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Consumers spent approximately 26 percent of 
their disposable income (personal income less per­
sonal taxes paid) for food in 1950 and 1951. At 
$380 per person, expenditures for food in 1951 were 
considerably larger than in any previous year, but 
represented a smaller proportion of per capita dis­
posable income than in the years 1947 through 1949. 

NEG. 46563A·XX BUREAU OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS 

The same kinds and quantities of food that con­
sumers purchased annually in 1935-39 would have 
cost more than twice as much in 1951 as in the 
prewar period but would have taken only 19 per­
cent of disposable income in 1951 compared with 
23 percent in 1935-39. 
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STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF MARKET INFORMATION 

Unit or Item 
:base period: Year 

Farm-to-retail price spreads 

Farm-food market basket: 1/ 
Retail cost ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• : Dol. 
Farm value ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••: n 

Marketing charges ••••••••••••••••••••.•••.•••• : II 

Farmer's share of retail cost ••••••••••••••.••. Pet. 

Cotton: 2) 
Retail cost •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.• : Dol. 
Farm value ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••: " 
Marketing charges ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• : " 
Farmer's share of retail cost ••••••••••••••••• : Pet. 

Tobacco: 1/ 
Retail cost ................................... z Dol. 
Farm value ••••.•••••••••••.• • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •: 
Federal and State excise taxes •••••••••••••..• : 
Marketing charges ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• : 
Farmer's share of retail cost ••.•••••••••••••• : Pet. 

General economic indicators 

Consumers' per capita income and expenditures: !/: 
Disposable personal income ••••••.•••••••••.••• : Dol. 
Expenditures for goods and services ••••••••••• : 
Expenditures for food ••••••••••••••••••••••••• : II 

Expenditures for food as percentage of 
disposable income •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• : Pet. 

Hourly earnings per ej~ployed factory worker j/ .. : 
Hourly earnings of food marketing employees Y .. : 

Dol. 

Retail sales: 11 
Food stores ............•...•.•..............•. : Mil. dol. 
Apparel stores •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• : n 

Hanufacturers 1 inventories: 1/ 
Food and kindred products •••••••••.•••••••••••• : n 

Textile-mill products ••••••••••••••••••••••••• : 
Tobacco products •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• : 

Indexes of industrial production: §/ 
Manufactured food products •••••••••••••••••••• :19.35-.39=100: 
Textiles and products ••••••••••••••.••••••••••• : 11 : 

Tobacco products •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 11 

Index of physical volume of farm marketings ••••• : 

Price indexe§ 

Consumers' price index2/ •••••••••••••••••••••••= 
Wholesale prices of food 2/ ..•.•••.•..••..••..•. : 
Wholesale prices of cotton goods j( •.......•.... : 
Wholes£<.1e prices of woolen and worsted goods j/ • : 
Prices received by farmers :2/ ••••••••••••••••••• : 
Prices paid by farmers :2/ •••••••••••••••••••••• : 

" 
n 

" 
" 

722 
361 
361 

20 

Year 

54.22 
7.57 

46.65 
14.0 

2.71 
.475 
.88 

1.35 
17.5 

1,338 
1,268 

346 

26 

Ye&r 

1.59 
1.48 

3,078 
821 

3,452 
2,990 
1,683 

165 
174 
175 

147 

186 
232 
2&9 
250 
281 
219 

1951 
Feb. 

726 
371 
355 

21 
1220 

Oct.-Dec.: 

57.37 
8.75 

48.62 
15.3 

1,400 
1,291 

354 

22 
1251 
Feb. 

1.56 
1.46 

3,033 
849 

3,191 
2,710 
1,591 

166 
194 
179 

102 

184 
233 
288 
277 
291 
215 

1952 
Dec. Jan. Feb. 

741. 745 726 
373 364 354 
368 381 372 

20 42 !fl. 
1221 

Year :Jul:z:-Sept.: Oct.-Dec. 

59.35 58.S8 58.23 
8.56 7.10 8.70 

50.79 51.78 49.53 
14.4 12.1 14.9 

2.78 
.473 
.89 

1.42 
17.0 

1,434 1,445 1,454 
1,3:::4 1,311 1,322 

380 379 383 

26 26 26 
1252 

Dec. Jan. Feb. 

1.64 1.64 1.64 
1.52 1.53 1.53 

3,187 3,235 3,186 
822 863 832 

3,386 3,376 3,426 
2,814 2,774 2,665 
1,836 1,795 1,759 

161 163 165 
152 157 158 
147 176 175 

160 145 115 

189 189 188 
232 230 227 
249 248 244 
208 204 198 
284 279 2&9 
220 222 22.3 

1/ Average annual quantities of farm-food products purchased per family of three average consumers, 19.35-39 • 
.?} 42 cotton articles of clothing and housefurnishings, weighted by averat,e annual quantities bought by wage earners 

and clericlil workers as reported in 19.34-36 survey. Data are for last month of quarter. J/ Four tobacco products froP 
1 pound of leaf tobacco (farm-sales weight), weighted by leaf equivalents of tax-paid withdrawals, 1935-.39. Farm vEJ.ue. 
is lagged to represent prices received 2 to 2-1/2 years ee.rlier than the indicated retail price, iJ Seasonally adjusW 
annual rates, calculated from 11. S. Dept. of Commerce data. 2/ U. 5. Dept. of Lator. Indexes of wholesale prices con· 
verted from 1947-49 base. 9/ Weighted composite earnings in steam railways, food processing, wholesale trade and retail 
food stores, calculated from data of U. S. Dept. of Lator and Interstate Commerce Commission. 11 Seasonally adjusted, 
U. S. Dept. of Commerce. Annual data for 1951 are on average monthly basis. ~ Seasonally adjusted, Board of Governor. 
of Federe.l Reserve System. :2/ Converted from 1910-14 base. 
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The Inten;ta.te Com:::n(-:rc;c Cor.Tflir;sion on April ll granV~d the railroads 
:i.ncrear:~ef; in .f.'reieht rate::; of 6 percent in the EE1.stern 'ferri tory a.nd 9 per­
ce:rlt 1n other terri torie::-.. Th:U~ is the eleventh generrd. increase ~3ince 
'\rhr·ld v-li1r II and, -... rhen it goe::; .l.nto d'fect, f:r:·eight r1;,.tes Hill average 
c:.p;_.l:rox:i.Gw.tel;J 79 perr..:ent higher than at the er1d of the >tar. 

l·I:!.gbf;r G:iGts of ship;Jing llf?.ricultureJ. produc:ts '1-rlll tmd to loHer 
pri.ee~> for the things fD.rmr~rp, sell, in the short run, ond to increase prices 
for th:i.ngs they buy. This 1& t8st inc: revsn in freight ru.tes come~.; at A. time 
Hhf:n f:,.nn prj.ees n.r•~ declining and costs of production and distribution are 

· c:onttnuing to ~i.ncreu:l:':', The pari.t;y r<.Ltio in mid-Ma..cch this year waEJ 100, 
compared •Ji th 111 a year c.1 C/). 

Mu.rl~Pt.i.ng eh<J!'/~&~~ gen1;rally haYe continued to r~ove up in the last year. 
Ir1 Mu.:t·ch, cl'w:ru~r: f:·n· rnark'etinb the fc:mu foo<.h: in the rnarl-r.et baf;ket were 
nbuut 4 perc:m1t higner th.'J.n a yf:ar ea.rlier. Thil::: was offset by a r31IJ'l..ilar 
rr-:ductlon :i.n tbc" fD :r.m value, and the rot;;il cost of the ml.trket buskct re­
:lv.dned mlChangcd. \tli th marketine. cost:; .higher and farm-product prices 
J.owr).t, the fc,rm8.r 18 share <,f th•; dollar c:onrm:raers spent for farm foods Wf:.s 
~-(1 ccent:-; in .Fc'brucn·y '"'nd Harch, 2 ceLtJ 1er;:::; than i.r! the F:am8 montl1s •.)f 
1951. 

Charges for marketing the four pr:irw:i.pal to llacco products werA about 
5 percent. higrwr i.n 19)1 than in 1)150 nnd ex.;:h:e t..:Lxe;~ c:lso were higher. 
M<n:t of tho:::r) :i.ncrr::D cue WGl.'O pesr~ed en to eonf'umer~; and the composite 
r·c:taLl. i:1rlce of the i'our :H·od uctr; l'.l.dvanc':d 3 percent. Tho farm value of 
the leaf from wh:l.c:h th(->. product~: W<)rb marJe wa~; :Jractically unchanged frora 
1950. FarnH~r;-:: rec\-'dved 17 een tD uf the rin:U.s.r that ermsmocrs spen·c for 
th(·)SC:.l :.lrociuct~; in 1951 r:·om1· .• urrod •r.i.th 17.5 cents in 1950. 

J.n contraf;t to food unc1 tolm.cco, the fa:crner 1 s r::ha.re of the consumer's 
·dol.!.~.:<r for 42 artic:lcH-; of eotton clothing r-md householcJ furnishings wos 
f\ligh.tl~'l higher i.n 1951 th1.:1.n in 1950. The fa.rm value of the cotton used in 
the:,:c ·3.rti.dcs rofw l3 pcrcmt while the rotnil V[.;.luo wont up 9 pr)rcent. 
Ho~n:.'Vt<r, since; farm Yall:li'~ umou..11tEJ to ahmt one-sevnnth of the retail vtt.luc, 
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the• increase; in m.<.:.rketing costs accounted for about 80 percent of the 
incrt:ase in retv.il v:..lue. 

Labor costs· of bm;.i.noGn firms handling agricultural products huve 
gr;nf:.rall; a.dvn.ncE::d CJVf-~r th.-~ lr:wt yoa.r. F'or oxnmple, hourly earnings of 
empJ.oyer,s in food m:;_rk•:ting -enteri)risr;s in Februar'Y c.:.veragod 5 percent 
biglwr than v. yetJ.r earlinr, thosu of f::rn[>loyoes of tobncco manufacturing 
pln.CE'S '1-Tt~rr..: up 3 ,)E;rc•:mt, and du.rningf> of workr~rs in textile mil.ls Lilld in 
th"; ;;_;;pard lind f:Lnishod textlle products industrie~; '1-rorr:• slightly highor. 

Profits pf)I' dolb.r of ~:eles, both bcfor<" and aftt::r taxes, of firms 
e·ngaged in rriarketi.ng .fur:n products w;re lower ln J.951 than in 1950. These 
decre::,ses roflcctE!q _higher .costrJ <md. t.axcs, The df.)llar volume- of sales in 
most lines was larger. 

The volur!li'j of farm produc:tE · rnark0ted in thG firr,t quarter of 1952 vas 
c;;bout 5 percent larger th<lri 'in the same period of 1951. s.:lles of f'ood 
products by whdlezrLlers and retailers in February were largor than ·a year 
earlior.: The cJutput of ·rn.arn.ifarJtured fo0d 'products and production of tobacco 
pro<~ucts •rerc ·about ·the :"umo aB iu Jt\;bru3ty 1952; 

Output of textilos and textilo products in eilrl:r 1952 He.s considerably 
below the high lr~vels of early 1951. The volume of sales of dry f~oods, 
clothing, and furnishings by whole::alers alr;o vas down sh'lrply, and s<~.les 
by retail stores vere slightly l.ovlt3r. 

Consumers s 1Jent 4 fJercent rno:ro per verson for all go(1ds and services 
ln 1951 than in 1950. r~:Xpenditures for f'ood were up about 10 percent and 
thoce for tobacco and clothing (including ~;hoec) \wre up more than 5 percent. 
Expenditures for thesr; gr>ods c.1.rn expected to continue at relr1 ti vely high 
levels in 1952. Consumer:-:; spent approxiroo toly 26 percent of their disposable 
income for food in 1951, the. SLH!le w::rcentago US in 1950 t,nd r;lightly leSS 
than the average of otner postvn;r yec.rs. 

FARN-i:\ETAIL PPJCE SPJ\EllDS 

The spread h3tween fc.rm ;:LrHi retrJil prices for most farm products is at 
near record levels, according to latest nvail~J.ble data. Avorage farm prices 
have declined cubstantial1y from the post-Korean peak of February 1951 while 
retail pricef:J have remained !> t a 'tout the Dame level dtl.I'ing the lat>t year. 
Herketing churges for farm food products in March 1952 w0re about 4 percent 
above u year er;t.r1iE.:r. 1./ Mrirketing charg'=lS for tobaceo products for the 
year 1951 ave;•:1gr:d about 5 percent above 1950. Cl:w.rgcs for mvrketing cotton 
products averaged ntout 9 percent higher in 1951 than in 1950. However,. 
cho.rges in December 1951 Here lower than they vrore earlier :ln the yeaz·, as 
the retail corJt of cotton articles decreased more th1-m the fE-..rm value of the 
lint cotton usod in rnanufactlU'ing thf~Se articlerJ. 

The Mu.rket 1.1!J:ket of Farm Food~j 2) 

EQm Values Down, ~eting _9harges UD 

Th('l reteil cost of tho f~trrn food~~ in the market b&sket in mid-March was 

1J Hu.rk·=ting charges·, <.~-~:: usod here, coVtJr chargos for dl marketing opera­
tions betHeen f'armm'C4 and conr::umnrs antl include churg0s for assembling, 
processing, t!.·ancporti!!g, <md distr-ibuting. 

Y ThE: "market b.:u.:ket" conta:Lrw quanti tics of' fo.rrn food products equal to 
the 1935-39 avorag~~ annual J,JUrchaSt?~·l per family of thr8e average consumers. 
Full df;tr.dls are presentod in Agricultural Information Bulletin No. 4, "Price 
Spreads Betveen Farmers nnd ConsumE~rs. 11 
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practically unchanged from the :~724 recorded in March 1951 (table l). 2./ 
Charges fc)r marketing the1re foods, however, totuled ~-372 ln Narch 1952, an 
increase of ~~15 over Hareh 1951. Increases were noted for all major corrimodi ty 
groups excr-:lpt poultry and egg::;, The net farm value of these foods declined 
from $367 in March 1951 to $351+ in Harch this year. Farm prices averaged 
lmmr for all commodity groupe except dairy products and fruits and vegetables. 

'rhe percentage chcmges in the market-basket values, by commodity groups, 
from March 1951 to March 1952 were as follows: 

Net Jarm value 

r/je&t products 
Dairy :productB •.•.•.•••..•.•••••• 
Paul try and eggs ..............•.. 
Bakery and other cereal producto • 
All fru:i.tG and vegetables .••••.•• 
Miscellaneous productrJ ...•...•••• 

Total ma.rket basket •••.••••• 

Per£..§D. . .:t 
- 10 
+ 7 
- 18 

3 
+ 13 

15 
4 

Marketing charges 
Percent 

+ 12 
: . .+ .2 

3 
+ /+ 
+ 6 

.9 
.+ 4 

Retail cos1 
Percent 

3 
+ 4 
- 13 
+ 2 
+ 8 

11 
0 

DecreaseB in the farm prices of meat animals accounted for the major part 
of the declin(~ in the farrn value of the market basket from Narch 1951 to March 
1952. The fa:rm Vbl ue of me&.t products in March 1952 averaged 10 ·percent below 
&. year earlier t.W a result of declines of 21 percent in the. farm price of hogs, 
7 percent for beef cattle, and 27 percent for lambs. Substantial declines in 
farm prices from March 1951 also occurred for grapefruit, 38 percent; oranges, · 
36 percent; and eggs, 22 percent. 

Although retail prices of farm foods averaged· the same as a year ago, 
there were substantial changes in some products. : Increases in butter, fluid 
milk, potatoes, and some truck crops were offset b-y lower prices for eggs, 
pork, margarine, and vegetable shortening. 

