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The farm value of the leaf tobacco in a package 
of standard-size, popular brand cigarettes increased 
approximately 23 percent from 1945-46 to 1951-52; 
the combined manufacturers' and distributors' margin 
increased 46 percent; and Federal and State excise 
taxes 20 percent. The retail price of a package 

of cigarettes rose a bout 30 percent during the period. 
It is estimated that the farm value of the leaf 

tobacco was about 16 percent of the retail price in 
1951-52; the manufacturers' and distributors' margin 
was 37 percent; and Federal and State excise taxes 
were 47 percent. 
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STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF MARKET INFOIMATION 

Item 
1 Unit or 1 1951 
abase periodl Year Dec. 

Farm-to:re~l price spreads 

Farm-food market basket: 1/ 1 

Retail cost ••••••••••• , •••••• , •••••• , ........ , : Dol. 722 741 
Fann vttl ue •..•.•..••..•..••.•.•...•.••.•••••.• : " 360 367 
Marketing charges ................ , •••••••••••• 1 362 374 
Farmer's share of retail cost ••••••••••••••••• : Pet. 50 50 

12~1 I 
Year : Oct. -Dec.: 

Cotton: 2/ 
Retail cost •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••····' Dol. 
Fam value ....................... ••••••••••••••' " 
Marketi~g cbargea •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••' n 
Farmer's share of retail cost ••••••••••••••••• 1 Pet. 

I 

Tobacco: ::2/ 
Retail cost ................................... 1 Dol. 

59.35 
8.63 

50.72 
14.5 

3.09 
Fal"!ll value .................................... a n .504 
Federal and State excise taxes ••••••••••••••••= 
Marketing ch6.rges ............................. 1 

Farmer's share of retail cost •••••••••••••••••: 

General economic indicators 1 

I 

Consumers' per capita income and expenditures; !:t/1 
Disposable personal income ••••••••••••••••••••' 
Expenditures for goods and services •••••••••• ,; 
Expenditures for food ••••••••••••••••••••••••• : 
Expend! tures for food as percentage of : 

disposable '.ncome •.•.. , .•••• , ••.•••••••.••• , z 

Hourly earnings per employed factory worker !:J/ •• 1 

Hourly earnings of food marketing 1111ployees fJ/ •• : 

Retail sales: 11 
F,ood s't'Dres ••••••••••••••••••••••• , ••••••••••• a 
Ap~.rel stores ................................ 1 

I 

Manufacturers 1 inventories: 11 : 
Food and kindred products •••••••••••••••••••••I 
Textile-mill products •••••••••••••••••••••••••I 
Tobacco products •.••.•.•.••••.••. " ..••. e: •••••• : 

n 

" Pet. 

Dol. 
n 

Pet. 

Dol. 
ft 

Mil, dol, I 
n 

II 

" • 

1.27 
1.32 

16.3 

1,450 
1,340 

392 

27 

Year 

1.59 
1.4S 

3,136 
851 

3,542 
3,206 
1,637 

Indexes of industrial production: Y : 1 

Manufactured food products ••••••••••••••••••• ,11935-39=100: 165 
Textiles and products ......................... : " 174 
Tobacco products .............................. a n 175 

Index of physical volume of faxm marketings ••••• : 

?rice indexes 
I 

Conswners' price index y .............. , ........ : 
Wholesale prices of food y ..................... 1 

Wholesale prices of cotton 0JodS y ........... , .a 
Wholesale prices of woolen and wrsted goods Y .a 
Prices received by farmers j/ •••••••••••••••••••I 
Prices paid by farmers j/ ....................... : 

: 

II 

" • 
" n 
n 

147 

186 
232 
269 
250 
2Sl 
219 

1251 

58.23 
S.84 

49-39 
15.2 

1,481 
1,347 

395 

27 

Dec. 

1.64 
1.52 

3,210 
S69 

3,479 
3,045 
1,761 

160 
152 
147 

157 

189 
233 
249 
20S 
284 
220 

I 

Oct. 

736 
341 
394 

46 

Year 

56.36 
7.91 

48.45 
14.0 

1,484 
1,370 

404 

27 

Oct, 

1.70 
1.57 

3,L,J.S 
925 

3,48S 
2,S41 
1,726 

164 
172 
190 

220 

191 
230 
239 
196 
263 
217 

1952 
Nov. 

737 
339 
39S 
46 

12~2 
:July-Sept. : 

56.12 
8.20 

47.92 
14.6 

1,486 
1,358 

406 

27 
1252 
.Nov. 

1.72 
1.59 

3,340 
S70 

3,450 
2,743 
1,742 

161 
176 
181 

190 

191 
22S 
237 
195 
258 
216 

Dec. 

731 
331 
400 
~ 

Oct.-Dec1 

56.17 
6.'}7 

49.20 
12.4 

1,528 
1,399 

406 

Z7 

Dec. 

1.73 

3,3SO 
960 

3,308 
2,660 
1,776 

161 
167 
lSl 

lSO 

191 
220 
236 
195 
250 
215 

1f 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 as reported in 1934-36 survey. Data are for last month of qus.rter. ::2/ Four tobacco products from 
1 pound of leaf tobacco (farm-sales weight), weighted by leaf equivalents of tax-paid w1 thdrawals, 1935-39. Data are 
lor year beginning July 1. !:t/ Seasonally adjusted annual rates, calculated from U. S, Dept. of Commerce data. 2/ U. S. 
Dept. of Labor. Indexes of wholesale prices converted from 1947-49 base. 9/ Weighted composite eamings in steam 
railways, food processing, wholesale trade and retail food stores, calculated from data of U. S. Dept. of Labor and 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 1/ Seasonally adjusted, U. S. Dept. of Commerce. Annual data for 1951 are on average 
monthly basis. ij Seasonally adjusted, Board of Governors of Federal Reserve System. j/ Converted from 1910-14 base. 
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SU!-11.1ARY 

Fu.rm prices of food products declined .during 1952 but increased· market­
ing costs of'fset 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 so.me ·in both per.lods but their .farm value was about 7 percent 
low~;:r in the lar.t quarter of 195.2 •. Decreases in the farm prices of meat 
animals accounted for most of the decline in the farm value. 

With marketing charges higher· and farm prices lower, the farmer's 
share of the dollar consumers spent for fan1-produced foods averaged 46 
cents in the final quarter of 1952 compared with 50 cents a year earlier • 

. Costs of performing marketing services increased during the year. 
Average hourly ea.rnings of employees in food m<:rketing enterprj.ses .were 
5 percent higher in November than a year earlier. Transportation rates 
of both rail and motor carriers were rais.ed during 1952. Rents and other 
costs of firrr).S marketlng agricultural products advtmced during the ·year, 
No significant reduction in wagesJ rents, or trant~portation costs is 
anticipated in the near future. Therefore, it seems reasonable to expect 
that the present level or food-marketing charges probably ,rlill be at leust 

.maintained in 1953. · 
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ThG retail cost of 42 articles of cotton clothing and household 
furnishings averaged about 5 percent leso in 1952 thnri. in 1951. Farrnerr-: 
received 8 ·percent less for the lint cotton from which ·the articles were 
made. The spread between the retail cost and farm value decreased ~~ pclr­
cent. The farmer's share of the dollar th:,:t ·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 1951, Federvl 
nnd Stnte excise taxes rE:prc';)sented 47 p1;rcent of the average retail price 
of ~~- package of stc,nderd-sl ze cigarettes, the combined leaf der.:lers', 
mC::IJlufacturers 1 ,. P..nd -distri·butors' margin -accounted for 37 percent, tmd 
the payment to the fe::t1ner for the leaf tobacco for 16 percent. 

Consumers -have· s·pent ·approxime.tely 27 percent of their disposable 
income fo-r ·food in e'aeh ·ciuarter slnce the first quarter of 1951 when they 
spent 28 percent •. Consumers I expenditures for food ( se~lSOnally adjusted) 
in the fourth quarter of 1952 were at an Dil.nu&l r~.te··of $/+06 per· person, 
about 3 percent higher than a year eU.riJ.e!', 

P'AI?1'1-HETAIL PRICE SPHEADS 

Th'<z. Ha'rkr~t Baske·t ·of Farm Foods 1/ . 

F'arm Vulue· Lm-rer in 1952 · 

The nnnual average fB:rm ·v-E:.lue of the f-oods in the mttrket basket declined 
2 percent from $360 in· 1951 to $353 in 1952 ( t[~ble 1). On ~ monthly basis, 
the farm value decreased sharply from J~nuary to February and then rose to 
an annual r&te of $365 in July, the high for the year. By December the farm 
vc:..lue had dropped to ~JJl, the lowest slnce November 1950. 

All commodity groups except da.iry products Fmd fruits and vegetables 
had lower mmual averuge farm values .in '1952 than in i951. Til~. mec.t prod-
ucts group showed the largest decline '(table 2). · 

Marketing Charges R<~c.ch New High 

Charges for marketing tho foods :i,n ·the market basket estnblished 'a. 
record annual average of $386 in 1952', which was 7 percent higher thnn· the 
$362 in 1951. ?) Marketing charges during 1952 varied from u low nnhua.l 
r!J.te of $369 in r1arch to a high of $400 in December. 'l'hE;J Decembvr esti-
mate was 7 pE:rcent above that for .December 1951. · · · · 

, . ' . . 

Annual aver&ge marketing churges·for all'commodity group~, ·except 
miscell13neous product~;, were higher in 1952 than in 1951. But thB f'rui ts 
and vegetables and meat products groups accounted for most of the over-all 
increase. 

11 The "market biLsket" con'ta:I;s qua.nt;i. ties of farm food products. equal 
to the 1935-39 average annual purchases per fti..rnily of thr(.!e. average: Con­
sumers. Full deta:lls are presented· in Agricultural Information Bulletin 
No. L~, "Price Spreads Between Farmers and Consumers. 11 

2:/ Marketing charge·s, as used here, are the charges for all markoting 
operations bet1-reen farmers Emd consumers and include· charges for assembling, 
processing, transporting, and distributing, 



5 -
'-l ',r, 

Table 1.- THE MARKET BASKE·T: ·: ·Reta.i.l 'cost of' 1935-39 average annual purchases 
of farm food pr~ducts by a. family of three average consumers·, farm vHlue 

of equivalent quan~i ties sold by produc·ers, marketing charges, and farmer• s 
.. Sha.~e of the consumer• s food doll_ar, 1935-52 

Marketin~. . 
Retail' cost Farm va:J.ue 

. 
Year :·· . cha~~~ :Farmer's ::;hare y· . ~ ... . . Dollars Dollars .. Dollar:z Percent . . 

. ' 
'. 

1935-39 average .... : 341 135 204 40 

1940 . 3i9 .127 192 40 . . . -........... 
191~1 . 349 154 194 44 . . . .. . ' ....... ~ .... 
1942 . ·409 195 213 48 . . . . . . . . . . ~ • .... 
1943 . 459 236 229 51 . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
l94L~ • . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . 451 233 231) 52 
1945 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 459 2/+6 ''/.29' 54 
1946 . 52-8. 279 :. 258 53 . . . . . . . . . . . -· ... 
1947 . 6M+ 335 ' '308 52 . . . . . . . . . . "' ,. ... 
19Ml . 690 350 . . '340. . 51 . . . . .. . . . . . . ~ ... 
1949 . 646 308 338 48 . . . . . . . . . . . •. . . . . .. 
1950 .............. • . : 645 30.8 337 48 
1951 . 722 M J6o· ·!:J! 362 50 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
1952 . 740' 353 386 48 • • • • • • • • • • ~ ' !l .• • 

. 1951 - Dec. . 741 367 374 50 ...... ~ . 
1952 - Jan. . 71+6 364 3'82 49' ........ • . 

Feb. . . . . . . . . . . 726 354 372 49 
Mar. . 725 356 ... 369' 49 . . . . . . ~ ~ 
Apr. . 738 358 380 48 ...... ~ . 
May . 7/..4 362 . . 382. 49 . . . . . . . . . 
June . 746 359 . 388 48 . . . . . .. •." 
July . 755 365 390 48 . . . . . . ·~· ' 
Aug. . 754 359 394 48 . . . . . . . . 
Sept. . 733 348 390 47 ....... 
Oct. ....... ; . 736 341 394 46 
Nov. . ......... 737 339 398 46 
Dec. . . . . . . . . . 731 331 400 45 

1/ Calculated fro~ reta.il prices· collected by the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
and the Bureau of Agricultural Economics. 

Y Payments to farmers for equivalent quanti ties. of farm produce rninus imputed 
value of byproducts obtained in processing. 

: . 

~ Marketing charges equal margin (difference between retail cost and farm 
value) minus processor taxes plus Government paymento to marketing agencies. 

6/ Revised. . 



Table 2•·- i'he market;, bask'-e:t··of-, fam foo"~ :t>i-oliucts::·~·:~.ADm1a.J:. aV.eTager r-etail·. cost, 
· ·farm·valu:e:,:marketing~'ehargen,' cmd farmer'.~ ·~ha.re:,;;l95.~ and. 195-l: · .. 

I . 'I : ' '',' , •. ~ . . . • ~ ' ' I ' 'o . . ' - '•~I ': _.. I-::!,:,',:''· 1 -,·.,,,1:' ~~.~~ .~ ': . 

Reta:i'l -.cmat. ·. - , ·! : · --

: · ·· ··1952 · · · : · · - 1Q51 ... · = ........ Ch~l.l1£;'t;l....=. ..19~.2. .... {.r<?,~n .-~~~~1-
. : :. · · ' : Actual ; Percenta"e Conunod;t ty ... 

' 

t>farke.t · l;:\a..sket •••••• )J · ..... ~ ~ • : 

Meat p:.»oducts •••••••••• : 
Dairy products ..•.•.• , .• : 
Poultry and eggs ••••••• : 
Baker; c:.nd other · i 

cereal productp .•.•••• : 
Fruits and vegetables •• : 
Miscellaneous products .: 

Market basket . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Meat products •••••••••• : 
Datry products •••••.••• : 
Poultry and eggs •.••••• : 
Ba.kery and other ·· 

cereal products •• · •••• : 
Fruits and vegetables •• : 
Miscellaneous products • : 

Market- basket . 
• • • f •••••••••• 

Meat products • , •· ••••.•. : 
Dairy products .;~ •••••• : 
Poultry and eggs ••••••• : 
Bakery and other· 

·cereal products •••••• : 
Fruits and vegeta.bles •• : 
Miscellaneous products •• 

Market basket . ......... • ..... . 
. Mea.t products ••••• · ••••• : 

Dairy products .•••••••• : 
··Paul try and eggs .••••. ;·: 

Bakery and other 

- }.~.. ~ 
· Dollars DolTars· ' · po.tlars "· · i Percent 

7.39'~ 70' 
220.59 
140.06 

51.86 

106. 61~ 
178.2.3 

42.·42 

• ,'I •: 

10.3 •. 94 
156.3.6 

46 ... 42 

. 17.45 
-. 5. 29 
.. 5 .• .30 

-. .3.0.3 

...... '2 
2 

.· ... ! ·, ·. :4 
·- 6 

' I' ' 

.. ~ .• 60 . ' .... ' 

. 21 .• .8:7. . • . . . . .:l-:4: 
-; 4.00. . . . . '- ·9. 

---·-- ----~ _,_ ____ ..... ...._._....__,_....__. ,_,__....__, -----=-- ____ ___,_,F ann value 
"• 

I '• 

.352.'d7 
1.32:.19 

78. 6.3 
3.3.04 

27·.80. 
65·.26 
15.95 

359.90 
147:60 

74' .. 39 
,36.55 

28 .• 35 
55.25 
17.76 

, f.' ............ ·,.· . 

-; I 7 .• OJ . ' .. ' ' . -' .2' 
-, 15. 4l. • 1 • • , , , ..;. ,lQ·: 
:.1. .• 24 ....... ; .6 

-. 3~51 - 10 
• '.-f ... , •. , . 

-: . .• 55 . . . . . . - .. ~ 
. lO. •. O~ ·'18 

-. 1.81 ... 10 

----- ___ ..:.M::::a::.r=keting c.b.arge=s ____ -----
.. ".,. ' 

386~49 362.'01 ' .24 •. 48. . 7 
88· • .1+0 78.~8 . 10 •. 12 13 
61'. 4.3 60 •. 37 : .l .. 06. 2 
18.82 18 .. 34 ....• .48 '. .3 

78.70 75.55 . .J.15 4 
112•97 101411 : 11..86. ': 12 

26.17 2$~.36 -.. 2.19 .. 8 
• I ") .. ' . 

Farmer's Qhare of con:=;:umer 1.u .dollar 
Cents Cents Cen.tS; .. 

48 50' - 2 
60 . '65 - 5 
56 55 1 
64 67 - 3 

cereal products·.-.•••••• : ' 
Fruits and vegetabl-es ••. :: 

:26 
.3? 

' ·27 1 
35 2 

Miscellaneous products .: JS .38 0 



Co.sts of performing marltet~ng services generally were higher in 195;2, 
than in 1951. Hourly 'earni-ngs of employees in food marke.ting firms averaged 
about 5 percent higher in the first ll months of 1952 .· (data for the final 
month are not yet available) than in the same period of 195i. Transporta­
tion rates of both rail and.motor carriers were raised during the year. 
Average hourly earnings of Class I rail·road· employees were .6 percent higher 
in the ~i,rst 10 months o:f 1952 t~an in th~ same .period of 1951. 

Retail Cost gf Fann .foods Rise§ to Recor'd LeVel 

A.record annual average .retail 6ost of·$740 was established by the foods 
in the market basket in 1952. J./ · 'l'his was $18 or 2· percent above the previous 
high of $722,. recorded in 1951. · During the second half of 1952 the retail 

· cos.t. declined. from a peak annual rate of $755 in July to $731 in December. 

' 
Annual averages for the meat products, poultry and eggs, and miscellan-

eous products groups were lower than in 1951, but these decreases were·rnore 
than offset by increases for the .other groups. The .la.rgest. gain was made 
by the fruits and vegetables group, whose annual average was 1/., percent 
higher than in 1951. · 

Farmer's Share£ Cents Smaller 

The annual a'verage.share that the farmer received. of the dollar the 
consumer spent for farm foods in 1952 was 48 cents compared with 50 cents 
in 1951. Y During 1952 the farmer's share varied from 49 cents .in the 
first 3 ,months of the year to /+5 cents in December.. 

Changes 1!1 Annual Averages from 1951 .!& 1952 
~Commodity Groups 

~ Products: Annual average charges for marketing the meat products 
·in the family market busk~t were $10 higher in 1952 than in 1951. But· the 
retail cost and the farm value were down t5 :and $;15, respectively, from the 
ave~ages for the prev-ious year (table 2). The sruire ·received ·by the farmer 

.from the dollar that the consumer spent for meat products was 60 cants in 
1952 compared with the record of 65 cents in 1951.. 

l.JI 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. 11 The ma.rk~t 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 ln eating places. 
~ Estimates of the division of the retail price between farmers and market­

ing ttgencies 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 thfm.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,corm,lo9ity groups shoHlng an 
increase in the farm va1ue from 1951 to 1952.· Since charges for marketing 
these products did not advance appreciably; the retail cost rose only . 
slightly more than the farm value. 

• I 

Each of the pri.ncipcl individual products. in the group (fluid milk, ... , 
butter, American cheese, and evaporated. milk): shoHed increases in its 
mmual average retail price Wld farm value. Harketing charges for most 
of the products advanced, the- largest inc:r:ease Has about 4. pe_rcent. 

Fttrmers received an average of 56 .cents of the dollar that consumers 
spent for dairy products in 1952 compared w.L th 55 cents in 1951.· 'Ihe · 
record annu&l· average of 59 cents· was established in 1947·. 

Poultry and _Eggs: Both the r.;;tail coet and the farm value of' the 
poultry and eggs group declined. about the same amount, Charges for market­
ing these products were ubout. tho same as in 1951 and the furmer 1 s share·. 
declined from 67 centL~ in 1981 to· 64 cents in 1952. The farmer's share 
for the poul trt and eggs group in 195~ w .... s 2 cents smaller thtln in 1935-39. 
She.reH for c..ll other ~oups were higher than pre,mr. 

Baker;y Qllii Other Cerenl Products: The farm value· of this grotrp o:f 
products declined about 2 percent from 1951 to 1952. But this decrease 
wan inore than offset by ~.:.. 4 percent tncr~ase in marketing charges and '-the 
retail cost increased 3 percent. The.advances in the retail cost ~md 
marketing charges continued trends that began when World \-lur II pric·e. 
controls were removed. 

