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CHAPTER I
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROBLEM

Today, one of the main concerns of the Cooperative Extenw
sion Service is to adapt its program content and procedures
to more effectively meet the needs of various groups of
clientele, One gr@up which has received specific attention
recently is the low income or disadvantaged f‘émilies0

The emergence of poverty as a major issue im the United
States was“rather sudden, The President!s Conference an
Eoonomic Prqgressvpointed out that nmearly 38 million people,
one Fifth of the nation, was living in poverty and named this
as the United States'! greatest domestic problem for the
1960ts, |

Vafioﬁé criteria may be used for developing a poverty
index énd défining low income, For this study, the level
salected was an annugl family income of $3,000 or less
because this is the griterion presently used by the Federal
government, 

During the past few months, Extension home economists
have been evaluating subject matter content and teaching

methods of the existing program to determine its effectiveness

1Lepn H, Keyserling. (Chairman), Poverty-and,Depfivation
in the United States, Conference on Economic Progress,
Uashington, D, C., April 1962, p. 1.

1



with the low income audience, However, Extension personnel

at the federal, state, and county levels have recognized the
need for more information about the low-income sitwation,

Limited research has been done to identify the food prac-

tices and attitudes of low-income families and to use this
information in county extension program development, There-
fore, this study will deal with identifying some of the food
practices and attitudes of selected low-income families in
Cotton county, Oklahoma, and proposals for devéloping én
effective educational program to help these families with

food and nutrition problems,

. "Reasons for Selecting the Study

The reasons for undertaking this study weres

1., The Cooperative Extension Service nmeeds te continue to
develop and revise means for identifying and effectively
working with its potential clientele, and more specifi-
cally @ith the low-income audience.

2, Extension home economists at the state and county lsvel
and County Department of Public Welfare recognized the
need for additional information about the food practices
and attitudes of low-income families and have indicated
an interest in this study.

3. As an Extension home economist having worked in Cottan
county for nine years and assisted low-income families
with food and nutritiom problems, the writer recognized
the need for additiomal information as & basis for devel-

oping a more effective educationmal program,



Statement of the Hypothesis and Underlying Assumptions
The major hypothesis for this study was that food prac=
tices and attitudes of selected homemakers from low-income
families can be identified and may be used for developing pro-
posals for county extension program for low-income clientele,
The following underlying assumptions were used in plan-
ning this studys
1. The home demonstration program of the Cooperative Exten=
sion Service is educational in nature and designed to
meet needs of individuals in family and community living.
2, Because Qf a diversity of economic and population patterns
throughout the nation and the state, the Extension Service
program is determined to a large degree by'those involved
in the egducational proeogram, |
3, Extension Service and the Department of Public Welfare in
Cotton county endeavor to assist low~income families in

solving their food and nutrition preblems,

Purposes of the Study

The purposes for conducting this study weres
1. To identify seme of the characteristics of low=income
families, in particular, their food practices and atti-
tudes as presented in literature,
2, To identify some of ﬁhe food practices and attitudes of
homemakers in selected low;ihéome families among the home
demonstration club members and non-club membership in

Cotton county,



To compare food practices énd attitudes of home demonstra-
tion club members with non-members,

To determine if food practices and attitudes of low-
income families are related to place of residence, lsvel
of family income, and educational lsvel' of the homemaker..
To develop proposals for a county extension program
designed to more effectively assist low-income families

in solving their food and nutrition problems,

Definitieon of Terms

Throwghout this study, the following terminolegy is uwsed:

Extension, Extension Service, Cooperative Extension Serv-

ice, or Agricultural Extension Service refers to the off-

campus educational program in agriculture, home economics,
and related areas sponsored jointly by the federal, state,
and county governments and administrated through the state
land=grant college.

Extension Home Economist or Home Demonstration Agent is

the home economist who is designated responsibility for
the home economics phase of the cooperative extension pro-
gram in each county,

Home Demonstration Club is an organized group of women

whpse edubationallprogram in family and community living
is developed and implemented under the guidance of the

county home demonstratioen agent,

‘Home Demonstration Club Member refers to the homemaker

mha belongs to a Home Demonstration Club,



County Department of Public Welfare refers to the county

program that cooperates with the state and federal govern-

ment to provide relief and care of needy, aged persons

who are unable to provide for themselves and other need}
persons who, on account of immature age, physical infire-
mity, disability, or other cause, are unable to provide
care for themselves,2

Commodity or donated foods are the foeds purchased by the

federal govermment and given to certain designated louw-
income families amd recipients of other govermment food
proegrams,

Welfare client or recipient is ene who receives either

financiali-assistance or commodity foods, or both, through

the County Department of Public Welfare,

Low income i1s a relative term depending upon such factors
as where ohe 1ive89.needs, material goods, and non-moneay
income, Under the present government adminisfration,
families having $3,000 ar less annual income are classie

fied as low=income Families,3

Limitations of the Study

This study is limited to some of the food practices and

attitudes of certain selected low-income families in Cotton

2Compilation of Secial Security Laws Department of Public

Welfare, Oklahoma Public Welfare GLommission, Oklahoma City,
klahecma, 1960, p. 1. :

Sfcanomic Opportunity Act, Public Law 88-452, 88th

Congress Washington, D, C., August, 1964, p, 7,



county; namely, (1) the home demonstration club members
' ;aporting less than $3,000 annual income, and (2) non=home
demonstration club members receiving welfare assistance,

Data from the home demonstration club members were col-
lected by questionnaire, The§é_were distributed at a train-
ing meeting to club leaders and filled out at a club meeting.
Data from the nonahomé demonstration club members were col-
lected through a personal interview, This method was used
with the latter group because it was known that some of them
could not read or write and better responses could be expected,
Items included on the guestionnaire anmd imterview schedule
were the same with four additiomal items on the interview
schedule, This study had the usuwal limitatioms of a question-
naire and interview schedule.

Items on food practices and attitudes which were used in
both the guestionnaire and interview schedule were identified
from rsadings;cn low~income families,

It was recognized that the number and kind of food prac=-
tices and attitudes surveysd within this study was limited,
but relevant ﬁo the county situation. Therefore, the findings
and program implications useful in Cotton county may or may

not be applicable to other similar counties,
Procedura

Re@dings on research concerned with low-income families,
assistance with the preparation of the Cottom County Overall

Egonomic Development Program, and the writer's experience



in the county, gave»insight.into'the need for a study con-
cerned with low=-income families,

From a review of literature and related studiss, sample
questi@ﬁﬁaires, theses, and the writer's own experiences work-
ing with commodity recipisnts and other low income homemakers,
a tentative instrument was developed,

The gquestionnaire and interview schedule were pretested
in December, 1964, with five homemakers receiving commodity
foods and one home demenstration club in Jefferson county,
Twenty-one club members participated, The instruments were
revised by incorporating suggested chamges, A copy of the
questionnaire and interview schedule are presented in Appendix
A,

The sample of home demonstration club members was
obtained by giving questionnaires to all club members and
using only those reporting less than $3,000 annual income,

The selected sample of non-home demonstration club mem-
bers was drawn from a list of homemakers receiving either
financial assistance or commodity foods or beth ﬁhrough the
County Department of Public Welfare. Every fifth person on
the County Department of Public Welfare roll was chosen td
match approximately the expected number of home demonstration
club members reporting less than $3,000 annwal income,

One leader from each home demonstration ﬁlub'in the
county attended a training meeting conducted -to explain the
purposes of the study and to obtaim their cooperation in dis-
tributing the questionnéi:a to the club members and returning

them to the county Extension office. Each leader was given a



packet of questionnaires according to her club's total member-
ship. The club leaders respanded to thsir individual gues-
tionnaires at the training mesting and feturned it to the

home demonstration agent, Therefore, the leader did not
respond with her club, but exblained the purpose of the gues-
tionnaire and gave instructions to the members. Two hundred
three club members responded, with 93 reporting less than
$3,000 annual income,

After the sample of non-home demonstration club members
was drawn, Qﬁ homemakers receiving welfare assistance were
intervieweéhpersonally by the writer, The interviews were
conducted in the respective interviewees'home, In the origi-
nal sampla97two’homemake:s preferred not to be a respondent
to the interview’and the physical condition of two other home-
makers would not permit their being interviewed. Replacements
wers drawn for these homemakers from the county welfare list,

The data were hand tabulated and converted to percent-
ages for the purpose of comparing the responses received from
the two groups of homemakers,

Implications for program development were proposed as a
result of findimgs of this investigation,

The reasons for the study, hypothesis, assumptions, pur-
poses, procedure, and other information relevant to the devel-
opment of the problem have been outlined in this chapter, In
Chapter II, infermation relating tb.thg home ecomomics exten-
sion work, low social econdmic factors relative to low=-income
families, stud;eé concerning food practices and attitudes of

low-income;, anﬁ“aisadvantaged families is presented. The



findings of the study and the writgr“sﬂinterpratatians of
these findings are presented in Chéﬁter.III@ Chapter IV
includes the summary of the study, bonclusian59 and some
implications for program development based on problems indi-

cated in this study.



CHAPTER II
FOOD PRACTICES AND ATTITUDES OF LOW-INCOME FAMILIES

The Ccoperative Extension Service is endeavoring to make
changes in program content and methods to more effectively
serve various clientele, An effort has been made to adapt
‘the home economics extension program to meet the needs of
varicus groups of homemakers, particularly low-income familiss,

This chapter is concerned with theé* Cooperative Exten-
sion Service and the extension family livimg programg
research related to low~income families, their food practices
and attitudes; situwation im which the county Extension program
is develeoped; and suggested adjustments in the home economics
extension program to more néarly meet the needs of lomaincbme

families as presented in literature,

The Cooperative Extension Service

The Cooperative Extension Service came into existence as
a result of various educational movements, The need for edun
.éaticnal and research programs in agriculture brought about
the establishment of the United States Department of Agricule
ture,- This was made possible by the Emablinmg Act of 1862

stating the purposes of the agency as:

10
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There shall be at the seat of government a Depart-

ment of Agriculture, the general design and duties

of which shall be to acquire and to diffuse among

the people of the United States useful information

on subjects connected with agriculture in the most

general and comprehensive sense of that wurd.1

The Morrill Act of 1862 provided for the formulation of
the land-grant institutions through a grant of land to each
stata.2 Money from the sale of this land was to be used for
the establishment and maintenance of at least one college for
the purpose of teaching agriculture, mechanical arts, and
military tactics, in such manner as the respective State leg-
islature prescribed, in order to promote the liberal and prac-
tical education of the industrial classes, in the several pro-
fessions of life, However, this act did not specify federal
supervision of methods of instruction through the state educa-
tional institution, Thus, there were few restrictions on who
or what was to be taught,

To strengthen the teachings of the land-grant institu-
tions, the need for research was recognized. The Hatch Act
of 1887 provided for research to be conducted by the land-
grant institutions in coupération with the United States

Department of Agricultura.3 The act provided financial

assistance to establish an agricultural research station in

1United States Department of Agriculture and Association
of Land Grant Colleges and Universities, Joint Committee
Report on Extension Programs, Policies, and Goals, Washington,
e G., AUGUSL, 1950, P V2.

2Lincnln David Kelsey and Cannon Chiles Hearne,
Cooperative Extension Work, Ithaca, New York, 1963, p. 31.

Stblds 7 2
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connection with the college. A poftian of these funds were
to be used for disseminating research information to the
people.

The Smith-Lever Act of 1914 is the basis of the Coopera-
tive Extension Service program in agriculture and home econom-
ics, Various enactments of legislation since 1914 have
expanded the scope of Cooperative Extension work, The amended
Smith-Lever Act of 1953 stated the purpose of the organizations

Cooperative Agricultural Extension work shall con=-

sist of the giving of instruction and practical

demonstrations in agriculture and home economics

and subjects relating thereto, to persons not

attending or residents in said colleges in the sev-

eral communities,

This broad charter clearly identified the Extension Service
as an educational organization designed to help people solve
the various problems they encounter from day to day in agri-

culture, home economics, and related subjects,

According to the Scope Report, the Extension organiza-

tion has helped people attain:

1., Greater ability in maintaining more efficient
farms and better homes,

2, Greater ability to acquire higher incomes and
level of living.

3. Increased competency and ability by both adults
and youth to assume leadership and citizenship
responsibilities,

4, Increased ability and willingness to undertake
organized group action when such will cgntributa
effectively to improving their welfare,

aKalssy and Hearne, p, 31,

SPaul A, Miller, et al,, A Statement of Scope and
Responsibility of the Cooperative Extension Service,
Uashington, D. C., April, 1958, p. 3,
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The Scope Report further pointed out that to attain

these objectives Extension personnel strive to help people
help themselves bys

1, Identifying their needs, problems, and opportu-
nities,

. Study their resources.