The 12-percent increase in the meat-products group.aycounted for more 
than half of the increase in marketing charges from a year ago. 

r1arketing charges during the first 3 months of this year averaged about 
5 percent above the same period of 1951. If there are any declines in retail 

. pricen of food during the remainder of 1952, they are more likely to be 
reflected in lower farm prices than in lower marketing costs. Marketing 
charges have either increased or remained steady in each year since the begin­
ning of World War II ( ta.ble 1). Average marketing charges for each year from 
1948 through 1950 were practically unchangen although retail prices in 1949 
and 1950 averaged about 7 percent below 191+8• 

2/ Total retail cost of all foods currently eonsumed per family ·of three 
average consumers is roughly 50 percent higher than the rete.il cost of the 
"market ba.sket. 11 The market basket of farm food products does not include 
imported foods, fishery products, or other foods of nonfarm origin; it does 
not include food consumed in households on farms where produced; it measures 
the cost at current prices of 1935-39 average prewar purchases and does not 
allow for the currently higher level of per capita food conslllTlption, which 
is 10 to 15 percent above the level for 1935-39; and does not include addi­
ticmal mark-upo for preparation and service of meals purchased in eating 
places. 
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Table 1.- THE 1"1.1\.liKE'r I3M~KET: HP.ta.il cost of 193?-39 average annue.l purchases 
of farm food prod11c t:::; by a family of threo avt;rage coneurnnrs, farm vulue 

of equivalent quantities m1d by producers,· mo.rlr.et:i.ng charges, and farmer's 
i:'ha:te :->f the eonsll"ner 1 s food dollar, 19.35-52 

He ta-Ll cost Form value 
Harketing 

Year eharges :Farmer 1 R share y y __2/_ 
Dollar..§.: . Dollarr-J Dolla.rs P~1t· 

19.35-39 .average . 3/+l 135 20/l- 1,0 . . . . 
1940 .............. : JL9 127 192 40 
1941 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : 349 154 . 19/l- 44 
1942 . 1~09 195 213 M~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
191.3 . 1.59 236 229 51 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
1944 .............. : 451 2.3.3 230 52 
1945 . .............. : t,5'1 2M>- 229 54 
191..6 . 5;~8 2.79 . 258 53 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
191~7 . 6L.J, 335 308 52 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

'1948 . 690 350 340 51 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
191,9 . . 646 308' .j;J 33S 48 ................ 
1950 . 645 308 337 48 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
1951 . 722 361 361 50 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -

-1951 - Mar. . . . ......... 724 J67 356 51 
Apr. . 718 363 355 51 ........ 
J'.1Cl.y . . . . . . . . . . 723 .'359 36/+ 50 
June ••••••• 2 724 356 368· 49 
July . 723 353 370 49 . . . . . . . . 
Aug. ....... : 714 356 357 50--
Sept. . 711 357 353 50 . . . . . . . 
Oct. . 722 360 362 50 . . . . . . . . 
Nov. . 732 363 .369 50 . . . . . . . . 
Dec. . . iJ 741 373 !z.l .368 50 . . . . . . . . 

1952 - Jan. ........ : 745 364 3gl 49 
F(oJb. ........ 726' 354 3'12 49 
Mar. 21 . 725 35!, 371 49 . . . . . 

---,.---· . : lJ Cl.l.leu1;;:red from retail pr-lcer; collected by the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
and the Bureau of ;~gricul tura1 i!;conom:Lc s. . 

2} Payment3 ·to farmers for eq_u:lvalent quantitles of farm produc0 minue imputed 
value of byproducts obtained in processing. · 

2/ Harkf:ting charges equal margir• (rUf:eren~e between retail cost and farm 
value) minus .procesr.:or taxes ~~lus ;_:Ovemment -p::.~.yrnents t..o marketing agencies. 

y Reviced. 
2/ Preliminary. 
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Furrw>.r 1 r.; 13hnre 2 Cents Less Than a Year Earlier -·--.. ··- --- -·-- --- ---- -----
Farmers re-ceived 49 cents of each dollar that con:mmers spr~nt for farm 

. foods tn l'"ebruary end J~vlarch this year. Thin wao 2 centr3 1e,ls than in the sa.rne 
1:1•1ntlw r).f 1951. y 'fue farmer's share '1-ra.s lower this year for ea~h commodity 
g.roup, oxeept dairy products. The 1Rrgest decreases were about 5 cents for 
trw rn<~at. products and poultry and eggs groups. 

Hneent Trends 1n Harket-BF.J.Skc=::t Values 
--~·-- ----- - -

Aftnr rNiCh.i.ng_ a rec:ord annual rate of $71~5 in Janua'ry, the ret.ail cost of 
trw rrn.rkL"t biJsket declined almost 3 percent from Januury to FehruarJ. This was 
the. f.i.rr;1·. decrear;;e s:LnCl> September. and the largc~st s:incc February 1949. A large 
pa:c:l; of the do(~reaso renu1tr~d from lower prices for fruit-s_ ancl vegetables. 
'l'hc rotd1 cost of rnarkot-b&skot foods 'i.n March Has unchanged frorn F'ebruary. 

At rm annual r::;.te of ~:.351~, th(~ farm value of foods in the me.rket basket 
in Harch Has tmchanged fr-om F'ebru&r"J but 5 percmt bel0'-1 the December figure of 
:%3'73. Prien declines in fresh v8gf3tablc::;, poultry, and eggs accounted for most 
of :thu drop from Deccmbc~r. 

'I'ho marketing mr~.rein :Jr ~;preud between the retail cost of 42 cotton 
articles e.nd the farm valuo of tb.e lint cotton fr.om vhich they ·were fabricated 
averaged about ~51 .i.n 1951 crrmpared -...ri th $-i.7 in 19'49 anti 1950 and $52 in 1947 
and. 1943 (table 2). P.ataj __ l cost of the:.;e articles w1s ap.tJroximately 9 percent 
hight;3r in 1951 than. in 1950 and the fElrm va1un of' t~H? lint cotton we.::; 13 per­
cent higher. The farmer's :Jbare of the dolJar that con:=mmers spent for these 
articles incroused from an average of 14.0 cents in 1950 to 11~.4 cent~ in 1951. 

Farro value of the lint cotton used in thr) manufc..cture of the /+2 articles 
of cloth:i.ne and household furnishing:? dc::cl i.ned by more thun one-fifth from 
Juno .tJ) September 1951 when the nc-~-r eotton CT.'op becwne nvailnhlo. Since the 
retail eost of the articles d;;cl.i..r0d only 2 percent, the farmer's share of the 
dollar that consurat'n~t; spent for trw articles dropped from 15.2 cents to 12.1 
Cl-mt::;. H•n:ever, the farrrwr•s share ros8 slightly by the end of 1951, us tho 
rer.;u1 t ot' a ~~mall d·:Jcreac~::: in the retail cost and sorae recovery in the fa.rm 
prlces. 

During 1951, mill margins for 17 construe t.ions of unfinished c.ot.ton clot~ 
ducl.:i.n,Jd from a high of 50 cents per pound i.o J,:muary 1951 to R lo'\or of 29 cents 
in H()vombGr. Hil1 mt;rg.ins in Februc:try 195.?. averaged 28.45 c<mts, the lowest 
sj_nci': JuJ.y 194-9. Thor.w ma.rgin:·. arc the difference het1-1ecr. the avE~rago price 
obtal.m;d by the rnL:.J.::: for the qu:.mtl ty of m1finished cloth munufactured from 
1 pound of lint cotton. The a.verago pr.ic8 of 17 constructions of unfinished 
cotton cloth declined during tbe year tmd th3 eost of cotton used in their 
manufacture inf!reased. 

~ E~stimatcs of tho di vJt:i~n of the retail rrico betHe<:n ff.lmers and m-~trketing 
agencies uro bo.sed ;m comparisons of' concurrr;nt pricr:B a.t the farm and retail 
levels, execpt for f1cat::onc:l canning crops, d:rl.ed fruitu, sugar, and veget&blc­
o:Ll product;,:. Dur:tn~; a pcri.od of rlsing prices, the fo_:nnt;!· 1 s share cal.cula ted 
on this t.r~.si::: :l.s somewhat higher than the share Hhich would be obtained by 
comparing prices rPceived by famers for particular lots of products with 
pr ic(.~G paid by consumurs for the Gt:Ltno lots after they hav() moved through the 
marketing system. The revortJe ifl true in periodG of declining prices. 
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Table 2.- Average retail cont. of por family purchases of 42 cotton articles 
combined and of 3 indivi<iual articles of cotton clothing, equivalent farm value 

of the cotton used in th~i.r manufacture, mare,'in, and farmer's share of the 
consumer's dollar spent for theso prodt1cts, average 1935-39, annual 1948 .... 51 Jl 

-----·- ----- Harke ting 
Year and month :Retail 80St ,6/: Farm value 2/ :Farmer's share . charges 

_!!ollars Dollars Dollars Percent 
~articles 

1935-39 average . 2_3.86 2.;o 21.63 9·3 .... 
19/+8 .............. : 59.49 6.99 52.50 11.7 
1949 ............... : 52.94 6.34 46.60 12.0 
1950 . 54.22 7. 57 1~6. 65 14.0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
1951 . 59.35 8.56 50.79 14.1~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
1950 

l'loJr. ' ' . 5?... 53 6.3B 46.15 12.1 . . . . . . . . . . . . 
June ............ 52.117 6.74 1~5- 73 12.8 
Sept. . 54.52 8.1.0 ~.6.12 15.4 . . . . . . . . . . . 
Dec. . .......... : 57.J7 8.75 48.6? 15.3 

1951 
Mar. • 60.02 9-31 50.71 15.5 ............ 
june . (j). 28 9-15 51.13 15.2 . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Sept. . 58.88 7.10 51.78 12.1 ........... 
Dec. . 58.23 8.'70 49. 5.3 14.9 . . . . . . . . . . . . 

V Du.ta for 1927-413 are given in 11Pric·e S~reads betvTeen Farmers and Consumers," 
U. 8. Dept. Agr., Agr. Inform. Bul. No. 4, Nov. 19,~9, tablr~s 76-79, pp. 88-89. 
Annual estir11atr~s are si1nplc avorat!Elf> of quarterly de.ta. · 

y Retail. costs vrerE· originally computed from prices collected by the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, weighted by average mlm.br:r of articles purchased annoolly by 
families of wage 'earners and clerical workers (from 1934-36 survey). Since 1944, 
retail costs arE: ba8ed on indexes of retail priceo of cotton clothing and house­
furnishings ·prepared by the BurGau of Labor Statiotics. 

2/ Ertimated rr·:lces' roceived, "'Y farrner::1 for cotton of grade and staple lengths 
used ir1 tho rna.uufa.cture of the' v.::"t.rious m·ticlo :O\, wei ghtod by quanti ties of cotton 
required. 
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To bu..££2. Products 

Charges for marketing the four rJrincipal .tobar:co iJroductr.; (cj.ga.rette~~, 
cigars, smoking tobacco, and ·chm-d.ng tobacco) c;.dvanced to c.· nevr high ~n 1951 
(table J). J:,t $1.1,2, chargeD for processing <;t.nd distributing the quantity of 
those products which could be manuf.:,ctured from 1 pou11d of loaf tobacco (farm­
sales weight) were 5 percent higher th6n for tho previous yeo.r. This adw::.uce 
eqntinued the up·vrurd trend 'rThid·1 began in 1944. The; margin bet'l-ieen the retail 
cost and the fo.nn veJ.ue of the leaf tobacco v;c;.s further increased by a rise of 
a.pproximately 1 cent in excise to.:xer3. 

Tablfl J.- Composite retail cost of four principo~ toi)<'l.ceo products, 
farm value of equivalent le1.1f', margin, taxes, rnarketinc; charges, 1md 

farmer'::; share of retail coflt, averuge 1935-39, annual 1946-51 )) 

·-------- Federal Marko tine~ . Farmer's c . Farm ve;J.ue: ; 
omposite. of 1 pou..Yld: . c~nd State: charges : shar~e of 

Year retaiJ. • M8rg:i.n 
. 

of lea.f excise excluding: . ret:;.il 
cost tobaeco . t<xxes taxes cost . 

Dollars lJol]~ Dollr.rr: f.Jollars Dollars Percent 
: 

1935-39 
average . . . . 1.?6 0.192 1.57 0.63 0.94 10.9 

19/ ... 7 • 2.45 -430 2.02 • 3r; 1.22 17.6 . . . . . . . . 
t943 . 2.5? .L.49 2.12 .84 1.28 17.5 . . . . . . . . 
191,9 . 2.66 ./~62 2.20 .87 1.33 17.4 . . . . . . . .. 
1950 •• t ••••• 2.71 .!~75 2.23 .88 1.35 17~5 

1951 ·- :2.78 ·473 2.31' .89 1.42 17.0 ..... ~ .. 
1/ The composite ret~;.il cost ofr the four products is a weighted average of 

retail co~>t:::> of the products equivalent to 1 pou..'1d of leo.f tobacco. \·Jei;;hts used 
were ba::1ed upon tax-paid withdrawals Qf lesf tob<:.cco durin.g 1935-3<:1, converted to 
a farm-sc:·.les ~wight basis. 1:'1e fa.m V:J.luc i0 a weighted aver&ge of prices of 
sevoral types of leaf tobacco combined in propcrtion· tG- their E.·:otimatcd utiliza­
tion in the four products. Fo.rm ve.lue is ls.ggad to represent pric~s received 2 
to 2-1/2 yearc earlier than the indicated retail cost.· F~~.rm:..retai1- price spreads 
data for eurlier yenrs were publiBhc6 in 11Price SprGads Between Farmers and 
Consumers, 11 u. s. Dept. Agr., 1~gr. Inform. Bul. No. 4, Nov. 1949, table 81, p. 95. 

Most of the increase :l.n !iW.rketing charges and excir.e taxes was reflected 
in a rh;e of aoout 3 percent in the composite retail cost of the foUr products. 
There was practically no chang~~ in the farm value. 

Failure of the f8-rm. value to incrsase vith the retail cost brought a 
reduction in the farmer's r~h.s.re of the ret<:.il cost f!'Dm 17.5 percent in 1950 
to 17.0 percent in 1951, the lm<ef>t level since 1941~ vrhen farmers received 15.6 

..:. percent of tho r!.:'ltail cost. 

An increase of J. cent per pa.ckn.ge in tho Federal excise tax· on cigarettes 
became effective November 1, 1951; and wus ucco.mpanied b;-r an equal increc:.se in 
the retail price. Federal and State: excise taxes averaged 9. 5 cents pE:r pack 
in 1951. Harketj_n~ charges urn estimated nt 8.2 cents por puck, slightly 
higher than in 1950. Farmer;; received sll.ghtly less thnn J cwts for the 
tobacco used in a paek.age of c:Lgarettes. '.the farmer's share ha:-> es_ual<:Jd about 
14 percent of the ave-rage reta:Ll pr1ce in eo.ch of the last 4 years ( tahle 4). 
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THblc L,..- AvE~ragt~ retail price per package of cigo.rrc::ttes, farm value of equ1.va1ent 
let.tf to1)f1.cco, taxes, and marketing charg(?)fJ, 1935-39 avei·ago, 1947-51 annua11/ 

Year 

1935-39 
f.tverage: 

191:.'7 
1948 
191,.9 
1950 
1951 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

: Federal - --M,u,r;keting charges Farmer 1 s 
Retail Farm :und Stato:Mmntfaetur,}r: share of 
price v~lue :?) : exci~3o and loaf :Distributor: 'l'otal retail 

taxes : dealer : _.;.__.price 
Cegts Cen_t_s _ _,___c"""ent~!. --·Cents -·- CentJ! Cents ;rereent 

13.6 

Ht2 
19.2 
19.6 
20.1 
20.7 

1.26 

2.69 
2.73 
2.79 
2.90 
2.97 

6.6 

$.7 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9.5 

J.6 

J.J 
J.6 
3.9 
4.0 
4.2 

2.1 

3.5 
3.8 
J.7 
3.9 
4.0 

').7 

6.(3 
7 ./~ 
7.6 
7.9 
8.2 

9·3 

14.8 
1/,..2 
14.2 
14.4 
14.3 

!/ :B'arm-reta:i.l pr-lce nrjreEdn du.ta for eiJ.rlic:r years were publi.shed in the April 
1951 issue of thi:.; Si tuo.tion. 

y Value of o.o6;~g pound of leaf tobacco (farm-sales weight), ceJ.culated from 
seasonal f1:rices rece:i.vcd by growers for threo kinds of cigarette-type tobacco pro­
duced 2 and 3 yearr> before date of retai.l 0ric rc;. Auction market' fees have not been 
deducted. 

'I'he average composite reto.Ll coat of tho four principal tobacco products 
in 1952 Hill bo higher than in 1951 if prer;ent. prices are mafntaincd. Furm 
value of the tobacco products will be higher af; the prices pal.d farmers for 
tho lea.f tobacco to be used in cigarettes retdle<l in 1952 averaged higher 
than pricer; paid for th(:l tobacco in those :·Jold in 1951. Ho..,mver, the margin 
bet/l·ieen tho reta.il co~Jt and the farm value will be ·Hider as excise taxes will 
average higher in 1952. 

COSTS AND PH.OFI'r8 IN !'1AHKETING FARM PHODUCTS 

Labor Costs Higher in 1952 

Labor :i.;-:; the largest s:lngle item in the total cost of marketing farm prod­
ucts. Estimates indicate that in fWVc~rul postwe.r years labor has accounted for 
approximately ha.lf of the total marketing bill for fa.nn-food products. Hourly 

· earningG 2./ of employees in food marketing in J.i'ebruary 1952 (latest available 
dnta) a1roro.ged $1.53, an incrm1s~1 of 5 percent from the same month a year 
earlier. Thia is about equal to tho lncre<:-o.se in eharges for marl<:eting foods, 
as est.imrJ.tc~d from the 11mnrket-ba::;ket1' serieo (table 1). 