Of the mom~y thn.t consumers spend. on these pr~ducts, more, is spent .for 
white bread th&n for ,,my other item. The retail price of white bread and 
ch~rges for marketing it both nveTaged higher ln 1952- (table 17), but ·the 
farm value wns slightly lower. 

Fruits and Vegetables: The retail cost, f&rm vclue, and marketing 
charges for tnis group all u.verag<~d substLllltinlly higher in 1952 t.hDn in 
1951. 'fhese increases were CHUS~d by the fresh _?roducts in the group as . 
th(:j rt- tail cost and mr:.rketlng charges for the canned items were lower in 
1952 thfm in 1951. Increases were larger for fresh vege~ubles than for 
·fresh fruits. 

Farmers received 37 cents of the dollar that consumers spent for fruits 
and vegetables in 195'2. During the postwar years the farmer's shn.re has : 
varied from 43 cents in -1946 to 35 cents in 1950·and 1951. 

Recent F'arrn-Hetail .Pr~ fu!reads 
for Neat Products 

· The {l.Verat;e retai~ price of Choice grade beef cuts in the final q~rter 
of 1952 wo.s £,.pproximu.tely 4 cents per _Jound below the post-Korean peak. 
reaahed a year earlier (table 3). . Fa.nn prices of Choice gr~de beef' ca.tUe 
rose to a high in tho first qm .. rte;r of 1951. Tht3 net farm .value of the 
li veweight equi valent of a pound of Choi co grade beef cuts ·nt that time was 
about 6 cents higher th&! in the last quarter of 1952. Srnnller increases 
in the averhge retcil price thcLn in the :n<~t farm value reduced .the margin 
betwt:Jen the two in the last quarter of 1950 and th~:.:· first quarter of.l95l. 



Table 3.- F6.m-retail prl~e'.S.prk~ds-f.or·meat prod\lcts_: Re.£¢1 price per po~~, 
farm value of equiv-alent quantities J>old_ by producer$,· byproduct: -a~-justment, 

mark;eting·margin, and farr.-ter's- share-of re'tail price;· :qu_arterly averages, -1950,...52 .. , . . :::. - ·-
----~~-- --

: . . -
: - -l950. • . 1951 . . . . 1952-

.. 
Item .. ·IJnit" ... -. _ . • . · .• -. -

...; ax1 .. -: Rpr.- :July-: Oct:.-: Jan .. -: Ap:r. _...,:July- :Oct.-: Jan.- :apr. -:July-: Oct •. -·· 
: -If. . ..,. s t ,.., ' .r . s ·t " '.< J s . .... . -,· . - : ,1ar. -:<.~-une : eo • :..uec. : Nar.- : une : ep • :Dec.· : .•1ar. : une : ept.. :.uec. 
: : 

Beef {Choi.ce grade) : 
Reta:il price ••• -~ ••.• :. Cents : 67.2 .7l.9' 77.6 77.2 at..J 84.9 84.8 88.8 87~7 86.8 85.7 84~4 
Gross -farm v-alue ~ ••• : II . 55-4 56.0 58.7 61-.2 72.2 .71.6 71.0 '71.8 f1:) • 3 . 67. 5 63.9 62.,3. . 

Byproduct allowance: II . 5.3 t:: • ~6 . 7.1 8.5 8.0 7.8 7.1 5.7 5.4 5.3 4.8 . J .. 4 
Net farm value •••••• : II : 5<).1 50.6' 52.1 54.1 63.7 63.6 63.2 64.7 63.·6 62.1 58.6 57.5 
Margin ••••••.•..•••• : " . 17.1 21.3 25.5 23~1 20.6 21..3 21.6 24.1 24.1 24.7 27~1 2&.9-. 
Farmer's share •••••• :Percent: 75. 70 67 70 76 75 . 75' 73 73 72 6S 68 . . . . 

Pork (including lard) . ~ . . 
Retail. price •••••••• :. Gents : 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 •••••• : II . 22.i 24~ 29.6 25.4 29.2 28.7 28.4 25.9 23.8 25.9 27 .. 8 23."8 . .tt!.. 

:fl'targin ~ ••.••• ~ •••••• : II . 14.3· 14.7 15.8 16.5 ],5.-8 16.5 17.2 18.1 16.9 14·4 15.6' 16.;9 . 
Farmer's shaTe : ••••• :Percent: 61 62 65 61 65 63 ·62 59 58- 64 '64 58 . . ' . . 

Lamh and mutton 
Retail pri'ce:: ••• _ ••••• :. Cents : ·64.1 71.3 71.6 71.4 74.1 __ 77. 3 77.8 80.) 76.3 76.1 78.4 70.:4 
Gross farro. value •••• : II . 49.5 53.0 54.3 ~7.9 71.0 70.9' 64.6 -62.9 58.0 56.5 54.2 45-1 . 

-Byproduct.allowance: II . 8.7 6~9 8.3 11.9 21.2 14.8 9.8 10.2 10.4 6.7 6.7 7.2 . 
Net ·rarm value .••••• : II . /+0.8 46.1 46.0 46.0 49·8 56.1 54 • .8 52.7 47.6 49.8. 47.5" 37.9 . 
Margin .••.••..•.•..• : II : 23.3 25.2 25.~ 25.4 . 24-3 2i.2 .: 23.0 27.6 28.7 26.3 30.9 32.5. 
Farmer' s· share •••••• :Percent: 64 65 '64 64. 67 7) 70 -66 62 65 61. "54. 

: 

.. 

I . 

~ 
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Sub::;equent advanC(H, Jn the rctr.t.il pr.i.c<? nnd decreas<JG in the ft;:rm priceG 
of beuf eo. ttl(:, widened the margin ,from 21. cents in the first quarter of 1951 
to 27 cents in the third quarter o£ 1952.,. The share f!'ime:r:s received of the 
dollar consumers spent for Choice grade 'beer' cuts· rose 'to a high of 76 cents 
in the first qut.~.rter of 1951. It declined to 68 cents in ·the third quarter 
of 1951. Purt of the- rc~duction· in the frmn· priC8• of be:.Jr CD.t tle during the 
last 2 yr~ars was caused by decreases in the prices; of' hides, tallow, and 
other nonedible bypro9-ucts. , , . : · · ' ·' 

....... 
Prices of ·lower gru.de co.ttio declinefl more -·th,an p~ices of ~.h'e' ~ho1ce 

grade during the second half of.l952. Farm-rl-3ta.il price· sprGads o.re not 
uvn.ilablf~ for l·own·· grade cuttl8 bec<mse rettd.l ·.prices :.~re collected only 
for Choi9e gr&de cuts. · · · 

. . ' 

The' comp,es_i t.e .re.tail pripe of. 1 pound 9f: pqrlc pro~1ct.s. includine lard 
in the last· qp:artPr of 1952· )·mo about 5 cents lower th~ t~e peak :in the 
third quartt:lr of 1951. The net f<1rm value 'I.:Ufl about 6 cents lmmi" then the 
high in the t)li;rd, q,uar'ter of ;1.9'50.- MHrgins. bt?t¥eeh the· CO:rn:POSi ~e reta.il 
price nnd farm value increased· from the second to the fourth quarter: of 
1952. 'I'he fourth quarter margin was u.pproximately 1 coh.t.less thon 'the 
maximum reached: a, y~ar earlier.. l''arrners :re9ei v~d 58 cent13 of· the dQllar 
consumers spent, .on pork cmd lard in the· last quarter of 195-;:. Durin.g '1951 
e.nd 1952 the farmer's share varied from 58 to 65 cents.: The retail p:rice 
of lard decline~ 35. p~rcent f:rb~n the first quf):rte:r of 1951 :to the. 'final 
quarter of 1952. 'l'his accounted for much of the reduction in the ·compos1te 
retail price. 

. ' . . ~ 

'rhe aver~ge retail price· of lamb per· pound· ,i.n the last quarter of. 1952 
was almost 10 cents below the peak reached a. year earlier and was at tbe 
lowest level ~;Jince the first quarter of 19.50, . Farm pri:¢es· of lambs av.~raged 
lorrer than duri~g any: other ,qt1art~r ln the 1950..:.52 period·~· The. farm, value 
wat~ about one-third ·lower thu.n' the high in the second q'IJarter of 1951.- The 
margin betrreen the retail price and fo.nn value established a new record in 
the fourth quart.er of'· 1952. It: .was 5 centt·!' wider· than ,,a year earlier. 
Farmers received· 54· cents of the dollar consumers spent' for lamb in the 
fourth quarter. During 1950-52, the farmer's s~are varied from 54 c~1ts 
to 73 cents. · Decreases in the prices of wool· accounted' for· part o~ the 
decline in the farm price of lambs in 1951 nnd 1952. 

I ' ' . 
The.spread (marketing charge) between the retail cost of 42 cotton 

articleo and the .farm. value .of the lint cotton from which they. were.made 
vas about the' silme in· December 1952 as in-December· 1951. (Eee table on 
inside of cover.) Farm vali1e of the lint cotton dec1in·ect 21 percen·t, 'or 
about $2, dUring the f'eriod. Tfle retail cost declined approximately 4 
percent, or about $2,. during the year ended in December 1952. The retail 
cost, marketing charg~s, and fi.um vc...Lue .in December •rere at111 higher than 
in June 1950, before the rise· tha.t fol10'1-red the invasion of South Korea. 
Marketing charges lagged behind retail priceD during the advance and durin~ 
the decline that began in the summer of 1951. The f'arrucr' s share of the 
dollar that consumers sp1'1nt fo'r 'these art.icleci was 12.4 cents i:ti December 
compared 1ol.i th 15.2 a year oa.rliHr and 12.8 cents in; Jurlt'} 1950. 



- 11 -

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 tlle differences between wholesale prices of unfinished cloth and the 
value of the cotton used in its manufacture. 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). 2/ 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 prewar period resulted from 
higher Federal and State excise taxes and a larger margin for distributors 
{cover chart) • The manufacturer's and leaf dealer's i11B.rgin in recent years 
was about equal to the 1935-39 average. Federal and State excise taxes 
have made up more than one-ha.lf of the total spread since 1931. 

The Manufacturer's and Leaf Dealer's Margins 

The margin of the manufacturer 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 man~ 
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, redr.ying, a~d 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 b,y 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 grow 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. 

~ 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. A1so, the estimates of fann value are determined 
from pricea during the current crop year rather than an average of prices 
2 and 3 years earlier. 
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Table 4.- Farm-to-retail price spreads for cigarette6, average retail and wholesale prices per package, 
fann value of equivalent leaf tobacco, excise taxes, marketing margine, 

and fanner' e; share of retail price, averages 19.35-39 and 1947-49, annual 1926-51 

--------------------------------~~~r,~~--~~~~~~~L~~~-----­Ex:cise U.Xes .~..r~s. excluding taxes: 

Year 
beginning; 

July 

Retail: Yhole-: 
price . sale . 

, 1 : price · 
=.t • 21 

1926 
19Z7 
1928 
1929 

14.6 
14.1 
1.3.4 
13.5 

19.30 ••••• 1.3 • .3 
1931 ••••• 14.2 
19.32 ••••• 12.9 
1933 11 .: 12.7 
1934 11 .: 1.3.2 
1935 11 .: 1.3.3 
19.36 •••• : 13.5 
19.37 ••••• 13.8 
1938 •••• : 13.8 
1939 •••• : 14·4 

19.35-.39 
average: 13.8 

1940 •••• : 14.9 
1941 ••••• 15.2 
1942 ••••• 15.8 
1943 ••••• 16.1 
1944 •••• : 16.5 
1945 ••••• 16.4 
1946 ••••• 17.7 
1947 ••••• 18.6 
1948 ••••• 19.7 
1949 •••• : 19.7 

1947-49 : 
average: 19 • .3 

1950 
1951 

20.5 
21..3 

11.,3 
11.2 
10.6 
11.1 

11 • .3 
12.1 
11.0 
10.~ 
10.8 
10.8 
10.9 
11.0 
11.0 
11.0 

11.5 
11.5 
u.s 
12.0 
12.0 
12.1 
12.9 
1.3.0 
13.7 
1.3.7 

Fann 
value 

21 

1.32 
1.47 
1.45 
1.27 

.88 

.56 

.78 

.88 
1.51 
1.28 
1.77 
1.42 
1.36 
1.03 

1.37 

1.08 
1.85 
2.6o 
2.75 
2.81 
2.75 
2.92 
2.85 
3.14 
3.02 

3.00 

3. L.,J. 
3.37 

Farm- : : 
retell· · State 
spread; Federal ; iJ 

1.3 • .3 
12.6 
11.9 
12.2 

12.4 
1,3.6 
12.1 
11.8 
11.7 
12.0 
11.7 
12.4 
12.4 
1.3.4 

12.1,. 

13.8 
1.3 • .3 
1.3.2 
1.3.4 
1.3.7 
13.7 
14.8 
15.7 
16.6 
16.7 

16 • .3 

17.1 
17.9 

6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 

6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 

6.0 

6.5 
6.5 
6.8 
7.0 
7.0 
7.0 
7.0 
7.0 
7.0 
7.0 

7.0 

7.0 
7.7 

0.1 
.1 
.2 
.2 

.2 
• .3 
.3 
.4 
·4 
.6 
.6 
.6 
.7 

1.1 

.7 

1.1 
J..2 
1.2 
1.2 
1.2 
1 • .3 
1.4 
1.9 
2.1 
2 • .3 

2.1 

2.,3 
2 • .3 

: Manu- : Fanner's 
:facturer:Distrib-: share 

Total : and : utor : Total of 
leaf : 9/ retail 

6.1 
6.1 
6.2 
6.2 

6.2 
6.3 
6 • .3 
6.L,. 
6.4 
6.6 
6.6 
6.6 
6.7 
7.1 

6.7 

7.6 
7.7 
8.0 
8.2 
8.2 
8 • .3 
8.4 
8.9 
9.1 
9-.3 

9 • .3 
10.0 

de~er : . price 

~ ·--CePts ' Centfi _,P .. e_r_c_en...,t-

3.9 
3.1 
2.4 
2.3 
2.2 
2.4 
3.0 
.3.1 
.3.6 
.3.7 

3.7 
3.6 

.3.2 
2.8 
2.6 
2.2 

1.8 
1.8 
1.6 
2.1 
2.0 
1.9 
2.0 
2.2 
2.1 
2 • .3 

2.2 

2.3 
2.5 
2.8 
2.9 
3.3 
3.0 
.3.4 
.3.7 
3-9 
.3.7 

3.7 

7.2 
6.5 
5.7 
6.0 

6.2 
7.3 
5.8 
5.4 
5.3 
5.4 
5.1 
5.8 
5.7 
6.3 

5.7 

6.2 
5.6 
5.2 
5.2 
5-5 
5.4 
6.4 
6.8 
7.5 
7.4 

7.2 

7.8 
7.9 

9.0 
10.4 
10.8 
9-4 

6.6 
.3.9 
6.0 
6.9 

11.4 
9.6 

1.3.1 
10.3 
9·9 
7.2 

7.2 
12.2 
16.5 
17.1 
17.0 
16.8 
l.6.5 
15.3 
15.9 
15.3 

15.5 

16.6 
15.8 

1/ Slmpie average of quarterly prices reported by the Bur. of Labor Statistics for Sept., Dec., 
Mar., and June. Prices were collected in 34 cities 1926-46 and in 18 cities 1947-51. (Before 19.35 
prices were reported semiannually.) 

y Simple average of montbly prices, July-June, reported by the Bur. of Labor Statistics. These 
prices are averages of list prices of three manufacturers for popular brands of cigarettes delivered 
to ~rholese~ers and jobbers - adjusted for cash and trade discounts. Wholesale price includes Federal 
excise tax. 

Jl Value of 0.065 pound of leaf tobacco (fann-sales weight), calculated from season average prices 
received by fanners for cigarette-type tobacco, using types 11-14, weighted 61 percent; type .31, .37 
percent; and type .32, 2 percent. 

!t/ Total revenue from State cigarette U.Xes divided by tax-paid withdrawals. Fbr States not reporting 
revenue separately from other tobacco products, it \!'as necessary to estimate the proportion derived from 
cigarettes. 

5/ Difference between fann value and wholesale price, excluding Federal excise tax. 
:§,! Retail-wholesale price spread less average State tax. 
'jj Taxes paid by processors from which benefit payments to fanners were made were not included in 

these computations. They amounted to 0.2 cent per package of cigarettes in 19.33 and in 1935 and 0 • .3 
cent in 19.34. 
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The combined margin of the manufacturer and leaf ·.dealH:'r.\.(.dLffe·rence . 
betwee!l. farm value of leq.f. ar1d m~ufactu:rer' s wholes?-le 1 pri~e .of cigaretten 
less the Federal. excise.ta.X) shows a rather unusual trend.' It ros.e to· a. . 

' ' , ; , .. ' ' ' , ' ' • •, 'I ', ' 

high .of 5• 5 cents a packag.e .1n 19)1-32 when. wage rates and o~her costs ·were 
down and was iowest during the 1942-46, period of. price controls, when it 
varied from 2.2 to 2.4 cents. ,The Ill;B.rgin.increased gradually tti ,3'.?·9·ents 
in 1949 and has remained at approximately that level for the last 3 years. 
As pointed out above, it seems likely that differences between the average 
farm value of' the types of to'bacco used ln cigarettes' and p:rices actually 
paid for leaf by cigurette manufacturers an~. i:,he declining· relativ~ : · 
importe.nce of imported le~! affect the compa,rapili ty of' the margins.· 

'' 
Pr~ces were in~reased by the .major. c~mpaili.~s in'Oct?bb'r 19/~6; .• . . i 

July 1948·, and July 1950. Controls w~re r~es:tablished in early 1951.·.' 
The Office of Price Stabilization perrni tted a .t>rice ,r;i.se in November 1951, 
but only by the amount of the increase in the Federal excise tax. The 
manufacturer's wholesale price (including the tax) for 1951-52 was 21 per­
cent higher than in 1945-46, when World \olar II price controls were :Ln. 
effect. This increase compared with an increa·se of 22 percent in farm 
prices of cigarette-leaf tobacco. But. compa.ripon o.f the 1951-52 wholesale 
price and farm VE>lue '1-ri th those foJ; 193.5-39 show a much l,arger ·percentage 
increase in farm value than in wholesale prices. ' · 

Technolofiical developments and t.he expanding de~nnnd for cigarettes,· 
which made large-scale operations feasible, hav~~ eriable.d c.igarette ·com­
panies to increase output enormously with reluti vely sma.ll increnses in 
the number of employees. In 194'7, . about 370 billion cigarette.s wer.e pr"o'­
duced compared with 122 billion i~ .1929. B~t the number of production . · 
and related workers .fn the cigarette industry in 1CJ47 was only 21 percent 
more than the number in 1929, according to census dat.a. Total wage pay­
ments lncreased from 18.4 to 55.0 million dollars during the same period. Y 
The labor cost per package of cigarettes· in 19~.7 was about the same as in· 
1929 although weekly earnings were. abou~ 2-1/2 times hig~er. : 

Production of cigarettes increased 13 percent between 1947 and 1951 
e.l though the number of production workers in the industry remained about 
the same. Average weekly earnings in 1951 were 28 percent more than in 
1947. Hourly earnings increased 30 percent but the :work week was shortened 
slightly. Thus, during recent"years. ,labor costs increased relatively more: 
than production. · 

Total operating profit, less provJ.sl.on for Federal income anq. excess 
profits taxes, for four large tobacco. co.mpanies whose principal product is 
cigarettes was about the same in 1951 as in 1947 but· ratios of prof{ts to 
sales were smaller. Operating profit (less taxes) as ~percentage of sal~s, 
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 19L~9· It ·was 5.8 percent 
in 1950 and~·~ percent in 1951. · 

Y Plants ~lassified in the ciga~ette i7,1dustry are those whose pri~cipal 1 

products are cigarettes~ Some of these plants produced othe:r tobacco 
products and some cigarettes w~re producea in plants classified in other 
industrle~~, so that em exact comparison cannot be made. 
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'lhe Dis't_:rj._butor 1 s t. .rgin. 

Th(~ ·di.stri butor' s margin, ·:which' goes t6 th~ whoiese.1er and retni1er, 
is the dirferertce· between th~?) retail 'i:m·ct nwnufacturor 1 s wholcaa1e prices 
less the estimated Sttite AXcise tax •. Except for 2 years, tho retail: price 
has increased each yt~or since 1933. The in.crease has 'be.en larger· but more 
g:hJ.dUal than th.e ... j.ncrE;[!.I38 .. i.n the. !flaUUf&Ctlli"(~r IS· wholesale price. . 