. Become familiar with specific methods of over-

coming problems,

Analyze alternative solutions to their problems

where alternatives exist,

5, To arrive at a promising course of action in
light of their own desires, resources, and
abilities,b

2
3

£
-

Extension home economics is one phase of tha.infcrmal
education program of the Cooperative Extension Service, It
emphasizes the involvement of people in the planning, conduct-
ing, and evaluating of all phases of the educational program,
The program content and activities are under the supervision
of the home demonstration agent.

A major purpose of the county home economics extension
program is to provide opportunities for individuals to
develop competencies fundamental to effective family living.
These competencies have been outlined by the American Home
Economics Association as:

Establish values which give meaning to personal,

family, and community living; select gpals appro-

priate to these values.

Create 2 home and community environment conducive

to the healthy growth and development of all mem-

bers of the fami;y at all stages of the family

cycle,

Achieve good interpersonal relationships within the
community. '

®miller, Ibid., p. 4.
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Nurture the young and foster their physical, mental,
social growth and development,
Make and carry out intelligent decisions regarding
the use of personal, family, and community

resources,

Establish long-range goals for financial security
and work toward their achievement,

Plan consumption of goods and services, including

food, clothing, and housing, in ways that will

promote values and goals established by the family,

Purchase consumer goods and services appropriate to

an overall consumption plan and wise use of economic

resources,

Perform the tasks of maintaining a home in such a

way that they will contribute effectively to fur-

thering individual and family goals, ’

The recent emphasis on solutions of problems of low=-
income families has brought into focus home economists!
opportunities in developing educational programs designed
specifically for this large segment of the American popula-
tion, Extension, since its inception, has assisted low-
income families, The increasing number of low income clien-
tele of today is essentially different from the audience of
low-income families 30 years ago, Changes in family living,
the shift of population from rural to urban and rural nonfarm
areas, technological advancements, and the differences in
socio-economic structure bring about the need for extension

home economics program adjustments, particularly in programs

for low=income families.,

TDuruthy-SEUft,, et al.,, Home Economics, New Directions,
% Statement of Philosophy and Objectives, Washington, D. C.,
959,
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Low=Income Families

In order for a professional worker to be able to develop
effective programs with clientele, it is important that he or
she have understanding of the clientele involved. The cul-
tural characteristics of low-income families set them apart
from other socio-economic groups as indicated by various
authors,

8

Keyersling, Harringtcn,g Phifer10

and other authorities
list some of the low-income audience as being traditional
within their groups, having low standards of living, low
values, low level of education, low aspirations and little
initiative, as well as limited economic resources, The poor
do not seem to recognize their lack of education as a part of
the low socio-economic complex, People in poverty usually
have a feeling of marginality, rejection, helplessness,
dependency, and not belonging.

In the Drasidant'511 Message to Congress in March, 1964,

he pointed out that some low-income families are expert in

BLeon H. Keyersling. (Chairman), Poverty and Deprivation
in the United States, Conference on Economic Progress,
Uashington, D. C., April, 1962,

gMichael Hagrington, The Other America Poverty in the
United States, Baltimore, Penquin Books Inc., 1964, p. 3

10 . : ;
Bryan Phifer,. Editor, Working With Low Income Rural
Families, Washingtén, Ui "Can Feaerai Extension Service, United
States Department of Agriculture, ESC 557, June, 1964,

11Lyndun B. Johnson, . Message from the President, 88th
House Document 243, March, 1964,
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budgeting, preparing nutritious low cost meals, keeping neat
homes, and in other activities that contribute to the family
well being, On the other hand, many low-income families lack
the knowledge, skills, and experiences to manage these tasks
and have homes that are legitimate targets of community
criticism,

Low socio-economic groups tend to resent encroachment
upon their tradition of patterns, To some extent, most people
do resist change unless they can see compensation for the
effort involved, The more immediate the forthcoming satis=-
faction, the more acceptable the change, particularly to the

12 and others remind

low sccio-economic group, Schwarzweller
us that the low socio-economic class is not willing to defer
gratifications for the future,

Hoberts13 brought out in a study of low income Puerto
Rican families, that although they were rural people living
in poverty, they preferred to work together for pay in the
fields, rather than for any family members to spend even a
part of the time gardening. Low-income people are more
inclined to make decisions in favor of their immediate,
rather than long-term satisfactions, Various studies indicate

the close family cohesiveness mentioned by Roberts, They

have feelings of fear and hostility toward the larger

'2Harry K. Schuwarzweller, "Reaching New Audiences More
Effectively", talk, National Conference of State 4-H Club

Leaders, Theme - Youth From Low S, E, S, Families, Washington,
D. Tiy July, "M19624p. 40,
13

Lydia Jane Roberts and Rosa Luisa Stefani, Patterns
of Living in Puerto Rican Families, Puerto Rico, 1949, p. 5.
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community, The smaller neighborhood, church, or other group
is "kinfolk" and isolated within the community.

Harrington14 pointed out that fhis interdependence is a
hindrance in relocating families or individuals where there
are more job opportunities and better living conditions, He
said, "0ld habits are stronger than the new reality," Here
again educational level influences a family's adaptability.

Armstrong15 commented that ability enough to read the

Readers Digest and do simple decimals, fractions, and percent-

ages is essential to learning new skills and adjusting to
relocation,

The motivation to learn is frequently nil among the low
socio-economic class. They are resigned to their situation

16 pointed out

and progress slowly, For this reason, Hunter
that benchmarks are needed for evaluating progress in educa-
tion among low socio-economic people, Programs over 8 to 10
year periods would be more instrumental in motivating learning
than numerous brief periods of education, According to

Greenwood,17 and PhiFer18 and others, low sogio-economic

4yarrington, Ibid., p. 149,

=
138harles M. Armstrong, "Teaching From the 1960 Census",

Journal of Home Economics, LIII, November, 1961, p. 749,

158tarley M. Hunter, K Winifred Eastwood, and Edward
Knapp, The Families and Their Living Situation, South End
Housing Development, University of Massachusetts, Amherst,
Massachusetts, 1963, p. 12.

1?Mary.N.;Greenwpod, "Research and Experience in Working
with Low Income Families", talk presented at Annual Meeting
of American Home Economics Association, Detroit, Michigan,
June, 1964,

Wonirap. Thid. s 6. 5.
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pecple can and do learn, but motivation is an essential fac-
tor of their education, Ways should be found to raise their
aspirations, renew their faith in themselves, restore self
respect, rekindle a desire for a better way of life, particu-
larly for thgir children, and to provide opportunity for small
successes to encourage greater efforts.

Although family similarities have been enumerated,
family differences are important in planning educational pro-
grams designed to meet the needs of low-income families.
Family needs are effected by the number of family members,
their ages, conditions of health, educational levels, skills,
abilities, and ambitions, It takes more than money to meet
their needs.

Another manifestation of low socio-economic families is
the lack of command over material resources, They have
limited ability to control and manipulate their environment,
Somewhere this self-perpetuating cycle needs to be disturbed.

Capalouitz1g reported in The Poor Pay More that the larger

percentage of families earning under $3,500 paid a higher
price for each appliance than families with higher income.
They did less sheopping, because they could only get credit
nearby. Merchants could afford to extend credit by charging
higher prices. When these families were cheated or had simi-
lar problems, one half of them did nothing about it, nearly
40 per cent complained to the merchant and only 9 per cent

sought professional assistance,

1gDauid Capolovitz, The Poor Pay More, New York,

MacMillan Company, 1963,
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Numerous studies reveal low physical conditions and
apathy toward available community assistance,

Harrington relates health and nutrition as another phase
of the poverty cycle:

The poor get sick more than anyone else in society,

That is because they live in slums, jammed together

under unhygienic conditions; they have inadequate

diets, and cannot afford decent medical care...

They are sick more often and longer than anyone

else, they lose wages and work, find it difficult

to hold a steady job, When there is a major ill=-

ness, their prospect is to move to an even louwer

level, to begin the cacle, round and round toward

gven more suFFering.2

Keyarslingz1 varifies the health situation with related
data on health and income in 1958, Among families with money
income under $2,000 a year, 16,5 per cent of all persons
were either disabled or limited in their major activity by
chronic ill health, About B8 per cent of the families with
incomes ranging from $2,000 to $3,999 were disabled or limited
to chronic illnesses; 4,8 per cent among families with $4,000
to $6,999 incomes; and only 4,3 per cent for families with
over $7,000 annual income, Schmartzmellarz2 supports this by
pointing out that school absences due to high incidence of
colds are related to "low living conditions" and nutritional
status,

To truly understand low socio-economic families, Beavers

stated that "We, /home economists/ need to get the feel, the

20Harrington, Itds .. P 22,

2l¢eyersling, Ibid., p. 62.

e -
Ly
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smell and the taste of the 'culture of poverty', In sum-

mary of what Extension home economists can contribute in
developing educational programs for this audience she listed:

1, Food selection, storage, preparation, and where

feasible, production and preservation

Use of donated foods

Housekeeping skills

Sanitation, safety, and use of available health

services

Selection of house plans

Improvement of housing - storage, sleeping

facilities, kitchen arrangement

7, Home furnishings -~ improving appearance through
use of ingenuity instead of money

8. Money management and consumer education

9, Clothing - selection, care, repair, and remodel-
ing

10, Family relationships

11, Personal appearance

12, Manners and poise24

o L %]

[ I

Related Studies

At the 1964 annual meeting of the American Home Economics
Association, Greenwood25 described some experiences of Exten-
sion home economists in special education projects with low-
income families in Missouri, These projects were a joint
effort between the Missouri Extension Division and related
agencies and organizations who were already working with
these people, The Extension home economist's educational
role included:

1. Developing educational programs in family liv=-
ing tog

23Irane Beavers, "Contributions Home Economics Can Make
to Low Income Families", Journal of Home Economics, LVII,
February, 1965, p. 110,

24

Ibid,

25Greenwuod, Ibid,
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a, help families acquire the knowledge and
skills to use their available resources to
achieve those daily things the family con-
sider important

b, help homemakers to develop a favorable atti-
tude toward their homemaking and community
responsibilities

c. help homemakers gain self confidence and
self reliance

d. help homemakers recognize community
resources and educational opportunities
available to them,

2, Identifying and developing leadership among low
income residents,

3. Exercising leadership in mobilizing community
resources,

4, Increasing undarstangéng and appreciation for
low income families,

Greenwood stated that a fundamental principle of adult
education which was used as a basis for the project was:

...determine the situation and understand the

people with whom you work, Empathy with clientele

establishes a better rapport for teaching, 27

To gain information about the needs, interests, and
habits of low-income families, formal surveys with assistance
from personnel of the Federal Extension Service were conducted
in selected geographic areas of St. Louis and Kansas City,
Information gained through the surveys served as a basis for
developing educational programs and establishing a benchmark
for measuring results,

The survey in Kansas City involved 158 families residing

in single housing units in a selected community, In St, Louis,

a sample of 159 families were chosen from 658 families in a

26Greenwocd, Ibid.,

271pi4,



22

low income housing development, 1In Kansas City, extension
home economists did the interviewing with a resident of the
community accompanying each interviewer as a "door knocker",
In St, Louis, both men and women extension personnel conducted
the interviews, In both surveys, the homemaker was inter-
viewed,

Approximately 20 per cent of the persons interviewed did
not belong to any organized group, The unusual circumstance
of home ownership was noted among three-fourths of the sample
in Kansas City., They either owned or were paying for homes
even though their incomes were meager, Twenty per cent of
the households reported less than $1,000 annual income, with
all but three of these, one or two person families. Another
20 per cent of the families had $1,000 to $2,000 income and
12 per cent reported incomes exceeding $5,000,

A limited number of homemakers were enthused about them-
selves or a family member acquiring new job skills, Most of
the husbands were unskilled laborers, The extension personnel
felt that this factor limited the hope of a higher income,
unless other family members would work for pay or be trained
for other employment,

About one-third of these families spent less than $10
per week for food, As was expected, food expenditures
increased with income and number of persons per household.
Unfavorable attitudes and lack of knowledge limited the use
of commodity foods, Dried milk was used by only one-third of
the families. One of the Kansas City interviewers summarized

general information about the people involved in the study as
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having a high percentage of typical low socio-economic charac-
teristics ass

Few were willing to accept leadership roles,
The ma jority were suspicious of outsiders,
Most were indifferent toward change.

Many were resigned to helplessness or failure,
They had a tendency to isolate themselves from
the remainder of the community They desired
help, but acceptance was slow, 28

O LN -
R
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Conclusions and implications for programming developed
by ressarchers in the study were:

1. Low income residents do respond to educational
programs,

2, The abilities and interests of low income home-
makers vary, They cannot be placed into one
broad category any more than all farmers,

3, Start with these people where they are,..their
abilities and interests,

4, The Extension home economist must have time,
patience, and understanding to develop effec-
tive programs., Progress is slow, Keep the
message simple...repeat and review the message
frequently,

S, Simplified teaching materials and methods are

necessary,

. Leadership exists among low income residents,

7., For maximum results, Extension home economists
should strive to cooperate and co-ordinate work
with other agencies and organizations serving
low income families.