The 1ncreaso in hourly eiJ.rnings of employees in food marketing since 
June 1950 (prc,:-Korea) has averaged about 12 percent. This is about equal to 
the avr~rage increar;;e of 13 percent for workers in all Iatmufacturing industries. 

Hourly earnings of employeer:: in most of the firms handling agricultural 
products are above a yeur u.go. In general, th0 rise in wage rates during 
recent months hafJ been lese: rapid tba.n at the end of 1950. Wage incroases 
of omployees in food processing during the last year have been greater than 
for those in te;yJ;i1e and tobacco manufacturing and in wholesole ond retail 
trade. 

-.2/ Weigriedcompos'Lte-;;arnlrtgs in ~~tt:-1~ r[iJlwuys, food processing, wholesele 
trude ond food reta:Ll stores ( soe insid~1 front cover)~ 
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E.Ynployc8i~ in food procesr~i..TJg :cr:cd.v</! i:•n ~;vcr.~.go o:f' $1. 5J per hour :i.n 
Fcb:ruary thir: yonr, Hbout 6 JJt::rct·nt r~bo'.ri: Fcb:t·uor:r 1951. T:·,in cml1pc .. res '~-.'ith 
tw uver~:,.gc incr(~IJ.GG of 5 perc on t for ;,Jl manufacturing i.ndustr.i.ef;. Hourly 
ocrn.ingc of omployl':en ih tobacco m.anuf:~<!turing u.vorc..ged ~:;1.18 per hour in 
Fobruary 195~·, <...b6ut J perec.m t highr:;.J:' th<tn :." _y.;:ar <Jarlicr. FJuployc>)f:J in 
tc:xt.\.lo mills and in manufacturing of u:p,tJare1 a.nd other finioh<;d t;;xti.le 
producte r.:VI':ro.gocl $1.35 and ;j,/1.~9 po:r. hour, re~J·,y;ctivcly, only E:lightly 
Elbr>ve: a YH'.r t.~<Jrlier. H0urly' ,;:;.mines in retaii and vholes~·le trades in 
F'ebruury '-Terc' ench about I; percmt highf:'li' trum in Februa.ry 1951. 

· Transpor.·tatiott r::t•;c for Loth r::il <md truck ::·.re hir.~h::;r than a. year ago. 
The l~·jtu~:~t incre:~r:;o in ruil r<.:teG grr.tntcrl by the Intor:>tate Commerce Commission 
rosulted in a totnl' .i.ncrCIJSC of: 15 percent over Apr·n 1, 1951. (Chn.n~cs in 
tr~msportE:tion rat·31) f.,ro dL; r:us~;rd in d·2tc.L1 on ~Ja.gcs 18 to 27 of thlr> f~i t,J:.­
ti()ll ~ ) 

Profit per do11ar of s:.:Lt:;=:, 1:0th bef'or:: ccnd ,:tftr..:r t,a:;.cl-:S, of firms cr,gagcd 
in procr~ssing <lGrLCUlturc:J. pr0ducts ;y:nerdly W0!''l lower "Ln 1951 than in 1950 
despite increases in thc~ir total dollar vo lme cf s,·,l~;~;. Tot.::.l ·not incomr-) 
bE;fore: ta:l(es of firms in :=;ome lincP of agr1culturc,l !Jrocese3ing 'I·W.s higher in 

. i95:L thl:ln in 1950, but nut incoru0 uftcr taxes \·1~1[3 lCnrcr in o.ll lines. r.~eercnses 
in profit~; rcflect(·:d hig.'i-).er coi.d:.G i:.nd taxes, 

Aecording to t-:stimatt:~s of t::t:.l F'edora.J Tro.dc Gommisslon, profits eft•:-r 
. tHXCS !,)(3J.'._dc:llar of. t'.)r;.le:-J fOr tb;_; fir~;t three, quarters of 1950 'und l(j5l ~~T 
industry groups were·: 1-lf.: · fo1lcn·rc: 

Food mE:tnuf~~cturing ............ • ...................... ' ... . 
To bE.1.cCo 1iu~rrufactur ~~s • ~ ~ •.••. ~ •..•.•.• ~ •.• ~ ·., ••••..•.•• ~ • 
Tr.~xt'ile-Jnill prbdtlc;t:3 ~ ............. ~. ~ .•.••.• ~ .••...•••.• 
hppnrol w:1d f:i.n:L::Ih(:d textilf"S •. ~ ••••••••••••••••. · ••••••• 
Loath(;r u.nd loathcr product:> •• , ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

1950 
Cents 

3.5 
5. 0 
t' . ,~, 
'). ' 
2.6 
.3.3 

lq51 
C<.;nt.r: 
~. !; 
4,.() 
4.4 
1.8 
2.G 

· l£stirm;tos hy thtr F0cle:rr ... l T!'n.do Gom:rH:Lsf.ton f<H thF; fourth qur>rt12r of 1951 
ur.: 'riot y101t; 1:lVi'..il.o:tblo 1 'Qut ut1Ln· d<.tta indicE.te that j.')rofi ts of fir:tlls in those 
indu~tries gcnul:'Fd.ly wer.:! lower hl the ~;ocond h&li' of 1951 thr.:.n in the first 
half of the year or in tJ1<> s8cond b.:t1f of 1950. FiltioR of profits to ;=;tock­
hold(3I'fl1 cquitios also wcro lmwr in 1951 tha.n·in 1950. 

Uata col.Lc·et(~d by noncovc~rnment :1 .1g0n cic> ~ inrJicatcd that profits ,)f 
I'f'tai'.U.ng firms wure substuntic •. ll;y loH~~r in 1951 than in 1950 althouf;h the 
volume of dolla.r :~9.h~~:J was .lart:;€·r. in 1951. 

Prolimlnary :i.~Hlic::.tionr: ·ror the fir<:i~. qu'.!.rtcr of '1Sl52 ore tr1at profits 
l.;ill not show o.ny ).ncroas~ from levels of the E;eoond half of 1951. 

t~Ot1E CURHENT fEVF:LOPNENT~' RELATSD TO HARKE'ITNG 

~1arketing ActivitiCfj at .fligh Level 

Hm'htlng of' c.gricul tur.-al products we1~e at c. high level during the first 
quarte1· of 1952. Preliminary estime.tf)S for t.ho first 3 month~ thh: year show 
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Em flVerA.go bcrr::aso of <1hout 5 pc,:rcnnt ov~::r tho same rnonthf: :i.n 1951. Based on 
indicabd crop produr~tion fo:r 1')5;~ r:l.i'H) the f:ct:i.rnu.tcd output of' liVE)stock and 
products, t.hP volume of farm mo.rkct.tngs durlnt~ 1952 will eont:inue at o. higher 
levol than lu.st yee.r Dnd m::ly "xc,_,,::d thco) 19!a. l'Ccord hieh. Mc.:tlt nn'i.mv.L:, 
poul tr·y; und ee;r.s ore; some of t.h-:) conunodi tier: fo.r 'fThich 1952 murkrc)tings ure 
expected to !'XC8ad 1951 levolt3, 

Proer,;r3sing of food pronuct:3 ln early 195? ,,T.J.S :~.t the high leYols of the 
prf)Cedine yo:1r.. 'rltt::: Ferkr<~l Re::.;(;rve Board's ;;,_d;justed index in F'obruery •rc:.s 
165 (19:~5-39 == 100), [;.Lout tho r::::nne /i.:J in F0bruary 1951. Thn output, of meat­
p:.:J.ck:Lne plan tn wu:: vrdl e.bovo tho. t nf a y2ar D gr;,, but tho vohune of fruit~> a.nd 
veg(:tt-tblc.:.s anr] da:iry produr~ts rroecsr.r-:d was smu.llt:r, Inventories hf.",J.d by food 
mr-lllufnGturc~rs in February had n b:.1ok vnluo:) abou-t 7 percent hj.gber th1::.n t.hor.o 
hdld h JE)Ictr earlier, 

Tho output of t.oxtil1~:> and t,,;_,v:.t:i.l\;1 pruductr; wa~J consiclerr:."bly below the 
high l<::v~~l~~ of tJG.rly 1951. In Fe1:mm:ry, the F·derc.l RiJServt) P0ard 1 s udjusted 
ind\.:::X 1-:::.•n 158 c:omp~:.rcd l·d.th lQ/~ :i.n the s:"u."lr,· month of l<)~:il. Consurni)tion of 
cotton by mil.liJ wnr. down a.tout lif percent fr·om c. year .ago. Inventories of 
toxtilc-:-mill product}; held by m~mufacturcrr. V('ro r:l:i.t;htly e;mnller than in 
Februury 1951. 

Pro rJucticr: of to b:.L(:c;o nroductf; wa~; at r;bout the same J..cv<·:l CJ.f\ :i.n February 
1951. The bo0k VD1 w) of to:bacco ln8!1 uf'acturers 1 in von toric:; w'ttr. ov.:;r 10 porcent 
highor th1:m ~tt that t:l:rnr'. 

~:.:~1of:', of' grocery wholosa.lr:>r:J i.:."l !"fJbrwtry 1952 '.rere about 4 p~rcont lf'l.rger 
thn.n in thu f~rmw month of 1951 but their :inv<:!n torios were down about 4 pc~rccnt. 
"Whol<;sc;;lertJ of frcf.h f'rut t::; and vPgrJtr •. bl-,,:;;:; had a 11~-p(~rcen t hrgGr vohlmt~ of 
sal(~S thr:~.n r:. year !':·arlJ.•.)l'. Sc:;.ler; of clairy-productn ¥rholcs~.:.l(~rs vcrc at :.:.bout 
tho s&nle l~v<~l F.!.S a year ;::.go, but tlvdr irnrcntories were down ~~bout 30 pC:lrcont. 

Dr~· goods and clotl'~ing ;;.nd f'ur·nish"i.Di?G 'n'ho.lem.:J.ers :r.r3ported th~t thdr 
sr.:.les in February Wf)!'CJ 8l:'.!aJ:::ply reduced f'ro:m t:hc; high leveJ.fl of a yer.u· oa.r1ier. 
Their -Lnventor:.i.ElS, moe~s1~r8r:~ in tr~rmr; of cost, vrere down somewhat mor-e than 
thci:r rm:L;.;, 

C<:: . .l.;:-;f~ of J:>etr:i.il food storeo in l'<:·bruc;.l'J. HCI'() f;lightly :tD.rger, ln terms 
oi' dollet.rs, than D. yenr ago. A7J~ur~:l-Gtorc ;;;.~).leo :-:nd inv~~ntorios w0ro slightly 
lowor th~m r. year a.go, 

Expf;nfL!..on qf r,J.r.:..r"J t :.:nd oquJ.prwmt by rn~ocossors of c.gricultural products 
inero~r;cd rap.irHy f'olloving tho Korca,n outbr·eak 1md rc:.tchod a high in th(J 
socond qm:rt(~r of 1951. Iio..,.mvor, r:mbst.~mti&.l doclinos in C1DitD.l exp~ndi tures 
are ~:mttd_patr~d for 1952, ucc0rding to the lG.tl)St survey of' busin•Jss sp~nding 
in bn ttor.s condw~tcd by th(~ f.icps.rtm0n t of Co:mrriGrce (table 5). ·Dccl:in0f; •~inC(l 
mid-1S~5l .i.n a.g:rieultural procc~sd.ng :Lndust:f.'ios have probt;."hly rc:sultod f'rorn. 
reotr:Lct:i ::wu:; on t,t:,.;: usc; of cri ticul rr;aterinls by nondefense industrif'~S and 
alf;o frr>r:. dt:clin:ing eommmcr l'urcbaser:; of' fOiJ'lf'? product~, especially tr3xtiles. 

Expenditurus on n0v1 plfmt and oquiprnont by food processors totaled about 
657 .million dollars in 1951, about ;?5 percl:nt .mor·o thtm in 1950 t.:nd r.-;lig..~tly 
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more· thEJil' the 1946-/+9 average (table 5). Food processors indicated tho.t 
expenditures: planned for 1952 would decline. belo-w; 1950. .tmticipated expendi­
tures for the .second qUF..LrtGr of' 1952 are 123 million dollars compared vTi th 
184 million: dollars in the second quarter of' 1951, 

Te.ble 5.- Expenditures on new plf.;!.nt and equipment by 
nondurf•ble goodB industries, 1946-52 

Year and quarter 

1946-49 averagE) 

1950 ............... : 
19 51 ...........••. : 
1952 y ........... : 

1:221. 
J en • -Mar • 
Apr.-June 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
July-Sept •••••• : 
Oct.-Doc • • ; •••• : 

19_g. 
Jnn.-Mnr. :?} 
Apr.-June Y 

• . . . . 
... ' 

Food and kindred 
products 

,t1il1ion dollars 

632 

523 
657 
476 

157 
18/+ 
153 
162 

133 
123 

Textile-mill All nondurable 
products ; goods industries ]} 

l1il~ion d.ollr>..!.§. · · Hil.lion dollars 

485 4,795 

450 4,356 
695 5,962 
512 6,076. 

158 1, 230 
216 ]_' 571 
167 1,47_6 
153 1,683 

147 1,505 
121 1, 541 

Jj Nondurable goods industries include food o.nd kindred products, beverages, 
textile-mill products, po.per t.md nll:ied products, chemic&ls <.nd allied products, 
petroleum nnd coal products, rubber products, !llld other nondurable gqods. 
, g/_EstimatGs for the first and second qw1rters of 1952 and the year 1952 ure 
b&sed on unticiputed capi to.l expenditures of business as reported in lf.,te 
February and eu.rly Mu.rch. 

U. s. Dept. Commerce, Off. of Business Economics. 

Capital-goods exp<msion in the textile industry since·the Korean outbreak 
has been similar to thctt of the food indur.try. Anticipated expenditures for 
the second que.rter of 1952 e.r8 <:tbout one-hnlf as large as in the second 
quarter of lcwt year and a decline of one-fourth was forecast for the entire 
year. 

Despite the decline in prospect for agricul tura.l pro cesslng industries, 
total expenditures for new plant and equipment by all nondurable-goods manu­
f<tcturing industries is expected to continue nt a record level in 1952 
bec2.use of rapid expansions by def'ense-:relnted industries -- petroleum, 
chemico.ls, and rubber companies. · 

Capital expenditures by railroads and other tr<msport[,tion companies 
continued to increase throughout 1951. Freight cars in 1951 were installed 
v.t about double· the 1950 rc.te. Railroads end other trensportntion companies 
anticipate capital expenditures in 1952 equal to or slightly c.bove last 
year's level •. · 
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The National Pl'oduction· .Authority in recm t weeks ho.s made additional 
allocntion:·: of stc.,el, ·copper, and alurn.1.num for production of trucks a.ncl 
railway transportation ·equ:ipmrm t ·and for mmG nondefenne construction. 
Increased supplies of these ba::::ic meta18 may bring about a higher rate of 
capital expru1sion in some burdnesses th;m indicated in the latest survey. 
Expendituros by both·the fOod ood textile-mill industries in the first quarter 
of 1952 •rere estimated at· a considerably higher level in the February-March 
survey than w:1:~ anticipated last fall. 

L:.:trge Proportiqn,. gf .Qi ty J~od Store~~ 
Have :F'ro~~on-Food §.£.inets 

'l'ho output of frozen f:rui ts, f:r·uit juices, and vegetables was over four 
times 1:1s la.:r·ge in 1950 as in 191..1, having increused from 315 million .pounds 
to 1,373 mlllion. Data for 1951 urr~ not yet r:vailable but it is beliE~ved 
that the output was l~rger than in 1950. Consumer purchases of frozen con­
contrutod oranee juicr;, one of the feH products :for which purchase d&.ta are 
P.vu.:ilv.ble, uere about 75 percent larger in F'obruary 1952 than in the same 
month of 1951. 9./ Although the production and consumption of frozen foodB 
have increased rc::.pidly, growth of the industry h.:ts been restricted somewhat 
by lo.ck of facilities for handling those foodrJ in retail stores. However, 
a surv\~y conducted by tho Bureau of Labor Statistl.cs in 55 of the la:rger 
cities in the United States shows that much progress ha.s.been made in over­
coming this obstacle. ]) 

According to thc.t survey, 66 percent of the retail food stores in tho 
55 ci ticn had one or more fro zen-food cubinets in September 1950. The stores 
having frozen-food cabinets included 65 percent of the independent stores 81ld 
78 percent of the chain outlet:::. Those estimates were based upon represonta~ 
tive samples of stores j_n <::&.ch of the 55 cities. 