Th~ aver'o.i:Se· spread bfOltween retail ::md ~rholesale· pr-Lcos incr(~ased frorn 
2.9 cents in '19:~5-39 to 6.6 cents in 1951-52; but: lt' i's· estfrno.ted thnt 1.6 
c8nts of this· increase was in State-·r~xcise tr~xe·s. 1.1 · The· distributor's 
Jilargin, (~xc1usi ve of State· tnX,:ls, 'increased frorrr- 2. 2 'cents· in the· prdwa:r 
period to Lf • .3 cents in 1951-52. A small part of thj_s increase con ,be 
attributed to. city tt\xcs which have not·b~en t&ken into· ilccount. The· 
percen'te.ge· :increo.se in the· d:i.'sti'ibutor 1 s margin· b('ltween 1947 ·~!.nd 1951 
wo.s about the sr:mo as thl~ incrcasEi 'in the ma.rgin ~·or the munuf'acturer 
and leaf de&ler. 

Feder;;;.l §:lnd St::te Excise TF.xes 

The Feder~:tl excfse te,x on c.Lg<Jri~ttel~ was' 6. 0 cents a package through 
June 1940, 6.5 cents from July 1940 to October 1'942; 7 cents frorn November 
1942 through October 1951, and 8 e~.mts beginning· November 1951. ·Under the 
E'xisti_ng. lf~w, the rat.<J will continue o .. t 8 cents until April 1, 1954, _whcm 
it 'Will revert to 7 cents. 'l'ogE•ther, F<>derul r:n.d State excise taxes have 
nccounted for 45 to 51 percent of the retail pricf:l in all years since 
1931. Y ThA Federal tax during 194'7-51 va:ri'ed from 34 to 38 percent of 
the retail priee w.hich compr. .. res wi tli a 1935-39 average of 44 percent. 
State excise taxes ht~ve · ris'en substantially since the ·prewar period and 
in recent years h~v · Ll:Ccounted for' 10 to 12 percent: of the reto.il price 
compared with 5 p8re·e..'tlt in 1935-39. F.stimated State ·taxes increased 
from an <W~Jragf; of' 0.1 crc,nt per package ··in 1926 to ·2. 3 cents in the last 
2 yearf;. The Federal and StatE: taxes absorbod 10' ce'irts cif tho average 
retail price of 21.3 · cen·ts 'for tho 1951-52 crop ye'ar. 

CON$UM~R INCOMES· AND EXf:':BN:OfTUHES 

Disposable j)Crsona.l·. ~n~oxn~~ ( 'er:-;ort[Jl inc-omf:l less p(~rsonal ta.xes-) ·rose 
from a seasonally adj\wtcd annual rate of $1,:486 ·per pel'son in the ·thi·rd 
quarter of 1952 to a record *t,1,528 in thE3 fourth quarter (table 5). Expen­
ditures p(;:;r person f0r consumer goods and sei"Vj ces rose to a record level 
although expenditures for food r<-~m&ined unchanged. Since the increaoe in 
conElumers' expr.mditureo w£~s about E:qul'll to" the increase in their incomes, 
thc-3ir savings per person did not change nig'nificantly. Consumers saved 
between 8 and 9 perci:'lnt· of their disposabln income in the: third and fourth 
quarters compared 1-r.ith 7 percent in· the. first half of' th13 y(~ar. 

j} At tt1e present ti~ne, 't!..9 f.-)tates tax cigA.rettes only A.rnong the tobac<.:o 
produc:ts and 12 tax cigarettes and SOFlf~ other· tobacco products. AbOut 80 
perct:nt of the revenue is collected in the -29 States. The revcmue .for., .. the 
12 f~tntes was prorated in a· rather arbitrary munner to obtain totnl 
estimated'revenue from cigarettes. 

Q/ A processing tax was levied on manufacturers effective October 1933• 
.F'rorn the proceeds of this t!ix, benefit ·i.)aynwnts were made to gro\orers. 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. 'rhese 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 person:=tl 
income, United States, average 1935..;.:39; :anl;'iual :i944..:.52 . . . 

----- ·----·- ---·---- ------ ------
:·Total Food expenditure· Cost to consumer of 

--.....,..,.~ .. .-... ·.. . --: fixed quunti ties: of food . :expendi-: 
DJ.spos-: ture ·for: . : Percentage of - : : . representing'l935-39 

: ·able :consumer: 
: p?rsona1: goods ·. : 

1n come . t and · , : 

· ;---.-- : T;t~; average. am:mal consumption 
Actuai . . ··: expendl-: · per person: .Y __ __ · Year 

11 : D:tspos-: ture for: · ·· :· 
. able : goods .Percentage of 
~nc:ome : .. , and' Actual . disposable 

ll :services: 

· - income ______ 1-··----·-= ·: · · _ ~ : Servic e.._s..;..: ____ ---'----.-- __ _ 
. ~ ·: .li' . : 

: Dollars DoJ_lars Dol1ar-s-'--P,....er-cent · Perc tint Dollars Pe.:r...cen t 

1935-39 av.: 

1941+ 
1945 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
1946 ...... : 
1947 ~-~·~ ••• :' 

510 490 118.6 23 

1,055 801 229. 22 
1,073 ·:. 874 250 23 
1,117 1,032 292 26 
1,169 ·1,142 329 28 

1948'~·< ••• : 1~277 1,206 350 27 
1949 .; •••.• : 1,248 1,204. 340. Z7 
1950· .. ~~ •• _.: 1,346 '1,272.' 349 26 
1951 .• :~ .•••• : 1,.450 1,3/+0 J92 2'7 

24 

. . 29 
29 
28 ,. 

.29 
29 
28 
27 
29 
29 19 52 ...... :-.::l~,.::t4::aB4:t:..-...,- =1....,, 3.::...!7..:::co_---J4 . .:::;04=--:--~=27_~--:::::;..<:.-

:n8. 6 

171 
176 
;(01. 
'2..44 
256 
243 
2),.5- '• 
274 

___ 280 . 

A.rmilll.l rates, sea~;onal1y a'dj us ted 
---- ~-..,---- ----- -....:.---- ---

1.251 
1st· quarter: 1,413 1,361~ 1/390 28 29 272 
2nd " 1,441 1,320 2/387 27 29 274 
3rd " 1,460 1,326 2/392 27 30 273.. .. 
Lfth ... II .. 1,-481 1,347 1/39'5 27 29 277 

1952 

23 

16 
16 
18 

.a 
20 
19 
1$ 
19 
19 

19 
19 
19 
19 

bt quarter: 1,"'.68 1,358 2/401 27 30 277 19 
2nd '" 1;4.69 1,364 J./403. 27 30 280. 19 
.3rd ·.. 11 : 1 7 486 . 1,358 J./406 27 .30 283 19 
4~.~~--· --" _. l__b528_ .. 1:.tl99 J/406 2_7 ___ 2:}_ 278 '1_8 __ 

1:./ Computed from aggregate income· and expenditure data of the Dept. of' Cof!'l.rnerce. 
li'or method~; of computation and data for 192.9-4.3 see the Sertember 1950 ~ssue of 
this publication.·. · · 

2) Cost to consumers of fixed quanti ties of foods repr~senting average annual 
consumptJ.on per person during 1935-39 is calculated by taking a.s a base the actual 
food e:x.~1enditure per per:>on i.n 1935-39 (;~118.6) c:md applying to this base cost a 
U. S. average consumer 1 s food price index. '£he index :i.s a weighted average of 
indexes representing (a) retail food prices in 56 cities (U. S. Bureau of Labor 
E:tatistice), (b) retail food price;:{ in other c:tties and towns, and (c) prices 
received by producers applied to foods consumed on farms where produced. 

11 C/.uarterly data are estimates by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics from 
expenditures for food and aleoholic beverages reported by the Dept. of Commerce. 
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Little 'ChUnge .fu 1~xpendi t~~e~ ...... :\: .. '" . 
for Food· Du'dhg 1952. ' · · 

. Con·sumerl'.l '· expehdt tures, fbr food ·were comp~1.rati voly stable d,uring 
1952, va;ryil'lg fro(!~· a ·seasonally adjust~d c-mnual: _r8.te o.f $/ .. 01 per person 

, in· the first quarter. to $406 .in tho fourth quurt.er.. .Ann\.la.l . expenditures 
of $404 i;n l952.'Here. about -J'"percent higher thail 'thu _preViOU.S. rccprd Of 
$392. establis(led in ;:1.951~ Pric8s paid' by. conswners for food· a.ver.aged · · 
about· 2_ percent hlgh~r in· 1_95~-- :than. in: the previous year~ · · 

. . ·.... . 
: - Consumer:s,·spent: upp_roxirni:,tely 27 percent o~· their disposable. income 

- f~r foo~ in 1952, th~ same percentage ~.s in 1951.. During the pos:twar 
years, c.nnual' ~xpendit_ures 'for~ foo~l' have vo.ried' from 26 to .. 28 ,.t>er'corrt. 

· · of disposable·· in como,· · · 

SOME CUftREt"'IJT DEVELOPMENTS IN MARKETING FARi'1 PRODUCTS 
. . . 
. HHrketing Activities Continue. ut m.g'h. Level 

. ,• ' . . . 
. . . - ~ 

Fnrmers rnqrketed <-1. substuntinlly lk•rger vol~ of crops in th·e· f'ourth ·_.- ~ 
'quarter of 1952 tht<n in' the same quarter of the previous y.ear' and'' inhrket- . : 
ings of live~tock and livestock .products were; slightly h~rger~' TJ1e index.' . 

··of the physical volume of farm mcrkotings (1935-39 .=· 100) avetagea· 197· in· · · 
·-·the final quarter of 19.52 compar_e_d wl th 186 in the same qw.rtci- of 1951~ .. 

,. \ . . . 
-' ' - - -The output of mc.nuf&.ctured food products in the' final -~6nths: of' 1952 · 

matched the high .hvel of the ·preceding year. Tho I•'cdervl Reserv¢ Board 1 s 
s-eason.:tll-y adjuste•· ·index-in Decsmb12r stood ~t -161 (1935-39 ::: 100), about 
the same as a yen.r earlit:r. The book voluc: rJf inventories held by food 
p1£.nufc.cturer.s at the end. of November we.s nbout 4 percent less than_ o~ t~e 

's&.me date in 1951. . · .. · ., ., 
' . 

. Product,i~p of t(~xtiles and .:textile products increased. substabtially 
in August nnd' a lDrgt!r volume was 'produced last full than during the fall 
of 1951. The F'eder:tl Resorve Board • s udjust(:ld index <!Vereged 173 
(19.35-39 = 100) in the Septernber~Dc3cember pe~;iod compared wl th 159 fo~ .. 
the same montP,s of 1951. · Production of tht:JL3e products .in ~952 · di9- not · 
.como up to th'e previous yenrt ~ level until August· •.. The value' of ~nventories 
of textiles ~eld by textile manufacturers on November 30, 1952, w~s o.bout 
14 percent less ~han those held o. yc.mr- e£trlit:)r, 

The seasonally f~.djusted index of the output of mnnufnctured tobacco 
products averuged ~1bout the Sf-JT(le in tho r~Jll months of 1952 and 1951~ 
Inventories held by ·manufactur8r:s in N6vember had -:~~bout the s<.qne book. 
vulue us those l)eld in November· 1951. · . · 

. . ' 

Food Hhole::;cJ.ers had cbout the. same dollar volume oi' se.les in November' 
1952 ns in the sume;month of 'the previous yenr but tho value of. their. 
inventories:wtlS·t:bout 4 percent J.argor. Sc-.les of uppar(~l inc1 dry goods 
"'~olesal,ers were· down 4 percent b~t thei-r inVEli}tories were s],ightly_lHrger. 
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Heta1l food-stor(;s' dollar sc•J .. cs v.'crc slightLy l~~rger in each month 
of 1952 than in thn correspondi.ng month of 1951. Dollar sales of retail 
eppr:.rel storen tot.::;l(-:d about 3 percent moro last year than in 1951. 
Lec<'.:rnber snlas were 10 p,O)rcent lu·ger than in the prt;vious year. The 
vrilllf3 of inventoriefi ly~ld by Ctpp:;.,.rel stores ~ .. t the end of 1952 >'lflS 7 
percent lurger thnn t• ye,·~r e.~-rlicr. 

The rc..pid growth in th0. production of frozen concentr.:.ted or:.,.nge 
jtrLce in th.c most. notcvrorthy trend .in tlie frozen-food industry ~~ince the 
vnr ondep, The output of' frozen concentrated lemon~::.dc·, grape, juice, and 
v~,_:t··J.ous deciduour; frtJit ,juices uJ.so, hc.s been expwding. Bet1-1e•m the peck 
y • .:e-rs 1946-47 r.nd 1951-·52, the totul production of r-1ll frozr.m conc8ntr~,ted 
c1 trun fruit juicc":S incre-.Lsed from ~c .. pproximately 6 million pounds to about 
552 million pounds. Other frozen foods also hu.VEl grown in volume. The 
output of.frozen vegetHbles h&s risen sharply. Substantial increases have 
been mctde ln the p.c.Lcki': of frozEn meats and sen foods. The number of 
frozen products h<:s.bc•.:m concidtm~bly enlerged by tho udt.lition of sueh 
specif;lty items ue frozen waf'fles, chicken pot pier.;, ond ;:.r-ecooked a11d 
fro ~·;en dinners. l"lo::-;t of the increase in the p:::ck during tho :?'.;.~t few 
;yeo.rr> has been accomplished by· an expnndon i11 the output of firms alre.:~dy 
in the industry rB.ther th<:al by the ent:cy of new firms. Although the out­
put. of fro zen foods has increased rapidly, it u: still small in comparison 
with t.he quanti ties canned, und it has c<~used no reductions in the CC:illned 
packs .of most product:c;. 

Perhaps the most outstandin~; developrnen t in the pc.:.cking of fro zen 
foods during recent years has been the substitution of machines for hand 
labor in clean1ng, sorting, c.nd grb.di.ng f:cui ts and vegetables and in 
packing the product. In mr,ny plants the packaging <md freezing opera­
tion~ haY~ becorne n. continuous process performed largely by machinery. 

During recent ·yearn, many packing plantr. lli'ld Hurehouses have been 
r.::;modeled and enlargeL~ r.r1d some ne>r plants have been bull t. Improvements 
have been made in pl&nt layout and in the hc.ndling of !Tla terials. By 
the~~e improvements "in operational efficiency r.md by increasing the number 
of products produced, !JC:Ckerr. have been o.ble to reduce their average costs 
per unit. 

Another result of tl:te u::;e of machines in sorting and grading frui t0 
n.nd vegetable;:; bets bet>n rm increase in tho uniformj.ty of the product. 
It vms found that grade standurds could be approxil!lated more closely than 
'"'hen these operations were performed by hand. This Has one reason for 
introducing "B" grades of fro zen· fruits and vegetables. 

Storag~ and Transpoi·t.rt yion 

During recent years, improv,::rnents have been made in the facilities 
for ~toring and transporting frozen foodo. 'fo prevent deterioration in 
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quality, the tf.'lmper[l.ture of thes.e products must beheld [}Y near .z~ro 
degrees, ;~o.rti culn rly dur.Lng the long :periods when they are in Eltorage 
and -...rhile in tranfii t from produdng regions t·o con~Jum.Lng markets •. New­
type r~frigerl!. tor cars nnd truckn hr:.ve been 1:u.il t in which the te1npera­
ture can be held near zero degrees, but the surply of L'Oth is still 
inadequate &nd further improvements are ·,ieeded. Of the different typea 
available at the present time, mechanically refrigerated cars and truckf. 
appeo:~r to be the-mo:3t suitable for nhipplng frozen foods,; 

The capacl t:v of warehou~es in which D temperature of zero degrees 
can be main tainecl has b(~eri increu.sed. · This :Lncrea~e hns beeq brought 
atout both by the construetion of new faci.li t:ies and by the ~onversion 
of cooler rooms to freezer room:;. l>ccordlng to o. recen:"t report of the 
United. St1~tes Department of Acricult.ure, gross napr,city of >mrehouses 
providing :3harp freezer storage (tempera. ture at zero degrees or lower) 
increased· from 168 million cubic feet in 1949 to 212 million cubic feet 
in 1951. In moct of the new u.nd remodeled warehouses in..;:.and-out uiove-
rnen t hac been facili tc.Lted by .ituproved desif'!l cmd the use of modern 
rw.ndlin~ equipment. Thef.~e improvements have ge11erally resulted in some 
reduction in ha.ildllng cost:3 Cl.fJ well as in les::;ening product deterioration. 

Thr" need for protecting fro?.en foods," particularly ment and poultry, 
from drying out while in sharp-freez,er r.torage hf{S been rE:cognized.. i1t 
the present time, this i.s generally being accomplished through the uso 
of po.c!w.ging 1:w.terials "1-lhieh resi~:~t desiccation. Ecluipment for maint<.Jin­
ing high humidity throughout the storage room has been devised, but its 
use ha~> not become widef;pread. 

Perhaps the most significant· change during· the past· 2 years tn the 
wholesaling of frozen foods has been the increase in direct me.rket.ing 
from pc.ck<;rs to chain food-store companies. Until recently, mofJt chain:.. 
store com1Jr:nies bought th8ir supylies of frozen foods from independent 
distributors, whereu.s ncnr they usually buy only the spcc:Lclty und the 
slower;.ro.oving frozen itemB f'mm distributors. SoHie of the lurger chains 
commonly sell frozen-food::; under their own brandfi. In some irist[,rices 
the Hurehousing and deli verinc il.:; h<:,ndled entirely in chain-store 
f1:~.cil.ities; in other ln~Jt.~1.nces 11 dee.:l~1 11 arc worked out with rli.stributors 
o.n·d "1-tarehousexnen to perform these functions. 'lio compensate for the~ ;loss 
of trade ;_w t~ rermlt of direct marketing, distributors have increased 
the number of spcc.i.al ty i te.rnr{ which they carry. 

Frequent; deliveriE)S to retail fitores und les:3-than-co.se-1ot sales 
h<.:.ve been common in dif.ltributing froz£-;n foods. 'flw fro·z.en-food cabinetES 
in Mmy reVdl starer. provldo 'spac{~ for cinly 1 or 2 duys 1 . supply. Some 
dist.ri butors believe· tln~t hS Boon r~s retail stores expend their storage 
~>ptwe, markr;ting cor~ts can bo signifi.can tly reduced by rnnking leos 
frequent del.L verier-J and curtG.iling lesB-thun-case-lot sales. 
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Jietailing 

'l'he number of rotail stord:> selling frozen foods has increased con­
:c;idiiJro.bly during r13cent ynars. J\1 though virtually all fJdf-service 
~;tores havu instn.lJ.ed frozen-food cabinets, . some of th<~ sm;;.ller service­
type ndghborhood grocery stores h<:cve not· as yc:t <.Ldded these facilities. 
In such instmtees the chit-~f deterrent factors <~re tht-) hlgh ini tic.l cost 
of tho c<::.binet[' and the ll: .. ck of space in the retdl stores. At time:-::, 
cabinetf> have been difficult to obtain because of shortP~gec of muteria.ls 

· for building them. Uneerta.Lnty c..s to the futurp demend for these prod­
ucts undoubtedly retarded expm1::·ion in the number ?f stores E-elling them. 
Much of this h'::JSi tution V<.LS overcome bv the rauid growth in the ch:.'l'Tlc.md 
for f:rozen coneentrr:;.ted· omntt~ juice, ~hich provided a frozen-food item 
that could be sold in volume. Hoat of the mnnv new or rc!llodeled ret.:.il 
stores hn.ve snuce for f.rozen.:.food cabinets. S;m,, obsorv~rs believ,3 that 

L ' • . 

the shortage of c~cbinet spa.ce in retail storeB is thf; greatest b:J.rrtur 
to groHth in the froz . .:m-foocl industry at the .prest:nt time. 

Although co:runrJrcially fr·oz.en foods ar•3 r~old tjy e:om•:3 locker pl"l.nts 
and bY. firms supplying ovmers· uf hom0 freezer3, the bulk of the; frozen 
foods sold to consumers ::cre bought from retail stores. A large p:.:.rt of 
the S·cLle~; made l>y locker plr,nt~; und home-freezer sup,;liers f;.re in 
11quantity 11 lots for -which some d:i.,scount in price is cllowed. 

Hecentl;r home-freezer frozen-food plans hu.ve &ttr·,cted much Ectten­
tion. So1ne sponsors of· pL;ns operc.te their own ~·rarehouses E•nd deli very 
trucks. As many of the rw.tion<•l p2.cker-distri tutors of frozen foods hcve 
refused to sell to sponsors of food plt:,.ns, these plr.ills genern.lly have 
been <.~b:Le to handle only the products of the smc.ller end less ¥;ell kno',.JU 
packer-d.i .. stributors. To compete with dealers ;::ponsoring these plans, 
ot!1c~r flellerfl of home freezers h::.ve made o.rrr.:ngemen ts for distributors 
in f:10rtle of the larger c.'L ties to sell <cmd deliver c:;.se lots of. frozen 
foods directly to mmers of horae freez.ers. Thc.~se :!.rrangementn h<.J.Ve 
usu&lly been rnt~de with ·distributors whose busineGs is primn.rily \ri th 
institution~> o:::- restaurt,nts r:.s distributors who sell muinl;y· to ret~til 

stores breve refused to compete with these outlets by selling direct to 
consumer:_.;. 