30

Cornely, Bigman, and Watts conducted a three-year

study (1958-1961) to determine the cultural factors among low

ZBGraenmond, Ibid.

291hi4,

30pau1 B. Cornely, M, D,, Stanley K, Bigman, and
Dorothy D, Watts, m. P, H., Department of Preventive Medicine,
Howard University, Washington, D, C,, "Nutrition Beliefs
Among 2 Low Income Urban Population", American Dietic
Association Journal, XLII, February 1983, pp. 131-135,
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income families which affect health knowledge, habits, and
utilization of health resources in the community and nutri-
tional beliefs, A total of 310 Negro and 98 white families
were studied, Data were collected by personal interview,

These families were living in Washington, D. C. near
Howard University., For the most part, these families were
long-time residents of the area with the majority having been
there twenty years or more. The educational level was low,
with nearly half, having no more than eight years of formal
education, Almost one-half of the heads of Negro families
were in military service or common labor jobs, By contrast,
over half of the whites were in the white collar or craftsman
jobs. Almost three-fourths of the Negro and half of the
whites had total annual incomes under $4,000,

The respondents were asked to agree, disagree, or indi=-
cate they did not know to ten food fallacies., Not one of the
fallacies was rejected by all respondents, Almost 70 per
cent thought that frozen foods were not as nutritious as
fresh food, It was hypothesized and disproved that a family
with school age children would be more exposed to health
information disseminated through the schools than those with-
out school age children, The data provided by this study sug-
gests that low-income families (Negro and white) have insuffi-
cient information about the essentials of an adequate diet.
The authors contended that Negro families tend to retain
faith in a number of erroneous folk beliefs that nutritionists

have been seeking to combat for some years,
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The study showed that certain personal characteristics,
such as age, education, and prior residence influence the
liklihood of acceptance of food fallacies,

Both Negro and white respondents were deficient in their
knowledge of healthful foods., Only the vegetable fruit group
was selected as healthful by the major portion of the respond-
ents,

Young, Berresford, and lllaldner31 conducted a study in
upper New York State to determine what the homemaker knows
about food, The study involved 331 homemakers in Rochester
and 315 in Syracuse, New York, It was conducted in October
and November of 1953, Trained interviewers pretested an open-
end type questionnaire of 96 questions, No single person
households were included. The study was not designed prima-
rily as a dietary inquiry, The primary purpose of the study
was to learn what the homemakers knew about food and nutri-
tion as applied to feeding her family, Qualitative informa-
tion on feeding were obtained through questions related to:
(1) food served the family in the previous 24 hours; and
(2) whether these meals were typical or usual and if not how
they differed, There were questions about usual beverages
used by adults and children, Some quantitative information
was obtained by questions concerning amounts of certain foods

purchased or used during the previous week.

31Charlotte Young, M, P, H.,, Kathleen Berresford, and
Betty G, Waldner, "What the Homemaker Knows About Nutrition",
American Dietic Association Journal, XXXII, March, pp. 214-
222; April, pp. 321-326; and May, 1963, pp. 429-43@.
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The performance of the homemaker upon feeding her family
was considerably better than her knowledge. A high percent-
age of the sample used foods from the basic seven food groups,
(41 per cent of the Rochestar homemakers and 39 per cent of
the Syracuse homemakers); sixl food groups (32 per cent and 37
per cent); five food groups (18 per cent and 17 per cent);
four (7 per cent and 6 ﬁer cent).

The food groups least well known in terms of food value
were the least used., Those least used were the green, leafy
or yellow group, the citrus fruit or vegetable group, and
milk,

Variation in the performance of homemakers in the various
age groups was not as different as actual performance in feed-
ing the family, However, the homemakers in the under 40 age
category appeared to do a somewhat better job than did those
in the over 40 years of age group., The researchers pointed
out that this was probably due to the higher educational
level of the younger homemakers,

Of the various factors investigated in this study, it
was shown that educational attainment of the homemaker showed
the greatest relationship to her nutritional knowledge and
adequacy of feeding practices. In general, homemakers who
graduated from high school used more recommended practices,
With increased education the homemaker used all basic seven
food groups., Differences were accentuated when those with
less than sixth grade education were compared with those who

had attended college.
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Though income brought some increase in adequacy of feed=-
ing practices, both qualitatively and quantitatively, the
increases were neither as consistent or great as was true
with educational levels,

Regarding sources of information about food and nutri-
tion, the three most frequently mentioned were "mother or
relative", "common sense", and "magazines or neswspapers',

The number and kinhd of sources of information varied more
according to educational level than according to age ﬁr
income of the homemaker,

In order to determine the attitudes of the homemakers
tpward feeding their families, the question "what do you think
about in planning food for the family", was asked, The order
in which the attitudes were more frequently stated were:

(1) "what's good for them", (2) "likes and dislikes",

(3) "cost of food", (4) "items of different foods",

(5) "variety and ease of preparation", (6) "special diets",
and (7) "just fill them up",

Pontzer and Dodd332

studied the use of Government
donated foods in the rural industrial community around
Bellefont, Pennsylvania, during the summer of 1961, Data
were collected through personal interview from a random sam-

ple of 60 families., These families were thought to be

SZMargaret E. Pontzer and Mary L., Dodds, PhD., "Using
Government Donated Foods in A Rural Community", American
Dietic Association Journal, XLII, February, 1963, pp. 128-
130.
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representative of recipients of donated foods im mon-urban
areas throughout the state, Commodity foods distributed
included: flour, rolled oats, rice, nonfat dry milk, lard,
~butter, dried pea bean, peanut butter, canned pork and gravy,
and spiced beef loafi Cornmeal and Hried eggs were not dis-
tributed because the people did not Seem.recaptive to them,
There was a minimum of stockpiling of foeods. Rice was the
only food on hand in more than one month's supply,

Une-third_of these families had a garden at the time of
the suruey:‘mThé notritive content based on one dayﬁrecalls
of the groﬁﬁ Q;s far below recommendations for calcium,
Vitamin A, and ascorbic acid for twe-thirds of these house-
holds; calories and ribeflavin for over one-half; protein,

. thiamine, and irom for two-fifths,

When asked about where they received information about
what to fegd the family, "mother", "relative", or "common
sense" meré the most freguent replies. Two-thirds of the
homemakers had meager knowledge of an adequate diet, but
exerted real effort to provide food for their families. News-
papers, radio, and magazines had no influence on the use of
commodity foods in any of the 60 households.

Recipes for using demated foods routinely placed on the
counter at distributien center were taken by about half of
the women, 0Only about half of these homemakers reported
using them., They were comservative about trying nmew recipes,
but satisfied with the familiar,

The authors implied that recipes should be aimed at

foods of definite nutritive value rather than toward foods
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already accepted, In spite of the quantity amd variety of
foods distributed, the nutritional evaluation revealed that
these families not only needed help inm wsing donated foods
but also needed assistance in spending food money they have
available.

Shank >3

studied some of the characteristics of low-
income families, their nutritional intake and their communica-
tion channels, The study involved 94 households im Portage,
Pennsylvania, who were on the Food Stamp Program. The home-
maker in each family was personally interviewed, using a
structured schedule,

The average household had four members, About cne-half
of the households had a husband and wife and one or more
children, Only Four household heads were employed., The rest
were either unemployed or retired., - Seventy-one (75.5 per
cent) of the 94 houssholds received some form of public
assistance. The average homemaker had completed slightly
under eight years of.education.

Most households had a refrigsrator and adequate cooking
facilities, Twenty-three per cent of the families had a gar-
den, This being a mining area, people were industry oriented
rather than agricultural,

Information on food intake was based on a 24 hour die-

tary recall, The average intake of all nutrients except

33Julia Ann Shank, "Low Income Families, Their.Diets and
Sources of Information about Foods", The Evaluatér, - '
Pennsylvania State University, Extension Service, Number 23,
February, 1964, ‘
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calcium equalled or exceeded recommended allowances, However,
one-third to eone-=half of the houséhcids met less than two-
thirds of the recommended @llowances for calcium, Vitamin A,
and ascorbic acid,

Certain characteristics of families were rélated to the
number of calories in the diets, Dists were more likely to
be deficient in calories when the homemaker was over 40 years
of age, when she had less than seven years of formal educa-
tion, and when the family was comprised of only one or twe
members,

Channels of communications through which these homemakers
reported receiving food information were: (1) newspaper, 60
per cent; (2) relatives and friends, 57 per cent; (3) televi-
sion, 42 per cent; (4) menu of the month, 20 per cent;

(5) magazines, 17 per cent; (6) radio, 4 per cent; and

(7) organized group, 2 per csnﬁ. When asked abeout which of
the media they preferred for receiving feod and nutrition
inFDrmaﬁicn, 80 to 90 per cent mamed newsletters, nswspapers,
magazines and about 50 per cent named television., A slightly
higher percentage of households met recommended nutritional
levels when exposed to several of these media,

About one-third of the homemakers had seen the extension
prepared "Menu of the Month" made available to them where
ﬁhey picked up their food stamps at=a local bank,

Since joining the Food Stamp Program, the majority of
these homemakers had bought.more and better quality foods,
such as meat, milk, fruits, and vegstables, This is consist-
~eant with findings reported in other studies of the Food Stamp

Brogram,
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The researcher implied that diets, although satisfactory
for many, were most likely to be deficient in calcium,
Vitamin A, and ascorbic acid, the same as diets aof the general
population., Inadequate diets were associated with older
people, low educational level, and one member households.

A study on the "Effect of the Food Stamp Program Upon
Food Purchasing Practices and Consumptions of Low Income
Families" was conducted through joint efforts of a team_of‘
specialists in the Marketing Economic Division, Economic
Research Serviéé and nutrition specialists in the Consumer
and Food Economics Division of the Agricultural Research
Service.34 Several other research people as well as the
field personnel in Michigan and Pemnsylvania alsc assisted,

The purpose of the study was to determine the effect qf
the Food Stgmp Program upon food purchasing practices and con-
sumption oflibw—income families and the adegquacy of their
diets, Two of the eight Food Stamp pilot counties selected
for study were urban, Detroit, Michigan, and a rural mining
area, Fayette county, Pennsylvania, Household surveys were
conducted by trained interviewers among 348 familiss in urban
Detroit and 291 families in rural Fayette county,

A comparison of the food practices were made in these
households, 1In April and May, while these families were

receiving donated foods and in Septembsr and October when

ZdRobert B. Reece, Food Consumption and Dietary Levels
under the Pilot Food Stamp Program, (Detroit, Michigan, and
Fayette County, Pennsylvania)}, Agricultural Economic Report,
No., 9 E,R.S, and A.R,3,, United States Department of
Agriculture,
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they were using food stamps, the stamps were purchased with
food aliotment maoney, The amount of money paid for. the stamps
increased as the income increased, The amount of bonus stamps
decreased with iﬁcreased income,

It was found that the Food Stamp Program had its great-
est appeal to large families, Over two-thirds of the partici-
pants had four or more family members. Relatively few one
member households participated. In 75 per cent of the house=-
holds imcluded in this study, the homemaker was less than 50
years old, In 40 per cent of the Detroit households and 60
per cent of the Fayettse households, the homemaker had com- |
pleted less than eight years of schooling,

The averags money value of foods consumed in a week was
increased by $1.68 in“DetrQit per person and $0.49 per person
per week in Fayette county. Meats, fruits, and vegetables
wers the maim groups of food showing increased expenditures,

It was noted that few Detroit families reported having
home produced foods, gifts of food or other supplemental
foods when cbmpared to the rural families of Fayette county.
Sixty per cent of the rural families received supplemental
foods valued at one dollar per household.per week, In the
rural areas in Fayette county, the availability of non pur-
chased foods was greater tham in the urban area,

The dietary levels improved in both groups, It was
believed that those families in Detroit had a greater variety
and abundance of foods available in the markets than did the
families in Fayette county, The families in the rural area

reported more home produced deep green and dark yellow
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vegetables, The September and October diets were considerably
higher in consumption of ascorbic acid and Vitamin A than the
April and May diets, For all nutrients when they used food
stamps compared to their receiving donated foods, the Detroit
households showed an increase of 19 per cent and Fayette
county a.13 per cent intreédse.

In the first anmalysis, Detroit diets showed 29 per cent
meeting with recommended allowances for all eight nutrients
compared to 26 per cent im rural Fayette county., The authors
concluded that better selectioen of. food is the key to better
nutrition rather than more food.

Pollock>>

summarized in Using Donated Foods how exten-
sion home economists have been assisting with this program
among low-income families.

"Donated food" is federally owned and given to needy
Families as determined by State and local welfare agencies,
The Federal government delivers the food to states, State
and local government arrange for subsequent handlimg, storage,
and delivery to the final recipient. This food distribution
and related programs of actions were designed to improve
dietary levels and expand current and future markets for food.