Of the 55 ci ti8s, Los Angeles, with 98 percent, had the highest proportion 
of stores with froz8n-food cabinets; Mobllo wi.th 26 perc(~nt had the smallest. 
It vw.s estirn.ated that in /i-7 of tho cities, more than 50 percent of the stores 
had fro zen-food cabinctf~ and in 7 cities more than 90 percent of the stores 
had tho1J1. 

Among the regions, the proportion of outlets having frozen-food cabinets 
vari.ed from a high of 95 percent in the Paclfic .coast to a lo'l-r of 53 percent 
in the Hiddle Atlcmtlc States, 

Tho survr~y suggests purchases of froz.un foods havc-J become rather widu­
spread among con surners, a.t 1 east .in the larger cities. The fact that 11 

majority of retail-food stores in tho cities surveyed ood frozen-food cabi­
nets indicates that purch;:;.r-es of frozHn foods are not confined mr.dnly to 
consumer~1 in the upper-income groups, a~1 it is sometimes beliGved. 

9./ 116omurner Purchaser; of S0 Lected FrGsh Fruits, Conned and F'rozen ,Ju:i.ces, 
and Driod Fruits in I•'ebruary 1952," Buroau of' Agricultural Economics and 
Fruit and Vogot~ble Branch, Production und Market:i.ng Administra.t:lon, Unit8d 
States DopartmEmt of agriculture, March 1952. (Processed.) 

]} ."A Survey of Jt'rozen Food Cabinets r.l!l.d Prepackaged Fresh Meats in Hetr~il 
Food Stores of 55 Large Cities," by Martin J. Gerru, published in Retail~ 
Prices .l?x Cities, December ~ lli1., Bureau of Lur;or Sto.ti sti cs, Un:l ted States 
Depnrtm•.mt of Labor. The ci tios surveyed wero 55 of tho 56 cities in whleh 
the Bureau.collects retail prices of food. 
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CONSUMER INCO!ffiS .AND EXPENDITUFES 

Dispo·sab1e personal income totah;d $1,431~ per person in 1951, ubout 
7 percent higher tllan in 1950 ( tr~ble 6). Consumer expenditures for non­
durabler;, of which go,Jds made from ligricuJ. turrJ_ products c.re a large pro­
po_rtion, al:::o wore about 7 porcent higher per person ill 1951. However, 
expenditures for durable goods were 10 p0rcent .lOi-rer :;nd total expenditures 
per person for all goods und services increased only /+ pnrccnt from 1950 to 
.1951. Thu greater increaso in income them in expenditures was roflE.:cted in 
~t higher rate of personal sav:ingr~ than in 1950,. 

Per capita expenditures for food increased 10 percent from 1950 to 
1951 and expenditures for clothing (including shoes) und tobacco >r<.;re ench 
up more thrm 5 porccnt. Host of the increas(~S reflected higher prices. 
Except for tobacco producto, physlcd volume of purch3ses··was no higher. than 
in 1950. Hetail prices of food avoraged about 12 percent higher in 1951 ond 
retail pricetl of clothing ve:r.e r:tbout 9 percent higher. . . 

Consumer expenditures increlcS8d sharply in the firrt quarter of 1951 . 
and wero at the highr·st level for the yeu.r, "rhile consumer incomes continued . 
to increase throughout tho ym.cr. ThH decline in consumer expcncli turQf.t ~-::.f.ter . 
the first quarter was largely in durable goods. E:x.pcndi tures for food, · . 
clothing, and tobu.cco hdd f~..irly stc.:~dy cmcl in the fourth quarter were at 
approximately the same rate, se:.:..oonu.lly adjusted, as in tho· first quarter. 
Personu.l savings were at a rate of about 9 percent of disposable income 
during the last three quarters of' 1951, compared. with 4 percent in the first 
quarter. 

There is no indice.tion that consum8r incomes and expenditures during 
the first quarter thiu year 1-rere much diffcrE'mt from ·!Jlo fourth quarter. 
Consumer demrmd for food a.nd other nondur:.;.ble goods is expected to continu::; 
at a high level in 1952. According to a r'.;cent survey conduct.c:d by the 
Federal Reserve Board of consumers' plons for spending und saving in 1952, 
the high level of sc:~ving prevailing at the beginning of 1952 is l.ikoly 
to be continued throughout the your. Ju1 incre: ... sing output of goods for 
no:tional defense is expected to result. in record consumer in cone in 1952. 
P(~r capita expcndituros for durables in the fourth qunrtcr of 1951 were 
more than 20 percent 1mder the very hi~h c.vcragc rate of expenditure:; ic 
the last two guertors of 1950 o.nd tht?. first qm:rtor of 1951. Production of 
consumer durable goods in the first qll[.rtor th:l.s year we.s more than one­
fourth Uf!qer a year earlier• Improvemci1ts in the matcl su~plies situation 
will pf-:rrni t a larger prod\lction o! these good:o; in coming qur-~rtors than v.'as 
previously an tieipa ted. · · 

Little Cho!;4.nge .in Expenditures 
for. fQ.QQ. During 12,2;!._ 

After udv<.tncing sharply in the second hulf of 1950 ;:o.nd· in the first 
quart·3r .of' 1951, consumers~ expenditures for food vere comp[..r.:,tivGly stable 
during the remainder of 1951, varying from a. season3.lly &djusted mmual 
rate of $3?6 per· person in the second quarter to 8. record $383 in the fourth 
quarter.· Annual expendituros of ~~380 :i.n 1<.151 vere about 9 percent higher 
than the provious record of' $350 in 1948 rmd 10 percent above the 1950 
total of $346. 
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Table 6.- Per capita food cost and e):penditure related to disposable personal 
income, United States, average 19.35-.39, annual 1944-51 

T Food e:x:pendi ture . Cost to consumer of otal 
. : expendi-: - --. fixed quanti ties of food 

DJ.spos-:ture for: Perr:enta.ge of - ; representing 19.35-.39 
: able :consumer: : Total :average annual con::;umption 
:P~rsonal: goods : Actual . : expendi-: per person 2J _ Yenr 

J.nlco,me and 1/ D:wpos-:ture for: . 
±I able .. goods ~Pe:rcen tage of 

:services: Actual · d' 11 y income : and 1sposa:; e 

----- ..:..------::'--- ---=---- -.!.----=~~~_:r.: ------ ___ in_c_o_me_ 

19.35-.39 •• 11: • 

1941~ 
1945 
1946 
1947 
191~8 
1949 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
19 50 ....... : 
1951 

l2.2Q 

. . . . . . . . 

1st quarter: 
2nd " 
.3rd 11 

4th II 

1951 
lst quarter: 
2nd " 
.3rd " 
4th II 

,Dollars Dollars Dollars Percent Percc-:lnt poll&.rs 

510 

1,055 
1,073 
1,117 
1,169 
1,277 
1,243 
1,333 
1 ,43/~ 

1,301 
1,297 
1,354 
1,400 

1,1~03 

1 '4.32 
1, 1~45 
1,454 

490 

801 
874 

1,0.32 
1,142 
1,206 
1,201 
1,268 
1,324 

1,218 
1,2.39 
1,.324 
1,291 

1,.353 
1,307 
1,311 
1,.322 

118.6 

229 
2)0 
292 
.329 
350 
338 
346 
380 

23 

;.;?.. 

23 
26 
28 
27 
27 
26 
26 

29 
29 
28 
29 
29 
28 
27 
29 

118.6 

171 
176 
201 
21~ 
256 
2/~.3 

245 
274 

Annual rfJ.tes, seasonal1y adjusted 

1/378 
2./.376 
J./379 
1/383 

26 
26 
26 
25 

27 
26 
26 
26 

28 
2'7 
27 
27 

28 
29 
29 
29 

235 
240 
252 
253 

272 
274 
273 
277 

Percent 

23 

16 
16 
18 
21 
2.0 
20 
18 
19 

18 
19 
19 
18 

19 
19 
19 
19 

i/ Computed from aggregate income and expenditure data of the Bur---eau of F;reign 
and Domestic Commerce. For methodr:: of computation and dC:o.t;;. for 1929-43 see the 
September 1950 iscue of this publication. 

2J Cost to eonsumers of qmmtities of foods repr·esenttng average annual consump­
tion per person during 19.35-39 is calculated by ta.king as a 19.35-39 base the actual 
food expenditure for that period {~:'118. 6) and F ... pplying to this base cost a U. S. 
average confJUrner 1 s food price index. The index is a weight0d average of indexes 
representing (1) retail food prices in 56 cities (U. f;, Bureau of Labor 8tatistics), 
(2) retail fo9d prices in other cities and towas, und (3) prices received by pro­
ducers applied to foods consumBd on ;farms where produced. 

2/ Quarterly data have been eotimated by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics 
from expenditures for food and alcoholic beverages reportGd by the.Bureau of 
Foreign and Domestic Commerce. 
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Expendi turcs for. food in tho fourth ·quo.rter of 1951 wer.e [;.bout 8 percent 
fLbove a year r;~arlier. Thh1 incren.t-10 wo.s acc0mpuniod by an averEtge rise of 
about 10 pHrcrmt in tho average price of food to consumers, Y which ~mg­
gestB that higher retail prices accounted fr;r the increasr;; in expenditures. 
Retail prices of food rose rapidly during Decemper 1950 and JDnuary and 
F'ebruary 1951, but 1-rere relatively stublu during the remainder of the year. 
ThD largest change ufter the first qua.rter was the increase of between 
1 and 2 percent from th9 third to the fourth qwrter. This <'tdvance was 
u.s so cia ~ed with a;n approximately proportiona. te rise in consumers • expendi­
tures.for food. In the. flrst qw.irter of 1952 food prices declined somewhat 
b~low the level reached in lo.te 1951. 

The incrmwe. in consumers I expenditures for food was reflected in a.n 
expansion in the volume of solGs by retdl food stores and rostaurants and 
other er.tting and drinklng places. Sales of retail food stores ro.se from a 
totu.l of 32.8 billion dollars in 1950 to 36.9 billion dollars in 1951 and 
sules of eating and drinking pl1.:ces increasnd tram 10.6 billion dollars in 
19?0. to 11.,3 billion dol].ars in 1951. 

Prooortion of Dit:1poso.ble Income Spent 
&: KQ.QQ Uneho.nged . from 19 ~jO to 1,22!:. 

Consumers spent 26 percon t of' their disposo.ble p8rSC'n:ll income (personc;.l 
income lC-:lfHJ personal tuxes paid)· for food in 1950 and in l95l. Although 
dollar expencli tures for food per person were considerc;.bly lc.:rger in 1951 than 
in o.ny previo_us year, they represented a smaller proportion of con~umcrs' 
d:isposs.ble income than in the yeD.rs 1947 through_ 1949. The proportion spent 
for food was largest in 1947 when it '\-ras 28 percent. 

,.·,, 
. 'rhe ·rapid rise in consumer expenditures for food in the first qua.rter 

of' 1951 increased the proportion of di~por.;able income spont for food from 
2~ pE:lrcent to 27 pGrce:t:lt· During the second quartor, expendit11res for food, 
on [.t seasonally v.djusted basis, did not increase although disposable incomo 
rose •. As a result, tho proportion spent for .food declined to 26 percent. 
:Expcndi turos. for food and. disposable income advL:nced at about the some rate 
durlng th.e. sec~md half of .the yeL~r •. 

Y A;.1 a.dv~tnce of u.tout 10 percent in retail food prices is indicc.t~d by 
the data in column 6 of tr..ble 6, which show tho cost to consumers .of c. fixed 
quantity cif iood equal in v-olume to the i935-.39 u.nnW:\1 averaga -consumption 
per person apd of the same types and quality. 
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THE FARMER'S CONCERN VJITH TRANSPORTATION POLICY 

By 

Frederick V. W~ugh and Margaret R. Purcell 

Another rail freight-rate increase was authorized on April 11, the 
eleventh general increase since World War II. After the new increases are 
effective, the freight-rate level will average about 79 percent higher than 
that in effect at the end of the war. The consequences may be far reaching. 
We have again established a high and rigid freight-rate structure, as we did 
immediately after World ,,Jar I. .J.i)cperienc9 has shown that it is easy to 
raise freight rates when prices are high, but it is hard to reduce them when 
prices fall. 

American farmers have always b<~en very much concerned with transportation 
policy. Their concern is greatest in periods of depression and low prices. 
One of the principal grievances voiced by the Granger movement in the last 
century was ag~inst high freight rates at a time fann prices were low. These 
and other protests led to the establishment of State regulatory commissions 
and later to the establishment of the Interst<-..te Commerce Commission. Again 
in the agricultural depression periods of the 1920's and the 1930's, farmers 
protested vigorously against the high costs of transporting and distributing 
ferm products. These protests, encouraged by low prices, helped give the 
ICC more and more authority to regulate rail and eventually truck freight 
rates in the public interest. 

It is fairly easy to raise freight rates und many other marketing charges 
during times of rising prices and fann pror-perity because the farmer's cost­
price position is relatively favorable. Farmers would do well, however, to 
study the immediate and long-term effects of raising distribution costs now. 

The Department of Agriculture recognizedthe economic consequences of 
any further increase in transportation rates. !'or this reason it took part 
in the recent hearings before the InterstE<.te Commerce Comnission and opposed 
u further increase in re.ilroad freight r&tes at this time. It also took the 
position that if the ICC found that a further rete incre<:.so was necessary, 
it should exempt agricultural products, foods, <md fnrm supplies. The 
Dep~.:rtrnent contended that further increases in l~gricultural freight rates 
would be hurmful to our national economy by discouraging farm production and 
adding to the inflationary forces alre11dy operating in our economy. I:',arm 
prices are falling while production costr~ are rising. Therefore, it is time 
for farrnerz to think seriously about the E.Jconomic effects of the freight-rate 
increases alre&dy authorized and about the pos:::;ibility that rates will go 
still higher. 

The Authorized Increases 

The case which was decided by the Interstcte Commerce Commission on 
April 11, known as Ex Parte 175, was st~:u·ted e&rly in 1951. The railroads 
asked for a general freight-rate increase of 15 percL>nt. They were granted 
incre~ses averaging 2.4 percent on April 4, 1951, and 1~. 0 percent on August 
23, 1951. They later contended, however, that the increases granted Here not 
enough to cover costs. The ICC decision of April 11 substantially grants the 
original request of the ra.il:roa.ds for a 15-percent increuse above the rcttes 
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existing 11-t the beginning r:yf 1951. Rn+.er; in the· 'fn,f;t can br-: increasrJd hy 
abc;ut 6 pe.rcont above prcr:;ent levels, und rate~ in thu re~.t ·~f tht:: c0untry cr..n 
hE-) incr~eased about 9 percent. For nll commodi tter; except 'gr~J in, :tncreases may 
be put into Gff'ect upon 15 days' notic(; to the public. A )O~d::~y notice will 
bo requir·ed for grPJ;lr~s and grain products. It :i.s e~Jtimai:Hl thHt, a:s a ·rQ"Sult 
of thn new rate iricrellfJo, the gencrr;.l DV'.)rl3.ge 0f freight rD.tcs t:ili b<L~bout 
6.!3 percent r..bove. the ievuJ: in effect !".t tr.~.o tirne of the April J.l decicion. 

There are some 11hold.,.d.oW:n 11 provisionu of the April il deciSion "1-rhich 
'=l.re of npecie.l .interest to u.gr.i.cu.l turr;. The~·:e hold-do-wn· provinions which 
,:;,p_t).ly on rates origina.lly ur;tt'ib.ltshed by Ex Parte 168 effective September 1, 
l9Lf9, ( te.blc> 7) arr~ likely to prevent the full percento.ge increase in rntes 
for certain fD.rm products. Maximum incrDases ~uloHed on products of special 
interest to agri(;ulture were b.S follovls: · 

Cornmodi ty · 
Fresh fru.i ts and vew'ltab1er-;, · 

melons, and edible nuts, u.nd ·, 
en.nned o~· preserved food 
pr·odt1cts ......•..........•.. · • · · · · · · • 

Sur.~ar ................................•.• 
Phosphate roclc .......................... . 
Poto.sh ..................... ,. .......•.... 
Grain and grain products .•••••••••...•... • • 

Mc.:X.JJ!llml. Hate Increase· ·· 

12 cents per 100 pounds 
10 cents per 100 pounds 
60 cen t:-3 per ton 
~/.1. 00 per ton 
12_percent 

Jlfo increases v1ere authorized on protective services, on chareP.s for 
loading and 1mlor..tding livestock, on chr·rges for unlonrl.ing fresh fruitn and 
vegetables D.t New York and Philadelphi.<-,, or on demurrage. 