'l'he gro'\.rth of these plmw has spurred some distributors ['lld rat~dlers 
to provide n PWann by which housmd. ves could mc:..ke savings on bulk pur-
ch· ... se;::; similar to those offP.red by the sponnors of hoPJ.e·-frcezer fro zen­
food plmu;. The distributors have cooper::;.ted by giving rPtc·Uers price 
discounts on fro?..en foods sold to consumers under these~ plans. The sc.le 
to the conmx.n•~r is made in the retail storo, t'ol though in some instunces 
delivory :ls made from tho d:istrihutor 1 s or chain-store warehouse direct 
to t1w con su:ner. 

Th<~ incre1~.::::e of cu.binet i:>J.X:Lee :i.n r~::t~.:;.iJ. ~lto:res has b;x:n one of the 
foremost fe.ctor£; accounting for the groHth in the dumand for thuse ~-:>roducts. 
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Displn.ys of frozen foods in Peb.il storeG huw3 c::mght the attention of 
consutn•:Jrs and induced many consumers to try them • 

. ';'• ... ·. 
Advertising and of.:her promotional work ):mvo lncreaf~ed consumers• 

o:~:-:areness of frozen foods. Undoubtedly the extensivE; advertising and 
promotional cmupP.igns conductecJ by thl~ sponsors of home-freezer frozen­
food planfl hnvt=: stirimlated the sale of' fro zen foods. 

· . The incroase in the number of home freezers and refrigerators has 
provided greater space for storing frozen foods in the home. Hany of the 
newtc1r refrigerators have deep-freeze compartments in which frozen foods 
nia.y be stored without .detertorating. This increase in home storage space 
has pa:rt:icular bearing upon the demand for frozen food because of the 
trend to once-a-',reek shopping. It is reported thf~t there are currently 
over !,. million freEJzers in Amtn·icn:n homeB, whereas 4 yectrs ngo thure were 
less thc::..n 1 million. 

Introduction of a "B 11 grade hf.:tS crec.ted a m.::-,rket for fro zen foods 
e..'l!ong families in the lm,;er-income brueketf:. Although in [lome inAtonces 
the 11 B11 gr:..de product::; have cut into thf.~ mr~rket for "A" grade products, 
they have perhaps increased the totc..l sales substcmtially. 

Sales of frozen foods to the Armed Forces have incree.s(;ld consider­
ably during recent years. Fruits, vegetables, and concE.mtrates l1v.ve 
be0n purchased for use at horne and abroad. Frozen foods P.re now <! 
regular p[<rt of the Quc:Lrterrn[.>.ster Corps 1 nntritlonal program, 

The high level of consumer income hn.s been a factor strengthen1ng. 
the demcmd for frozen foods. Another ha~l been the growing prefe:rence 
f'or prep.::"red foods. 
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FEDERAL EXCISE TAXES ON TRANSPORTATiON AS A P'AC'fOR AFFECTING AGRICULTURE 

By Jr.mes H. Sni tzler, Transportation Economist 

Transpo.rtat.ion costs absorb a considerable portion of the vrholesale 
prices of many farm corrunod:i.ties thut are produced ~;.t u dlste.nce from the 
main terminal. markets. Prices of the commodities th<.~.t fc;.rrners buy are 
also affected by trcmsportat.ion costs. .Most .of the increr;se in these 
costs ,since the war ended is due to the shar-p rise in freight charges. 
Among other fn.ctors which have increased marketing cost~> for the farmer 
are the excise taxes on the transportation of persons and property. The 
tax on the transportation of property increaset: trc.nsrjo:ctntion costs by 
the full amount of the tax. It also apj)lies :to other -services furnished 
by the carrier in connection vd.th shipping n commodity .•.. T.h.B . .tax on pas­
senger fares indirectly affects froight rt~t<"•S' through i.ts. influence on 
the p£tssenger service deficit. . - ............ · 

Transportr.ttion taxes were a. part of W'orld V!ar I. revenue. legislation 
e,nd were repealed on .Tonuary 1, 19:22. The present. taxes we;re. en11cted · 
during World v.ra.r U for revenue purposes, ul though. the t<<X on. the- trc:Jls­
portation of persons was also designed to discour<~ge u.rmecessary wartime 
travel. The total revenue rc.iscd by the transportation tuxes· nre lurge 
compared with that from the other excise taxes; itl-fnct,.it. is. exceeded 
only by the revenue from distilled spirits} cigurettes, ond· fermented 
m&lt liquors. 

A tax on the transportation of persons becarrw effective at. the rate 
of 5 percent on October 10, 1941. It was increased to 10 percent on 
November 1, 1942, Dnd to 15 percent on April 1, .19/+4· ·The tmt c.._pplies 
to charges by curriers for seating or sleeping accornmo.dations furnished 
persons traveling within the United States by rdl, motor vehicle, w:..~.ter, 
or air. 

The tax on the transport".tion of property became effectiVe ori . 
December 1, 1942. It is levied o.t the rate of 3 percent of the transpor­
tation chnrges made by rnil, motor, ;.,rater, or air c.J.rriers, except on 
coal which C[trries a. rate of 4 cents per short tori. 1/ All types of 
for-hire tr8.Ilsporta.tion are subjected to the tax including common and 
contract carriers, local moving firms, express compun1es, freight for­
warders, etc. l!"Jcemptions to the tf.tX that n.ffect tLgriculture rde: 

1. Payments for the transport~:\tion of prope.rty intended for export. 
2. Payments for the transportation of 'Jroperty by a freight forwarder, 

express company, or othor c~;.rrier for which a transportation tc:.x 
has already been paid. 

Through September 1952 taxes collected on the transportation of 
persons totaled 2, 283 mill.ion dollars whi.le taxes collected on the 
transportation of property· excoed~}d 2,800 million dollars (table 6). 
It has ·been estimated thnt' approximc.tely 22 percent of the tax col­
lections on the transportation of property from 1943 through 1948 lre.S 

derived from the movement of agricultural products. 2/ The effect 
that thG tax on the transportation of persons has on freight rates 

11 An excise tux of 4-1/2 porc(mt is also levied bn the transportation 
of petroleum by pipe line. 

Y Ezekiel Limmer, The Federal F.,xcise Tax 911. the :rransportation of Prop­
erty V.Tith Spocir:l Reference _!a. .Agriculture, Bur. Agr. Econ., June 1949. 
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cannot be quantitatively estimated •. However, the general effects of this 
tax on rail revenues, freight revenues, cmd transportation charges are 
discussed below. 

1942 
1943 
1944 
1945 
1946 
191.,.7 
1948 
1949 

1950 
1951 
1952 

Table 6.- Treasury receipts from trn.nsportation tuxes,· 1942-52 

. 
Calendur year 

; Tux on charges for carrying -
Total . . 

. . Persons Property • ---:Millioh dollurs Million dollr..rs Million dollarn ' •' ---
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : ~~9 . 49 

. . 138 192 330 ...................... . 11 202 221 /1-23 . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 224 219 443 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ., . . 2/~2 245 487 e • II • • • • • • • • • e • • • • e e 'I ' 

. . . 245 293 538 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -. . 251 339 590 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 238 322 560 . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
... "' ................ ,.. . 222 350 572 ..................... 260 377 637 
(.Jttn. through Sept.): 212 287. 1±22 

Total . 2,283 2,845 5,1213 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
1/ Effective Apr. 1, 1944, tax rate was increased from 10 percent to 15 

percent. 
Dept. of the Treasury, 1-..rmual Reports of the Comiss;l.oner of Internal 

ReVf3nue, 3Ild Comparative Statements of Internal !ievenJe. Collections. 

Tho Economic Effects of the 'ra.x .Q!l the Trc.nsportn tion of Property 

Effects Upon Prices 

The tax on the transportc:.tion of property tends to increase the pric·es 
of the commodities which .the farmer buys ond to reduce the prices that he 
receives for the commodities vrhich he sells. The div-lsion of the tax 
among the purties involved may differ in the long run and '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 qui. te differEmt. To the extent that competition exists within 
murkets and complete mobility of factors of' production pr.evails, there is 
a tendency for consumers eventually to bear a substantial portion of the 
tax. 1/ 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 polllldfi 
has increased substantially during this period. For example, on the move­
ment of fresh meats from South St. Paul, Hinn., 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 cents to 6. 6 cents. . . 

J/ For further discussion of this point see D. P. Locklin, Economics .21 
Transportation, 194'7, pp. 27-30. 
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The increase in the prices paid by consumers resulting from the 
transportation tax is often greater than the tax itself. The increase in 
price will exceed the amount of the ta:x; to the extent that middlemen price 
goods at a fixed percentage above the cost. To illustrate, ascume that a 
retailer purchases goods valued at $5,000, including transportation costs 
of $800, exclusl.ve of the tax. · At a 25 percen.t mark-up on cost, the 
retailer's grosB ma.rgin would equal ~~1,;250 and the flelling price would 
equal $6,250. However, when the tranRportation: tax of $24 (3 percent of 
$800) is added, total costs no"H equal $5,024. Computing the mark-up on 
the basifJ of the larger cost increases 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 mark-up on the trans­
portation tax. The more often this process is repeated the greater· .. the 
effect of the tax. In complex trade charmels made :up -of several middle­
men,. the result may be to increase prices substan.tially.. · · 

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

Effects. Upon the Competitive Pod tions of _producers and Shinners 

A flat percentELge increase in freight rates will affect adversely the 
competitive positiori of the l"ong distance shipper. This· principle has· been 
recognized in many general rate increases through. the use of "hold-doi-ms" 
on a number of agricultural cornmodi ties. Maximu.>n rate inc reuses on selecfed 
a.gricul tural commodities were limited to a specified. amount in cents per 
100 pounds. !J/ In some cases the effect of the "hold-downs"· vras to maint<::.in 
the status quo for distant producers within a given market while in others 
the rate differentials in dollars and cents Wdre increased by less than 
would have been the case had the full amount of the general rate increases 
been applied • 

. J,.Jhen the 3 percent ta.x on property is applied to the individual rates, 
thf3 rate differentials between long- and short-haul producers is increased. 
The Federal excise tax thus has the same effect on rate differentials as a 
3 percent general freight-rate incrt~ase without "hold-down" provisions. 
For exruaple, the rates on shipments of celery to New York City are $2.38 
per 100 pounds from Chula Vistr., CCJ.lif., and 60 cents from Marion, N.Y., 
or a difference of $1.78 {table 7). When the tax is added to the rates, 
the differential becomes $1.83. 2/ Similar results are illustrated for 
the other commodities listed in table·7. If protective services were 
included, the increase in the differentialtJ due to the tax would be even 
greater. 

iz/ Fresh fruits rond vegetables, melons, edible nuts, Etnd cennod and 
preserved food products were permitted ::-. maximum increo.se of 12 cents pt:.r 
100 pounds; sugar, 10 cents per 100 pounds; and grain 12 percent. Ex Parte 
175, Increased p·reight Rates, 1951, 284 I.C.C. 662 •.. 

2./ Based upon a minimtun carload of' 20,000 pounds, the California producer 
would pay r:~ tux of $14.28 per ca.rloud, while the New York producer pays a 
tax of only $3.60 per carload. 
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Table 7.- Comparative freight rates per 100 pounds and taxes for 
selected fruits and vegetables. ·from specified orig:i.n 'points 

to New York City, Decombor 1, 1952 1/ 
---------- ------------ -·--

Rate· Tax Rate plus tax 

Commodity hnd origin 

Cf~lery 
lvlari on , N • Y • . •....••• : 
Sanford, Flu. . ........ : 
Chula. Vista, Calif •.•• : 

Potatoes 
Td. verhead, L. I. . . 

• • • • • • a 

C~ribou, Maine ••••.••• : 
Idaho Falls, Idaho •.•• : 
Bakersfield, Calif •••• : 

Catb:=·.ge 
~Jilliamson, N. Y. . .... : 
Winter Garden, l"la •••• : 
Harlingen, Tex • ....... : 

Tol!iutoe~ 
Goulds, Fla. . .... · .. · ..• : 
Jacksonville, Tex •••• ,: 
Carbona, Calif. • •..••• : 

Or~mg,~s 

Lake ~lules, Fla. . ...... : 
Fullerton, Calif. 

Lettuce 

. . " .... 

Amount~ 

Cents 

60 
145 
238 

43 
86 

161 
1·82 

59 
135 
182 

174 
200 
238 

110 
185 

Sanford, :F'la •••••••••• : 157 
Phoenix, Ariz. • ••••••• : 228 
.Salinas, Calif. • •••..• : 238 

Peachefi 
Candor, N. C. • ••..••.• : 121 
Ridge Springs, S. c ... : 129 

· Ft. Valley, Ga. • •.•... : 140 
Yubu City, Culif ••••.•. 204 

Apples 
Germantown, 
v:'inc·hester, 
Hood River, 

N. Y. . . . . . . . 
Va. • •.•• , • : 
Oreg • •..•• : 

43 
62 

204 

i/ Excludes protective services. 

;,__ _______ . ...,!... -· ---- --

Excess: Excess: Excess 
over : Amount: over : llmo'unt: over 

lowest: : lowest: • lowest 
origin: origin:___ origin 
emts C·ents Cent~ Cflnts Cents 

85 
178 

43 
lH~ 

139 

76 
123 

26 
64 

75 

71 
81 

8 
19 
S3 

19 
161 

1.8 
4·4 
7.1 

1.3 
2.6 
4.8 
5.5 

1.8 
4.0 
5.5 

5.2 
6.0 
7.1 

3.3 
5.6 

4.7 
6.8 
7.1 

3.6 
3.9 
4.2 
6.1 

1.3 
1.9 
6.1 

2.6 
5.3 

2.2 
3.7 

.8 
1.9 

2.3 

.3 

.6 
2.5 

.6 
t,.B 

6i.8. 

11~9 ·'~ 
245.1 

Lf4o3 
88.6 

165.8 
187.5 

6o.8 
139.0 
187.5 

1?9.2 
206.0 
2/l-5.1 

113.3 
190.6 

161.7 
23!4-. 8 
245.1 

124.6 
132.9 ; 
144.2 
210.1 

44·.3 

. 87.6 
183.3 

4/l-.3 
121.5 
143.2 

78.2 
126.7 

26.8 
65.9 

77.3 

73.1 
83.4 

63.9. 19.6 
210.1'. .J.65. 8 

Compiled from data furnished by Production tmd Marketing AdministrEJ.tion. 
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Finally,. since transportation by private carriage is not subject to 
the ta·x, .shippers who provide their own transportution. have a 3 percent 
advantage over other shippers, Testi~ony presented at the congressional 
hearings on proposed revisions of the Internal llevenue Code indicated that 
the move toward increased private Ct-.Lrriage has been accelurated slnco the 
tax vent into effect. · 

Effects Upon. Carriers 

The principal effect' of the tax upon common c.:;,.rriers (rail, motor, 
water, und air) has been to. p_iyer~ ~raf'fic to private carri.:.tge'!'. In its 
62nd Annual Rc~port, the Interstate Commerce Commission pointed. out this 
problem by declaring: 11 Thls method of taxation ••• r.dds to the. diffi­
~ulties of for-hire carrier~ in their competition with priv:J.t8. transporta­
tion sine e the war, it appears reasonc. ble to question "'h~)ther. con t.inued U8C 

of for-hire carrierf; for tax-collecting purposes. is justified.;" · FtJ.rthonnore, 
the tux has undoubtedly ten~<~d to reduce long-h[;Ul trn.nsportcition. Hnd thus 
to affect curriers' revenue~? udversely. 

Since the transportatic)n tax tEmds to increase the prices .of .the vast 
majority of commodities sol~on the Am8rican mar:ket, the op,.n·ati.ng costs 
of cr:.rriers will show n cor~esponding rise. IncreaRes in cost -of carrier 
operations with subsequent reductions in net rcNenues ::.re invarti.ably f'ollowod 
by requests for rate increaf:!eS. In the long run,. a failure to rai-se rates 
in line with increases in costs wo,uld mean a decline .in the quanti·ty cLnd 
quality of common carrier operations • 

.The E:cgnomic Effc:;cts 'of the Tnx Q!l the Trans12ortntion of Pe~ 

The Federal excise tax on the transportation of persons is one of the 
factors affecting freight rates on agricultural cornrnoditios because the ever­
increasing passenger service deficit is being borne by freight shippr.~rs in 
the. f'qrm of higher rate.s •. To the extent that the transportation te.x reduces 
r~il passenger revenues through diversion of traffic to private autos, it 
increases· the carriers 1 unit costs and, 8.t the same time, increases the 
pussGnger deficit. Y In addition, the fact that the deficit necessi tat•..:s 
higher freight rates increases the difficulties of the ruilroads in meeting 
com.peti tion from other kinds of transportntion :Ln hauling freight. Inhsrnuch 
as railroad passenger operating deficits have occ11rred re~rulurly since 
World War II (table 8), this problem has become increC~.singly important to 
agricuJ.t~e. 

Eff(:::ct of the Tax Q!l the ?assenger Deficit 

One indic&.tor of tl1e div~rsion of pass:cmger traffic is the comparison 
of totG~l pr..ssengct:"-miles by type of .trunsport&tion (table 9)• For example, 
the 'L'!psurge in pc.ssengcr-miles for private auto s.Lnc0 1946 contrasts shar;.)ly 
1-dth the substantial decline experienced by the railroa.ds during the s;;•me 
period. In 1951, pri vntn uutomobile.s v.ccounted .for nearly 85 pE':rcent of the 

Y The Interstnte Commerce Commist;ion pointed out this difficulty in 1950 
by stating: 11 The need for volu;ue passenger tro.vel is obvious from tho 
experience of World '\oiur II, but tho competition of travel by private car 
and other means is ont1 vhich few ruilroads have met w:L th any success o.nd 
genorally only us to particular trains. 11 Annual Report, Interstate Corn.rnerce 
Comraission, Nov. 1, 1950, p. 5. 
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Table ·g, ... Net rt:lihmy operating i'ncorrie derived from ca:rrying f:re.ight · 
and. passenger(~,· o.nd pC?rcente.ge of income from rre"i'ght absorbed .by·. 

paosenger deficit · · . · · 
~ • I , ---··----· ---··- ·---~- ----- ----....,~--=- ---

Inc~me froril carrying ..;. 
' :: ·· Total . 

Year 
_ .. ______ _ passenger deficit 

as percentage of 
__ __,_ --:--:--F_r_·e_i g_h t~ _ __..;:.. ___ 1_)v_.s_s~n-gers ---.---::......;;;;;incorn!2 .from. freight 

~llion dqllars Percent Mil.l~l..2n. dollarr; 

1936 . 891.7 . . . . . 
1937 . 827.1 • II' ••• 

1938 . " . '626.3 . . . . . 
19.39 .•. ~ • : 837.9 . 

11 233.3 
11 241.6. 
11 255.3 . . I/ 2so.9 

•,.: 

: . 

. 26· 
29 .· 

:·. ·. 41 
; ·30 . 

19¥) . .·.' . 9li.2. 5. . . . . . J./ 262,1 .· .. . . 28 
191.1 . . ..... 1;223.1 
19/,2 . 1,394·4 . . . . . 
1943 . 1,01:30.0 . . . . . 
1944 . . 871.3 .. ...... 
1'}45 ' 6~0.6 . . . . ..... 
19116 .. .. . . . . 759.7 
191+7 . . ..... 1,206.4 
19/,8 . 1, 561.0 . . . ~ . 
1949 . ·1,335.5 . . . . . 
1950 ..... 1,547.7 
1951 . 1,622.9 ..... 

JJ ;.:26.1 
89.3 

279.8 
234.1 
230.1 

1/139.7. 
±/·426.5' 
11 559.8 
y 649.6 

1/?}50$. 5 
·•' . JJ 680,8 '·.· 

H~ 

';.J.--· 

18·· 
35. 
36. 

.. 49 

33 
.. :. 4.2. 

---;--,___;,. -:----Y' Deficit. . . . . • • , . . . •· ·: 
y Decline belm-T 19L,9 level· 'ra}; due: :largely ,to a retrqactive niail pay-, 

men t of 107 .million dollars. · . . · .. 
Stntir::tics of flailwm in the United· State:3, 19)6.50, .tmd ,Pisttibut:Lgn 

of tlle PtlS:5enger Deficit f2!:. the ·year 1951 122: 'f;rpes· .of Traffic, Interstate 
Co:n.merce Commission. . 