Participation in either the Donated Food or Stamp Program
is left to the discretion of each state, The Cooperative

"Extension Service has the primary responsibility for leadership

]

3SJOSEphine Pollock, Editor, Cooperative Extension Work
with Low Income Families, E,S,C,~547, United States Depart-
ment of Agriculttre, October, 1963,




34

in educational programs under the Uniteé States Department of
Agriculture and is directly concerned with education related
to the use of donated foods,

In carrying out educational programs, the Extension
Service has cooperated, particularly with the local welfare
agencles, in assisting with organization_pf food distribution,
recipes, demonstratioms using donated food, meal planning,
marketing, and dounseling; Qut of these contacts have come
other needs in clothing and home management,

Extension home economists observed improper care and
storage of donated food, lack of imitiative in learning to
use new foods, and negative attitudes toward the foods, They
noted many of the low-income families héd children in 4-H
" Clubs, Maﬁy;of‘these children found school work difficult,
and they wéfé frequently absent with colds and minor illnesses.
The loﬁwingome audience was hard to reach by mass media, Per-
sonal conté;ts, thmugh time consuming; wvere the most remarding,
Simple visual aids and low reading level materials were more
ef fective than'fégular bulletins used with other audiences.
Uhile surveyé showed gducatienal improvements, there was still
great ﬁeéd'For motivation to learn and concentrated educational

programs,

County Situation

Cotton county is located in southwestern Oklahoma, It
has primarily an agriculture economy with some small indus-
tries, Two out-of-county military installations and other

businesses employ some of the county residents., The 1960
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census reported that the county had a population of.8,031.36

A decrease in the population of 21,6 per cent was noted from
1950 to 1960. According to the Cotton County Overall Econaomic
Development Program,(the population decline is expected to
continue somewhat slower during the next ten years with
slightly less than a 21 per cent decrease by 1970.37
’Malters, the county seat, is the only urban area within
the county, It accounts for 35,2 per cent of the county popu=-
lation, The other 64 per ceht, 5,206 persons, resided in
rural or rural nonfarm areas, Most of them lived in one of
the three small towns classified as rural nonfarm.38
In April 1960, it was reported that 2,621 families were
residing in the county, Of these families, 48 per cent, or
1,044 families, had an anpual income of less than $3,000,
The county's median income was $3,130, only slightly above
the federally designated poverty line.39
In 1950, the median age of the county population was
29,6 years, This increased to 35,6 years in 1960. The over
65 year age group increased by 54,89 per cenf. This trend of

increase in the older population was noted in other rural

counties throughout the state, The number of youth under 18

,36 , United States Census of Populatiom 1960,
Oklahom a, P. L. (1) 38, p. 38-230,

371bid,

38 _ , Cotton County QOverall Economic Development
Plan, Oklahoma State Umiversity, Stillwater, Oklahoma, April,
1964, p., 23,

39

United States Census, Ibid., p.. 38-98,
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years of age had declined 25 per cent during the same ten
year period.40

At the time the sample of this study was drawn, 453
families wére receiving welfare assistance, Of these, 46

families were receiving aid to dependent childrenf1

A negligi-
ble number of the remaining group were under 65 years of .age,

The median number of school years completed by adults in
Oklahoma was 10,4, for Cotton county it was 9,5 ysars, Most
of the homemakers im the county would be withim the classifi-
cation of females over 25 years who had a median educational
level of 9,9 years, This figure includes all females over 25
years regardless of amount of income.42

Uithin the framework in which this study was developag,
there were 17 home demonstration clubs in the county, with a
total enrollment of 310 members, One extensien home sconomist
assumed responsibility for the family livimg program, Thes
educational program was developed through committees involving
the people theméelves. A majority of the 17 home demonstra-
tion clubs included some low income homemakers and two clubs
were made up almost entirely of homemakers from this socio=-
economic level,

In the past, the county extension office has cooperated

with the County Department of Welfare in assistimg commodity

food recipients with the use of “these foods and other phases

40ynited States Census, Ibid,

41 , Dklahoma Department of Public Welfare
Monthly Bulletin, January, 1965, p. 11-13,

42

United States Census of Pepulation, Ibid., p. 38-83.,
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of family living, ODemonstrations using the donated foods,
recipes, and suggestions on best food buys have been presented.
Some assistance has been given these familiss with clothing

problems through the County Extension office.

Summary

The Cooperative Extension Service under the Department
of Agriculture working cooperatively with Land-grant institu-
tions and county government is designed to serve gll people,
Its basic objectivebié to help people to help themselves,
Home esconomics is recognized as an important aspect of the
Extension Service, The major purpose of home economics sxten-
sion work is the improvement of individwal, family, and com-
munity living, |

Low socio-economic‘Families constitute a relatively
large segment of the population, = This grouplhés been desig-
nated as a special audience with mhom'txtsnsiom will work
through educational pregrams, Adjustménts are needed in the
home economics sxtension program to more adsquately meet the
needs of the disadvantaged families,

A review of literature andJrelated studies indicates
that little re$earch has been done regarding low-income fami-
ligs in terms of housing, foods, clething, home management,
and consumer education, Implications are that more remains
to be done because of long term low socio-econo&ic conditions.
Low educational level, place of residence, and family baék-
‘ground tend to create apathy in this audience toward their

own sitwation, The commodity food program and the food stamp
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program in some states has been well accepted., But poor food
practices, attitudes, and undesirable nutrition levels still
exist, Research shows that commodity feod recipients need
assistance in the better use of donated foods and food buying

practices to supplement their dist,



CHAPTER III
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

The findings of this investigation are summarized in
this chapter. The writer believed that a study of a selected
group of low income‘homemakers ~ home demonstration club mem-
bers and non=club members -~ representatives of low income
families would make it possible: (1) to identify some of
the éharacteristics of low income families, in particular,
their food practicses énd attitudes; (2) to identify some of
the food practices and attitudes of homemakers in selected
low income families among home demonstration club members and
non-club membership in Cotton county; (3) to compare food
practices and attitudes of club members and non-club members;
(4) to determine if food practices and attitudes of low
income families are related to pllace of rvésidence; léwel of
income,scandeeducational btgpved of tbk-hﬁmémakb;; (60 to
develop proposals for a county Extension program designed to
more effectively assist low income families in solving their
food and nutrition problems, . |

“Throughout the remainder of the study, the two groups of -
homemakers will be identified as home demonstration club mem-

bers and non-club members,

39
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(;Seventeen home demonstrafion club laaders)responded to
the questionnaires at a training meeting condﬁcted to obtain
their cooperation in distributing the guestionnaires to all
club members and returning them. The guestionnaires were dis-
tributed by these leaders at the next regular homs demonstra-
tion club meeting to all members present, Two hundred three
(203) completed the questionnaire. (/of the 203 homemakers,jgz
reported less than $3,000 annual incoms, This constituteﬁ
the sample of home demonstration club members, The other 110
questionnaires are being used by the agent in other aspects
of county Extension program develepment and are not being

used in the study, The sample UF.QQD:Gl“QWEEEQB?S was

i

selected from the county welfare réllwby using every fifth

name, This constituted 91 persons., Of phe'original sahple,
two homemakers refused to participate in the study and the
physical condition of two other homemakers would not permit
their being interviewed., Replacemsnts for these four were
drawn from the welfare list, kA total of 184 homemakers were

included in the study.)

General Information

The following discussionvgives general information about
the respondents of the study., This information may or may
not be typical of other low income families in similar

counties,
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Family Composition

( The club members reported a total of 196 family members

in 93 homes and non-club members 202 family members in 91

N /
homesbfas shown in Table I.{ A total of 398 persons were liv-

ing in the 184 families involved in this Studxl The average
number of members per family was 2,1 personsvin club'member
families and 2,2 persons in non-club member Familioé, and an
average of 2,16 persons per family for the 184 homemakers
reporting,

The majority of the low income families were one and two
person Fémilies as indicated in Table II., There were 35,9
per cent in one person families and 39,1 per cent in two per-
son families, This was 75 . per cent of the total number of
families, More club member families were in the two person
category. Few of the club member families had more than
three persons per household, éod‘seueral non-club member famiw
lies had more than three'pérsons per household, probably

those receiving aid to dependent children,

Place gi Residence

The totol sample of this study appeared rather evenly
distributed in the rural, rural nonfarm and urban categories,
as noted in Table III. Cotton county is primarily rural with
only one urban area, the city of Walters, within the county,

Almost 60 per cent of the club members reported living
in rural areas while almost 30 per cent of them lived in
ru:al nonfarm areas, A small portion of theo lived in an

urban area,



FAMILY COMPOSITION BY AGE GROUP AS REPORTED BY 184 HOMEMAKERS

TABLE I

No., in Home

No., 1n Non Home

Demonstration Demonstartion
o ~Club Member Club Member -
Total Family Family

Age Group No. Na., No.
Less Than 6 Years 10 0 10
6 to 12 Years 36 9 27
13 to 19 Years 31 15 16
20 to 39 Years 30 8 22
40 to 65 Years 118 79 39
Dver 65 Years 173 85 88
Total No, Family Members ”3?5“ 196 202




TABLE II

NUMBER OF FAMILY MEMBERS IN EACH FAMILY AS REPORTED BY 184 HOMEMAKERS

Home Non Home
Demonstration Demonstration
Club Members Club Members
Total. .. - N=184 N=93 N-G1
Na, % No. % No. %o
Number of Family Members
in Each Familys:
1 Berson 66 35,9 19 20.4 47 51,6
2 Persons 72 39,1 54  58.1 18 19.8
3 Persons 22 12.0 16 17.2 5] 6.6
4 Persons 10 5.4 1 141 S 9,9
5-8 Persons 13 7.0 3 3.3 10 11.0
8.12 Persans “'1 o :6' n ”“,D_ 1 1.1

ey
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0f the non-club member group, neone of the homemakers
lived in the rural area. Limitations by the Welfare Depart~
ment on a family's assets could possibly be responsible for
the situation, |

The largest portion of this group (60.4 per cent) lived
in an urban arsa, Those living in a rural nonfarm area

‘resided mainly in the small towns in the county,
Income

The annual family income situation of the 184 homemakers
is shown in Table IV, A larger portion of tﬁé homemakers
reported an annual income of $1,000-$1,999 than in either of
the other twoe income categories, There was a larger portion
of club members reporting less tham $1,000 annual income than
the non-club members, Property ownership and non-money |
income could make the families of club members included in
this study ineligible for welfare assistance even though
their income was extremely low, ,

Only 7.7 per cent (7 families) of the non-club members

reported an income in the $2,000-%$2,999 category.

Educational Level of Homemakers

Thé educational level of the homemakers included in this
study is shown on Téble V. Homemakers in the two groups were
quite similar in their level of educational achievements;' A
small portion of the homemakers in either group had attended
school less than four years, Slightly more than half, 50.5
per cent of the total homemakers had only a fourth to eighth



TABLE III

PLACE OF RESIDENCE AS REPORTED BY 184 AOMEMAKERS

$2,000 - $2,999

Home Non Home

- Demonstration Demonstration

Total Club Members Club Members

N-184 N-93 , N-91

' — ND, Noo ,% NDO %
Place of Residences ' .
Rural 55 338.0 55 59,2 0 .0
Rural Nonfarm 63 34,2 27 29,0 36 39,6
Urban 66 35,8 11 11,8 58 60,4

TABLE 1V
ANNUAL INCOME AS REPORTED BY 184 HOMEMAKERS
Home Non Home

Demonstration Demonstration

Total Club Members Club Members
. N-184 . .. N-93 N-91 .

N Ng, % No. Yo . No. %

Amount B

$999 gr Less 35 19,0 23 24,7 12 13,2
$1,000 - $1,999 117 63,6 45 48,4 72 g 79.1
32 17.4 25 26,9 7 Te?

Sy



46

grade education., More than half, 54,9 per cent reported not
having attended high school, The portion of persoﬁs attending
high school were about the same in both home demonstration
club member and non-club member groups., The percentages
graduating froem high school for each group were also similar,
A higher percentage of the club members (11,8%) atténded

college than of the non-club members (1,1%).

Shopping Practices

A summary of the food shopping practices of the home-
makers im both groups is presented in Table VI. A comparissn
of the shopping practices according to the place of residence,
the family's annual income, and to the homemakers sducational

level is made in Tables VII, VIII, and IX, respesctively.