Table 7.- hail fre.i.ght-rn te lncreaf;es sine e the. va!r, · a·ll commodities 

Effective date of increase. . . . ICG pr0ceeding 

~-·--·--- ------ -----. -~. ~--·-. . 
July 1, 19461/ . " ............. 1'~:x. Parte 148 and 
Jan. 1 191~7 . l~x Parte 148 and , ' ................. 
Oct. 13, 1947 I t t t t • I ' t t t t t t • t t Ex parte 166" 
Jan. 5, 1948 . Ex Parte 166 I I ' t t • t ' I t t t • t t t I t 

Mn.y 6, 1948 • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • I Ex Parte 166 
1\Ug • 21, 194iJ ................ : Ex Parte 166 
JG.n. 11, l9t:i9 , ..•..•• , •• , , , • , I Ex Purte 168 
c1ept. 1 , 1949 ................ : F.x Parte 168 
llpr. L~, ).951 ......... •,•. ' ..••• : Ex Parte 175 
Aug. 28, ;1.9'51 •••••••••••••••• J Ex Parte 175 
Hay 2, 1952 . Ex Pe.rte 175 . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

162 
162 

: 

Jlverage. percentage 
tncrease c;uthorized 

( D.ll commodities) 
Percent 

6.5 
10.·4 
8.9. 
?.6 
_3.6 
1.0 
5.2 
3.7 
2.4 
4.0 
6.8 

1} In Hnrch 1942 under Ex .l?D.~te 11~8, a .3-percent increo,se was granted on 
gra.i.n, livestock, and oertain other co-mmodities and 6 'percent on moet other 
commo"di ti,es and services, the i.ncreases to expire 6 months F.l.fter the end of 
\for:J.d \far· II. On May 15, ·1943; the~e increaFJes were ~mspended to Dec. 31, 
191+3. Four succesE.;i •1e actions by the ICC coutir!ued the suspen::;ion to June 
30, 1946. 

Ex Pn.rte 14.8·, I·~x Parte ·175, and Interetate Comm0rce Commisfdon, Monthly 
.Pom.'Tlent QQ. Transportation St~1tl.:Jtics, .P• 2, Aug. 13, 1951, s.nd p. 3, -Apr. 16, 
1952. 
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Economic Effects of Heoent ,Freight-Hate J.D_g_re::tfJefl 

Although there have been 11 general incret.;.ses in freight r&tes since World 
wn.r II, the over-all increase in :r·ates has occurred rather gradually. Most of 
these increasefl came at times when prices were rising and inv-entory mark-up 
brought vlindfall profits to producers and marketing agencies. Consequently, 
the economic effects of the rate increases have not attracted Vf~ry much s.tten­
tion. The effects on agriculture of the later;t increase ma.y bn considerably 
different from those upon some other parts of the economy. This iG indicr;.ted 
by the decline in farm prices in recent months while retail prices we:r.-e con­
tinuing practically stable. At the same timr.:::, farm costs have been rir:ring fmd 
the outlook is for some further increases. 

T.able 7 shows the 11 general :increases in freight rates which were 
effective between July l, 1946, and May ~2, 1952. The first increr:•Bc after 
World vle.r II came in 1946. There were two general incren.ses in 1947, three in 
1948, t\.ro in 1949, two in 1951, end one in 1952. Before the April 11 decision, 
the level of freight rates averaged 67.6 percent nbove that at the end of the 
war. After the latest increase goa s in to effect, the to tu.l increase 1r:il.l be 
about 79 percent. 

Eff~cts QQ. Fu.nn Prices nnt!. Produc~tion_ 

In opposing further increasc:s :1.n freight rates at the ICC hearings, the 
Department argued that higher freight rates t.nd higher m<.~.rketing costs in 
general were detrimental to full production in agr1cul ture. It is clearly 
our national poHcy to encourage maximum agricultural production. 

It is very important in this F>i tu11tion that farm prices be high enough 
to offer :incentives to full production. 'I'he further increase in freight rates 
is not go:Lng to help this situation. In the short run, it will be borne 
largely by farmers. Farmers' production plans for this year are woll along 
and the output vrill depend largely upon weather. The agricultural outlook in 
gener:~l indicates thc::.t demand will can tinue fairly strong but not strong 
enough to keep prices received by farmers ahead of increaseP in the cost of 
things farmers buy and increases in the cost of marketing. The farmer is get­
ting squeezed fl.nrl. the signs are thnt ·the squeeze ;.d.ll continue for some t:lme. 
This does not help the prospects for 'full production, especially when farni lal::or 
finds it easter to get higher-paying j 0 bs in the city. 

Effe£1.2. of Inflation 

Inflation slowed up :a good. deal in the par;t; year and there ·wr-;re some 
signs that prices are stabilizing. On the other hand,- there aro f;igns that 
costs of production and distribution r;.re continuing ·to creep up. Although 
freight ratoo are only part of those cor.tt>, r. further push from the cost ·Side 
may well bring about c.nother wav~; of infltttion. 

The current increases :in freight rates will probt:tbly not haYe much 
immediate effect upon retail prices of food. In the long<~r run, however, 
such increases tend to discourage farm production end to raise retail prices, 

There is no question that some increases in freight rr.ttes htl.V<3 been 
justified sinc·e the war because of increases in wages and other necessary 
costs. but there is also no quHstion thr~t these increases contributed to 
inflation~ry pressure. 
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'Retail food priceo in lvtu.rc_h 1952 ~~.ver·n.c;E:.d tt1e namA c.n n. yeF~r enrlier. 
Farm prices were le>·rer. Thin is, of course, un i11dic-: .. U on th.::t the charges 
for transporting, processing, :..tnd distributing fr..rm products continued to 
rise. There were some; indications eu.rly this year, HO'd<wor, t.h3.t retail food 
prices had begun to stabilize. But such stabili t:r is not likely to last very 
long if ITH.l.rkE'~ting nnd trcmsport,:.tion COflts continue to cr·eep upwer.d. 

Farm prices droppud t;i11:1.rply dur:i.ng the erop year 19:-D-21 nnd rem[dned 
generally below parity levelr. throughout the entire period between World War I 
and World ~Jar II. Durin;_,; m~Jst of thi.s period, ra.ilrm~d freight ratr3s dropped 
very sloHly e.nd gradually, but not nearly enough t.o compensate for the drop in 
f~:mn prices. The inflexibilJ.ty of freit:ht rc.tr"s and other marketing charges 
in the 1920's and 1930's doubtless vraf; (.,:r~ important factor in the agricu1tural 
depression of those ye~trs. Of course, fre:Lght rates arc not the only inflexible 
item in marketing costs but they are im~Jortn.nt ~md, rightly, give concern to the 
farmer. 

The cost of rc,ilroading, likE~ nny other busines:J, has gone up in recent 
yearf.l an a result of increases in W'lges and in the pr:Lcer:; of m<-.terials. In 
countries where the r~=~ilro~.:'.de< <;.rl? oYmed Dn<l operated by· the gove~meTJ.t, this 
si tue.tion might be met for a ecmGideraJ·l~ tirr:o hy runninG ;:·. def'ici t '-:hlch 
eventually would bt: paid by th~, tl:i.Xp~yers. In the Uni t8d f:;t:::.tes, ho'<rever, the 
railroad~; u.re priVF.;.tely owned <md operated. Although ru.ilroad rates arc sub­
,ject to ICC control, it :Ls eeneralJ.y understood t.hF•t the Commission will allow 
rates which will provide t.'1e ro.ilroads a reasonabl:;; return on investment. For 
thil:.: re>ason, it he.f; o bv:Lously 'been nel:cs::::~:ry to increD.De r::d.lrrHd fre:l.cht 
rat8s consid,~rn.bly since tho W:\r. 

Figure 1 comiJares the l0V(-~L of freight rates with the J.evel of prices 
receivod by farmers for 8(.lch yec..r from 1914 through 1951. To meke such 8. 

cowp<::rison, the Bureau of Agr-Lcul tur~!l Economics index of freight rates for 
farm products, shown by the heavy line, '.nd th8 index of prices recf-Ji ved by 
f~.rmers 'iere put on a 1947-/./) lxl.Stc. 'l'he chart i.lluRtratos the tHo-wny !"'lexi­
bHity in f'.nm prices and t,be one-way flcxH,i.li ty .i.n freight rates. \-ihr:m farm 
prices advanCf.)d pb&!·ply :Ln \·!orld War I m:d ~'gain in 'World i:h.r II, railroLd 
freight rates soon caught u0. In 8nch crkse there was a short l[;.g. For a year 
or tHo, farm prices rrm uhsad of frPitht. rates, but :it did nnt V:J<e long for 
the rater.; to catch up. The chnrt n.L:-,o shNTS thf:,t -...hen fum prices orop, rc.il­
road freight rates come down v,.~t·y 1ttt.le f.<lld v<;ry ~-.lovl;)'. 

IntE:JrregiomJ. Competition ]} 

Lncr6ases :in frej.ght r<:~t;;s ma:• h<;.ve very oif feren t ,)ffectp upon farmer::J 
in different parts of the country. SrJm>" f~:rmerD live so near the rnarket that 
their tru-.aport~.tion costs are not ~~f'fected r;t, all. On the other hand, farmers 
Hbo must ship acrosG the country ohviously .:ro ~1.ffected ;~ great de:~l. There 
hu.s berm no generu.l economle IJtw.lyn:Ls of tho interregiom.tl effects of the 
f reight"Tro.te incret;ses thnt. h~lvc occurred sincE·: vforld Wu.r II. Sr)me ma terLl, 
however, w ... s prepar("d for prer;r,~ntation '-'t the Mass,lchusetts Ruro.l Outlook 
Conference held in November 19~)1 nnd la m;o:~d in thn following <:rt::lysis. 

-jj This section is b;:..sed b.r·gt;;ly on tt p<~per by Bennett S. 1-·lhito, Jr., Bureau 
of Agriculturol Economics~ presr.:nted <~t the Hassachuf>etts Rural Outlook Con­
ference, Amherst, Mass.~ Nov. 29, 1951. 
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Considerable 6iff'erence of op1m.on exists as to the comparative effects 
of percentr;:.ge or proportionate chonger; in freight rates (;D the one ht.nd and 
ab8olute ch~nges in dollars and eents on the o.ther. There can'· be no doubt, 
however, but thnt the appllc~tion of the "hold-do"m" prindpl8 (as in Ex Pa.rte 
175) prevents transportc.t:ion cost~! of di.;;;t;mt producers f:rom rising as much 
as they would if ti.ll rr~tep Here raised by v. uniform percentc:.ge. Thus, the 
hold-down provision hurts the diBtant shi.ppe.r lees than a blanket percentage 
inc·roasr;, Contrurywise, the local producer gets J.ess prot0ction~ And the 
intermedi.~.te ship~er is cnught in the middlt~, since his r~te m~y gq, u.p by the 
full percentc1.ge. 

In measuring the prob&hle effect of changes in transpor~c.tiqn rates ·and 
charges, f~:trmerc v.re particulurly interested to kno'l-t (1) to Hhat .m:tent rising 
t.rarisporta tlon costs tend to r·educe competition for producers in a given a.ree. 
by reducing in-shipment of products from other areas, and (2) to '1-rha.t extent 
producers in a given o.rea wUl have their production costs -raised by incre;::.sed 
tran.sportn.tion chr.;.rges on i t€mr:: they must brtng in from outside theil· z~ree .• 
The importance of ther:e facton1 mr~y be illustrated by examining changes in 
trr:tnsport~tion eosts for a ·rew conunodi ties of particular intere;:;t t0 N'ew 
Engl?lnd agricultural. producers• 

' ' 

· 'l'he direct competition between New Ei'1glancl r.~!'i.d the H.id"eot in the dn.iry­
ing fj.eld if; primarily in cream. Increased requlrernentn for New England 
production for fluid milk purposer; end lagging rnilroad r:1tes during the pu.st 
10 years have contributed to an incree.se in the proportlon of cream !:.eceipts 
from the MidHestern States •. Rates on cre;;;.m ~1till appeur to· be 1c:.gging some­
what, as shown in table 8. Instead of participut:j.ng ln rc-:Jc:ent gr-.merul rate 
increases, r.:ii1 rectes on cream were reduced iri prde':" to meet truck competition 
ancJ thus nre lm.;er nov than in 19if8 crtd 191~9 (table g). · 

With the exception .of crr.mberr:ios, t1:1.sso.chusetts is a deficit c::rea for 
fruits and vegetables. T:J.bles 9 through 11, which show ch&nges in ri::il rn..tes 
for a few impor·tant fruit :md veget~:~.ble items, give some idea. of th•: :.;ro­
tection enjoyed· by Mc.ssachur,etts produc•~rs us 'Well f;G the opero.tion of thE! 
rn te 11 hold-down 11 principle. · 

To.bJ.e 9 sboH:J, for example, that the freight rrlte per hundredweight on 
apple.;:: moving from Rochester, N. Y., and Winchester, Va., to Boston rose 24 
cents and 35 cent~;, respectively, or by more tbtm 70 percent between .July 1, 
1946, and August 1951. The rate fro~'' V:.kimu., Wat~h., to Boston, ho•wver, vrent 
up L~8 cents, D.. percentage rise of on.ly 32. 

New England pot~~ toes domina tr:: the morkets i!l this r...rea during thB period 
in which they are moving in volume, but during the remn.inder of the yee.r 
there is considernblo competition from oth<)r e.reas. Dut'ing the period 1946 
to 1951, as shown by t.::,ble 10, rei.lroad rut!~S from Caribou, Main~, Cn.po Charles, 
Vn., Goulds, Fla., nnd Bckersfield, Calif., rose oy 17 cents, 29 cents, 45 
cents, and /.,).. C(3ntf., :ror.pectively. :PcrccntEge increases were 42 percent for 
HuJ.ne, 67 porccnt for V:lrginit•, 50 percent fo:r Flori c3a, 81ld 33 percent for 
Cn1ifornit3 .• 

Absolute incrcafJCS in rntes on l,c;tt.ucc from such pluces E!.G F.:nglc,.rood, 
N. J., and 0Enmgo, N. Y., are sm1:tll in t,orms of cents but creel heDvy in terms 
of' percentages (table 11). On the other hr,nd, rates from Salino.r:, Calif., 
rmd Phoenix, Ariz., involve rolatiV•)ly small percentag(~ increasr~s. Inter­
mediate producing area.s such as North Cnrolina and Virginia, ,.,her·e percentage 
.incre1.1ses in rctteH have not befm d<:t.mpened by the "hold-down" 11rinc'ipl~, have 
had transportd,ion costs rnisod r.;harply in both r.~bsolute ~!.nd percentage terns, 



Te.b1a 8.- Crar::n and wilk: R"li1road f're:J_ght. rates per 10-g[•1lon c~"'l from Shawano, ~lis., to Boston;r.~~ss., 
on specified dutes, June 1, 1946, to August 28, 1951 

. Perce1;.tage . 
: June: July: Jan.: Oct.: Jcm.: l·by : Jcm.: Jan.: Sept.: Feb. :Apr. : Aug.: increase from 

Corr..:::J.odity 1, . l, 1, 13,: 5, 6, 11,: 15,: 1, : , 8 J - 10'6 . : : . . : 4, · : 2 , : une 1., - /:Y , . . . . .A., 
1946: 1946: 1947: 1947: 1948: 1948: 1949: 1949: 1949 : 1950 :. 1951 : 1951: to 

: Aug. 28~51 
: ]gl. Dol. t'ol. Dol. !))1. T'\ -

~- Dol. Dol. Dol. .Col. DoL. Dol. P(!L . . 
Creun, fresh!/: 1.59 1.64 1.83' 2.01 2..20 2.29 2.40 2.31 2~52 1.96 2.0D 1.96 23 

- •• , ' .co . iJ 1 ~7 ~·!l...!...I:C, .1. resn ,::. :- • ~ 1.31 1.46 1.61 1.75 1.83 1.92 1.86 2.0.3 1.57 1.6D 1.66 3_1 . 
!/Crean (40 percent butterf~:tt) equals 8.39 pou."'lds per gallon. 
?} I-:i1k (liquid) equals 8. 6 pounds per gallon. 

Table 9.- Apples: Railroad freight rates per l"m .. '1.dredvreight to Boston, Hass., on specified dates, 
July l, 1946, to ~gust 28, 1951 

. : . Percentage . . 
~Uly : Jan. : Oct. : Jan. : i-1uy : Nov. : Jru1. : Sept.: Apr. : Aug. : increc:;.se from 

Origin l, . l, 13, . 5, . ~ 15, 11, . l, . 4, . 28, : July 1, 1946, : . ; . . b, : : . . . 
1946 : 1947 : 1947 : 194B : 1948 : 1948 : 1949 : 1949 : 1951 : 1951 : to 

Aug. 28, 1951 
Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Pet. 

Rochester, Ii. Y. . 33 36 40 43 47 47 50 52 54 57 72.7 . 
: 

1.Ji:nchester, Va. . 46 52 57 62 6B 68 72 75 ?7 81 76.1 . . . . 
Y:!i.kima, Wash. . 150 163 179 196 185 183 192 192 194 196 32.0 . . . . . . 