~ . ' ·. 

Table 9.- Volume ·of ·intercity traffic ·in passeng·ero:-miles, 
by type of tranoportation, 1942-51 

·--- ----- ----"---
Transnort agency~ 191~2; 1943~ 1944~ 1945~ 1946~ 1947~ 1948~ 191+9~ 1950~1951 ]J 

.:au.. lliJ... Bll. :!?.i:t~ Bil. Bil. .~i~.- · ~~-.1· .. BJ;~• B:tl. 

F..ailronds •••••• : 50.3 84.6 9?.2.: 8fLl 60.4 40M8 J5•.3 ··:36.0 32<5. 35.3 
Buses ........... : 21.5 27.4 26,5 ·26.9 25.6 23.9 23.7 ,22.4 21.3 21.5 
Private auto ... :1<;19.6 147.1 151.3 179.8 253.6 273.0 287•4·.}16.7 337.3. 379.3 
Air lines •••••• : 1.4 1.6 2.3 3.4 5.9 6.1 5.8 . 6.8. s~o. 10.6· 
Waterways •••••• : 1.9 1.9 2.2 2.1 2.3 1.8 l.C3· 1.4 1.2 1.4 

i/ PrelimJ_nary. esti~aa teB • 
.£\nnu~ 1i\Worts,· 194;.~-50, and Month+.x_ Corm~ Q!l Transportation ~~ta.tistics, 

Nov. 14, 1952, Interotate Commerce Corruniusion. · : · 
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entire volume of intercity pnssen'ger-mil~t3. '!'be increase in tr::ffLc brought 
about by removal of the tax would not be c0nfined to th.L> r&ilroadG. It is 
reasonable· to ·expect, however, that the railroads vould register a gain in 
pass-enger traffic, particularly ov8r the> d.i.s.tances lyinf.~ betW'f!811 the n<mrby 
areas in ·which private· ·autofJ and bm:oe compete wit.b railroads and· the more 
distant aren.s il1 which air transportu.tion is rttost 'comp(:>titivo. A sub­
stan'tial net gatn in rc~venues would be der:l'lred from this traffic since 
addi tionul passC:mgers could b8 carrif~d :at very little ~xtra cost. Rn ilroad 
passenger operr:.tions during tho war yuars illustrate this fact (treble 10). 
Between ·19'40 .~d 19L~~, rev1.mue pausenger-milea increB.B8d -.302 oercl·nt ~rhile 
o'p1~roting ·e:Xt.aenses increasep only 96 percent. \-lith r.evcnue passenger-miles 
in 1951 only slightly greater. than in 1941., litthJ diffic-ulty would be 
expGriericad -in ·a.bflorbing addi tiona1 traffic. ']/' 

. , 

'Table ~10.- Pussengt-.:r and all ted r,ervicc;s: Rev·enue po.st~tmger-miles 
operating revenues, operating expt.mses, and net operatinc; revenuer;, 

· Class I railwa~s, 1940-51 

------. : ' Revenue Operating Operating Net operating 
Year : passEmger-rniles: revunues expenses revenues l/ . . . . 

': Hillion BiiTion H.fi1ion --
]jillions cto~lars dollars·. dollars . . 

1940 · •• · ..... ~ .. ~ 23,762 ' 6.35 780 - 145 
194.1 . . . . . . . . . . 29,.350 751 857 - 105 
1942 . 5.3' 659 1,.348 1,047 301 . . . . . . . . . 
1943 . 87,820 2,080 1,347 734 • c ••••••• 

194.4 . 95,549 2,248 1,527 72l . . . . . . . . . 
1945 .......... : 91,717 2,173 1,670 50.3 
19L1.6 ~ to •••••• ! 64,673 1, 61,4 1,649 6 
1947'·,· .•.... . : 1~5 ,921 1,400 1, 645 245 
1948 ......... : 41,179 1,4.35 1,828 39.3 
191~9 . .3 5' 095 1,296 1,771 475 . . ~ ... " .. 
1950 . .31,760 1,.394 l, 729 '335 • • • .. .. • • " 0 

1951 . 34,614 l,L~9 1,944 - /+95 . . . . . . . . . 
-1/'NfJt rentr.1 and taxes are not included. 

· Compiled from testimony presented by Production Qild Harketing Administra­
tion· for· Ex Purte 175, ·Feb. 18, 1952, and ~.t.;>tistics of full; .. ;ays in the 
United ,Ptates, 1951, Interstate Commerce Commission. 

• I "l 

· · - .y.Afi;thermethod· advocated for reducing or eliminating the deficit is to 
remove fro1.1 S<Jrvice th<~ individuu.l pusse.nger trains ·Hb1ch are oper&ting at a 
1ot1S~ 'l'h.i::; method ho.s been thoroughly explored in tvo recent studies: 
I'.9_ctors 1\ffj~cting Freight R:.ttes .Q!l Agricultural Cmnmodlties: The P.nilroad 
Po.:::g_ynf,'er prdici t; Transportt1tion and WLi.rehousing Branch, Production and 
Mcrketing Adminlp.tration, Apr. 1CJ51; and Report of the Specio.l Committee 
Q1l Cooperation with _:the_ I.C.C. in the Stuctx of the fuilroud Pt..sseng~:?r 
Deficit fro blum, National Assoch1tion of Hui1roac ~.end Utili ties Commissioners, 
Nov, 11, 1952. 
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Increases in the· passenger-service deficit .in the ·pqstwa.r years have 
stimulated req~ests,by the ·railroads for higher freight.rates.:: The ;impor­
tance of the pa,.;senge.r-service ·deficit in· the fretght-rat~ pattern :.is ; . ·· 
illustrated by the.pronouncements of the Interstate Commerce·Commission 
in autho.rizing the .last two· general freight-rate increases.-·· In ·Ex ·Parte. 
168, . the .Commission state.O.: ·. · ·. · 

". . ·• if. passenge:r;- service· inevitably and .inescapably cannd"t 
beur its di:r;-ect cost and its ·share of· joint or indirec·t costs 1 

,.re have f-elt compelled in .a general rate case to. to.ke :the .passen:.. 
ger deficit into account .in· adj·ustment of freight ro:t·es ·and ·: . 
charges. Both the freight and passenger services are essential, 
u.nd revenue losses or deficits on the one .necessar:i.ly -must be · 
compensr:.ted by ·earnings on· -the other if the carriers at-e: to. · .. · 
continue operution€1. Eoth. may be subjected to reasonable rates 
nnd ch~Lrges to produCE! the fair aggregate return, even thougl;l. 
th~reby. a higher ritte of' return may be exacted f,rom the one 
thrui from the other. 11 ~' · 

The Commission reaffirmed its ·position in Ex .Parte 175 .by again 
stating: 

"'!'he drain which the passenger-train service .deficit makes. · .. 
on freight revenues was an important factor in our deci·sion. 
in Ex Parte 175. 11 CJ./ . . . . . 

The extent to which the passenger deficit is. a bUrden on f;rei.ght traffic 
may be shown by distipguishing between the common costs and -the directly 
assigned costs "1-rhich !!lake up the defi.ci t. Directly assigned costs. are those 
i terns of outlay which can be traced directly to the passenger-service 
operation. The commo.n or overhead costs, on the other. hand, are .related 
to: both passenger and freight operations. These latter costs are apportioned 
by means of a fixed formula. 1Q/ A recent study estimated the directly 
assigned passenger deficit (the difference between passenger revenues and· 
directly assi;p-1ed coHts) at about 70 Inillion dollars in 1948 and 87 million 
dollars in 1949. The directly assigned paBsenger deficit for 1951 undoubtedly 
wti's between 50 and 100 million dollars as passenger revenues and expen·s~s 
in 1951 were similar to those for 1948 and. 1949. The total passenger 
defic:it of 681 million dollars in 1951 included the common costs allocated 
to the P.a.ssenger service as well as the directly assigned costs. . The. ~rden 

'2/ Ex Parte 168, In_~!.§!a::-~~d _E're~ght Rates, 1948,_ 276 I. C. C. 35 •.. 
Cjj Ar~al Rei>ort, Interstate Commer•ce Commission, Nov. 1, 1951, p. 5. 

lQ/ ln 19,36, the Interstate Commerce Cmnmission prescribed certain 
accounting rules governing the separation of railway operating expenses, 
taxes, and rents between freight an.d passenger service. The directly 
assigned co.{:its, us d~termlned by the Commission, have varied between 
70 and 75 P..ercent of the annual pussenger-fle:rvice expenses. 
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on the frelght service .for 1951 is the difference between the directly 
assigned pas.senger ~ef.ici t ·of', 50 to 100 million dollars and the total 
passenger deficit of 681 million dollars. In a 1951 study, the Interstate 
Commerce Commission estimated the passenger defic:l t based upon direct costs, 
i.e., directly assigned costs plus a portion of the common 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 tha.t a considerable portion of the common costs would 
.be ~l~minated .if the pas~engeF ~erv~r~ ¥er~ di~qontinued. For example, the 
operation of pas_senger .tff,iiQ~ <?Ve~ ~h~ same ra~lroaq 1.1s~d for freight oper­
atiO:ns.,tends to restriGt ~h,e ~fficienpy ~f' ~he lat;ter. qeerat.ion. Then too, 
be.cause· of the. greater speeds, passenger trains r.eq)4re heo.vier rails, better 

· . m8:~:ri.tena.nce, et.c.T .·thn.n; freight trains. All of these factors tend to increase 
the pr,qportion of the.co~ts which are directly attributable to passenger 
op€lra.tion. Those common costs which would still remain even if the entire 
pa?seng~r .. service .'!'fJre. elim:ina.ted are a necessary charge on the freight 

. s~r~c.e. 

'Ille. deficit,. «tS c:liscussed, is not strictly a passenger deficit but 
r~ther a,passepgar ~nd allied services deficit. A recent study by the 
·~n.teri;tate Cqmmerce Conunission reveals that "head-end traffic," i.e., nllied 
seryices, such. as the carriage by passenger trains of mail, express, 
'baggage, milk," etc,, acco'j.lrlted for 32 percent of the total passenger 
def:i,.ci t! 'J'his study pr-ovides further insight into the passenger deficit 
prob~em by defining more precisely areas of unprofi tuble operation. The 
express . service ~c.s the largest single contributor to the head-end traffic 
deficit. But express-rat€· increases may not be ·the solution to this 
problem. Although e.xpress-rc.te incre.ases hnve been granted, revenue::: from 
domestic ex:Jr.ess 0\3rvice hLve declined· during the past 2 years. Shippers 
.strongly opposed these incre.ases ,;nd indic~,ted they would divE>rt traffic 
·to air fr~ight, parcel post, or truck. This would increase the deficit 
of th~ express service and increase further the burden on freight shippers. 
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MEASU.f'illv!EN'.I.'S OF COHPAHATIVE COST~) OF RETAILING 
SJ;].,ECTED FHESH FRUITS AND VEGETABLES, 

CHARLOTTE, N. C. 

By 
H. Wayne Bitting, Agricultural Eoonomist 

Producers have argued that retail margins should be directly·related. 
to the costs of handling specific comrnodi ties. But the retailers arld 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 beci.-mse pricing . 
policiPs must be based upon net returns from· the sale of all comodities. 
Rof~e;-1.rch ¥rorkers are generally agreed that consider a tiori ·must be given to 
the over-all store operations in relating retail margins to handling c?sts. 

One phase of a. recent study in Charlotte, N. C., was designed to 
explore somt:l of the relationships affecting retail margins. Data for the 
produce, grocery, und me£~t departments in 20 sample stores wern obtained 
for the calendar year 1950. Dete.iled records were collected in the sample 
stort;Js for potl,toes, swBetpotf<.toes, carrots, onions, head lettuce, tomatoes, 
cubbage, apples, oranges, und grapefruit covering a 17-week period from 
January 22 through May 19, 1951. The stores were sampled to be represen­
tative of four size groups with gross sales volume over $35,000 per year. 
Also, the stores were selected to be representative of the principal 
residential s0ctions of the city. The data were collected by Alderson & 
Ser.sioris unde1~ contract as authorized by the AgriculturE.l Hurketing Act 
of 1946 (RMA, Title II). 

'I'his report is on the exploratory phase of the Churlotte study. It 
ex&mines the follo).ring relc;.tionships: (1) The extent to which the alloca­
tion of floor space between departments is related to gross profits per 
.square foot of display o.reus, ( 2) the extent to 1-rhlch pricing practices 
relate differences in margins for sdected fresh fruits and vegetables to 
differences in operating costi:l, volume of f3ales, and spoilage, and (3) 
the differences in labor costs between size groups of stores. 

Alloce.tion of Floor S.J?8.Ce 

T"ne findings showr:~d that the larger volume stores had roughly twice 
th<J dollar volume of sales per sq_ur:.re foot of floor space in the grocery 
and meat departmentn as the smaller sized stores did. This was not the 
case for fresh produce. Produce sales in the sm&ller stores were high 
relative to the grocery nnd meat departm~nts (table 11). 
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Table- 11.- Totc\l sale·s · andr:gros~r p:ro·fi t per square foot of se1.llng sp:::.cc 
for produc.e, groceries:,· an:d· meatf;, 20 stores, by storE~ slze group, 

.· Phn.r1otto',· N. C., 1950 J! 

Store= ·-;--=_.9!:YE~--· _i ~ • i:1eEJ,t.s _-·- -=-.Pro_r~].lC~ _ _=:J..flil~i~o:r·~~i.J.•~g_tf; 
~ : , : Gr·oss : I : Gran~ : ( r : Cror-s : T < 1 : Gr(J~ .. f. 

group Stores rotf~l y·· . 'loto~ j'' t Totul ~-· ·t \)t.L . j'' Ls Y · · · uro 1t· • pr2j- • · pro L : . : ))t'·) Lr, • • SL~les • " · sales ·•· · · · suJ.E:s • :~. cah··s • --:,/ 
• • • • • • • ..t.J • • -:../ 

---·---- --· _____ _.!_ ----·--- • • • ,.. ____ • ___ --· -·-- ---

:Number Dollvrs Dollars Dollars Dollars Loll«rs Dollars .Goilr...N; Loll!.n> 
:..:..:::=.:.:.. ---- ------ ·--- - --- ----~· -----

I . 5 . . . . 28.73 101' 'ld. Lfl 
II . 5 . . . 41.08 99 18.0:; 
III . 5 . . 

82 
75 
32 
37 

12.68 
11.60 
4.95 
5.72 

190 
177 
90 
82 

36.14 
33.67 
l?.l2 
15~ 60 

107 
153 
128 31~. 37 48 8 r7r .. ) 

IV • r: 5 95 25.51 4.9 8.93 
·--- -- --~-- ----------1/ Fx:o~ foods are included 'd th groceries; d.siry product:;; :..trf~ ':indudcd 

with meo.ts. 
y Stores were grouped according to dollar volume of s;.les during 1950. 

Group .[ repre:>ents those stores he.vi.ng more th.:.,n ~JOO,OOO; ~~I'Otip II ~t>lS0,000-
$299,999; group III ~loo,ooo-~;11~9,999; group IV undur ~~;100,000. 

J/ Obtained by applying th~ grost-: profit m,.:.rgins of 15.46 perce:nt fol' 
groceries, 19.02 pGrcent for meats, und 26.85 percGnt for produce. Tbesr: 
margins arc given in .f'rogressi vc Groce:r, l,EU2Qrt, .9n £~ §..:t1!S:!Y 9L Sr·le..§_ -L~nQ. 
Mc..rgin~ .£<L .Q.Q.illlliodi.tie.§., Ho.dQ_ j_n }hc3 froviden_e.§.. _Eubli£ r':a_r.k~tf:, l'rpvid.:.mc,:, 
.!b_I., Oct.-Duc, 19.50. This study included clcdry prodtlcts in the lllEc'd, 

department nno frozen foods in the grocery departmf:;nt. 

Gross profits 1/ per sqm.re foot of floor space in Loth PJ.'Onucc "nd 
me:1t depurtments exceeded those in groceries. Gro8s ;~rofi ts pt:lr squn.re 
foot of floor space for produce in the stores w:i.th t.otul r,::.lt-s W1dt!r 
$300,000 a yeur (store groups Il, III, u.nd IV) werP from ].5 to 6.9·tim~)S 
thor~e i.n the grocery department. In the larcest ,stores U.·;r~mr I) pr.xitH:e 
grocs profits were 2.3 times thosn in groceries. Since the lf,-..·g,;st stores 
had H relatively larger proportion of their fl0or :-.>p-tce dPvoted t<J prociuee, 
this would sugges~ that the smulJ,er stores should explore the posf;l bili t;y 
of increasing their prof.i ts by shifti.nt sp:~ce from groceries to produce 
(tables 12 and 13). This calls for experimentation 'by eftch of thu indi.Yid­
ual stores in order to detennlne the net effect of 'SUch c.hr_,ngc~.: upon tli• ·j_r 
over-all scles r,nd profits. 'l'he Charlotte dt.tn do not purmi. t such D det,,l·­
mination since gross profits nro expressed in ter:ns··or avcr:.>.gus rt~tll'JC thr:!.n 
m&rginnl. terms and profits were calculated 1.1~ gross _ra the.r· them nDt pron ts. 

l)cir-;sB prof'i ts rnpresen t the diffe1•ence b£-~h.rGen the price p[·cld. und price 
recui ved for the goods cold., 

I' 
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Table 12.- RJ~ tio of gross profit peF square foot of selli.ng area 
of rncH'<t r.md produc(3 to grocery departme~t, 

20 Htorcs, ·Charlot to, N • C., 1950 

------- ------ ------ ---
: ·---·- -------- DeQartmen t 

Store group 1./ . . . . . . 
·Grocery .. 

. . --- -------...!-- ·--------- -·-----
r· .................... : J ... o 
II .....•........•. : 1.0 
III ..•..•..•.•. ~ •• : 1. 0 
r·v •..•.•....... · .•• : 1.rJ 

Produce 

2.3 
3.5 
6.9· 
4. 5. 

Mec.t 

~.8 
2.9 
J.5 
2.7 

· l/ Stores werG group~~~~rding to dollur volume of ·sales during 1950. 
Group I represents those stores hnving more th<m ~300,000; group II 
:1150,000-$299,999; group III J;,lOO,OOO-H49,999; group IV.under $100,000. 

T,,_blo 13.- Allocatton of floor spac~:.1 betwel~n th13 grocery, produc.:e, 
and meat departrnentG, 20 stores, grouped according to size, 

Chc:>..rlotte, N. G., 1950 

-------.----- --·--·-· :-~~=---·-:Perc;entag8 of tq_~J. sel.l.iQ_g__QJ"~ ---··---

Storn gt'oup 1./ : ______ -------· _iJ~)pcg::Y.aent -----

Grocery Produce . Me::.t . _____ ._ __ _ 
- ---- -------

E.~~t Pt:rcc~nt Pt:Jrcent 

I • ... • .. • . • • ... • • • • : 71.7 12.7 15.6 
I I ................. : 72.5 11.1 16.4 
.III ····••o•••••o••: 71".2 9.8 19.0 
IV ••• ~ •••••• ~ ••••• : 69.6 9.8 20.6 . 
--Vstore:; ... were- gr;uped according to dollar volume of sales during 1950. 
Group I represents-those stores having more than $300,000; group II 
$150,000-~299,999; group III ~:wo,ooo-~tl49,9SI9; group IV under .;floo,ooo. 

A recent study of' r0tail food stores in c.yr."lcm;e, N. Y., by H, P. 
Hnsmussen rmd ·w. B. Hinkle, rcv(;aled that labor costs per doll'"~r of sales 
for produce were roughly twice those f()r groceries in l.:oth corporate 
chains and independent ·grocer"~; stores. 2} Gross profits for produce 
exceede:Jd those in groceries· by more thr.,.n two to one, particularly in the 
srnn.ller si?.ed stores. This would indicate tht:.t srnE~ll retP.il merch<mts 
mignt ex1:rn.ine their o\m operations to see if profit::; could be increased 
by shifting space front groceries to produce. 