Frequency of Shogﬁing

The majmrity of homemaksrs in both groups reported that
they shopped for groceries for the family once a week, Over
one-fifth of the homemakesrs shopped for food once or twice a
month while slightly less than one-fifth of them shopped twice
a week or more often,

A larger portiom of the home demonstration club members
reported that they sﬁopped for food once @ week compared to
themonnclub.mEmbers. It was interesting to nmnote that a larger
percentage of the non-club members shopped twice a week or
more often,

The non-club members were more likely than the club mem-

bers to shop only once a month, During the interviews, - —w=



TABLE V

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL AS REPORTED BY 184 HOMEMAKERS

Home Non Homs
‘ Demonstration Demonstration
Total Club Members Club Members
.N=184 N=93 N=91
R No, % NO.. % No. %
Educational Level of
the Homemakers
Less Than 4th Grade B8 4,4 3 3.3 5 5.5
4th to 8th Grade 93 58,5 45 48,4 48 52,7
9th to 12th Grade 48 26,1 23 24,7 25 27.5
High School Graduate 23 12,5 11 -11,8 12 13,2
Attended College 12 6,5 11 11.8 1 1.1

Ly



TABLE VI

FOOD SHOPRING PRACTICES AS REPORTED BY 184 HDMEMAKERS

Home - Non Home

Demonstration |Demonstration
Total Club Members Club Members
N-184 Ne93 N-91
Frequency of ShHoppings NOe o /0 NG, £ No. %
Once a Month 18 9,8 7 7.5 1 12.1
Twice a Month 24 13.0 13 14.0 11 12.1
Once a UWeek 109 59,2 62 66.7 47 51,6
Twice a W=ek v 21 11.4 9 9.7 12 13,2
More Qften : 12 6.5 2 2,2 10 11,0
Day of Week Groceries Are Usually Purchased:
fonday 7 3.8 2 2,2 5 5,5
Tuesday 1 e5 1 1.1 0 .0
Wednesday ' 23 12,5 17 18,3 6 6,6
Thursday 36 19.6 19 20,4 17 18,7
Friday 29 15.8 13 14.0 16 17.6
Saturday 48 26,1 18 19.4 30 33.0
No Set Day 40 21,7 23 24,7 17 18.7
Uhere Most Groceries Were Usually Purchased:
Nearest Supermarket 120 65,3 66 71,0 54 59.3
Neighborhood or Independent Store 56 30,4 23 24,7 33 36,3
Other 8 4,3 4 4.3 4 4,4
Person Doing fost of Food Shoppings
Mother 169 91,9 84 90.3 85 93.4
Father 14 7.6 8 8,6 6 6.6
Children 1 eD 1 1.1 0 .0
Method of Paying for Food: .
Pay Cash 155 84,2 84 90.3 71 78,0
Charge 13 7. 3 362 10 11,0
Both Cash and Charge 16 8,7 6 6.5 10 11.0

2174



TABLE VII

A COMPARISON OF THE FODD SHOPPING PRACTICES OF 184 HOMEMAKERS

ACCORDING TO PLACE OF RESIDENCE

Home Demonstration Club Members

Non Home Dempnstration 105 Wembars

N-93 N=91
Rural Rural Nonfarm Urban Rural Rural Nonfarm urban
“N=55 . N-27 N-11 N0 N-36 N=-55
. No, % No. % NG, % Na, %o Ng. 7o NC,. %o
Frequency of Shopping:
Once a Month . 2 3.6 4 14,8 1 9.1 0 .0 3 B.3 8 14,5
Twice a2 Month 7 12.8 4 14.8 2 18,2 g .0 3 8.3 8 14,5
Once a Week 41 74,5 13 55,6 8 72,7 0 .0 22 61.2 25 45,5
Twice 2 UWeek 5 9.1 4 14.8 o .0 0 .0 3 8.3 9 16,4
fore Often 0 .0 2 .0 5} .0 -0 >0 5 13.9 5 9.1
Day of the Week Groceries
Are Usually Purchased:
fionday 0 .0 2 7.4 0 .0 0 .0 3 8,3 2 3.6
Tuesday 1 1.8 0 .0 0 .0 1] .0 0 -0 0 .0
Uednesday 10 18.2 6 22.2 . 1 9,1 0 .0 5 13.9 1 1.8
Thursday 11 20,0 3 11.2 5 45,5 0 .0 2 5,6 15 27,3
Friday 8 14,5 2 7.4 3 27.3 0 .0 7 19.4 9 16.4
Saturday 9 16.4 7 25,9 2 18,2 0 .0 11 30.6 19 34.5
No Set Day 16 29.1 7 25,9 0 .0 0 .0 8 22,2 9 16.4
Where Most Groceries WUere
Usually Purchased: :
Nearest Supermarket 38 69.1 17 63,0 11 100.0 o 20 14 38.9 40 T72.7
Neighborhood or Indepen=
dent Store 15 27.3 8 29.6 [t .0 9 .0 21 58,3 12 21.8
Other 2 3.6 2 7.4 0 .0 a .0 1 2.8 3 5,8
Person Doing Most of
Food Shopping:
flother 55 100,0 23 85,2 6 54,5 0 .0 31 B6.1 54 98,2
Father ] .0 3 11.1 5 45,5 D .0 S 13.9 1 1.8
Children 0 .0 1 3.7 D .0 0 .0 0 .0 a .0
Method of Paying for Foods:
Cash 53 96,4 21 77.8 10 90.9 0 .0 25 69.4 46 83.6
Charge - 0 .0 2 7.4 1 9.1 0 .0 5 13.9 5 9,1
B8oth Cash and Chargs 2 3.6 4 14.8 0 .0 1] .0 6 16,7 4 7.3

&Y



TABLE VIII

A COMPARISON OF THE FOOD SHOPPING PRACTICES OF 184 HOMEMAKERS

ACCORDING 'TO FAMILY INCOME

Non Home DemoRstration Liub Members

Home Demonsiration Llub WMembBers
N-93 N-91
3998 or Less|$1,000-%1,999{32,000-%2,999 $999 or Less[$1,000-%1,9991 $2,000-$2,999
- N=23 N-45 . N-25 N-12 N=72 N-7
No. % No, %Z__ | No. % No. % No. % No. %
¥ Frequency of Shopping: ) i
Once a Month 3 13.0 4 8.9 0 .0 0 .0 8 11.1. 3 42,8
Twice a2 Month 3 13,0 6 13.3 4 16.0 1 8.3 8 11.1 2 28,6
Once a Ueek 14 60.9 27 60,0 21 84,0 7 58.3 38 52,8 2 28,6
Tuice a Week 1 4,3 8 17.8 0 .0 2 16,7 10 13,9 0 .0
More Often . 2 8.7. 0 .0 0 .0 2 16.7 8 11.1 - .0
Day of UWeek Groceries
Usually Purchased:
Monday 0 .0 2 4,4 0 .0 0 .0 4 5.6 1 14,3
Tuesday 0 .0 0 .0 1 4,0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Wednesday 5 21,7 8 17.8 4 16,0 1 8.3 5 6.9 .0 .0
Thursday 7 30,5 8 17.8 4 16,0 2 16.7 13 18.1 2 28.56
Friday 2 8.7 . 8 17.8 3 12.0 3 25,0 11 15.3 2 28,5
Saturday 4 17.4 9 20.0 5 20,0 2 16.7 27 37.4 1 14,3
No Set Day -5 21.7 10 22,2 8 32.0 4 33.3 12 16,7 1 14,3

Where Most Groceries Were

Usually Purchased: :

" Nearest Supermarket 13 56,6 31 68,9 22 88.0 8 6647 41 56,9 5 71.4
Neighborhood or Inde. Store 9 39.1 12 26,7 2 8.0 4 33,3 28" 38,9 1 14,3
Other 1 4,3 2 4,4 1 4,0 0 .0 3 4.2 1 14,3

Person Doing Most of Food

. Shopping: . :

Mother - 21 91.3 41 91.1 22 88.0 7 58.3 71 98,6 7 100.0
Father 2 8.7 3 6.7 3 12.0 5 41,7 1 1.4 0 » .0
Children 0 .0 1 2,2 0 .0 -0 .0 0 .0 o0 - .0

“Method of Paying for Food:

Cash 19 82.7 42 93,3 23 . 92,0 g 75,0 56 77.8 6 85,7
Charge 1 4,3 1 2.2 1 4,0 1 8.3 8 1.1 1 14,3
Both 3 13,0 2 4.4 1 4,0 2 16,7 8 1.4 0 .0

0s



TABLE IX

A COMPARISON OF THE FOOD SHOPPING PRACTICES OF 184 HOMEMAKERS
ACCORDING TO THE HOMEMAKER®S EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

"Home Demonstration (lub Members

Non Home Demonstration Club NMembsers

Both Charge and Cash

.0

-93 -
Less Than 4-8th S=-12th High 5chool College tess Than 4-8th 9-12th High 5chool Lollege
4th Grade Grade Grade Graduate : 4th Grade Grade Grade Graduate
N-3 N-45 N=23 Na11 N=11 N-5 N-48 N-25 N=12 N=1
No. % No, 7 No. % No. % No. % No. T NO, % No. }4 No, % No. %
Prequency of oShopplngs
Once a Month 2 66,7 3 6.7 1 4,3 0 .0 1 9.1 0 .0 6 12.5 3 12.0 2 16.7 0 .0
Twice 2 Month 0 .0 6 13.3 2 8.7 3 27,3 2 18.2 3 60.0 3 6.3 4 16,0 1 8,3 0 .0
Once a Week 1 33.3 30 66.7 16 69,6 7 63.6 8 72.7 1 20.0 29 60.4 11 44,0 6 50.0 0 .0
Tuwice a Week 0 .0 5 1.1 4 17.4 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 6 12,5 4 16.0 2 16.7 0 .0
More Often 0 .0 1 2.2 0 .0 1 9.1 0 .0 1 20.0 4 8.3 3 12,0 1 8,3 1 100.0
Day of UWeek Groceries
Are Usually Purchased:
Monday 0 .0 1 2,2 1 4,3 0 .0 0 .0 2 40.0 1 2.1 1 4,0 1 8.3 0 .0
Tuesday 0 .0 1 2,2 g .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 . 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Wednesday 1 33.3 7 15.6 3 13.0 2 18.2 4 36.4 1 20.0 3 6.3 1 4,0 1 8.3 0 .0
Thursday 1 33.3 7 15,6 7 30.5 0 .0 4 36.4 1 20,0 10 20.8 3 12,0 3 25,0 0 .0
Friday 0 .0 7 15.6 4 17.4 2 18.2 0 .C 0 .0 11 22,9 3 12,0 2 16.8 0 .0
Saturday g .0 11 24,4 2 8.7 3 27.3 2 18,1 1 20.0 17 35,4 10 . 40.0 1 8.3 1 100.0
No Set Day 1 33.4 11 24,4 6 26.1 4 36,5 1 9.1 0 . 6 12.5 7 28,0 4 33.3 0 .
Where#ost Groceries
Were Usually Purchased:
Nearest Supermarket 3 100.0 30 66,7 17 73.9 8 72.7 8 72.7 4 80.0 29 60.4 14 56.0 6 0.0 1 100.0
Neighborhood or Inde, Store 0 .0 13 28.9 4 17.4 3 27.3 3 27.3. 1 20,0 18 37.5 9 36,0 5 41,7 1] .0
Other 0 .0 2 4,4 2 6.7 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 1 2,1 2 8.0 1 8.3 0 .0
Person Doing Most of the
‘Food Shoppings:
Mmother 3 100.0 42 93.3 20 87.0 9 81.8 10 90.9 5 100.0 44 91,7 23 g92.0 12 100.0 1- 100.0
Father 0 .0 3 6.7 3 13.0 1 9.1 1 9.1 0 .0 4 8.3 2 8.0 0 .0 0 .
Children 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 1 9,1 0 .0 0 .0 0 .Q 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Method of Paying for Food:
Cash . 3 100.0 40 88.9 23 100.0 7 63.6 11 100,0 2 40,0 40 83.3 18 72.0 10 83.3 1 100.0
Charge g .0 2 4.4 a .0 1 9.1 0 .0 2 40.0 3 6.3 3 12,0 2 16,7 1] 0
0 3 6,7 0 .0 3 27.3 0 .0 1 20.0 5 10.4 4 16.0 0 .0 0 .0

LS
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several of the non-club members reported that they shopped for
groceries within a few days of receipt of their monthly wel-
fare payment, This sitwation accounts for the large portion
of homemakers in this group who reported shopping once a month,

Almost three~fourths of the club members living in a
rural area and of the club members living im an urban area
shopped once a week, while slightly over one-half of the club
members in the rural nonfarm area shopped at a weekly interval,
Home demonstratiomn club members in the rural areas had less
tendency to shop less often than once a week than they did to
shop more often than once a week; Club members living in an
urban area tended to shop less often than those in the other
residential catsgories, The non-club members in the urban
areas tended to shop less often than did those in the rural
nonfarm areas, Among the.homé demonstration club members,
the lower the family income the less frequently they reported
shopping for food. Among the non-club members? the reverse
pattern appeared, the higher the income thea less frequently
they shopped. In other aspects, the amount of income did not
seem to have much affect upon the frequency of shopping as
reported by the two groups ef homemakers,

Shopping tended to be dene less frequently as the educa-

tional level gf the homemaker advanced.