1\.) 
~ 



Table 10.- Potatoes: Ra.ilroa:i f:r:eigb.t rates per hundred;.reight te: Eoston, Ee.ss., em specific:d. dates, 
- July l, 1946~ to August 28,. 1951 

: Percer:, tage 
July : J&n. : J(;t. : Jan. : Ja11. : Nay ~ lkiv. ·: Jmi. : Sept.: Apr. : Aug. :increase from 

Origin : . 1, : 1, : 13, : 5, : 13, : · 6, : 15, : ll, : 1, : 4, : 2B, :July l, 1946, 
1946 : 1947 : 1947 : 1948 : 1948 : 1948 ; 1948 : 1949 : 1949 : 1951 : 1951 : to 

; :Aug. 28, 1951 
Cts. C+s _ .... _. cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts._ Cts. Cts. Pet. 

3ekarsfield, C&lif.: 132 141 155 l69 161 163 161. 1&7 170 172 176 33.3 
: 

Caribou, Maine .••• : 40 43 
,,.., 
4• 52 52 56 56 59 52 54 57 42.·5. . . 

Cape Charles, VB. .. 43 46 51 55 55 60 60 64' 66 68 72 ·67.~ . . 
Goulds, Fla. ....... 90 lOO 110 120 120 1~0 

""~ .t.2C 126 129 131 1.35 50. 0 ' . 

Table 11.- Lettuce: Railroad freignt ra:tes per hundred•,·c:ight to Boston, Mass., on specified d.~tes, 
July 1, l946, to ).ils"Ust 28, 1951 

- -
: : : . : : : : : : . : Ferce .. nta.ge . . 

Jul - 0 . J ; y : J:in. : ct .• : ~11. : . .J :.n. : ~--1.s..;r : I-~CJ-r.r. : Jw1. : ~e;_Jt.: .t~;>r. : .ltu.g. :i:-.i.\~J:'\:..;::se from 
C:rigin · . : .~ l' 1, ; 

, ., 
: 5, : 13, . 6, : 15, . : ll, ; 4,· 28, :July 1, 1946, .. J...), . _, : : 

191+6 : 19!.7 : 1947 : 1948 : 19.48 : 194.8 : 19L8 ~ 1949 : 1949 : 1951 : 1951 : to . : : : . : . . . :Aug. 2~1951 . . . . . -----
Cts. Cts. .£!&. ~ts·. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts • ?ct. . . 

Salinas, Calif •••• : 190 197 ~17 23.6 217 a9 217 -223 226 ".228 232 22.1 
.Er:1glewood, N. J •.• : 48 49 54 : 59 59 64 64 68 70 72 76 58.3 
Oswego, N. Y •••••• : 32 36 40 43 1~3 45 45 48 50 52 54 68.7· 

. ~rgaH, -N. C •••••• : 88 98 108 . 11·13 118 }.20 118 125 127 129 133 51.1 
Cq:ie Charles, Va. • : 61 68 75 . 82 82 38 38 93 97 99 103 68.9 
Phoenix, Ariz ••••• : 179 187 206 2?4 207 209 207 213 216 218 222 24.0 

I . 

1\} 
\J\ 



Effects of Diversion 

It is known generally that in recent years tmcks have beE~n tn..l<ing 
agricu.lttlrtll. business away from the rallroads. ·Comparison of prewar and 1950 
receipts of selected cornmodi ties trucked to principal markets shows the 1950 
truck volume to be up considerably. Part of the rise in the last few Jenrs 
represent8 a recovery by the trucking industry from wartime shortage~,; and 
restrictions. Comparison wlth the prewar peak indicateD, however, that, for 
many commodities, trucks had more than :cegained their prewar poci.t.ion by 1::150 
and had moved on to capture a lF .. rge share of the buc"iness formerly held. ty 
thr.~ rallS. 

Comparison of actual unlo<1.ds in recent years with 11hat un1oi.ids would have 
been had rail and truck each rf)ta:i.ned the same proportion of busines::::. held ;in 

. an earlier base year permit~; separD.tion of the effect of diversion !.'rom the 
·effect of changes in total 'volume of shipments. On this basis; :l. t iB interest-
ing to note that between 1941 and 1949 diversion of traffie from the ru.ilroads 
to trucks was high. 

While it is recogni ~;ed that gains rn<:;.de by trucks at the ex. pen so of the 
railroads may be partly due to chv.racteristic::; of truck trunsportEJ.tion other 
then lower costs, we can ,be sure that hi;:;her r[-dlroad ratr~s do not qoi1sti tute 
an effective means for meeting this growing competition. On .the eontrary, it 
is generally known that the r::.cilroads have fo1.md in many individual instances 
that lo".-rering rates iG a means of retLining trr .. ffj_c <.md revenues which might 
other1vise have been lost ulrnost completely to competing forms of tranf;porta.tion. 

Some Tr.: .. nsportcttion }?ills ~ow Befor8 Confress 

In o.ddi tion to changt:)S in freight rL.tos, agriculture iB always intBrested 
in Government regulation of the mJ.tiona.l trn.nsportEJtion :oyFJtem. J:. number of 
legislutive proposals directed toward ne-vt or strieter rcg1llr.d:i.on of railroads 
and trucks ar~; to be expected in each session of the Cong:resn. frimar:Uy as 
the result of study CJ.nd hea.r:i.ngs on domentie l<md and w::-.ter tranr:;po.rta.tion 
conducted over nn extended period under Sen. Res. 50 (8lst Cong.), more than 
30 bills amending the Interstate Commerce 1\.ct have been introduced into the 
current session of the Congress -- a record number. 

Beginning March .3 of this year, month-long hearings were conducted by 
the Sen a tn Comrni tter:~ on In tr:1rsta.te and _foreign Commerce concurrently on all 
the b:i)ls. }tJany ivitn0sses 'stated the views of diversified carrier interests, 
agriculture, o.na other segment~·.: of the economy. In all, testimony of several 
hundred wi tnesnes was heo.rd. 

Of the bills introduced so far, thoce ?',rousing the grcs..test interest 
u.mong agricuJ.turr.tl groupn include tho folJ.O"Ir'ing: 

.. . 

8..;.2357 would restrict sharply thb eurrcnt.exf~mptions from ;reG regulation 
'now provided in Part II of the Int(~:rf:ltate Commerce Act _with respect 
. to trucking of fish and ae;r:Lcu1 tu.ral commodi tier;; so a.s to l.imi t ·the 
·benefit of the exemption to fariner~:, in thG cnse of agriculturl.fl 
'commodity tra.n sport, and to . fishermen in the. case of fish and ohell-
fish transport. 

S-2362 
(and subsequent 
amendments in 
the nature of 
a substitute 
bill) 

As originally introduced, S-2362 prohibi t'ed: private co.rriers 
by motor vehicle fro:mi tr:_mf.J port.ing any property for compensa­
tion other than t.ha t within the scope of th.ei.r primary 
businesses. It also provided that no common or contract 
c<.:.rrier of property by motor vehiclo should opornte a vehicle 
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unless it '\-TlW O'-med hy such carrier or w~s lE-Jn SP.d from 
cmothP-r person uuthorized by the If~r; to O!_"Jerli te as a common 
or contr:.wt carrier. 

As amended, tbe bill now prohi bi t~J the ICC from r~stricting or lim.i ting 
"tho rieht of the corrier to add to or replc.e•.:: hir; ••• eouiprnent und fe:.cili­
ties •.• by purchase, leas0, <>xcbanc;e ••• 11 

S-236.3 vould establic;h m:::.ximum d:irnen sions and weight hrni ts for motor 
vehielr~s operu.ting subject to the Interst~ .. te 1.Jorrr:wrc:c Act a::; follows: 

Me,ximurn width •..•••••.••••••••• 96 inchef.: 
t-1£xiraum hDi f)lt • , • , .. •, .•.. • • • o, 12-lj;,; feet 
Jvj;;;ximU((l l Gn gth 

r-Jingle l.L'1it ••••••••••••••••• 35 fr~r:t 
.semi-trci Lc~r~; • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • 50 foGt 
other i~omhim:. tirmn •••••.•••• 60 feet 

F.taximum <L,le lo::..d ••..•••...•••• ld,OOO pounds except in those 
Stc:.:.t:~c jierrni tting p·8u.ter lo,.ids 

[~-251B and 
S-2519 ·1-1ould amend Section l5(o.) and :insert i..r.t Pr;rt I of the Interctate 

Commerce Act rJ. new section -- 15{b) -- tmdm· Hhich railro.:J.ds might 
obtE;i.n gen;:~ral rate: incn~;.:.t-oe:::: m8rcly by making a showing 0f' increased 
costs to tho Comruisr,ion. i',ny traffi.c or cle:.s:~ of traffic to vrhich 
tho ra:i.lroacls did not dEC·sirr; to apply the tncreose woulc.l be ezcepted. 

1'hHse bills EJ.re probctbl.Y tho ~nn;:-t contrQ-vcrsinl :J_s well as the most inpor­
tant Ifl8asuret~ propoeed, since ~,hey Hould .:.1 tsr drasticc:Qly present r.:-.te-mr...king 
pr;:tcticcn by permitting railroads to lncreasc rates imrm~diutdy when operuting 
costs rose in:;terid of wc;.itinG frJr· formal ICC D.J;proval. 

:1. 

:2. 

:3. 

·--- ------- ------ ------

"Costs uf Distributing Milk i:1 t!-.0 ::?ortJ.rmd !1arket," by 
G. E. 1~or :;:;an, .1-il bert G. ~1avir3, <J.nd Conov.sn D. Hu.cPhP.rson, 
Oregon Agr. I~xpt. Gtc;.. Bul. 510, F8b. 1952. (Oreg. ,\gr. Expt. 
~:;ta., Oreg. Milk W1rkcting Administration, i .• nd Bf..E coope:rating.) 

1;:li'R.ctors Affecting tho llnnw.l HUCti ·~";,"! Prir.:e r)f Florid.n 0•-r.ngcs 1 11 

ny WilliamS. Hoofnugl0, P1.n'. A~sr• l'.c:on., Hc:.r, 195~. (Ae,r. Ex;)t. 
f,t~~s. of Fla. L:nd Te:x., FCll., F•.---,, <::nd l'J;E cooper<.~ting; Ri'·~A.) 
(Processed.) 

"Trends in titC! Production Pnd. Di.sposi.t·i.'.'n cf Hilk, n by 
w~~rren E. Collins in eoll~::.bor.:•ti')n with ;n(''l'Jb,:~s of t.he Southern 
Regional Dr.:.iry H8rketing Committee, Southern C·x-.pcru.t.ive Ser·ies, 
Bul. Nr), 19, Dec. 1951. (iigr. E):pt. [~tar .• of Jile,,,, P.rk., Go .• , 
I.a., Miss., S.c., 'l'erm., :,L~ld 'l'·-·x. u.rui 13LE eoo:y=Jrcting; HHi\.,) 

Public::;.tions issued by ~)tFL te 11.gricultur::J_ Experiment 
Stations may be obtained from the lf.:suing E.~tat:ions • 

. ·--------
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Table 12.- Price spreads betwe"" tarmero ud con......., - tood products• Betall price, tam value of equivalmt qU8Dt1 tlea ecld bf producers, 
bfproduct adjustmmt, -et1Jic obarges, ud farmer's sbare of retsU price, JanWJry 1952 },/ 

• 
Farm equivalent 

1 Gross 
I lletoll I f ... 
1 price 1 val!IB 

I I Jet 
zJinm>ducto f8l'll 
&allOVIIDC81 ftlue 

I I Ocmtl'llllent l I 

I lfuPD I IIIIU'Ialt1Jic 'Hart t.tn•' 
1 adjuat_.t 1 taxes (-) 1 ~---.hl'ller's 
I for I lllld I C ~ea I lbazoe 

abfproduot••papenta (+)' 1 

: 'IJRllJD.! 1/IiJJ.JD.I l!sl1J.Ia I 1111JJ.tDI .IQ1.llu I 1BJJ.Iu. I mu: I lmJII1 

Market basket ••••••••••••••••••• el I 745,36 

Meat producta • ••• ••••••••• , •••• a 
I 

Dairy producte •••••••••• , •••••• a 
I 

Poultry aDd eggs •••••••• , •••••• a 
I 

I 226.61 145.05 

llel<e1'7 and other cereal. 
products: 1 

Al.l ingredients ••••••••••••••• 
Grain ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

I 

Other cereal produota •••••••• 1 

' Al.l fru1 to and vegetables •••••• 1 

Fresh fruita and vegetables •• 1 

Fresh vegetables ••••••••••• z 
Cal1ned tru1 to and vegetables • 1 

Miscellaneous products •••••• , •• ' 

Farm produce equi val.mt 
of annual taailJ 

purchases 

z a•eraa:e z 
1 quantities 1 

141.89 

49-57 

• purchased' 1 104. 63 · 
I per f&lllil7 I 
, ·at three , 
• averece JB. 66 
& cone•era : 

.t7d.n 
143.74 

96.25 
22.94 

43·94 

I 

I 
Beef (Cboice grade) :2/ • .......... o2.l6 lb. Cbolce poade cattle• Poucd 

Poucd 
Poucd 

88.4 
81.6 
42.2 

Lamb ............................. o2.16 lb. lsmba 
Pori: (including lard) ........ • .... 1.41 lb. bogs 

I 

Butter ••, •••. • •••• , •• ••••• •• •••• eiButte'rfat and tam butter 
Cheese, Al&ericaa • •••• •• , • ••• ••••• alO.OS lb. milk 
Evaporated milk ............ , •••• ,,1,95 lb. ll1lk 
Fluid milk ....................... alarm retail and vholeaale 
Ice cream •••••••••••••••••••••••••1.8 lb. 111lk 

I 
Eggs ............................. al.03 doz. 
Chicken •••••••••••••••••••••••••• zl.136 lb. 

• • White bread ........................ 912 lb. wh .. t 

I 

Com flakes ...................... al.05 lb. com 
Com meel ........................ 11.343 lb. com 
nour, 'W'bite •••••••••••••••••••••• 1 .. 41lb. wheat 
Rico ............................. al.ql! lb. rough 
Rolled oats ........ · ........ ...... o2.05 lb. oats 

I 

Apples ........................... 1 .0224 bu. 
Oranges ......................... •• .0613 box - fresh use 

Beans, IIIUlp ...................... 1 .0375 bu. 
Cabbage .......................... al,lO lb, 
Carrots ••••••••••••••••••••••••••' .0222 bu. 
Lettuce .......................... • .01.85 crt. 
Onions ••••••••••••••••• , ••••••••• ;1.06 lb. 
Potatoes ......................... , .01.74 bu. 
Sweetpotatoes .................... , .0204 bu. 
ToJD&toea ••••••••••••••••••••••••• z .02n bu. 

• Peaches, carmed .................. zl.89 lb. Calif, cltDs 
Com, canned •••••••••••••••••••••'3·03 lb. IIW8et. 
Peas, canned •••••••••••••••••• , •• 1 • 8) lb. 
T'omatoee, C8Diled •••••• •••• ••••••• &2.,41 lb. 

I 

Prunes .............. • •• • •••••••••• al lb. dried, Cal1tom1a 
Ba'97 beaDs ••••••••••••••••••••••• al lb. Mich. ad 1. t. 

1 pea bias 

Beet aua:ar ••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 7.15 1 b. sugar beets 
Cane aqar •••••••••••••••••••••••' 1.3.44 lb. sugar cane 
Margarine •••••••••••••••••••••••• tCottonseed, IOJ''bella&, ad 

I aJd.ll ldlk 
Vegetable sborteni.u& ............. a Cottonseed lllld ac;rbeus 

Pouud 
z Pouud 
•l4i-oz. can 
• Quart 
I Pint 

• 
Dozm 
Poucd 

Poucd 

• B-oz. pte. 