Pricing Practices .....---
Individun.J. stores did not follow any consistent pr:1.c1ng pru.ctices in 

terms of percentage or nbsolutu margins. 'lhe lack of consistency in margins 

y In both chu.in and~)r-oporr:~ted stort:s, u.v0:ruge groc(~ry salf~S per 
hour of labor were about t\.,ric~'l t..f lu.rge as average :J~Lles of fruits ~:nd 

veeet&bles, and sale3 of meuts were ht lpnst 50 percent greater. 1.falter B. 
Hinkle, Jr., t1et.9..hiindi£ll!.g Fresh Fruits QU9. Vegetables in Retail Stores, 
Po.rt I, 11... E. 818, New York State College of Agriculture, Mo.y 1952. · 
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apparently arose from the fact that retailer~ tend to tnaint<.d.n rt fixd· 
selling price rather than imrnedia tely reflect cha11ges in :Pu:icha~>e price. 
This suggests the need for i.nvestigating the effect which such pricing 
practices have upon relative sales and 'profits for the various ~ommodities 
a8 compared. with a more fle:<i ble selling price based upon a, fiY.ed percent­
age or. absolute margin. In turn, ~hese findings would newJ to .be, evaluated 
in light of their effect~ upon over-all store profitp and sales. 

The differenc~s in retail margins among the io produce i terns could 
not be explained on the basis of' diiferen.cer.; in: total sales, spoilage, 
and operating costs •. Eastern apples, fb~ example, carried an average 
retail margin of 31 per~ent. ·oran0es averaged·25 percent and lettuce and 

· carrots 23 percent. Thea!=! differences .in margins were t:mrela ted· to the 
difference in volume of sales, spoilage 1 and operating costs. J) ·. 

From the pricing practices observed in .Charlotte,- apparently retailers 
look upon their ·store operations as a unit and give little consideration to 
the effect the.t margins of individual commodities. may have upon the rela.ti ve 
sales and profits of particular i terns. 

Labor Costs 

The cost of labor usually accounted for more than 60 percent of the 
operating. expenses in the produce departmen-ts in· the sample stores. 
Approximately 56 percent of the total J,abor cost was incurred before the 
consumer selected the produce. · 

' . 

'£he largest stores !"l.ade better use of their lHbor in terms of pounds 
sold per man-hour. ·rhey also paid higher wage rates. However, the higher 
wage rates were more than offset by greater labor productivity (table 14). 

Table 14.- Labor productivityin·terms of poundo of produce sold 
per man-hour and dollar east of labor by size groups of stores, 

Charlotte, .N •. c., Janua.ry 22-JJ.ay 19, 1951 

. Pounds sold -• 
group J/ 

per ---
Store t ~to res .. l"ian-hour Dollar of labor -. CODt 

Number Poynds Poundc 

I ' ................ · .... : 5 63 56 
II ....................... : 5 27 26 
III . . . . .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ ' 5 . 28 31 
IV . 5 a 22 • • • • • • • • • • • ill •••• 

Average . 48 45 . . . . . 
1/ Stores wer-e grouped accortling to· dollar voluine. of sales during 1950. 

Group I represents. those. stores havfng wore than t300,000; group II 
$150,000-~;299,999; group III $100,000-~~149,999; group I.V under $100,000. 

jJ These three. f~ctors accounted, for 15 percent':of the variation in 
retail margins for group III stores and 36 percent of the variation for 
group II stores and group IV s~ores. For group !' stores these factors 
accounted for only 19 percent of the variation.in the 10 produce margins, 
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In terms of dollar sales per dollar of labor cost, there were z:l.O . 
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 sel:;t.ing 
prices per pound of produce sold. This is due to either or· both of t,.,o 
factors: (1) the larger stores may have sold their produce for lower 
prices, (2) the larger stores may have sold a great'er proportion· of· the 
heavy-weight, low-priced produce (potatoes, for example). 

Tabl.e. 15.- Dollar sales per dollar of labor cost 
by size groups of stores, Charlotte, .N. c., 

January 22 .... May 19~ 1951 · 

Store group ]} Stores Dollar sales per clollar 
of labor cost 

Number Dollars 

I ....................... : 5 10 
II ....................•. : 5 9 
III •••••.••••••••••••.•• : 5 11 
IV •.••••••••••.•••••.••• ·----- .45 ____ ----- __ 8""-----

.Average ••••••• , •• : 10 

I ' 

Jj Stores were grouped according to dollar volume of sales d11ring 1950. 
Group I represents those stores having more than ;$)00,000; group II . 
$150,000-$299,999; group III $100,000-$149,999; group IV under $100,000, 

. INDEX OF SPECIAL ARTICLES 
IN 

THE MARKE'l'ING AND TRANSPORTATION SI'l'tJATION 
1952 

Marketing Costs and Margins 
Marketing Margins for Evaporated Milk .•.••..••.•.••..••.••.••• Jan.-Feb. 
An Analysis of Price Spreads for White Bread •••...••• ~ ••••••.• }1:ay-July 

Transportation 
The Farmer's Concern with Transportation Policy . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . Mar.-Apr • 

Mi scellan eo us 
Lubor in the Marketing of Farm Food Products •.•••••••.•••••••• May-July 
Trends in Retail Food Trade .................................... May.:...Tuly· 

ANNUAL OUTLOOK FOR MARKETING AND TRANSPOHTATION 

1953 Outlook lssue . ............ ~ ...... •., ..................... , ·Oct. 
'l'he. Gene:ral Outlook for Agricultural Marketing in 1953 
Food Marketing Charges a~d Farmer's Share 
National Marketing Bill for F'arm Food Products 
Marketing Charges and Fam.e:r's Share for Nonfood Products 
Costs and Profits in Ma;rketing Farm Products 
Consmner Incomes and Expenditures 
Trends inMarketing Agricultural Products 



- 35 -

SELECTED NEW PUBLICATIONS 

1. "A selected Bibliography of Potato i.'1arketing Research (1930-1950)," 
by Perry.V. Hemphill and Loyd c. H'art:i.n, N. Dak. Agr. Expt. Sta •. 
Bul. · 3'73, Jl.l.Tle 19·5~. (BAE cooperating; RNA.) 
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Table 16,- Pr!.oe opraada bet\reen fat'lllers end coo..-ers - food productea lleteU pr1co, fazm 'nllue of equivaleot q111Ult1t1oo sold b7 produc.,ro. 
brproduct adjustmct, -t1Jl& obarges, and tanur•o sbar" ot retail price, annual 1951 !I 

Fal'll equinlct 

' Market bsaket •••••••••••••••••••• a 
I 

Meat product• .................. • z 
• 

Dair,- products ••••••••••••••••• r 
I 

Poul tr,- ond egge ............... 1 

• Baker,- end other cereal 
produatea: • rara produce equivalact 
All 111grod1..,to .............. z ot acnual !uil7 
Grain .......................... purChai!IBB 

Other cereal pi'Oduote •••••••• 1 

I 
All frui to and Tesetablao •••••• 1 

l'reob !rui to ond Tesatableo •• 1 
Fre11h "Yegetables •••••••••• • a 

Cannad !ru1 ta and Ta&otableo • 1 

Miscellaneous products •• •• • •• •• a 

Bata11 
z price 

I 722.25 

225.88 

• 134.76 

I 1935-39 54-09 
I llllllual 

• averaa:e I 
r qUIUlt1 ties z 
1 parcbaaed, z 103-94 
I par foail7 I 

• of three • • &Terage 37-93 
I COD81ael"l!l I 

I 156.36 
120.13 

74.51 
23.67 

46.42 

I 

Beet (Choice grade) • •• ••• •••. •• •• 12.16 lb, 
Lamb .............................. 2.16 lb. 

I 
Choice grade eattlez 
lamb• 

Pound 
Pound 
Pound 

85.7 
77.4 
44-9 Porte (includillg lord) ............ :1.41 lb. hoi• 

I 

Butter •••••••• ••••••••••••••••••• sButterJat and farm blltter 
Cheeee, American •• ••• ............. 110.08 lb. m.il..k 
Evaporated milk •••••••••••••••••• 11.95 lb. llilk 
Fluid milk ••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 Farm retail and vboleoale 
Ice cream •••• ••••••••••••••••••••al.S lb. ailk 

I 

Eggs .............................. 1.03 doz. 
Chicken .......................... :1.136 lb. 

I 

I 

llb1to bread ••••••••• ••••• •••••••• 1 .912 lb. wheat 
I 

I 
Com fielces ••••••••• •••• ••••••••• 11.05 lb. com 
Com aoal •••• ••••• ••••••••••••••• 11.343 lb. com 
nour, whl te ••••••••••••••••••••• :1 .. 41 lb .. wheat 
Rice •• ••• ...... •• ••• •• ••••••••••• 11.68 lb. roush 
Rolled oats ••••••••••••••••••••••12.05 lb. oats 

Apples ........................... : .0224 bu. 
OI'd.Dges ........ •••• ••••••••••••••• z .o613 box - heah use 

I 

Beans, snap ....................... a .0375 bu. 
Cabbage • , ........................ 11.10 lb. 
Carrots •••••••••••••••••••••••••• a .0222 bu. 
Lettuce ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ·• .0185 crt. 
Onions ......... , •••• •• •• •• •• , •••• :1.06 lb. 
Potatoes ....... ••• •••• •• ••••••••••• z .0174 bu. 
Sweetpctatoes •••••••••••••••••••• 1 .0204 bu. 
Tomatoea ..... ••••• ............... 1 ,();2,1 bu. 

I 

Poacbeo, oanned •• ••••••• ••••••••• al.89 lb. calif. cling 
Corn, canned ........................ z3.03 lb. sweet 
Peas, canned ••••••••••••••••••••• a • ~ lb. 
T011atoes, canned ......... ••• ••• ••• 1.2.41 lb. 

I 

I 

Prunes ..... •• •• •••••• ••• •••••••••• al lb. dried, Ca1lfom1a. 
Kav;r beaus •••• •• ................. rl lb. Mich. ond B. 1. 

I pee beane 

Beet augar ......................... 1 7.18 1 b. sugar beets 
Cane eugar •••••••••••••••••••••• • s 12.33 lb. augur cane 
Margarine ••••••••••••••••••••••••aCottoneeecl, 801'bean&, and 

I eldll llillt 
Vegetable sho1"tcing ............. a Cottonseed liDd ao;ybeans 

• 
I 

Pound 
z Pound 

79.8 
63.0 
14-9 :14!-oz. can 

Quart 
Pint 

I 21.9 
I .io/31.2 

Do zoo 
Pound 

Pound 

I 8-oz. pits. I 

Pound 
Pound 
Pound 
Pound 

Pound 
Doz.., 

Pound 
Pomd 
Bmch 
lleod 
Pomd 
Pound 
Po1md 
Pound 

1 Mo. 2tean 1 

I lo, 2-
1 lo. 2 ean 
I Jo. 2 ean 

Pound 

Pound 

Pound 
Pound 

68.0 
53.6 

16.2 

13.4 
7.8 
8.9 

16.7 
14-3 

10.7 
47.7 

22.0 
7.8 

12.6 
16.0 

8.4 
5.0 

10.4 
27.3 

33.7 
21.7 
15.4 
19.0 

27.7 

10.6 
10.3 

35.;! 
J6.7 

• 
Grose 
f..rm 

1 veJ.ue 

I 1 let 
•Bn>roductz !IU'II 
aa.llovaneez val.ue 

1 1 Go't'et'muat 1 
I Harg1n I Jl4l'ket1n IHa I 
1 adjuetad 1 ton ( 1 ' · ;;:;,t1ngzhnoer'o 

157.67 

74.39 

36.55 

27.49 

18.41 

55.25 
46.57 
27.37 
4-28 

57.2 
37.1 
7.24 

12.74 
7.~ 

49-4 
30.5 

9-~ 
3.01 
4.41 
6.70 
2.91 
2.16 
4.87 

11.55 

6.06 
2.98 
3.71 
3.26 

11.39 

10.07 

5.32 

3.~ 

7.8 
14.0 

.(IJ 

1.23 
.63 
-93 

1.20 
1.21 

.20 

.71 

: tor t ~ - 1 c ?Jee 1 ebare 
lbrproductOipa:yamto (+)I 

359.90 

147.60 

74.39 

36.55 

28.35 
22.17 

14.72 

55.25 
46.57 
27.37 
4.28 

17.76 

63.8 
53-4 
28.1 

57.2 
Y/.1 
7.24 

12.74 
7.1iJ 

49-4 
30.5 

2.62 

2.25 
3.27 
4.05 
7.50 
4.31 

4-43 
17.9 

9·~ 
3.01 
4-41 
6.70 
2.91 
2.16 
4.87 

11.55 

6.06 
2.98 
).71 
3.26 

11.39 

3.82 
J-95 

12.79 
15.88 

362.)5 

78.28 

OO.Y/ 

18.34 

75.59 

23.21 

101.11 
73.56 
47.14 
19.39 

28.66 

21.9 
24.0 
16.8 

22.6 
25.9 
7 .. 7 
9.2 

2).5 

18.(, 
2).1 

13.6 

ll.1 
4-5 
4.9 
9.2 

10.0 

6.3 
29.8 

27.6 
18.7 
11.7 
15.7 

16.3 

9.7 

6.8 
6./, 

22.4 
20.8 

-{).34 

- .04 

- .?.0 

362.01 50 

78.28 65 

00.37 55 

18.34 67 

75.~5 

23.21 

101.11 
73.56 
47.14 
19.39 

28.36 

21.9 
24.0 
16.8 

22.6 
25.9 
7.7 
9-2 

2J.5 

18.6 
23.1 

13.6 

ll.1 
4.5 
4-9 
9-~ 

10.0 

6.J 
29.8 

12.3 
4.8 
8.2 
9-3 
5.5 
2.8 
5.5 

15.7 

27.6 
18.7 
11.7 
15.7 

16.3 

6.3 
5-9 

22.4 
20.8 

27 
21 

39 

35 
39 
37 
18 

38 

74 
Iii 
63 

72 
59 
49 
58 
25 

73 
57 

16 

17 
42 
46 
45 
30 

41 
38 

44 
39 
35 
42 
35 
43 
47 
42 

18 
14 
24 
17 

41 

Yl 

36 
38 

J6 
43 

!/ Full details concerning the c!J.culot1on or pr1oe opreads tor ccmoodit;r ll'OUpS and 111d1Tidual itao, are presented 111 Agr. Infona. Bul. lo. 4, "Pr!.oe 
Spreads Bet\roc Farmers end ConiiUIIlero, • BoT. 1949, and Misc. Pub. lo. '¥76, "Price Spreede Between Fanaero and Conlltlmere tor Food Prcducte, 1913-44," 
Sept. 1945 (out of pr1Dt). 1loiDIIIOd1t;r-&roUp eotl.mates are der1nd 1'rom data 110re 111olue1Te than the 111d1Tidual 1t•o listed 111 this table. For fWilllple, 
the meat-products &roUp 111oludeo velll and mutton, fllllll sales ot lower grade cattle, allowance for retail 'nllue or b:Jpmducts and proceased meats, 111 
add1 ticn to lamb, porte (111olud1Dg lord), and carcass beet ot Choice grade. 

?/, Marteet1ng cbargea equal margin adjuoted tor byproduct allo'II1Uioes lli.nue Govemamt martcet1Jlg tons pluo GoTernmoot ~ooto to marketing agencies. 
D Grose farm value before adjusting for Choice grade premi\D was 62 .. 2 caDts • 
.io/ Average for 8 months; no data previous to Ma;y. 
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Table 17.- Price spreads betwe"" flll'lllero aDd 0011....,..1 - food productu S.tall price, f8l'lll ftl.ue of equivalsnt quontltleo eold b7 producers, 
b7product adjustmsnt, -eti.Da obargea, aDd tamer'• share of retall price, annual 1952 y 

1 a z 1 1 'lloTemact' a 

Fano equi ftl.mt Be tall 
mit 

• 1 Groos • 1 let • lfarsiD 1 IUU'I<eti.Da 'Mark u .... • 
• Retail • rarm •Bn>roduoto farm • adjuated • tans (-) • ~---.""""•r'e 
z price z value aal.l.owaa.cea 'f'al.ue 1 for 1 and 1 ° ']J88 a llbare 
I I I I ob7Productoop11111mts (+)' I 

I 

• 
Ma.rk.et basket •••••••••••••••••••• 1 • 739.70 352.87 386.83 -().34 

Meat products " ••••••••••••••••• 1 • 220.59 138.14 5.95 132.19 88.1,0 88.1,0 60 
• 

Do.iry produ.cte ••••••••••••••••• 1 140.06 

• Poultry and eggs ••••••••••••••• z 1935-39 51.86 
• annua.l 

Bake17 and other careal • &'l'erage • 
products: • ran. produce equi valmt • quanti ties • 
All ingrediente ••••••••• ••• •• z of &DDual tuoil7 1 pure based, • 106.54 
Grain ••'9•••••••••••••••••••••1 purchases • per fuoll:r • 

• • of three • 
Otb.er ceree.l product• •••••••• a aTerece 38.60 

• COBom«\'S • 
A11 fruits and vegetables •••••• 1 • 178.23 

Fresh fru1 ta and 'l'egetables •• .r 11,2.95 
Fresh vegetables ••••••••••• z 90.85 

Canned !rui to and vegetables • • 23.05 

Miscellaneous products ·········" 1,2.1,2 

• 
Beef (Cboioe grade) •••••••••••••••2.16 lb. 

• 
Cboice IIJ1l(le cattle• Pouod 

Pouod 
Polmd 

£6.2 
75.3 
4]..2 

Lamb , ••••••••••••••• •••••• ....... o2.16 lb. lara be 
Pork (including lard) •••••••••••• ol.J,l. lb. bogs 

• 
Butter ........................... oButterlat. and fam butter 
Che~ee. American • •••••• •••••••••• al0.08 lb. ll1lk 
Evapor&ted mill< •••••• •• ......... , ol.95 lb. llill< 
nuid milk ........................ ram retail and wholesale 
Ice cream ••••• •••••••••••••••••••11.8 lb. Ul.Jc 

• • Eggs .............................. 1.03 doz. 
Cbickon .......................... o1.136 lb. 

• 
Wbite bread ........................ 912 lb. wheat 

• 
Com flakes ....................... 11.05 lb. com 
Com aeal •••••••••••••••••••••••• al.343 lb. corn 
nour, white ••••••••••••••••••••• zl.4J, lb. wheat 
Rice ............................. ol.68 lb. rougb 
Rolled oats ....................... 2.05 lb. oats 

Apples ........................... • .0224 bu. 
Oranges •••••••••••••••••••••••••• : • o6l.3 box - tresh use 

Beans, snap •••••••••••••••••••••• a .0375 bu. 
Cabbage .......................... ol.lO lb, 
Cal'l'Ots •••••••••••••••••••••••••• a .0222 bu. 
Lettuce •••••••••••• ••• ••••••••••• a .0185 crt. 
Onions ...... , .................... ol.06 lb. 
Potatoes ••••••••••• ••• •• ••••• ••• .a .0174 bu. 
Sweetpotatoes ••••••~•••••••••••••' .0204 bu. 
Tomatoes ......................... • .02~ bu, 

• 
Peaches, canned .................. ol.89 lb. C&l1f. cling 
Corn, canned ••••••••• ••• ••••••••• r:3.03 lb. sweet 
Peas, canned ••••••••••••••••••••• z • ~ lb. 
Tomatoes, canned •• ••••••••• •••••• :2.4]. lb. 

• • 
Prunes ................... •• •••••• •• zl lb. dried, C&l.lto:ruia 
lla'V)' beans ....................... ol lb. Mich. md 1. T. 

• pea bMns 

Beet sugar •••••••••••••••••••••••• 7.23lb. sugar beets 
Cane sugar ••••••••••••••••••••••• z 14 • .32 lb. sugar cane 
Margarine •••••••••••••••••••••••• a Cottonseed, eoybeans, and 

• olc1Jo llill< 
Vegetable shortening ............. •Cottonseed 1111d eo:rbeans 

Pound 
: Pound 1 

:141-<>z. can • 
Quart 
Pint 

llozm 
Pound 

Pound 

a-o •• pkg •• 
Pound 
Polmd 
Polmd 
PoUDd 

• 

61.5 
53.7 

16.7 

PoUDd I J./13.4 
llozm 48.3 

Pound 
Pomd 
Bunch 
Head 
Potmd 
Pouod 
Pound 
Pound 

llo. i!t CaD 
llo. 2 ..... 
llo. 2 CaD 

llo. 2 .... 

Pouod 

Potmd 

Pomd 
Pomd 

Powd 
Pound 

23.5 
8.6 

12.2 
15.2 
12.1 

• 7.5 
• J./15.3 
• 27.1 

33.8 
23.4 
14-9 
17.8 

Zl.;;! 

