3.7 48
Swveetpotatoes . H Poud : 14.0 7.38 -— 7.38 6.6 -— 6.6 53
TORALOOS csvessscvsvacrssnsosscsosl +O251 bu. T Powmd :  28.1 14.06 -— 14.06 1.0 —_— 14.0 50
: 3 H
] t t
Peaches, canned ....eecccecvassecetled 1b. Calif. cling t Bo. 24 can s 33.8 6.14 — 6.14 2.7 — 1.7 18
Corn, cenned «.c..eees eosecset3.03 Ib, sveet 1 Bo. 2ean t 23.8 3.78 — 3.78 20.0 —_ 20.0 16
Poas, cANNOd ccovessecvesersesssed +89 1D, s Bo. 2 can 3 15.5 3.87 -— 3.87 11.6 -— 11.6 25
h-‘o-s, CanNOd covssevvvsenereantlhl 1. t 8o, 2 ean @ 18,1 3.28 -— 3.28 1.8 —_ 14.8 18
H t t
s s z
PrUD®BE cccssescscsscssavssssenssasil 1. dried, Californis 3 Pomd 3 28.3 8.49 — 8.49 15.8 — 19.8 30
Navy DORNS ccceocsosnceccsscccsssssl 1b, Mich, and K. T. 3 3
1 pes besos t Pomd : 15.6 7.19 -— 7.19 8.L —- 8.4 46
H H H
3 s 3
Beet BUGAY coveccecscssssnssnseccsd 7.2 1b. sugar beets s Pomd 3 11.0 423 .2 4.02 7.0 ~ .54 6.5 37
esssesed 14.61 1b, sugar cane 3 Poumnd 1 10.7 4.65 1.09 3.56 7.1 - 54 6.6 33
3 3
s skim milk 3 Pomd 1 30.3 -— -— 11.04 19.3 —— 19.3 36
Vegetabtle phortening ..cc.ececesecsCottonsesd and soybesns t Pomd ¢ 30.6 13.%9 -— 13.59 7.0 -— 17.0 Lh
3 t :
t : s
k3

3 H
1/ Full details comcerning the calculation of price spreeds for commodity

groups and individual items are presented in Agr. Inform. Bul. No. 4, "Price

Spreads Betwesn Farmers and Consmsers,® Nov. 1949, and Misc, Pub. Jo. 576, *Price Spreads Between Farmers and Consumers for Food Products, 1913-44,"

Sept. 1945 (out of print}.

2/ Marketing charges equal margin adjusted for byproduct allo

minus Gov

Tommodi ty-group estimates are derived from dats more inclusive than the individual items listed in this table.
t marketing taxes plus Government payments to marketing agencies.

3/ In addition to the individual meat items — lamb, pork (including lard), and carcass beef Cholice grade — for which price-spread datu are listed
in tais table, the meat-products group includes veal and mutton, farm sales of lover grade cattle, and allowances at the retail level for meat by-

products and processed meats.
prices are collected only for Choice grade beef cute.

imputed for all beef may be too large and the farmer's share computed for the meat-products group may be too small.

Farm prices of lower grade cattis declined more than those of Choice grade during the second half of 1952.
1f retail prices of lower grade beef declined more than thoss for Cholce grade, tne margin
It should be noted, however,

Retall

that even wita a constant margin, lower prices at both farm and retail levels result in a amaller proportion of the retall price going to the farmer.
4/ Gross farz value before adjusting for Choice grade premium was 42.5 cents.
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