• 
I 

Poucd 
Pouud 
PoWld 
Pouud 

Poucd 
Dozm 

Poucd 
Poucd 
Blllloh 
Bead 
Poucd 
Pouud 
Poucd 
PoWld 

1 lo. 2i""" 
I lo, 2-
I lo, 2 OIJI 
1 Jlo, 2 111111 

Po11114 

Po11114 
Poucd 

Polllld 
Pomd 

I I 

58.8 
51.3 

16.2 

]J.9 
8.1 
9.1 

16.5 
14.5 

20.3 
14.3 
15.8 
~.o 
10.7 
6.9 

lJ.5 
28.7 

34-4 
22.9 
14.8 
17.7 

26.7 

14.7 

10.6 
10.3 

31.6 
33.7 

80.66 

32.38 

68.8~ 

59-99 
40.57 
4.56 

65.0 
39.2 
7.79 

13.53 
8.,~ 

3-34 

3.70 
4-03 
5.17 
8.64 
6.01 

8,81 
8.22 
5.77 
9.71 
s.oo 
3.60 
7.08 

14.18 

7.15 
3.56 
3.88 
3.80 

10.65 

5.84 

7.39 

6.07 

4.16 

6.:! 
10.9 

.3 

.70 

.20 

.77 

363.70 

137.66 

80.66 

32.38 

28.16 
22.40 

14.88 

68.82 
59-99 
40.57 
4.56 

16.02 

63.4 
50.0 
24.2 

65.0 
39.2 
7.79 

13.53 
8.21 

41.7 
28.5 

2.6\ 

8.81 
8.22 
5.77 
9-71 
5-00 
3.60 
7.08 

14.18 

7.15 
3.56 
3.88 
3.80 

10.65 

5.84 

3.85 
3.97 

10.92 
13.49 

381.66 

17.19 

23.78 

109.90 
83.75 
55.68 
18.38 

25.0 
31.6 
18.0 

17.1 
22.8 

13.6 

6.2 
32.7 

11.5 
6.1 

10.0 
ll.) 
5.7 
3-3 
6.4 

14.5 

16.0 

6.8 
6.3 

20.7 
20.2 

-D.34 

- .04 

- .3o 

61 • .23 

17.19 

23.78 

109.90 
83.75 
55.68 
18.~8 

25.0 
31.6 
18.0 

17.1 
22.8 

13.6 

6.2 
32.7 

11."5 
6.1 

10.0 
11.3 

5.7 
3·3 
6.4 

14-5 

16.0 

8.9 

6.3 
5.8 

20.7 
20.2 

49 

61 

57 

65 

27 
21 

38 

39 
42 
42 
20 

37 

72 
61 
57 

73 
61 
52 
59 
26 

71 
56 

16 

17 
42 
45 
45 
32 

43 
57 
37 
46 
47 
52 
52 
49 

21 
16 
26, 
21 

.40. 

40. 

36 
39: 

35 ; 
40. 

jJ Full clstalls conoemiJig tlut calculatloll of price ll)lre8dB tor 00111110dlt:r groups and illd1V14uol lt•• are preo•ted 1n Agr. IntoJ'Il. Bul. lo. 4, "Price 
Spreads Between Farmers and Con8111ers, • lov. 1949, and Ml.ao. Pab. lo. ~6, "Price Spreade Betv- l'aJ'Ilera ud Con81118rs tor Food Products, 1913-44,• 
Sapt. l94S (out ot print). 'Collllllodlt.,'-group estllllates are clsrlved from data 110re 1naluahe tbiJI tbe 1nd1Vldual lteaa llsted 111 tbls tahle. For u:ample, 
the meat-products group 1naluclss vflll]. ud muttoll, fam sales of lover grecls cattle, al.lowiJioe tor rataU 'flllue ot 11Jproduot• and processed meato, 1n 
addl tion to lamb, pori: (1ncludlll& lard), lllld carc&BB beef cf CbolCO crade. 

Y. Marlcetillg obarges ·equal marcin adjusted tor bfprocluct allo111J1ces minua GoveJ'IliiSit IIIIU'I<atillg texes plua Covemment papenta to marketiD& acenciBB. 
'jJ Name of grade was chnn,.ed from Good to Choice on Dec. 29, 1950. 
;./ Grose farm value before adjusting for Choice grade premi\lll was 58.8 cents. 
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Table 13.- Price spreads between tamers and con.-..ero - food products• Blttall price, !ann VBl.ue o! equival.ODt q1;18Dt1t1es sold b:y producers, 
b:yproduct adjustmeat, -et1Dg obarges, and fal'IIIOr 1 s sbl!.re of retail price, Febrtl!iry 1952 !/ 

rara equi ftleat 
Retail 
mit 

1 Grose 1 1 let 
Blttail • fal'lf zB;rproduct• !1.1'11 

: price 1 value :allovanoea value 

1 Marg1.n Govermuat 1 1 

1 aarket1Dg :Harketing:ranoer, 8 
' adjusted 1 texea (-) charges -~--
1 for I and I l,/ I ~~ 
:byproducto:Jll9lllmto (+)I 

Market basket •••• •. • • ••••••••• • •• a 
• 

Heat product& • • •• • • • ••••••••• •. a: 

• 
Dairy products ••••••••••••••••• • 

• 
Poultry and eggs ••••••••••••• • • 1 

Bakecy and ot.ber cereal. 
products: : 
All ingredients •••••••••••••• a 
Grain •••••••••••••••••••••••• I 

• 
Other cereal produota •••••••• a 

I 
ill fruits and vegetable a •••••• 1 

Fresh fruits and vegetablee •• 1 

Fresh vegetables ••••••••••• 1 

Canned !rui to and vesetables •• 

Miscellaneous products ••••••••• t 

ro.ra produce equinl<llt 
o! annual !uiq 

purchaees 

I 725.74 

221.64 145. ~< 

142.88 82.02 

1935-39 I 48.03 29.66 
annual 
average 

: quanti ties 
I purchased, I 105.57 

per !aail;r • 
o! three 1 

anrace 38.78 
eonsmrere 1 

I 164.27 
129.30 

82.64 
22.92 

43.35 

28.15 

59.54 
50. 81. 
32.Zl 
4.58 

I 

Beef (Choice grsde) :J/ ••.•••••••• 12.16 lb. 
Lamb ............................. :2.16 lb. 

I 
Choice p-ade oattle1 
loa be 

Pound 
Pound 
Pound 

fn.9 
75.9 
40.4 Pork (including lord) •••••••••••• :l • .U lb. bogs 

I 
I 

Butter •••••••••••••••••••••••••••'Butterfat and tara butter 
Cheese, American •• ••• •••••••••••• :10.08 lb • .a1lk 
Evaporated milk •••••••••••••••••• 11.95 lb. llilk 
Fluid milk ••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 Farm retail and vbolesa.l.e 
Ice cream ••••••••••••••••••••••••11.8 lb. ailk 

I 

Eggs ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• z1.03 doz. 
Chicken •••••••••••••••••••••••••• :1.136 lb. 

llbi te bread ...................... : .912 lb. wheat 

I 

Com fie.kes ••••••••• •••• •••••• ••• al.05 lb. com 
Com moal ••• •••••• ••••••••••••••• :1.343 lb. corn 
nour, white ••••••••••••••••••••• s1.41 lb. wheat 
Rice •••• ; •••••••••••••••••••••••• 11.68 lb. rough 
Rolled oats ....................... :2.05 lb. oats 

Apples ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 .0224 bu. 
Ornnges ................................ : .0613 box - f'reab uee 

Beane, enap •••••••••••••••••••••• a .0375 bu. 
Cabbage •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 11.10 lb. 
Carrots •••••••••••••••••••••••••• : .0222 bu. 
Lettuce ••••••••••••••••••••••••• •I .0185 crt. 
Onion a ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• zl.06 lb. 
Potatoes ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 .0174 bu. 
Sweetpotatoes ••••••••••••••••••• •I .0204 bu. 
Tomatoes ••••••••••••••.••••••••••• : .02,1 bu. 

• 
I 

Peaches, canned ••••••••••••••••••11.89 lb. Calif. ollng 
Corn, canned ••••••••••••••••••••• a,3.0.3 lb. neet 
Peas, oanned ••••••••••••••••••••• 1 • 89 lb. 
Tomatoes, canned •••••• •• •• ••••••• ~:2.41 lb. 

Pnmes ............................ a:l lb. dried, Califomia. 
lavy beano ••••• ,. •••••••••••• , ••• 11 lb. Mich. md 1. !. 

pee .... 

Beet sugar ••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 7.15 1 b. sugar beets 
Cane sugar •••••••••••••••••••••••• 13.44 lb. sugar cane 
Margarine •••••••••••••••••••••••••Cottonseed, 8CJ'1''bean&, and 

I eldJl ll1lt 
Vegetable sborteniDg ••••••••••••• :Cottonseed end eo;rbeane 

PolZld 
1 Pomd 
:141-oz. can 

Quart 
Pint 

lloztll 
Pound 

Pol.Dld 

' 8-<>z. pkg. • 
Pol.Dld 
Pound 
Pomd 
Pomd 

Pound 
llozm 

Pound 
Pound 
Banch 
Head 
Pound 
Pound 
Pound 
Pomd 

1 llo. 2t can 
• lo. 2-
: lo. 2 can 1 
I Ho. 2 ean I 

I 

Pound 

Pomd 

Pomd 
Pound 

Pomd 
Pomd 

91.0 
64.1 
15.2 
22.9 
31.5 

53.0 
54.1 

16.4 

13.9 
8.3 
9.1 

16.6 
14.6 

11.8 
43.5 

25.3 
8.9 

11.9 
11.9 
11.1 
6.5 

14.1 
24.4 

34.6 
23.1 
14.8 
17.6 

26.5 

14.8 

10.6 
10.3 

30.1 
33.1 

67.3 
38.2 
7.90 

13.65 
8.42 

3.31 

3.38 
3.98 
5.12 
8.77 
5.70 

5.;:<) 
13.6 

14.06 
2.42 
3.00 
3.79 
4.79 
3.57 
7.28 

10.79 

7.15 
3.56 
3.88 
3.80 

9-95 

6.63 

4.06 
4.71 

7.16 

5.85 

4.01 

5.8 
10.8 

.4 

.68 

1.1.4 
.62 

1.05 
1.25 
1 . .U 

.a 

.74 

353.58 

138.50 

82.02 

29.66 

27.88 
22.30 

59.54 
50.81 
32.27 
4.58 

15.98 

64.0 
47.1 
23.9 

67.3 
38.2 
7.90 

13.65 
8.42 

35.6 
29.2 

2.63 

2.24 
3.36 
4.07 
7.52 
4·'29 

1.4.06 
2.42 
3.00 
).79 
4.79 
3.57 
7.28 

10.79 

7.15 
3.56 
).88 
3.80 

9-95 

6.63 

).85 
3.97 

10.92 
13.48 

3n.16 

83.14 

60.86 

18.37 

77.1:R 

23.97 

104.73 
78.49 
50.)7 
18.)4 

27.37 

23.9 
28.8 
16.5 

23.7 
25.9 
7.3 
9-3 

23.1 

13.8 

11.7 
4·9 
5.0 
9.1 

10.3 

6.5 
29.9 

11.~ 
6.5 
8.9 
8.1 
6.3 
2.9 
6.8 

13.6 

27.4 
19.5 
10.9 
1.3.8 

16.6 

8.2 

6.7 
6.) 

19.2 
19.6 

-0.)4 

- .04 

- .}C 

- .54 
- .54 

371.82 

83.14 

60.86 

18.37 

77.65 

23.97 

104.73 
78.49 
50.]7 
18.34 

27.07 

23.9 
28.8 
16.5 

23.7 
25.9 
7.3 
9.3 

23.1 

13.8 

11.7 
4.9 
5.0 
9.1 

10.3 

11.2 
6.5 
8.9 
8.1 
6.3 
2.9 
6.8 

13.6 

27.4 
19.5 
10.9 
13.8 

16.6 

8.~ 

6.2 
5.8 

19.2 
19.6 

49 

62 

57 

62 

26 
21 

38 

36 
39 
39 
20 

37 

73 
62 
59 

74 
60 
52 
60 
27 

67 
54 

16 

16 
40 
45 
45 
29 

45 
31 

56 
27 
25 
32 
43 
55 
52 
44 

21 
15 
26 
22 

38 

45 

36 
39 

36 
41 

!J Full details concerning the chculetion o! price aprsads f~r COIIIIIIOdicy Sroups end individual 1t811l' are presented in !gr. Inform. Bul. llo. 4, "Price 
~preads Between Farmers and Con8UIIIers, • Bov. 1949, and Mioc. Pub. llo. 'S76, "Price Spreade Between Famere and Coni!UIIIers !or Food Products, 1913-44," 
ept. 1945 (out of print). ~odit;y-group estimates are derived from data more inclUBiVe than the individual 1t•s listed in tbis table. For example, 
~· meat-products group includes v.,.J. and !lUtton, !am sa.l.es of lower grsde cattle, allowance tor retail 'VBlue of b:yproducts and processed meats, in 
• di tion to 111111b, pork (including lard), and oaroaos beef o! Choice grsde. 

?,( Marketing oharges equal margin adjuated tor byproduct allowances minus Govemment 118rl<et1ng taxes plus Government p!9lllonto to marketing agencies • 
.u, Nnme of grade wae changed from Good to Choice on Dec. 29, 1950. 
k Cross f&nn value before adjusting for Choice grade premimn wua 59.6 centa. 
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Table 14.- Price spreads between fllr.llera and conetDero - food products& Retail price and ram value, February 1952 
coapared with the 1935-.39 average, February 1951 and January 1952 !/ 

lletail price • Net tam nlue 2/ 
Retail 
unlt 

• • 
11935-39' 
:a•erae•! 

Feb. 
1951 

• • 

Jan. 
1952 

• Dollars Dollars M!ll:!. 
I 

Market basket ...................... ~) (: .341.19 J./725.74 
:) <,1 

Meat products •••••••••••••••••·;! ~~. 88.57 224.93 

Do.lry products ••••• ••• •••• ••••• : J ( 67.31 134.29 
I) (I 

Poultry and eggs •••• ••••• •••••• :) 1935-3? (1 26.47 49.32 
:) annual (: 

Bakery and other cereal 1) aven.ge (1 
productas 1 )quantities(: 
All ingredients ••••••• ••••• •• : )purcbased,(: 55.09 J/104.47 
Grain •••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 )per fami]J'(: 

:) of tbree (s 
Other cereal products •••••••• &) average ( 1 18.46 J/ 37. 68 

:)consumers ( 1 

All fruits and vegetables •••••••) (1 77.79 :J/164.1.9 
Jl'resh fruits and vegetables •• :) (1 57.85 :J/12d.39 

Fresh vegetables ••••••••••• 1) ( 1 33.16 81. 85 
Canned fruits and vegetables .1) (• 14.14 23.38 

:) (• 
Miscall.aneous producto ••••••••·•) (1 25.96 J! 47.74 

• 
Beef (Choice grade) j/ ..••..•••••. : 
Lamb •••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••• Pork (inc1ud1ng J nrd) •••••••••••• 1 

Pound 
Pound 
Pound 

29.1 
26.8 

• 22.6 

Butter •••••••••••••••••••••••••• ol Pound 35.0 
Cheese, American ................. • : Pound z 25.9 
Evaporated milk •••••••••••••••••• •14!--oz. can : 7. 5 
Fluid milk • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • Quart • 11.4 
Ice cream •••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 Pint fY 

Eggs ••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••• 
Chicken •••••••••••••••••••••••••• : 

\lhi te bread ........................ z 

Dozen 29.0 
Pound : 30.0 

Pound 9.1 

85.0 
74.6 
45.4 

80.4 
63.8 
14.8 
21.6 
y 

57.8 
53.0 

16.4 

Corn fiakes ...................... : 8-oz. pkg. 7.9 12.9 
Corn meal ........................ : Pound 
Flour, wb1 te ••••••••••••••••••••• : Potmd 
Rice ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• : Polmd 
Rolled oats •••••••••••••••••••••• t Pound 

• 

3.0 7.8 
3.9 8.9 
7.2 :J! 16.9 
7.3 14.0 

Apples ......... •• .............. • • ••: Pound 4.9 10.8 
49.1 Oranges ............................. : Dozen 1 30.3 

• • 
Beans, snap ••••••••••••••••••••••' 
Cabbage ••••••• ••• ••••••••••••••• • a 
Carrots ....................... • •• • • t 
Lettuce •••••• •••• •••••• ...... ••. ••; 
Onions ............................. : 
Potatoes • •• •••••••••••••••••••••• : 
Sweet potatoes •••••••••••••••••••• : 
Toma tcles ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ; 

• 

Pound 
Pound 
Bunch 
Head 
Pound 
Pound 
Pound 
PoUDd 

Peaches, canned ................. ••: Ko. 2i can : 
Corn, canned ...................... t Bo. 2 can 
Peas, canned ••••••••••••••••••••• z Jo. 2 can 
Tomatoes, canned ••••••••••••••••• t No. 2 can ' 

18.7 
12.1 
15.6 
9·4 

Prunes ............................. ; 
lav;y beans ••••••••••••••••••••• • •: 

Poun~ 
Pound 

• 10.0 
6.5 

' • 
Beet auga.r ••••••••••••••••••••••• ' 
Cane sugar •••• , ••••••••••••••••• •' 
Margarine ......................... : 
Vegetable shortening .............. : 

Pound 
Pound 
Pound 
Pound 

5.7 
5.5 

18.1 
19.5 

26.0 
14.5 
14.1 
15.6 
7.7 
4.2 
8.6 

33.,3 

33.2 
20.5 
15.6 
18.9 

27.8 
16.2 

10.5 
10.3 

:J! 37.8 
38.3 

745-36 

226.61 

141.89 

49-57 

104.63 

38.66 

178.72 
U3.74 
96.25 
22.94 

43-94 

88.4 
81.6 
42.2 

88.9 
64.4 
15.1 
22.9 
31.4 

58.8 
51.3 

16.2 

13.9 
8.1 
9.1 

16.5 
14·5 

11.4 
45.1 

20.3 
14.3 
15.8 
21.0 
10.7 

6.9 
13.5 
28.7 

34·4 
22.9 
14.8 
17.7 

26.7 
14.7 

10.6 
10.3 
31.6 
33.7 

:?ercctage change; z 
• Feb. Feb. 1952 '1935-.391 Feb. 