Day of Week Groceries Were Usually Purchased
Over one-fifth of the total group of homemakers reported
that they did not have a set day of the week when they did

grocery shopping. Those who had a set day for shopping tended
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to shop during the latter part rather than the sarlier part
af the week,

Almost one«fourth of the home demonstration club members
reported that they had no set day far shopping. A larger por-
tion of the club members shopped during the middle of the
wesk than during the sarlier or latter part of the week,

Non-club members showed slightly different shopping prac-
tices regarding the day of the wesk that they shopped for
groceries, One~third of this group reperted that they shopped
on Saturday, Few of this group reported shopping durimng the
early part of the week, |

It was learned through the interviews that Wednesday was
double stamp day at nearby supermarkets in the néighboring
state, This may account for the shopping reported being done
the middle of the week,

By and large, the urban home demonstration members had a
set day Feor shopping whereas at least one-fourth of the club
members in the other two categories reported no sest day,
Thursday and Friday were the most popular shopping days for
the rural and urban club members with Saturday the most‘pbpuu
lar day for the rural nonfarm club memﬁers° p;

The rﬂral nonfarm non-club members tended to shop later
in the wesk than did the non-club members in the other two
categories, Among this group of homemakers, the place of
residence did not seem to have any effect on their reporting
no set‘day for shopping.

As'the income of the home demonstration club members

increased, a larger portiom of them reported that they had
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no set day for shopping., The reverse was true of non-club
members,

In comparing the homemaker's educational level with the
day of the week she usually shopped for groceries, those with
more education were more likely to shop on a set day., The
day of the week varied probably according to the area of the
county where she lived, This was more gvident among the club

members than the non-=club member homemakers,

Where {Most Groceries are Usually Purchased

Almeost two-thirds of the homemakers reported that food
shopping for the family was done at the nearest supermarkest,
Nearly one-third shopped at an independent or neighborhood
store, There was a limited number whe repgfted shopﬁing in
other places, such as filling stations and small roadside v
markets,

A larger portion of ths home demonstratiom club members
than non=club members reported shopping most of the time at
the nearest supermarket. The reverse was true with respect
to shopping at the neighborhood or independent store,

All of the urban hbmefdemonstration club members reported
that they shopped at the néarest supermarket, There was lit-
tle difference between the rural nonfarm and rural home demon-
stration club members as to where they shopped., Almost three-
fourths of the non-club members im the wrbanm area reported
that they shopped at the nearest supermarket, O0One reason for
this situation might be that the supermarket does not extend

credit to its customers, As was expected, a majority of the
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rural nonfarm, non-club members reported that they shopped at
the neighborhood or independent store near where they lived
rather than the supermarket in the urban area,

As the income level increased, the club member homemakefs L
were more likely to shbp at the nearest supermarket, This
trend of shopping was similar among non~club members except
for the families in the $1,000 tp $1,999 income level., None
club member households in the middle income level would likely
have more family members per household than the lower income
household and this might affect their place of Shopping more
than total income, However, the non-club member households
in the higher income level showed the same trend to shop at
the nmaresﬁ supermarket as income increased as did all other
groups, These higher income level families shopped less fre-
guently as was noted previously.

' The educational level of the homemaker in either tha
club member or non-club member groups did not appear to have

much effect upon where she shopped.

Person Doing Most of Food Shepping

In over nineutenths of the total households, the home-
maker repocrted that she did most of the food shopping for the
family. In a limited number of households, the shopping was
done by the father or children of the family,

When comparing the home demonstration club members with
the non=club members, the same pattern existed as did im the

total group.



56

Place of residence did not seem to have much effect upon

the person doing most of the food shopping for the family,
It was noted, however, that almost as many of the urban home
demonstration club members reported that the father did most
of the food shopping as compared to those reporting that the
mother did most of the food shopping.

The person doing most of the food shopping did not seem
to be affected by income level among club member homemakers,
Among the non-club members in the lowest income level group
($9939 or less) nearly two-fifths of the homemakers reported
that the shopping was dome by the father, This lowest income
group of non-club members is probably one or two member house-
holds, Neither of the other income levels seemed to affect
the persdn doing most of the food shopping.

The educational level of the homemaker tended to have
little influence upon the psrson doing the food shopping.

The mother did the food shopping in mest households,

Method of Paying for Food

A large ma jority of the total homemakers reported that
they paid cash for food when it was purchased., Less than one-
tenth of the group said that they purchased most of their gro-
ceries through a charge account,

Most of the home demomstration club members paid cash
for their groceries. A larger portion of the non-club members
than club members bought'éfoceries through a charge account,

A limited number of homemakers in both groups bought groceries

using both cash amd charge,
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The placé of residence seemed to have little effect on
the method used in paying for focd purchased by the family,

As the income level increased, there was & slight tend-
ency toward paying cash for food among both the club and non=
club members,

Among the home demonstration club members, the home-
makers! level of educatiomn'did not appear to effect the method
used in paying for food, In the non-club member group, the
homemakers' educational level appeared to have soms influence
on method of paying for food, Less credit was used for food

purchasing as homemakers'! education increased,

Expenditures for Food and Attitude toward Amount Spent

A summary of the weekly expenditures for food and atti-
tude toward the amount spent is shown in Table X, A compari-
son of the weekly expenditures for food and attitude toward
amount spent arg compared with place of residence, income
level, and educational attainments of the homemaksrs in

Tables XI, XII, and XIII.

The Approximate Amount Spent for Food Each Month

The approximate amount spent for food varied from less
than eight to over thirty dollars per week, Eight out of ten
families reported that they spent fifteen dollars or less per
week. Ameng club members, the majority of households were
two person'Families; that might accoﬁnt for half of the home
demonstratiéﬁ club member families spending eight te fifteen
dollars pef week for fooed., A larger number of mRon-club mem-

ber than club member families spent less than eight dollars a

v



A COMPARISON OF WEEKLY EXPENDITURE FOR FOOD AND ATTITUDE

TABLE X

TOWARD AMOUNT SPENT AS REPORTED BY 184 HOMEMAKERS

Home Non Home
Demonstration Demonstration
Total- : Club Members Club Members
. .N=184 .. .. : N-83 N-91
No. % No, % No. %o
the Approximate Amount
Spent for Food Each Week: :
Less Than $8,00 69 37.5 30 32.2 39 42,9
$8.00 to $15,00 86 46,7 47 - 50.5 39 42,9
$16.00 to $22,00 22 12.0 14 15.1 8 8.8
$23.00 to $30.00 5 2,7 0 .0 5 5.5
Over $30,00 2 1.1 2 2,2 0 .0
If You Had More Money
Would You Buy More Food?
Yes A . ) g2 50,0 31 33.3 61 67.0
No 92 50.0 62 66.7 30 33.0
If Yes, Which Foods Would
You Buy NMore 0ften?%*
Meats . 72 39,1 32 34,4 40 44,0
Vegetables 39 21.2 8 8.6 31 34,1
Fruits 45 24,5 21 22,6 24 26,4
Milk or Cheese 10 5.4 3 3.2 7 747
Eggs 7 3.8 2 2.2 5 5.5
Cereals or Breads 2 1.1 1 1.1 1 1.1
Other 4 2.2 4 4,3 4 4,4
None 38 20,7 29 31,2 9 9,9

*More Than One May be Checked
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TABLE XI

A CONMPARISON OF WEEKLY EXPENDITURE FOR FOOD AND ATTITUDE TOWARD AMOUNT SPENT
OF 184 HOMEMAKERS ACCORDING TO PLACE OF RESIDENCE :

Home Demonstration Club Members Non Home Demonstration Club Wembsrs

N-93 N-91
Rural Rural Nonfarm Urban Hural Rural Nonfarm Urban
N-55 N-27 N-11 N-O - N-36 N=55
No. % No. % No. A No. % Ng. % Ng. %
TREe Approximate AmMoOUNL Spenct
For Food Each Weeks: .
Less Than $8.00 ) .16 29,1 10 37.0 4 36.4 0 .0 15 41,7 24 43.6
$8.00 to $15.00 30 54,5 12 44,5 5 45,4 0 .0 18 - 52,7 20 36,4
$16.00 to $22.00 9 16.4 C 4 14.8 1 9.1 -0 .0 1 2.8 7 12,7
$23.-00-to $30.00 - : 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 T 2,8 4 7.3
Over $30.00 0 .0 1 3.7 1 9.1 -0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
If You Had More Money, Would
You Buy More Food?
Yes 15 27.3 13 48.1 3 27.3 0 .0 25 68.4 36 65.5
No 40 . 73,7 14 51.9 8 72.7 0 0 1 30.6 19 34,5

If Yes, Which Foods UWould
You Buy flgre Often?*

Meats 15 27.3 15 55.6 2 18.2 0 .0 14 38,9 26 47,3
Vegetables 5 8.1 3 1.1 0 .0 0 .0 14 38.9 17 30.9
Fruits 11 20,0 4 14,8 6 54,5 0 .0 7 19,4 17 30.9
Milk or Cheese 2 3.6 1 3.7 0 .0 a} .0 1 2.8 6 10.9
Eags 1 1.8 0 .0 1 5.0 0 .0 1 2.8 4 7.3
Lereals or Breads 1 1.8 1] .0 0 .0 0 .0 1 2,8 0 .0
Other Foods 2 3.6 2 7.4 0 .0 0 .0 3 B.3 1 1.8

*More Than One Could be Checked
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TABLE XII

A COMPARISON OF WEEKLY EXPENDITURES FOR FOOD AND ATTITUDE TOWARD AMUUNT SPENT
OF 184 HOMEMAKERS ACCORDING TO INCOME LEVEL

Home Démonstratlon TIub NMembers

Non Home Demonstration Llub Members

-N-93 N-91
$859 or Less }$1,000-57,999 $2,000-%2, 598 3090 or Less $1,000-%71,599 $2,000-32,999
. N-23 N=-45 N-25 N-12 N-72 N-7
“No. A ND. pA ND. % No. & No. A No. %
the Approximate Amount .
Spent for Food Each Week: ) : . .
Less Than $8.00 10 43,5 18 40.0 2 8.0 4 33.3 34 47,2 1 14.3
$8.00 to §15.00 10 43,5 23 - 51,1 14 56.0 7 58.3 31 43,1 1 14.3
$16.00 te $22.00 1 4,3 4 B.9 9 36.0 1 B.3 5 6.9 2 28.6
"§23,00 to $30.00 "0 .0 i .0 . 0 «0 .0 .0 2 2.8 3 42.9
Over $30,00 2 8.7 a .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
If You Had More Money,
liould You Buy Mgre Food? ’
Yes 6 26.1 17 37.8 B 32.0 10 B3.3 45 62.5 6 85,7
No 17 73.9 28 62.2 17 68.0 2 16,7 27 - 37.5 1 14,
If Yes, Which Foods Would
You Buy More Often?
feats . 10 43,5 15 33.3 7 32,0 5 41,7 28 38.9 7 100.0
Vegetables 0 .0 6 13.3 2 8.0 4 33.3 23 31.9 4 57.1
Fruits 5 21,7 13 28.9 3 21,0 4 33.3 16 22,2 4 57.1
Milk-Cheese 1 4,3 1 2,2 1 3.0 2 16.7 5 6,9 0 .0
Eggs 0 .0 2 4,4 0 2.0 2 16.7 3 4,2 0 .0
Cereals-Bread 1] .0 1 2.2 0 .0 o .0 1 1.4 0 .0
Other 0 .0 3 6.7 1 4,0 1 8.3 3 4,2 0 -0
None 4 17.4 9 20.0 16 29.0 2 16,7 6 8.3 1 14,3

~*Could Check More Than One
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TABLE XIII

A COMPARISONM OF WEEKLY EXPENDITURE FOR FODD AND ATTITUDE TOWARD AMOUNT SPENT
OF 184 HOMEMAKERS ACCDRDING TO THE HOMEMAKER'S EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

Home Demonstration Club ilembers ‘Non Home Uemonstration Llub llembers
N-93 - N-91 ’
Less Than 4-8th 8-12th High 5School | College Less Than 4-Bth G-12th High School Lollege
4th Grade Grade Srade Graduate 4th Grade Grade Grade Graduate
N-3 ) N=43 N-23 N-11 N-11 N-S N-48 N-25 Ne12 N1
NG, i3 No. % No, % No., B No. % No. % . No. 7o o, %o L No, b No, %

Rpproximate Food
Expenditure £ach Weeks

Less Than §8.00 2 66.7 15 33.3 4 17. 4 4 36. 5 45,5 2 40,0 25 52.1 6 24,0 6 50,0 V] .
§8.00 to $15.00 1 33.3 22 48,0 13 56.5 5 S54.5 5 45.5 2 40.0 21 43.7 10 40,0 5 41,7 1 100.0
§16.00 to $22,00 a .0 6 13,3 5 26.1 1 9.1 1 9.0 1 20.0 2 4,2 4 16.0 1 8.3 0 0
$23.,00 to $30.00 0 .0 a .0 a .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 5 20.0 0 .0 0 .0
Over $30.00 0 .0 2 4.4 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 o .0 0 .0 0 . 0 .0 o] .0
If You Had More Money