15.0 

10.8 
10.5 

78.63 

33.04 

27.68 

18.61 

65.26 
56.70 
35.58 

4-45 

60.4 
38.8 
7.72 

lJ.48 
8.13 

43.< 
29.2 

6.01 
16.8 

11.34 
3.66 
3.88 
6.00 
5-33 
4.11 
7.57 

12.31 

6.89 
3.63 
J,88 
3-64 

8.94 

6.97 

4.12 
4.67 

5.61 

3.88 

5.3 
7.7 
.4 

.63 

1.30 
.62 
.99 

1.33 
1.26 

.21 

.84 

78.63 

33-~ 

:n.so 
22.07 

14.73 

65.:<6 
56.70 
35.58 
4-45 

15.95 

60.5 
45.7 
25.3 

60.4 
38.8 
7.72 

13.48 
8.13 

2.58 

6.01 
16.8 

ll.J4 
J,66 
3.88 
6.00 
5.33 
4-11 
7.57 

12.)1 

6.89 
3.6J 
).88 
3.61, 

10.84 
13.36 

61.43 

18.82 

78.74 

23.87 

112.9'7 
£6.25 
55.Z7 
18.60 

26.47 

25.7 
29.6 
15·9 

11.4 
5.1 
5.0 
8.9 

10.6 

12.2 
4.9 
8.3 
9.2 
6.8 
3.4 
7.7 

14.8 

26.9 
19.8 
11.0 
14.2 

18.) 

8.0 

- .04 

- .J() 

- .54 
- .54 

78.70 

23.87 

112.9'7 
86.25 
55.27 
18.60 

26.17 

25.7 
29.6 
15.9 

18.) 
24·5 

14.1 

11.4 
5.1 
5.0 
8.9 

10.6 

12.2 
4-9 
8.J 
9.:<! 
6.8 
3-4 
7.7 

14.8 

26.9 
19.8 
11.0 
14.2 

18.,3 

8.0 

6.4 
6.2 

19.1 
17.9 

26 
2l 

38 

'57 
1.0 
39 
19 

38 

70 
61 
61 

72 
60 
50 
59 
26 

70 
54 

15 

18 
40 
44 
47 
28 

45 
35 

48 
43 
32 
39 
44 
55 
49 
45 

20 
16 
26 
20 

33 

46 

)6 
)6 

)6 
43 

y Full details conceming tbe calculation of price apreede for ..,_,diey groups and individual item' are presented in Agr. Inform. Bul. llo. 4, "Prlee 
Spreads Betwen Fanners and ConSUIIIers,. loY. 1949, and Misc. Pub. llo. f/76, "Price Sproads Between Fanaera aDd Conlllllll8rs tor rood Products, 1913-44." 
Sept. 1945 (out of print). 1J<mmod1 t:r-group estimates are dsriYed from dsta more 1nclus1Ye than tbe individua.l it.., lieted in. tbia table. For example, 
the meat-products group includes vaal aDd autton, farm aaleo of lclter grade cattle, allOltllllce !or retail value of b.rproducto and processed meats, 1n 
add1 tion to lamb, pork (including lard), and carcass beef of Cboice grade. 

y Marketing charges equal margin adjuated !or b7J>roduct allowances lllinus Covenmumt markatlng tans plua Covernmont p&1111tlllts to marketing agencies. 
J! Gross farm value before adjusting for Choice grade pr-um """ 54.5 cents. 
!./ Average for 11 months; no retail dsta in Jul7, 
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Table 18.- Price opreade betveao t&r~~ero ond con018ers- toed productu llet&U price, ranu n.lue or equivalent quantities oold b7 producers, 
bfproduct adJustment, Mrketing cmrgeo, and farmer'• obare or rete.li price, September 1952 ]J 

1 1 Go'Tel'llllm t 1 

Para equinlmt llet&U 
..Ut 

1 Gross 1 1 let 
lletell fanu aB;rproducto tam 

J pr:lce value :al..l.ovances Tal.ue 

I Mal'gln I Mrketln I Ma k tlng1 
• adjute4 1 toxe ( f • ~ e d'o.raor' e 
z tor 1 ~ - a c ~ee z abare 

I 

Marltet basket •. • • •. • •. • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
I 

Meat products :J! •••••• • •••••• •. 1 
I 

Do.tey products ••••••••••••••••• 1 
I 

Poult.,. and eggo ••••••••• •• •••• 1 

Jlokeey aDd other cereal 
produotal 1 

a average 
1 quanti tieo 

737.00 

1.40.98 79-9"-

57.08 36.49 

All 1Dgred1flltl!!l .......... •• •• • a 
Para produce aquiftlent 

ot 111111uol tuo1.q 
purchase a 

I purchaaed0 107.1,2 
Gra:lD ..................... •••• ' I per faail;y I 

1 ottbreo I 
Other cereol products •••••••• 1 

I 
All 1'rul ta and Yegetablea ••••• • , 

l'reoh frui to and ngetablea •• 1 
Fresh Yegetables ••••••••••• a 

Canned tru1 ts and Yeaetables • 1 

1 aTerace )8.59 
a coa.euaere 

KlsoellaDeous products ••••••••• a 

I 
Boer (Cbolce gredo) •••••••••••••• o2.16 lb. 
Lamb •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •1;;>.16 lb. 

; 
Choice grade catUo1 
lllllbe 

Pound 
Pound 
Potmd Pork (including lard) •••••••••••• ;1.41 lb. hog a 

I 
Butter •••• ••• •••••••••••••••••••• oButtertat and tara butter 
Cheese, American •• ••• •••• ••• ••••• zl0.08 ~b. llillt 
Evaporated milk •••••••••••••••••• ol.95 lb. llllk 
.Fluid m.1lk •••••••••••••••••••• ••• zFara retail and vboleaale 
Ice cream ••••••••••••• ••••••••••••1.8 lb. a1llr: 

Eggs ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• al.03 doz. 
ChlckOD •• •. • •. •. •. • ••• • • • •••• • • •• ol.]J6 lb. 

I 

White bread •••••••• •••••• ••••••••' .912 lb. vhoat 

I 

Com fiakes ....................... al.OS lb. corn 
Com aeal •••. •••••••• ............. al.343 lb. com 
nour, vhlte ••••••••••••••••••••• ;l.J.]. lb. vheat 
Rice • •• •••• •••••••••••••••••••••• 11.68 lb. rough 
Rolled oats .............................. :2.05 lb. oats 

Apples ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 .0224 bu. 
Oranges •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 .061.3 box - tr.sb ueo 

Beane, snap .......................... t .0375 bu. 
Cabbage •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 11.10 lb. 
Carrots •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 .0222 bu. 
Lettuce •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 • 0185 crt. 
Onions ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 11.06 lb. 
Potatoes ......................... ••.: .0174 bu. 
Sveetpototoeo •••••••••••••••••••• • .0204 bu. 
To~~atoos ......................... 1 .02n bu. 

I 

Peaches, Clllllled •••••••••••••••••• 11.89 lb. Call!. cllng 
Corn, canned ................... ••• z3.03 lb. sweet 
Peas, canned ....................... 1 • 8;J lb. 
T011atoes, canned ••••••••••••••••• a2.41 lb. 

I 

Pntnes •••••••• ·•••••••• ........... al lb. dried, ~ornia 
Na'Vf beans •••• ••• •••••••••••••••• 11 lb. Mich. md 11. 1. 

jMia-8 

Beet sugar ........................... 1 7. 23 1 b. sugar beets 
Cene augar ••• •• •••••••••• •••• •••• s 14.61 lb. augo.r cane 
Marga.rine ••••••• ••• ••••• ••• ...... • a Cottonseed, 80Jbellns, and 

• llld.ll llllk 
Vegetoble shorteoing ••••••••••••• !Cottonseed and oo;rbeano 

Poond 
• Pound 
•141:-oz. can 

Quart 
Pint 

Dozm 
Pound 

P<nmd 

1 8-os. pkg. 
Pound 
Pomd 
Pomd 
Pomd 

Pomd 
Doom 

Pouod 
Pound 
Blmch 
Bead 
Pomd 
Pound 
Pouod 
Pomd 

o llo. 2t con 
I lo. 2-
I lo. 2 can I 
I lo. 2 eaD I 

Pomd 

Pomd 

Pomd 
Potmd 

Pomd 
Pomd 

I I 0 

165.)5 
129.83 

78.18 
2).14 

42.)1 

85.9 
76.1 
43.7 

8).8 
65.0 
15.4 
23.3 
31.1. 

6<).5 
57.1 

14.0 
8.8 
8 .. 9 

17.1 
14.8 

12.7 
53.3 

17.8 
6.6 

11.9 
15.3 
9.6 
7.5 

12.0 
17.3 

33.3 
23.8 
15.1 
17.8 

15.4 

11.0 
10.7 

29.8 
30.6 

27.6:< 

18.64 

57.92 
49SJ 
27.73 
4-29 

it/63.0 
52.1 
26.9 

60.5 
41.3 
7.83 

13.74 
8.22 

50.2 
29.9 

3.18 

4.92 
4.10 
4.91 
8.90 
5.35 

5.73 
24.7 

8.1.4 
2.46 
3.55 
s.64 
3.40 
3.86 
6.83 
6.02 

6.65 
3.70 
3.117 
3.1.4 

7.14 

3.86 

5.0 
6.7 
.4 

.62 

1.68 
.65 
.96 

1.27 
1.25 

.a 
1.09 

obfproductolpa,..ente (+)I 

347.70 

129.07 

79.92 

)6.49 

28.1Z 
22.07 

.14.78 

57.92 
49.50 
27.73 
4.29 

16.18 

58.0 
45.1. 
26.5 

60.5 
41.3 
7.83 

13.74 
8.2< 

50 .. 2 
29.9 

3.24 
J.45 
3.95 
7.63 
4.10 

5.73 
24.7 

8.1.4 
2.46 
).55 
5.64 
3.40 
3.66 
6.83 
6.02 

6.65 
3.70 
3.87 
3.1,4 

8.35 

7.14 

4.02 
3.56 

10.89 
13.40 

390.10 

95.59 

61.06 

<0.59 

23.81 

107.43 
oo.;; 
50.45 
18.85 

26.13 

'Z7.9 
30.7 
17.2 

23.3 
23.7 
7.6 
9.6 

2.3.2 

19.3 
'Z7.2 

10.8 
5.3 
5.0 
9.5 

10.7 

7.0 
28.6 

9.4 
4.3 
8.3 
9.7 
6.2 
3.6 
5.2 

11.) 

26.7 
20.1 
11.2 
11..4 

19.0 

7.0 
7.1 

18.9 
17.2 

-0.34 

- .04 

- .54 
- • 54 

389.76 

95.59 

61.06 

20.59 

2):81 

107.43 
SO.J: 
5().45 
18.85 

'Z7.9 
30.7 
17 .. 2 

23.3 
23.7 
7.& 
9.6 

23.2 

19.3 
'Z7.2 

10.8 
5.3 
5.0 
9·5 

10.7 

7.0 
28.6 

9.1. 
4.3 
8.3 
9.7 
6.2 
3.6 
5.2 

ll.J 

26.7 
20.1 
11.2 
11..4 

19.0 

8 • .3 

6.5 
6.6 

18.9 
17.;> 

47 

57 

57 

64 

26 
2l 

38 

35 
38 
35 
19 

38 

68 
60 
61 

72 
64 
51 
59 
26 

72 
52 

15 

23 
J9 
1.4 
45 
28 

45 
46 

47 
36 
30 
37 
35 
51 
57 
35 

20 
16 
26 
19 

30 

46 

37 
33 

37 
1,4 

y Full detallo concerning tho c!tculot.lon or price opreado r~r COIIIIIOd11;:y ~up. and lndlndual lt ... , are preeented 1n Agr. Inform. Bul. No. "· "Price 
Spreads Be two.., Famers and ConBUilero, • lloT. 1949, and lllsc. Pub. llo. 576, "Price Spreado Between Farmers and ConBUilers for Food Products, 1913-1,4, • 
Sept. 1945 (out of print). 1:oulnod1t:y-group est11Jlatee are derind from deta more lnol.usiTe thaD the lndindual lt ... s listed in this toble. 

21 Marketing charges equal margin adjusted for byproduct allowances minus Government marketing taxes plus Government oayments to marketing agencies. 
Jl In addition to the individual meat items-- lamb, pork (including lard), and carcass beef Choice grade- for "'hicb. price-spread data are listed 

in thie table, the meat-products group includes veal and mutton, fam sales of loller grade cattle, and allo\IBllces at the retail level for meat bv­
products and processed meats. Fann prices of lower grade cattle declined more than those of Choice grade during the second half of 1952. Retaii 
fricos are collected o?lY for Choice grade beef cuts. If retail prices of lower grade beef declined more than those for Choice grade, the margin 
tr.lputed for nll beef lll8.Y be too h.rge and the farmer's share computed for the meat-products group may be too small. It ~hould be noted, however, 
h?J even with a constant mergin, lower prices at both farm and retail levels result in a smaller proportion of the retail price going to the farmer. 

!.t!__ Gross fann value before adjusting for Choice grade premium was 51.4 cents. 
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Table 19.- Pl'ico opreada betn .... tamers and 0011.-· - tood product& I RetaU price, tara ftlWI or equiftlmt. quanti tlee BOld b7 produoere, 
bfi>roduot o.djusta..,t, -et1Dg obo.rgee, and taraer'e obare ot retail price, October 1952 1} 

ftetaU 
1Dit 

l GroBB I I Jet 
Retell 1 farm aiiJproduata tara 
price 1 value 1allovancea Yalue 

I I CloTemamt I I 
1 Marc1ll ' J001'ket1Dg 1Merk t1ng1 
1 adJuatedi 1 taxes (-) ' c~ ll'al'ller•e 
I for I and I ~fJB I abare 

I 

Market be.sket ..................... z 1 7)6.10 

Meat produote Jl •••••••••••••••: • 221.91 126 • .40 
I 

Dal.r,- produote ••••••••••••••••• a 141.7.4 eo.a8 
I 

PoW. try and •a• ••••••••••••••• a 

Ball:e'7 ond other cereal 
product&: • 
J.ll 1ngred1enta •••••••••••••• a 
Gr8.iD • ....... •• • •• •• • • • • •• ••• .a 

• 
Other cereal produote •••••••• 1 

• 
All tru1 te lllld 'l'egetables ....... 1 

Fresh trul t.s end ..,egetables •• a 
l!'reob Tegetebleo ••••• , • , , •• 1 

Canned trulta and ngotebleo ,, 

Miscellaneous products ••••••••• .r 

lara produce equinlmt 
ot anouel fD1l7 

purchases 

1935-39 
annuel 

1 average 1 

• quantltiee 1 

57.85 

1 purchased, • 107 • .42 
'per t..U;r. 
1 ot three 1 

I BTerege )8, 59 
I CODBUIIerB 

16/..81 
129.08 

77.07 
23.29 

J,2.37 

' Beet (Cboioo grade) •••••••••••••••2.16 lb, 

• • 
Choice grade cattle• PoUDd 

Potllld 
Pound 

85.4 
73.7 
J,2.8 

LeJab •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2.16 lb. l .. be 
Porlc (1nclud1Dg lero) •••••••••••• zl.41 lb. hoge 

• 
Butter .............................. •• :ButterJat and f'an. butter 
Choose, Jmoricau •••••• •• •••• ••••• z10.08 lb. IIlli< 
!Yaporated IIlli< .................. zl.95 lb. IIlli< 
nuld ll1lk ........................ :ran. retell and llboleeale 
Ice C:ren!l ••••••••••••••••••••••••'1.8 lb. a:llk 

• 
!:as ............................. al.03 doz. 
Chicken .......................... :1.1.36 lb. 

llhlte brood ........................ 912 lb. ll!loat 

1 

Com tlakes ......................... sl.OS lb. corn 
Com aeol ........................ :1.34.3 lb. com 
nour, wbite ••••••••••••••••••••• al.41 lb. wheat 
Rice ............................. al.68 lb. rough 
Rolled oats •••••••• •••• •••• , • •••• :2.()5 lb. oat& 

Apples ............................ r .0221~ bu. 
llrdnges ............................ 0613 box- treob uoe 

Beano, map ........................ 0375 bu. 
Cabbege , • •• ...................... al.10 lb, 
Cerreta • •• • • • • .. .. • • • .. .. • • • .. • •• • .0222 bu. 
IAttw:e .......................... 1 .0185 crt, 
Onions •••••••••••••• •• ••••••••••• ;1.06 lb. 
Potatoes ......................... , .0174 bu. 
Sweetpotetoes ........ •• .......... 1 .0204 bu. 
Toaatoeo ......................... • .001n bu. 

I 

Peechea, canned ................... 1.89 lb. Cellt. cJ.1Dg 
Com, canned ..................... a3.0,3 lb. poet 
Peas, canned •••••••••••••••• •••••' .8} lb. 
Tcaatoes, canned • •••••••••• •••••• r2.41 lb. 

Prunes •••••••• •••••. •• ••••••••••• cl lb. dried, Call.tom1a 
laq beano ....................... al lb. Mich. ODd I. I. . --· 

1 

Beet auger ....................... a 7. 23 1 b. sogo.r beets 
Cane .-ogar ....................... 1 14.61. lb. euger cane 
llargariDe •••••••••• •••••• •••••• •• rCottonseed, 80Jbllln.s, and 

1 aida IIlli< 
Vegetable ehortooin& ............. aCottonseed and 1107beans 

I 

1 

Pomd 
I PoUDd 
•141-oz. can • 

Quart 
!'bit 

Doz011 
Pound 

Pomd 

1 S-oz. pkg. 

1 

• 

PolDld 
PoUDd 
PoUDd 
PoUDd 

PoUDd 
Dozen 

Potllld 
l'oU11d 
illllleh 
Heed 
PoUDd 
Potllld 
Pound 
PoUDd 

z llo. 2t can 
1lo. 2-
1 lo. 2 can 1 
• lo. 2 can • 

PoUDd 

Pomd 
PoUDd 

83.1 
65.8 
15.5 
2).6 
31.5 

74.2 
53.7 

14.0 
8.8 
8.9 

17.1 
14.8 

12.3 
56.8 

20.5 
6.3 

11.7 
14-7 
10.3 

6.9 
u.o 
19.8 

33.2 
2).8 
15.2 
18.0 

Z/.6 

15.4 

11.0 
10.7 

)0,2 
)0,6 

Z/.25 

18.)6 

58.53 
50.16 
28.U 
.4.25 

!J62.5 
48.0 
26.2 

59.8 
.42.8 
7.87 

14.07 
8.]] 

51.9 
27.5 

3.15 

3.70 
),67 
J..86 
9.68 
5-31 

9.56 
2.21 
2.89 
4.81 
.4-15 
).67 
6.00 
8.1.1 

6.60 
).73 
3.87 
3.3.4 

7.13 

5.39 

).74 

.4.7 
6.8 
.) 

.61. 

1.22 
-55 
-94 

1.39 
1.19 

.21 
1.09 

ab7Produotoa_..,ta (+)' a 

341-32 

121.26 

80.88 

36.49 

Z/.98 
21.86 

14.62 

58.53 
50.16 
28.U 
4.25 

16.18 

57.8 
41.2 
25.9 

59.8 
J.2,8 
7.87 

14.<::11 
8.33 

51.9 
Z/.5 

2.54 

2 • .48 
3.12 
3.92 
8.:!') 
4.12 

6.09 
21,.1. 

9.56 
2.;!1 
2.89 
4.81 
4-15 
).lf/ 
6.00 
8.41 

6.60 
3-73 
3.1?7 
3-34 

8./.5 

7.13 

11.06 
13.62 

394.78 

100.65 

60.86 

21.)6 

23.97 

106.28 
78.92 
48.96 
19.04 

26.19 

Z/.6 
32.5 
16.9 

23.3 
23.0 
7.6 
9-5 

23.2 

22.3 
26.2 

14-.4 

11.5 
5.7 
5.0 
8.8 

10.7 

6.Z 
32.4 

10.9 
4.1 
8.8 
9-9 
6.2 
3.2 
5.0 

11 • .4 

26.6 
20.1 
11.3 
14.7 

19.1 

8.3 

7.0 
7.1 

19.1 
17.0 

-0.34 

- .04 

- .)0 

- .54 
- .54 

394-44 

100.65 

60.86 

21.)6 

79.40 

23.97 

106.28 
78.92 
48.96 
19.04 

25.89 

23·3 
2).0 
7.6 
9-5 

23.2 

22.3 
26.2 

11.5 
5.7 
5.0 
8.8 

10.7 

6.2 
32.1, 

10.9 
4.1 
8.8 
9·9 
6 • .2 
).2 
5.0 

11.4 

26.6 
20.1 
11.3 
14.7 

8.3 

6.5 
6.6 

19.1 
17.0 

46 

55 

57 

63 

26 
20 

38 

36 
39 
36 
18 

38 

68 
56 
61. 