; 1952 1 Feb. rr.:m Jan. ;average: 1951 
·: 195J. I 1952 I 

Jun. J 

1952 : 

725.74 

221.64 

142.88 

48.03 

105.57 

38.78 

164.27 
129.30 

82.64 
22.92 

43-35 

91.0 
64.1 
15.2 
22.9 
31.5 

53.0 
54.1 

13.9 
8.3 
9.1 

16.6 
14.6 

11.8 
43-5 

25.3 
8.9 

11.9 
11.9 
ll.l 

6.5 
14.1 
24-4 

34.6 
23.1 
u.s 
17.6 

26.5 
u.s 

10.6 
10.3 
30.1 
33.1 

a 

- 1 

+ 6 

- 4 

+ 1 

+ 3 

!.1 
+ 1 
+ 1 
- 2 

- 9 

+ 3 
+ 2 
-11 

+ 13 
!.1 

+ 3 
+ 6 

- 8 
+ 2 

0 

+ 8 
+ 6 
+ 2 
- 2 
+ 4 

+ 9 
-11 

- 3 
- 39 
- 16 
-24 
+44 
+ 55 
+ 64 
-27 

+ 4 
+ 13 
- 5 
- 7 

- 5 
- 9 

+ 1 
0 

-20 
- 14 

- 3 

- 2 

+ 1 

- 3 

+ 1 

- 8 
-10 
-14 
!.1 

- 1 

- 1 
- 7 
- 4 

+ 2 
!.1 

+ 1 
0 

!.1 

- 10 
+ 5 

+ 1 

0 
+ 2 

0 
+ 1 
+ 1 

+ 4 
- 4 

+ 25 
- 38 
- 25 
- 43 
+ 4 
- 6 
+ 4 
- 15 

+ 1 
+ 1 

0 
- 1 

- 1 
+ 1 

0 
0 

- 5 
- 2 

134.73 J/370. 82 

41· 6o 151.48 

33-42 :J! 74.31 

17.57 33.29 

11.63 :v 29.85 
9-04 :J! 23. 65 

5.98 :J! 15.70 

23.98 :J! 63.48 
20.37 :J! 55.04 
11.48 :J! 34.43 
1.93 :J! 4.11 

6.5,3 :J! 18.41 

363.70 

137.66 

80.66 

32.38 

28.16 
22.40 

u.as 
68.82 
59.99 
40.57 
4-56 

16.02 

16.2 
13.2 
11.7 

:v 65.0 
50.1 
30.6 

:J! 63.0 
50.0 
24.2 

23.9 
13.6 

2.86 
6.}0 y 

22 • .3 
16.9 

42.6 
30.6 

1.os :J! 2. ao 

.84 
1.40 
l.fll ~ 
2.37 ,;v 
1.74 

2.28 ~ 
3.25 ,;v 
4·33 
8.37 
4-54 

2.03 :J! 4· 59 
u.o 17.7 

4-49 
.81 

1.€1:) 
2.89 
1.30 
1.25 
1.65 y 

2.53 
1.50 
2.29 
1.49 

9-94 :v 7.73 
J/ 4.77 
~ 4.53 
,;v 2.55 

1.79 
4.18 :v 19.70 

2.99 :J! 10.63 
3.02 6.28 

1. 73 :J! 3. 77 
1. 78 :J/ 3. S5 
4 • .30 :J! 13.59 
5.26 :J! 16.91 

65.0 
39.2 
7.79 

13.53 
8.21 

41.7 
28.5 

2.64 

2.39 
3.36 
4.08 
7.40 
4.63 

5.22 
12.4 

8.31 
8.22 
5.77 
9.71 
5.00 
3.6o 
7.08 

14.18 

7.15 
3.56 
3.88 
3.80 

3.85 
3.97 

10.92 
13.49 

•P~rcen toge cbange 
1 Feb. 1952 Feb. t'n!pt _ 

1952 ' Feb. ' Jan. 

353.58 

138.50 

82.02 

29.66 

27.88 
22.30 

14.81 

59.54 
50.31 
32.27 
4.58 

15.98 

64.0 
47.1 
23.9 

67.3 
38.2 
7.90 

13.65 
8.42 

35.6 
29.2 

2.63 

2.24 
3.36 
4.07 
7.52 
4·29 

5.29 
13.6 

14.06 
2.42 
3.00 
3.79 
4.79 
3.57 
7.28 

10.79 

7.15 
3.56 
3.88 
3.80 

9-95 
6.63 

3.85 
3.97 

10.92 
13.48 

I 1951 I 1952 

- 5 

- 9 

+ 10 

-11 

- 7 
- 6 

- 6 

- 6 
- 8 
- 6 
+ll 

- 13 

- 2 
- 6 
- ~2 

+ 17 
+ 1 
+ 9 
+ 8 

- 16 
- 5 

- 6 

- 2 
+ 3 
- 6 
- 10 
- 6 

+ 15 
- 2.3 

+41 
-69 
- 37 
- 16 
+ 88 
+99 
+ 74 
- 45 

+ 26 
+ 30 
+ a 
+ 25 

- 6 
+ 6 

+ 2 
+ .3 
- 20 
- 20 

- 3 

+ 1 

+ 2 

- 8 

- 1 
!.1 

!.1 

- 13 
- 15 
- 20 
!.1 

!.1 

+ 2 
- 6 
- 1 

+ 4 
- 3 
+ 1 
+ 1 
+ 3 

- 15 
+ 2 

- 6 
0 

!.1 
+ 2 
- 7 

+ 1 
+ 10 

+6o 
-71 
- 48 
- 61 
- 4 
- l 
+ 3 
-24 

0 
0 
0 
0 

- 7 
+ 14 

!.1 

0 
0 
0 

J Full details concerning tbe caloulation of price spreads for commodit;y groups and individual items are presented in Agr. Inform. Bul. No. 4, "Prloe 
Spreads Between Famers and Consumers, • llov. 1949, and Misc. Pub. No. 576, "Price Spreads Between Famers and Consumers for Food Products, 1913-44," 
Sept. 1945 (out of print). Commodity-group estimates are derived from data more inclusive than the individual itcs listed in this tablA. P'or example, 
the meet-products group includes veal and mutton, fam eales of lower grade cattle, allowance for retail value of b;yproducts and processed meats, in 
addition to lamb, pork (including l.nrd) 1 and carcass beef of Choice grade. 

y Adjusted to exclude imputed value of nonfood b;yproducts obtained in processing. 
J/ Revised. 
!./ Lese tban o. 5 percent. 
5/ Name of gr&.de was changed from Good to Choice on Dec. 29, 1950. 
&/ Price data not available. 
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Table 15.- Price spreads between tar.aers md ccn.....ero -· tood products: Marl<etillg charges ud f111'1118r'a allare ot retail price, Febru"ry 195~ 
compal"8CI wl.tb the 1935-39 anrage, February 1951 and J!llluary 1952 1/ 

Marl<et.ln& c!!!!!:Kee "Y_ Far.ller' s a bare 

' Pereentace cbaDge ' 
c.-H.ty 

Retail 
1935-39 Feb. Jan. Feb. Feb. 1952 

: 1935-39 : Fob. Jan. Feb. 
!1'0111-DDl.t I I 1951 1952 1952 1 average : 1951 1952 19~L .c aYerage ; f'eb. Jan. 

12~1 12~2 • 
Il!!lJAr.l. DI.UAm .!l2U!n fm!mt Percent fm1!!!!.i ~ Percent Percet 

' ' !larlcet bsl!kltt •••••••••••••••••••• ') (. 2!J4.47 :J/354- 58 381.32 371.82 + 5 - 2 J,IJ 51 49 49 
•> i: 67 61 62 Heat products •••••••••••••••••• •) 45.88 73.45 88.95 83.14 + 13 - 7 47 

De.I.T7 product a ••••••••••••••• •.: l (. 33.8'1 :J/ 59.98 61.'-3 60.86 + 1 - 1 50 55 57 57 

Pool tr:' and eggs • •. • ••••••• • •• •: l 1935--:!9 !: 8.<)0 16.53 17.19 18.37 +11 + 7 66 67 65 62 
') annual. <• Bo.1<or7 and other cereal. :) average ~~ 

productaz : )qurmtl ties 1 

26 All logredlmto •••••••••••••••)purchaoed,(z 42-80 :J/ 74.58 76.43 77.65 + 4 + 2 21 29 27 
Gro1o • •• •• •••••• • •• • • • • •• • • ••' )per !81111J(' 16 

:) ot three (• 
Otbor cereal producto •••••••• ') average ( 1 

z)conUtllllers (• 
12.10 :J/ 21.98 :<3.78 23.97 + 9 + 1 32 42 38 38 

36 All !mite and ngeteblee •••• ··•) (• 53.81 :J/101.01 109.90 104.73 + 4 - 5 31 39 39 
Fresh rrut. to and Tegetebleo •• :) !: 37.48 :J/ 73.35 83.75 78.49 + 7 - 6 35 :J/ 43 42 39 

1'retlh vegetables ••••••••••• ' ) 21.68 :J/ 47-42 55.68 50.37 + 6 -10 35 :J/42 42 39 
Conned trn1 to ond ...,getable• • ') (• 12.21 :J/ 19.ZI 18.38 18.34 - 5 !.1 14 :J/ 18 20 20 

•) (• 
Hloeellaneous producto ••••••••• • ) (. 19.19 :J/ 29.03 27.62 27.07 - 7 - 2 25 :J/ 39 :J/ 36 37 

.Qmk £m.U !<!!IW. &milA. ~ Percent Percent Percent l!££!111 Percent 

Beet (Choice grade) :if ..••••••••• : Pomd 12.9 :J/ 20.0 :J/ 25.4 23.9 + ~0 - 6 56 :J/ 76 :J/71 73 
Llcob ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• : Pound 13.6 24.5 31.6 28.8 + 18 - 9 49 67 61 62 
Pork (including lerd) •••••••••••• z Po mel. 10.3 14.8 18.0 16.5 +11 - 8 52 67 57 59 

Butter ............................ : Potmd 11.1 23.0 23.9 23.7 + 3 - 1 68 71 73 74 
Cbeese, herican .................. z Pcnm.d 12.3 :J/ 25.9 25.Z 25.9 0 + 3 53 59 61 60 
llvaporated aUk •••••••••••••••••• •J.4i-o•• cen • 4.6 7.5 7.3 7.3 - 3 0 38 49 52 52 
finid lliD: ••••••••••••••••••••••• ' Quart 5.1 :J/ 9.0 9·4 9-3 + 3 - 1 55 59 59 60 
Ice cr6811 •••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 Pint y y 23.2 23.1 !.1 y y 26 27 

Eggs .............................. : Dozen 6.7 15.2 17.1 17.4 +14 + 2 77 74 71 67 
Chicken •••••• •• ..................... : Pound 13.1 22.4 22.8 24·9 +11 + 9 56 58 56 54 

: 
\lbite bread ••••• •• ................ ; Pound 7.9 13.6 13.6 13.8 + 1 + 1 12 17 16 16 

Corn tl.a.tee .................... • •• : 11-<>z. pkg. • 7.1 10.6 11.5 11.7 + 10 + 2 11 18 17 16 
Coru DUIGl. •••••••••••••••••••••••• z Pomd 1.6 4.6 4.7 4.9 + 7 + 4 47 42 :J/41 40 n.our, 1lb1 te ...................... t PollDd 2.1 

~ 
4.6 5.0 5.0 + 9 0 -43 49 45 45 

Rlce .............................. •' Pound 4·7 8.5 9.1 9.1 + 7 0 33 50 45 45 
Rolled oe.ta ....................... t Pound 5.6 9.5 9-9 10.3 + 8 + 4 24 32 32 29 

I 

Applos ••• •••••••••• •••••••••••• ••• PoUild 2.9 6.~ 6.~ 6.5 + 5 + 5 41 :J/42 46 45 
Oranges •• •••••• •••••••••••••••••• : Doz.., 19.3 31.4 32.7 29.9 - 5 - 9 36 36 27 31 

• 
Beans, map •••••••• •••••• •••• • • • • a Pound 6.8 16.1 11.5 11.2 - 30 - 3 J,IJ 38 43 56 
C.b!:age •••••••••••••••••••••••••• I Polllld 2.6 :J/ 6.8 6.1 6.5 - 4 + 7 24 :J/ 53 57 27 
Carre to •••••••••••••••••••••••••• : !!mob ).7 :J/ 9.3 10.0 8.9 - 4 -11 31 :J/ 34 37 25 
Lettuce •• ••••••• •• ••••• ••• ••••••• : !lead 5.8 :J/ 11.1 11.3 8.1 -27 - 28 33 :J/29 46 32 
Onlon.a ......... •••• .................. •' ro ... d ).2 :J/ 5.1 5.7 6.3 +24 +11 29 :J/ 33 47 43 
l'otatoeo •••••••••••••• ••••• •••••• 1 PollDd 1.3 2.4 3.3 2.9 +21 - 12 50 43 52 55 
Sln!etpote toea •••••••••••••••••• • • • Pound 2.4 4·4 6.4 6.8 + 55 + 6 41 49 52 52 
fou.toeo ••••••••••••••••••••••••• : Pound y :J/ 13.6 14.5 13.6 0 - 6 y :J/ 59 49 44 

• 
Peaches, canned ......... ••••••• •••' Jlo. 2t CIID 16.2 27.5 'Z7.Z 27.4 !.1 + 1 14 17 21 21 
Col'll, eunned ...................... : lo. 2 can • 10.6 17.8 19.3 19.5 + 10 + 1 12 13 16 15 
Peas, canned ...................... : lo. 2 CIID I 13.3 12.0 10.9 10.9 - 9 0 15 23 26 26 
t'<loo.toea, camaed ••••••••••••••••• 1 flo. ~ CIID • 7.9 15.9 13.9 13.8 - 13 - 1 16 16 21 22 

• • 
Prumes •••••••••••• ••••• ••••. •••••' Po- 7.0 17.2 16.0 16.6 - 3 + 4 30 38 40 38 

·~ ~~~ ·······················' PoQIId 3.5 9.9 8.9 s.z - 17 - 8 46 39 40 45 
• 

lleet I 
Pllm.d 3.6 :J/ 6 .. 2 6.3 6.2 0 - 2 30 36 36 36 

Cono = :::::::::::::::::::::::: Pllmd 3.4 ~ 6.0 5.8 5.8 - 3 0 32 :J/ ~7 39 39 
llarearbie ........................ 1 P<rond 13.2 J./ 24.2 20.7 19.2 -21 - 7 24 :JJ• 36 35 36 
Yegetablo Rbortening •• ••••••• , ••• 1 Potmd 14.2 :J/ 21.4 20.Z 19.6 - 8 - 3 27 :J/44 40 41 

• 
I ' Trull detal.b """earning tbs c!toul.atlon ot1price apreado tor O<J-.dit:y grcupe and iildivtdual itao are pre88Dted in .&gr. IDfora. Bul.. flo. 4, "Price 

preeda Botween F~~.n~~ers and OooStaere,• llov. 1949, and Hlsc. Pub. llo. 576, "Price Spreo.cla Between hrmera and ecm_,..s tor· !bod Products, 1913-44,• 
~t. 1945 (out of print). ec-.Ht:y-grcmp ostimates are derived from data more inclusive tbaD the indlvlcNal. items listed in tbia table. For ellmlple, 
IUidJ. •eat-[>l'Oduets grcup includes ....U end autton, tam. seloa of lower gracla cattle, allowance tor retail velue or bJproducts md processed aeate, in 

tioo to lmlb, pork (1ncludJ..n& lard), end carcass beet of Choice £rllde. 
Y lloxteting charges equ4l margins (dlf'forence bet......, retail coat and net ran. velue, tablel4) llious processor taxes plus Gonl'DIImt p111111ents to 
~Una agmciem. 

ReVised. 
!J Leae than 0 .. 5 perc Ant. 
~ Nrune of grade was changed from Good to Choioe on Dec. 29, 1950. 

Price data not available. 
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