Would Ysu Buy More food? .
Yes 2 86.7 15 33,3 7 30,4 2 18.2 5 45.5 3 60.0 35 72.9 17 68,0 6 50.0 1] .
No 1 33.3 30 66.7 16 69.6 g 81.8 6 54.5 2 40,0 13 27.1 8 32.0 50.0 1 100.0
If Yes, Which food

Uould You Buy7¥

© Meat 1 33.3 16 35.56 9 39.1 3 27.3 3 27.3 3 60,0 20 41,7 13 52.0 4 33.3 0 .0
Vegetable a .0 5 13.3 1 4,3 1 8.1 1} .0 1 20.0 17 35.4 g 36.0 4 33.3 o] .0
Fruit 2 66.7 8 .8 5 21.7 5 45,5 1 9.1 0 .0 12 25.0 ‘9 . 36.0 3 26.0 0 .0
Milk or Cheese 0 .0 1 2.2 1 4.3 0 .0 1 9.1 0 .0 4 8.3 2 8.0 1 8,3 0 .0
Eggs 0 .0 1 2.2 0 .0 0 .0 1 9,1 0 .0 3 643 2 8.0 0 .0 0 .0
Cereals-Bread 0 .0 1 2.2 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 1 4,0 0 .0 0 .0
Other g .0 3 5.7 0 .0 0 .0 1 9.1 0 .0 3 6.3 1 4.0 4] .0 0 .0
None 0 .0 15 35,6 7 30,4 2 18.2 4 35.4 1 20.0 5 10.4 3 12.0 0 .0 0 )

#Homemaker Could Have Checked More Than One Item

19
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week for food., There were more one member households among
non=-club members than among club members as reported earlier
in this study.

The place of residence appeared to have s}ight effect
upon the amount spent for food each week, Theirural home deme
onstration club member families tended to spend a little less
than did the rural nonfarm or the urban club member families,
On the whole, the urban neon-club members indicated a differ-
ence in food expenditures.over the rural nonfarm non-club mem-
" bers,

The amount spent for food increased as the level of
income increassd among both home demonstration club homemakers
and non-club homemakers in the $2,000 to $2,999 income lesvel.
The homemakers in this inceme level tend to spend more for
food than either of the other catégories among club and non-
club members,

The homemakers' educational level did not show as much
influence as was expected on the amount spent for foods.
Homemakers in the lower educational category (less than 4th
grade) tended to spend less for food than those in the other
categories, As the educational lavel of the homemakers L
increased, there was an increase in the amount spent for food,
This was not true, however, of homemakers who had completed

high school or attended college,

Attitude Toward Amount Spent for Food

The homemakers were asked "If you had more money would L

you buy more food for your family?" One-half of the
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homemakers reported that they would spend more for food., One-
third of the home demonstration club members reported they
would spend mbre money compared to two-thirds of the non=-club
members,

Meats, fruits, and vegetables weres named most often as
foods the homemakers would buy more of if additiocnal money
were available, They indicated less desire for more milk,
cheese, cereals, or breads, A smaller portion of the club
members than non-club members indicated they would buy more
meats, fruits, or vegetables, The greatest difference
appeared in the item vegetables, This was probably due to a
greater segment of the club members than non-club members
reporting atgarden. The non-club members expressed tHe
desire to buy more vegétables four times és often as did the
club members,

Place of residence seemed.toc have no influence on the
amount of money spent for food amenmg the non-club members,
but it did among the club members. Almost one-half of the
rural nonfarm members reported they would spend more for food
compared to slightly over one-~fourth of the rural and of the
urban club members,

In comparing place of residence to foods the homemakers
would buy if they had more money, a contrast was noted between
the urban categories of home demonstration club and nen-club
members, A larger portion of the urban non-club homemakers
than rural nonfarm club members indicated they would buy more
meat than either of the other foods listed, The reverse was

true among the wrban club members; fewer of them than the
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rural or rural nonfarm indiéated they would buy meats, More
non=club members in the rural nonfarm and the urban categories
than club members in these categories reported that they

would buy more fruits eor vegetables,

Income level did not have a particular pattern upon the
homemaker‘s attitude as to whether or not she would buy more
food if she had more to spend., Less than one-~half of the
club members in each of the income categories reported that
they would spend more, whereas a different pattern existed
among the non-club members,

The foods the homemakers would buy if they had more
money did not show a definite pattern according to income
level, The homemakers of families reporting $1,000-%$1,999
income in both groups appeared to be the families who would
buy a greater varisty of foods, A larger portiomn of home-
makers of the less than $999 income non-club member group
indicated that they would buy more foods than homemakers of
any other category.

In comparing the homemaker's educational level to her
attitude toward spending more for food if it were available,
it was noted that about two-thirds of the club members having
less than a fourth grade education thought they would spend
more, None of the higher educational levels in the club mem-
ber group had that high a portion indicating that they would
spend more, Among the non-club members, half or more thought
they would spend more for food if they had the money, except
those at the college level, Perhaps a larger number of home-

-makers in this category would reflect a different attitude,



The homemaker's sducational level did not show a definite
influence on which foods the homemaker would buy if she had

the money to spsnd,

spurces of Food Othar Than That Purchased

A summary of foods other than that purchased is givenm in
Table XIV, A comparison of sources of foods other than that
purchased with place of residence, level of income, and the
homemaker®s educational level are given in Tables XV, XVI,

and XVII.

Gardens [

Mooy e

Almost one=half of the total number of low inceome housg-
holds had a garden last year, A larger segment of home demon-
stration club members (59,1 per cent) than non-club members
(40,9 per cent) reported a garden,

Homemakers produced a variety of vegetables in their
home gardens, The vegstables grown in the garden in grder of
frequency named weres onions, beans, tomatoes, okra, potatoes,
peas, corm, turnips, cabbage, and others (beets, cucumbers,
parrots, soguash, and melons),

The place of residence compared to sources of food other
than those purchased indicated some relationship, More rural
homemakers than rural nonfarm or urban had a garden, The
smallest portionm of homemakers in both club 2nd non-club mem-
ber houssholds from the urban areas had the smallest portion
of gardens,

Income level appeared to have an effect upon the club

members having gardens; but not on the non-club members., As



TABLE XIV

SOURCES OF FOOD OTHER THAN THAT PURCHASED AS REPORTED B8Y 184 HOMEMAKERS

_ ~ Home Non Home
s ~.cnDemppstratieon Demonstration
- Tetal . Lur Club:-Members Club Members
-.N=184 R T Ne93 . Ne91
, LER % No. A NO, %
DIg You nave & carden Last vear?
Yes T . . 90 48.9 55 59,1 35 38,5
No 94 51.1 38 40,9 56 61,5
If Yes, UWhat Foods Were Raised?*¥ , v
Potatoes : . 53 28,8 39 41,9 14 15,4
Orions 78 42,4 51 54,8 27 ° 29,7
Cabbags ~ 25 13,6 17 18.3 8 « 8,8
Turnips® 36 19,6 22 23,7 14 15, 4
Tomataes 68 37.0 44 47,3 24 .. 26,4
Beans 70 38,0 43 46,2 27 29,7
Peas 51 27,7 34 36,6 17 18,7
Corn 37 20.1 28 30.1 g 9,9
Okra 64 34,8 39 41,9 25 27.5
Others 37 20.1 21 22.6 16 17.6
Eggs Produced at Homes 36 19.6 25 26,9 11 12.1
Meatss
Beef 35 19,0 31 33,3 4 4,4
Pork 8 4,3 6 6.5 2 2.2
Chicken 16 8,7 13 14,0 3 3,3
Lamb 2 1,1 1 1.1 1 1.1
Fish 5 2,7 4 4,3 1 1,1
Commodities: 75 44,8 6 6,5 69 75,8

*Check as Many as Raised
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TABLE XV

A COMPARISON OF SOURCES OF FOOD OTHER THAN THAT PURCHASED
OF 184 HOMEMAKERS ACCORDING TO PLACE OF RESIDENCE

“Home Demonstration CL1ub Members

Non Home Demonstration Llub WemDErs

N-93 N-G1 ]
Rural Rural Nonfarm| Urban Rural Rural Nonfarm Urban
N-55 N=27 N-11 N-O N-36 N=-55
- No. % ~ No., % No. % No. % Ng. % No. %

Uid You Have A Larden :

Last Year?

Yes 34 61.8 16 59.3 5 45,5 0 .0 21 58.3 14 25,5
No 21 38.2 11 40,7 6 54,5 0 .0 15 41.7 41 74.5
If Yes, What Foods Were Raised?

Potatoes 25 73,5 9 56.3 5 100.0 0 .0 9 42,9 5 35.7
Onions 30 88,2 16 100.0 5 100.0 0 .0 15 71.4 12 85,7
Cabbage 13 38.2 3 18.8 1 20.0 0 .0 5 23.8 3 21.4
Turnips 13 38.2 16 100.0 3 60.0 0 .0 5 23.8 g 54,3

Tomatoes 26 76.5 13 B1.3 5. 100.0 0 .0 15 71.4 9 64.3

Beans 27 79.4 11 68.8 5 100.0 0] .0 15 71.4 12 85.7
Peas 21 61.8 9 56.3 4 80.0 0 .0 9 42.9 8 57.1
Corn 21 61.8 3 16.8 4 80.0 0 .0 4 19.0 5 35.7

Okra 24 70.6 11 68.8 4 80.0 0 .0 14 18,0 11 78.6

Others 15 44,1 4 25.0 2 40.0 0 -0 10 47,6 6 42,9
Eggs Produced at Home: 23 41,8 ] .0 2 18.2 0 .0 5 13.8 5 10.9
fleats (Combined): 36 65.5 3 1.1 6 54,5 0 .0 & 16.7 5 9,1
Commodity Foods: 2 3,6 3 11,1 1 9,1 8] .0 28 80.6 40 72.7
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TABLE XVI

- A COM?ARISDN OF SOURCES OF FOOD DTHER THAN THAT PURCHASED

OF 184 HOMEMAKERS ACCORDING TO INCOME LEVEL

Home Demonstration Club Members

Nor Home Demonstration TIub Merbers

*Could Name More Than One

N~93 : N-G1
%999 or Less 31,'000—51,99@7%2,000-32,999 %599 or Less |371,000-%7%,999152,000-32,5%89"
N-23 N-45 N-25 N-12 Ne72 Na7
- j NO . % “Na., ~ T NG, % Na. % No. % NO, 7o
"Did You Have a Garden )
Last Year?

" Yes 16 89.6 26 57.8 13 52.0 2 16.7 32 . 44,4 1 14.3
‘No 7 30.4 19 42,2 12 48.0 10 83.3 40 55.6 6 85,7
If Yes, What Foods Did
You Raise?* '

Potatoes 13 56.5 - 19 42,2 7 28,0 0 .0 13 18.1 1 14,3
Dnions 16 69.6 25 55.6 10 40,0 2 -16.7 24 33.3 1 14.3
Cabbage 8 26,1 8 17.8 3 12.0 1 8.3 6 8.3 1 14,3
Turnips 4 17,4 15 33.3 3 12.0 1 8.3 13 18, 1 D «0
Tomatoes 13 56.5 26 57.8 4 16,0 2 16.7 21 29.2 1 14,3
Beans 14 .60.9 18 40,0 11 44,0 1 8.3 25 . 34,7 1 14,3
Peas 12 52.2 14 31.1 8 32.0 1 8.3 15 20.8 1 14.3
Corn 8 34,8 14 31.1 6 24,0 0 .0 9 12.5 0 .0
Okra 9 39.1 21 46,7 g 36.0 2 16.7 23 31.9 0 .0
Dthers 6 26.1 10 22.2 5 20.0 0 .0 1 1.2 0 .0
Other Sources of Food: )

Eggs .6 26,1 13 28.9 6 24,0 1 8.3 g 12.5 1 14,3
Meats 6 26,1 B 17.8 8 32.0 1 8.3 7 9.7 1 14.3
Commodities 4 17,4 2 L4 0 .0 7 58.3 57 79,2 5

A
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TABLE XxvIT

A COMPARISON OF SOURCES OF £0OD OTHER THAN THAT PURCHASED OF 184 HOMEMAKERS
ACCORDING TO THE HOWMEMAKER®S EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