72 
65 
51 
60 
26 

70 
51 

15 

13 
35 
44 
48 
28 

50 
43 

47 
35 
25 
33 
40 
53 
55 
42 

20 
16 
25 
19 

31 

46 

37 
33 

37 
45 

1 Full dstella concem1ng the calouletlon ot prlce opreo.de tor c.->dlt;r groups and 1nd1Tiduel ltaof are preaeoted 111 Agr, Inform. Bul. Ro • .4, •Prlee 
Spreads Betwe.., Farloers and Con...,era, • JoT, 1949, and Mise, Pub. lo. 576, "Price Spreads Betveea hraero and Conlltlllera tor Food Products, 1913-441" 
Sect. 1945 (out ot print). 1Dmod1ty-group estlmateo are dorlTed from date aero 1nolwo1Te than tae 1nd1Tid11Bl it,.. llotod 1n thls table. 

y Mlrketing chargee equal margin adjuste<! !'rxr byproduct o..llowances minus Government marketing taxes plus Government payments to marketing agencies. 
1' In addition to the indlviduol moat 1 tems - lamb, pork (including lord), end carcass beef Cboioe grade -- for \lbich price-spread do to are listed 

in this t&.ble, the meat-products group includes veal and mutton, farm sales of lower grade cattle, end allowances at the retuil level for meat by­
products and processed meats. Farm prices of lover grade cattle declined more than those of Choice grade during the second half of 1952. Retail 
prices are collected only for Choice grade beef cuts. If retail prices of lower grade beef declined more than those for Choice grade, the margin 
imputed for ell beef may be too large and the farmer's ahare computed for the meat-products group may be too small. It chould be note~, ho\lever, 
that even ldtb a conet&nt margin, lower prices at OOth farm and retail levels result in a SllllLl.ler proportion of the retail price going to the fanner. 

!J Gross farm value before adjusting for Cbo1Ub eprade premium was 47.5 cents. 
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Table 20,- Price opreado betlleell tarmera aod COD.,....& - tood proclucte1 llotaU prlce, tam Ylllue ot equivalent quantltloo aold b7 producers, 
bJproduct odJuetment, -•tiD& obargeo, aod rarur'a abare ot reto.U price, Novanber 1952 1J 

I 

Karl<et basket •••••••••••••••••••• 1 

I 

Heat productt J/ ••.••....••• , •. 1 

I 
Da117 products ................. 1 

I 

Poul tey and ens .............. • 1 
I 

Bakeey and other careal 
products: 1 
All 1ngred1eota •••••••••••••• 1 

Grain ....................... ··' 
I 

Other cereal produota •••••••• a 
I 

All tru1 to and Yegetables •••••• a 
Fresh fru1 ts and "f'egetables •• t 

Fresh Yegetables ••••••••••• ' 
Canned trui to and Yo&etablea • t 

Miscellaneous products ••••••••• a: 

Fal'll produce equivaleot. 
ot annual tul.l.T 

purchases 

I Grose 1 1 let 
1 llotail t fum tll7product1 tara 
a price 1 v&.lue 1allo111mces 'Yal.ue 

• 737.41 

• :214.84 119.48 

I 141,09 80,60 

1935-39 • 57.42 38.13 
&DDual 
averaae 1 

quantities • 
pure baaed, ' 

' per r....u,. • 
1 ot three & 

107.J6 

174.?~ 
138.1< 

86.08 
23.53 

42.46 

18.83 

61.87 
53.52 
33.02 

4.<5 

3.71 

339-49 

114.25 

80.60 

38.13 

28.60 
22.04 

15.12 

61.87 
53-52 
33.02 
4.25 

16.04 

• • Boer {Cboice grade) .............. :2.16 lb. 
• 

Cboice &redo cattlet Pomd 
Pound 
Pound 

t./04.7 
45.1 
23.5 

5.0 
7.2 

.3 
Lallb ............................. &2.16 lb. l .. b. 
Pork (including lerd) ............ tl.41 lb. bog a 

I 

Butter •••••••••••••••••••• ••• •••• aButter!at- and tara butter 
Cheese, American ••••••••••••• •••• :10.08 lb. a1l..k 
Evaporated milk ................... 1.95 lb. ll1.lk 
rluid milk ........................ ram retail and llbolooel.e 
Ice cream •••• -•••••••••••••••••••• al.S lb. dlk 

• 
I 

Egge ............................. tl.03 doz. 
Chicken .......................... tl.l36 lb. 

• 
White brttad ••••••••••••••••••••••J: .912 lb. vheat 

• 
Com tlllkea ...................... 11.05 lb. com 
Com aeal. ••••••••••••••••••••• ••• tl.343 lb. com 
nour, white ...................... al.41 lb. wheat 
Rice ............................. tl.68 lb. rough 
Rolled oats ••••••••••••••••••••••:2.05 lb. oats 

Apples ........................... t .022.4 bu. 
Ol'd.Dges •••• ,. .......... ,. • ,. ••••••••• 1 .o61,3 box - fresh use 

• Beans, snap ••••••• , • , •••••••••••• & .0375 bu. 
Cabbage .......................... tl.lO lb. 
Carrots ........... , .............. 1 .0222 bu. 
Lettuce ••••••••••••••• ••••••••••• a .0185 crt. 
Onions ........................... tl.06 lb. 
Potatoes •••••••• ••. •••• ••••••• •• .a .0174 bu. 
Sl<eetpotatooo .................... 1 .0204 bu. 
To~~atoeo ........ , ................ 1 .02!11 bu. 

• 
Peacbee, canned •••••••••••••••••••1.89 lb. Calit. al.1n.g 
Corn, canned ••••••••••••••••••••• a,3.0.3 lb. lllf1tet 
Peaaic, conned ..................... , .89 lb. 
Toaa ea, canned •• ••••••••• •••••• ,2.41 lb. 

I 

I 
Pnmea ......... ••• •••••••••••••••• 11 lb. dried, Calitol'D1a 
!a117 beono ... , ................... 11 lb. Hlch. md 1. t. I--· 

I 
Beet 1\lll&r ....................... 1 7.23 lb. sugar beets 
Cane BU,£IU" •••••••••••••••••••••••I 14.61 lb. sugar cane 
Karaartue ••••• •••••••••• •••••• ••• aCottonaeed, eoybeane, and 

' llk:1JI ll1.lk 
Vegetable abortaain& ...... , ...... &Cottonseed and ao7beaoa 

• 

Pomd 
• Pound 
1141-oz. cu 
' Quart 

Pint 

iloZBO 
Pound 

Pound 

' 8-oo. pte. ' 
Po1Dld 
Pomd 
Pomd 
Pomd 

Pound 
Dozeo 

Pound 
Pound 
BaDcb 
lloBd 
Pomd 
Pound 
Po1Dld 
Po .... d 

llo. 2t 0811 • 
lo. 2-
lo. 2 can 
Bo. 2 0811 

Pomd 

Po .... d 

Po told 
Pomd 

I I I 

81.4 
66.3 

~ 
72.3 
54.8 

16.9 

14.0 
8.6 
8.9 

17.3 
14.8 

13.;: 
50.8 

29-3 
6.6 

12.4 
16.0 
11.1 
7.3 

11.8 
;:J,.4 

3J.6 
23.9 
15.4 
1d.~ 

28.0 

15.6 

11.0 
10.7 

)0.3 
30.7 

58.9 
1,;.0 

7.81 
14.16 

8.33 

5J. 5 
30.0 

3.l}, 
3.48 
5.01 

10.23 
5.42 

6.)2 
14.0 

1~.56 
2.62 
4.22 
7.31 
5.00 
).78 
6.3.4 

10.54 

6.55 
3.76 
3.87 
3.31 

8.47 

7.08 

13.61 

.60 

58.9 
42.0 
7.81 

14.16 
8.)3 

53.5 
JQ.O 

2.04 

2.31 
2.96 
4.08 
8.77 
4.19 

6.32 
14.0 

12.5b 
2.62 
J,.22 
7.)1 
5.00 
).78 
6.34 

10.54 

6.55 
3.76 
3.87 
J.Jl 

8.47 

7.08 

11.05 
13.61 

397-92 

100.59 

60.1.9 

19.29 

78.76 

112.;<7 
84.60 
53.06 
19.28 

26.42 

24.7 
31.3 
16.9 

22.5 
24.3 
7.7 
9-4 

2.3.~ 

18.8 
21,.8 

11.7 
5.6 
4.8 
8.5 

10.6 

6.9 
36.8 

16.7 
4.0 
8.2 
8.7 
6.1 
3.5 
5.5 

13.9 

:17.1 
:10.1 
11.5 
14.9 

8.5 

7.0 
7.1 

19.2 
17.1 

- .04 

- .30 

- .54 
- -54 

J97,58 

100.59 

60.49 

19.29 

78.72 

23.1.1 

U2.')7 
84.60 
53.01: 
19.28 

26.12 

24.7 
31.3 
16.9 

22.5 
24.3 
7.7 
9.1. 

23.2 

18.8 
21,.8 

14.3 

11.7 
5.6 
4.8 
8.5 

10.6 

6.9 
36.8 

16.7 
4.0 
8.~ 
8.7 
6.1 
}.5 
5.5 

13.9 

27.1 
20.1 
11.5 
14-9 

8.5 

6.5 
6.6 

1?.2 
17.1 

46 

53 

57 

66 

:17 
21 

39 

36 
39 
38 
18 

38 

71 
55 
58 

72 
63 
50 
60 
26 

74 
55 

16 

16 
34 
46 
51 
28 

48 
28 

43 
40 
34 
46 
45 
52 
54 
43 

19 
16 
25 
18 

30 

45 

37 
33 

36 
44 

jj Full details conoem!ng tbe c!J.culetion ot price epreado t~r ca.od11;y ~ups and 1Dd1Y1dual itCIIII are preaented 1n Agr. Infom. Bul. No. 4, "Price 
~proada Between llumoro 1111d Con01111ers, • RoY. 1949, ud Mise, Pub. Jlo, 576, "Price Spreads Betveen Filmore and ConBIIIIere tor Food Products, 191.3-44, • 
•ot. 1945 (out or print). Commod1t7-croup eatimatea are deriYed trom data more incluein than the 1nd1Yidual it•• listed in tbis table. 
Y Marketing charges equ&l margin adjusted for byproduct allowances minus Govemmmt marketing taxes plus Govemmeot payments to marketing agencies. 
'JI In addition to the individual meat items-- lamb, pork (including lard), and carcass beef Choice grade-- for wbich price-spread data are listed 

1n this table, the meat-products group includes veal end mutton, farm sales of lower grade cattle, and allowances at the retail level for meat by­
products and processed meats. Fann prices of lower grade cattle declined more than those of Choice grade during the second half of 1952. Retail 
prices are collected only for Choice grade beef cuts. If ret:dl prices of lower grade beef declined more than those for Cholce grade, the margin 
it'lputed 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, ho'"'ever, 
tb~~ even with a constant margin, lower prices at b::lth farm and retail levels result in a smnller proportion of the retail price going to the fa:r.ner. 
~ Gross fann value before adjusting for Choice grade premiUJ!J was 46.0 cents. 
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Table 21.- Prioo opre&da botveea tu.ore aod """_.... - food procluct•n a.taU price, ram 'Rluo or oqui'Rl .. t quantitioa aold b7 produoero, 
bJ'produot adJU8too .. t, ....ttet1Dc oborgoa, aod ta ... r'a aharo of retail price, Dooombor 1952 J/ 

ru. oqul'Rlmt. a.taU 
alt. 

1 Groan 1 1 let 
Ret.a1l. • rarm •Bn>roduoto fUll 
price t Talue aal.l.ovllac•• Talue 

I I~Ctl I 

I ilarPD I -ti1141 'Mark tiDcl 
• adJusted t tax•• ( _) a oha~~· rhl'ller• a 
I for I Uld I if II I ehare 

I I 

• 
Market baaket ....................... a 7)1.26 

-t prodact.o :J/ ••••••••••••••• : 
• 

Doil'7 procluct.a • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • I 

211.62 112.11 

I 

Poul t.r'J Olld eclll • • • • •, • • • •, • • • • I 

Bo1<017 ud otbor cweal 
produoto: • 

.1.11 1.ngrecii.Mlt.i • • • • • • • • • • • • • • I 
(hooa1D. .......................... • 

I 

Other cweal product.o •••••• _ •• • 

• 
All tr1Zl to 011d Yegetableo •••••• o 

Fresh tru1 ts and ?egetables ... 1 

Freab Yeget.ableo ••••••••••• 1 

Canned tru1 t.a and ngot.abloo • 1 

Mi&eellaneous products ............. 1 

ru. produce oqul'Rl .. t 
ot aool&l tu1]J 

purchases 

1 140.24 

19)5-39 • 53.76 
aoal&l 1 

1 anraa:o a 
1 quantities • 
• purcbo.aod, 1 107. ~4 
• per fuolly • 
I Of three I 
I nerace 38.51 
' coa~era 

175.91 
139.6J 

88.44 
23.47 

42-37 

I I 

Boot {Cboico ~r~~do) •••••••••••• •• ,2.16 lb. Cboico grade cett.leo 
Lub •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2.16 lb. luba 
Porll: {including lard) •••••••••••• ol.~ lb. boga 

• 
Butter ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • Butter lat. and !ana butt.ar 
Cbeeoe, Allorican ••••••••••••••••• olO.o8 lb. aUlt 
Jl:n.poret.ed aill •••••••••••••••••• ol.95 lb. aUlt 
nuid ail.lc •••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ retail aod wlx>leaalo 
I co creea •••••••• ••• ••••••••••••• ol.8 lb. llill 

• • 
Egge ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••1.03 doz. 
Cbicltm .......................... o1.136 lb. 

Wbit.e br-oad ........................ 912 lb. wheat 

• 
Com tukos ••••••••• •••••• ••• •••• ol.05 lb. com 
Com a..U. ........................ ol.343 lb. com 
nour, vbite ••••••••••••••••••••• :1.41 lb. wheat 
Rico ••••••••••••• •••• •••••••••••• ol.68 lb. rough 
Rolled oat.a ...................... 12.05 lb. oats 

Apploa ........................... 1 .0224 bu. 
Or&ngea .......................... : .0613 box - treab uao 

Bean a, l!l&p ...................... 1 .0375 bu. 
Cab !:age •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 11.10 lb. 
Carrot.. • • • • • • • • • • •"' • .. • • • • • • • • • • I .0222 bu, 
Lottuee .......................... 1 .0185 crt. 
Onioao ........................... 11.06 lb. 
Potatooa ••••••••••••••••••••••••• • .0174 bu. 
Sveetpota too a .................... 1 .0204 bu. 
Toaatoea ......................... 1 .o.:z~ bu. 

I 

P•<bH, Cllllllod .................. 11.89 lb. caur. cl1n& 
Com, eaoood ••••••••••••••••••••••3.03 lb. """"t 
Peaa1 Cllllllod •••••••••••••••••••••I .89 lb. 
Tau. toea, carmod ...... •• •• ••••••• 12.41 lb. 

Praoee .......... ••••• ••• •••••••••• al lb. dried, C&l1fomia 
•• ...,. -· •• ...... •• ............. 1l lb, M1c:h. md •• I. . --· 

I 

Beet - ••••••••••• .. ••••••••••• 7.21 lb. sugar boot.o 
Cane - ........................ 14.61 lb. sugar cane 
llarprlue ........................ 1Cottonaood, 1107-•· aod 

I sti:. aUJt 
\'~blo abon.ata& ............. 1CottoDaood aod 1107-• 

I 

Pc!lDd 
I Pc!lDd 
•14i-oz. ean 
• Quart 

P111t 

Dozem 
Pound 

!'Oimd 

1 8-oa. pq. 

I 

PcUDd 
Po~md 
Pc~md 
Po~md 

Pctmd 
Doz., 

PcUDd 
PcUild 
Bomcb 
Bead 
Pc~md 
Pctmd 
PcUDd 
Po ICC! 

1 lo. 2t can • 
• lo. 2-
1 lo. 2 can 
1 lo. 2 can 

!'Oimd 

I I 
I I 

83.4 
68.2 
)9.2 

14.0 
6.5 
8.9 

17.4 
14.8 

13.8 
4J.5 

24.2 
7.0 

13.3 
15.9 
11.6 
7.2 

14.0 
28.1 

33.6 
23.8 
15.5 
18.1 

28.3 

15.6 

11.0 
10.7 

30.3 
JQ.6 

26.01. 

18.95 

64.61 
56.21 
34.43 
4.32 

f./00.2 
42.1 
22.6 

57.1 
1,.<.0 

8.00 
13.96 
8.30 

48.0 
JQ.O 

3.65 
3.00 
4.98 

10.48 
5.40 

12.56 
1.78 
5.22 
5.92 
5.00 
3.46 
7.38 

14.06 

6.14 
3.78 
3.87 
3.2e 

8.49 

7.19 

3.73 

1.29 
.55 
.92 

1.49 
1.15 

.21 
1.09 

331.02 

106.81 

79.)3 

J5;6J 

28.54 
22.71 

64.61 
56.21 
)4.43 
4.32 

16.10 

57.1 
42.0 
8.oo 

13.96 
8.30 

48.0 
JQ.O 

2.63 

2.56 
3.05 
4.06 
8.99 
4·25 

6.94 
15.4 

12.56 
1.78 
5.<.2 
5-92 
5.00 
).46 
7.38 

14.06 

6.14 
).78 
3.87 
3.28 

8.49 

7.19 

11.04 
1).!'9 

oi>Jproduoto11J0111Mlt.. (+)I 1 
I I I I 

400.24 

104.81 

00.91 

18.15 

78.80 

23.29 

111.30 
83.62 
54.01 
19.15 

26.71 

28.0 
33.6 
17.0 

22.6 
23.9 
7.5 
9.6 

23.2 

11.4 
5.5 
4.6 
8.4 

10.6 

6.9 
28.1 

11.6 
5.2 
8.1 
1.00 
6.6 
3.7 
6.6 

14.0 

27.7 
20.0 
11.6 
14.8 

19.8 

8.4 

7.0 
7.1 

19.3 
17.0 

-0.34 

- .04 

- .30 

18.15 

78.76 

23.:1<) 

111.30 
8).62 
54.01 
19.15 

28.0 
3J.6 
17.0 

22.6 
2).9 
7.5 
9.6 

23.2 

16.2 
25.~ 

11.4 
5.5 
4.8 
8.4 

10.6 

6.9 
28.1 

11.6 
s.z 
8.1 
1.00 
6.6 
3.7 
6.6 

14.0 

27.7 
20.0 
11.6 
14.8 

6.~ 
6.6 

19 • .'3 
17.0 

45 

50 

57 

66 

27 
21 

40 

37 
40 
39 
16 

38 

66 
51 
57 

72 
64 
52 
59 
26 

75 
54 

16 

18 
J6 
46 
52 
29 

50 
35 

52 
25 
39 
)7 
43 
48 
5J 
50 

18 
16 
25 
18 

30 

46 

37 
33 

)6 
44 

jJ Full datalla COGcemiDg the calcul.aticm of price opre&da tor .,._,dity iJ'OilpS aod 1od1rtdual 1t•f are pr .. aotod 1o Agr. Inform. Bul. Ro. 4, "Prl•• 
Spreeda s.- ,.,.....,.. 111d eon-rs, • loY. 1949, Olld lllao. Pub. lo. <n6, "Price Spread~~ S.tvHD lamare and Con ~~~~~~ere tor Food Produets, 1913-44, • 
s.pt. 1945 {out of prlat). ~V-iJ'OUP eatiaatos are deriTod troa data aore 1oolll81Ye tbon tbe 1od1'01dual 1teu Ustod in tbis table. 

y !-far.lc:et1ng charges equal JU.rg:ln adjusted for byproduct allo\1&11ces minus Government marketing taxes plua Government payments to marketing agencies. 
:J/ In addition to tho indiv1dll81 meat it .... - lamb, pork {1ncludlng lard), end carcass beef Choice grade - for "bich price-spread data are listed 

1n th121 table, the meat-products group includes veal and mutton, farm eal.es of lower grade cattle, and allowances at the retail level for ment by­
products and proceesed meats. Fana prices of lO"W'er grade cattle declined more thnn tbose of Choice grade during the second hnlf of 1952. Reto.il 
prices are collected only for Choice gr&.de beef cuts. If retail prices of lower gro.de beef declined more than those for Choice grade, tne margin 
i11pated for &.11 beef may be too large 8lld the fa.r:~er' s share co:Dputed for the meat-products group m.ay be too smo.ll. It should be noted, bollever, 
that eYen vit!l a constant cargin, lo'W'er prices at bot!J. fam and reto.il lnels result L'l a smaller proportion of the retail pric~ going to the farmer. 

iJ Gross tar.~~ value before adjusting for Choice grade premium wao 4.2.6 cents. 
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