Home Demonstration [lub NMembers

Non Home Demonstration Club Members

N-93 N-81
Less Than 4-Bth S 12th High 3chool College Cess 1han 4-Bth S-12th High School Lollege
4th Grade Grada Grade Craduate 4th Crade Grade Grade Graduate
N3 N-45 N-23 N-11 N-11 -5 N-48 Ne25 N-12 N-1
No. % NO, EA No. % NG, % 0. % No, K No. % No. a Nao, * No. &
Did You Have a Garden . j
Last Year?
Yes 2 66.7 27 60.0 13 56.5 7 63.6 & 54.5 o] .0 20 41,7 9 36.0 5 41,7 1 100.0
Na 1 33,3 18 40,0 10 43,5 4 36,4 5 45,5 5 100.0 28 58.3 16 64,0 7 58,3 o] .0
If Yes, What Did You
Raise?* : -
Potatoes 1 33.3 20 44,4 14 50.9 4 36.4 1 9.1 o] .0 10 20.8 3 12.0 1 B.3 0 .0
Onions 2 66,7 23 51.1 16 59.6 7 63.6 3 27.3 0 .0 17 35.4 7 28.0 2 16.7 1 100.0
Cabbage 1 33.3 9 20.0 6 26,1 3 27,3 ‘0 .0 0 .0 3 6.3 3 12.0 1 8.3 1 100.0
Turnips 1 33.3 12 26.7 5 21.7 3 27.3 1 9,1 0 .0 8 16.7 3 12.0 2 16.7 1 100.0
Tomatoes 2 66.7 21 45,7 13 56.5 3] 54,5 2 18.2 o .0 15 31.3 5 24,0 3 25,0 0 -0
Beans 1 33.3 19 42,2 13 56.5 6 54,5 4 36,4 o] .0 19 39.6 6 24,0 2 16.7 0 .0
Peas 1 33.3 13 28.9 12 52.2 5 45,5 3 27.3 0 .0 12 25,0 4 16.0 1 8.3 0 .0
Corn- 4 .0 1 28.9 7 30,4 4 36.4 4 35.4 0 .0 5 12.5 2 B.0 1 B.3 0 .0
Okra 2 66,7 i9 42,2 8 34.8 5 45,5 5 45,5 0 .0 18 33.3 5 20.0 3 25,0 1 100.0
Others 1 33.3 11 24,4 7 30.4 2 18.2 2] . o] .0 6 12,5 <] 24,0 4 33.3 g .0
Eggs Produced at Home: 1 33.3 9 20.0 8 34.8 3 27.3 4 36.4 2 40,0 3 6.3 3 12.0 3 25,0 0 .0
Meats Producad at Home: 0 .0 19 42,2 9 39.1 5 45,5 5 45,5 2 40.0 1 2.1 4 16.0 2 16.7 0 .0
Commodities 1 33.3 4 8.9 0 .0 a .0 1 9.1 3 60,0 37 77.1 19 76.0 g 75.0 1 100.0
*flore Than One Might Be Checked
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club member family income increased, there was a smaller por-
tion of them reporting that they had a garden. Ffor non-club
members, the less than $999 income and $2,000-$2,999 catego=
ries ware quite similar, Twice as many families in the middle
income category had a garden as did either of the other non=-
club member categories,

No definite pattern of relationship appeared bstwsen the
homemaker's educational attainmment and whether or not the
family had a home garden in either club member or non-club
member groups, Portions having gardens did not increase or
d?crease consistently as the homemaker's educational level

varied,

Eggs
Slightly less than one-=fourth of the total number of

households had a home supply of eggs., More than twice as
Imany club member as non-club member homemakers reported a
home source of eggs,

Place of residence did have an influence upon the home
supply of eggs, Four out of ten rural club members had a
home source of eqggs. No egg supply was reperted by rural non-
farm club member residents, but nearly one-fifth of the urban
club member residents indicated that they had amn egg supply
other than those purchased.,

The educational level of the homemaker showed no influ-

ence upon having or neot having a home supply of eggs.
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Meats

Some households reported having médats other than that
purchased, Meats included beef, chicken, pork, fish, and
lamb, No families reported wsing wild game of the local area,

Meats were combined into one group for comparison with
the variables of place of residence, level of income, and the
homemaker's educational level,

The place of residence has some effect upon home produced
meat supply as evidenced by nearly two-thirds of the rural
club members having a home source of meat, The urban club
members also had meats other than those purchased. Perhaps
the urban club member families had farm interests and a means
of meat production, whereas the urban welfare recipients did
not,

There tended to be a slight increase in the segment of
families having a home meat supply as income level increased,
However, the rural nonfarm category of club members varied
from this pattern,

The homemaker's educational level did not appear to be
related to a home supply of meat.' It seemed rather wnusual
that the homemakers' families with %ess than fourth grade
education in the club member group had no meat supply and the
corresponding: category of non-club members had more than

either of the other categories in the non-club groups,

Commodity Fooeds

Slightly over 40 per cent of all the homemakers in both

groups reported receiving commodity foods, Six and one<half
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per. cent of the club member group as compared to over 75 per
cent of the non-club member group received commodities,

Place of residence indicated a similar pattern among
club and non-club members receiving commodities, The percent-
age of rural club members receiving commodities was quite
small, A higher percentage of rural nonfarm club members and
non-club members receive commodity foods than familiss in
gither of the other cateqgories,

According to level of inceme, the percentage of families
receiving commodities among the club members decreased as
income increased, This was not true among non-club members,

In comparing the percentage of commodity recipients to
the homemaker's educaticonal level, there was a tendency toward
more recipients in the lower educational categories only
among the club members, Education seemed to have little if
~any bearing upon receiving commodities among the non-club

member group.

Food Preservation Equipment and Practices

The food preservation eguipment and practices as reported
by the homemakers are shown in Table XVIII., The pressrvatiocn
equipment and practices are compared to the place of residence,
income level, and the homemaker®s educatiocnal level in Tables

XIX, XX, and XXI, respectively,

Canning Done at Home
Over half of the homemakers canned food at home to supple=

ment the family's food budget. Two=thirds of the home



TABLE XVIII

FOOD PRESERVATION EQUIPMENT AND PRACTICES A5 REPORTED BY 184 HOMEMAKERS

Home Non Home
Demonstration Demonstration
Total Club Members Club Members
N=-184 N=93 N-91
_ No. % Na, % No. %

Uo You Lan Any tood?

Yes . . 105 57.1 63 67.7 427 46,2

No 79 42,9 30 32,3 49 53.8
If Yes, What Did You Canf?¥

Meat or Poultry . 2 1.1 0 .0 2 2,2

Fruits 71 38,6 44 47,3 27 ¢ 29,7
Vegetables 69 37,5 42 45,2 27 29,7
Do You Have A Pressure Canner? ,

Yes 83 45,1 66 : 71.0 17 18.7

No and No Response 101 54,9 27 29.0 74 82.3
If Yes, Do You Use the
Pressure Canner?%¥

Yes 52 62.7 46 49,5 5} 5.6

No 31 37.3 20 21.5 11 12.1
Do You Have a Food Freezer?

Yes . . 50 27.2 43 46, 2 7 7.7
No and Ne Response 134 72.8 50 53.8 84 92,3

*Could Check More Than One

*%This Percentage is Figured
on the Number Reporting
That They Had a Canner

el



TABLE XIX

A COMPARISON OF THE FOOD PRESERVATION PRACTICES OF 184 HOMEMAKERS

ACCORDING TO PLACE OF RESIDENCE

Home Demonstration Club Nembers

Non Home Demonstration Liub Members

N-93 N-91
Rural Rural Nonfarm Urban Rural Rural Ngnfarm Urban
N-55 N=27 Ne11 N-D Ne36 N-55
NG, % No, % NG. % NG, % NG . % NG, %

Do You Can Foog? ]

Yes 39 70.9 18 70.4 6 54,5 0 .0 17 47,2 25 45,5
No 16 29.1 B 29,6 5 45,5 0 .0 19 52.8 30 54,5
What Do You Can If You Do?

Meats 0 .0 8] .0 8] .0 0 .0 0 .0 8] .0
Fruits 27 49,1 11 40,7 6 54,5 0 .0 g 25.0 18 32,7
Vegetables 30 54,5 8 29,6 4 36.4 0 .0 11 30.6 16 29.1
Do You Have a Pressurs Canner?

Yes: 43 78.2 15 55.6 B 2.7 0 .0 10 27.8 7 12.7
No 11 20.0 12 44,4 3 27.3 0 .0 26 72.2 48 B7.3
No Response a .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 G .0 0 .0
If Yes, Do You Use a
Pressure Canner?

Yes 30 69.8 10 66,7 6 75.0 0 .0 3 30.0 7 100.0
No 13 30.2 5 33, 2 25.0 o .0 7 70.0 0 .0
Do You Have a Food Freezer?

Yes 34 61,8 7 25,9 2 18.2 0 .0 4 11,1 3 5,58
No 21 38.2 16 59,3 8 72.7 0 .0 32 88.9 52 94,5
No Response 0 .0 4 14.8 1 8.1 8] .0 0 .0 1] .0

#More Than One May be Checked

*#This Percentage Is Figured
on the Number Reporting That
They Had a Pressure Canner

vl



TABLE xX

A COMPARISON OF THE FOOD PRESERVATION PRACTICES OF 184 HOMEMAKERS
ACCORDING TO INCOME LEVEL -

Home Demonstration Llub WMembers Non Home DemonSfréf%an TIoh Members
N-93 : N-9
#5999 or Less{®l,000-%1,999Y§2,000~-%2,5999 3999 or Less}ut,000-%1,999]18%2,000-82,999
N=23 N-45 | N=25 ~ N-12 3 Nea72 Ne 7
- No. % NG, % No. o Nao. o NO . Yo “No. Jo

Do You Can Food? i

Yes 18 78,3 26 57.8 20 B80.0 6 50.0 34 47,2 2 28.6
No 5 21.7 19 42,2 5 20.0 6 50,0 38 52.8 5 71.4
If Yes, What Did You Can?#

Meat 0 .0 o .0 0 .0 0 0 . 2 2.8 t] .0
Fruit 11 - 47,8 21 55.6 12 48.0 4 - 33.3 23 31.9 0. .0
Vegetables 11 47.8 20 44,4 11 44.0 2 16.7 23 31.9 2 28.6
Do You Have a
Pressure Canner? .

Yes 14 60.9 - 33 73.4 19 76.0 3 25,0 13 18.1 1 14.3
No g 39,1 11 24,4 6 24,0 g 75.0 59 81.9 6 85.7
No Response 0 .0 1 2.2 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
If Yes, Do You Use a
Pressurs Canner?7%*#%

Yes 12 ‘85,7 23 69.7 11 57,9 o] .0 13 100, 0 0 »0
No 2 14,3 10 30.3 8 42.1 3 100.0 v} .0 1 14,3
Do You Have 2 Food Freezer? . :

Yes 13 56,5 17 37.7 13 52.0 0 .0 5 6.9 2 28.6
No .10 43.5 25 - 55.6 10 40,0 12 100.0 . 67 93.1 5 T1.4
No Response 0 0 3 6.7 - 2 8,0 0 .0 0 .0 0 -0

*More Than One Item Could Have Been Checked

*#This Percentage Is Figured on the Number
Reporting That They Had a Pressure Canner

G4



A COMPARISON

0F THE FOOD PRESERVATION PRACTICES 0OF 184 HOMEMAKERS

TABLE XXI

ACCORDING TO THE HOMEMAKER®S EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

Home Demonstration Club fiembers

T

Non Home Demonstration Tlub liembers

N-93 ; N~G1
Less Than 4-8th 9-T2th High Schoo College tess Than 4-8th G-712th High School Collegs
4th Grade Crade Grade Craduate 4th Grade Crade Grade Craduate ’
N~ 3 N-45 N-23 N~11 Ne-T1 N5 N-48 N-25 N2 N-1
. Ng, % Ng. % No, 7z NG, % No. % NG, fA NG, % No. % No, %o No, z

Do You Can:-Any Food?

Yes 1 33. 33 73.3 16 53.6 8 72,7 6 54,5 1 20.0 2% 43.8 12 48.0 7 58.3 1 100.0
No 2 66.7 12 26,7 7 30.4 3 27.3 5 45,5 4 80.0 27 56.2 13 52,0 5 41,7 0 .0
If Yes, Uhat Did You Can?

Meats . 0 .0 1] .0 5] .0 0 .0 0 .0 o] .0 u] .0 1 4,0 9 8.3 il .0
Fruits 0 .0 21 45,7 11 47.8 5 45,5 7 63.6 1 20,0 11 22,5 8 32.0 7 58,3 Y .0
Vegetables 1 33.3 20 b4b, 4 10 43,5 6 54,5 5 45,5 2 40,0 13 27.1 6 24,0 5 41,7 1 100,0
Do You Have a Pressure
Canner?

Yes 1 33.3 31 68.9 16 69,6 g8 72.7 10 90.9 4 49,0 8 16,7 3 12,0 3 25.0 1 100.0
No 2 66,7 13 28,8 7 30.4 3 27.3 1 9.1 3 60.0 40 83.3 22 68.0 9 75.0 8} »0
No Response g .0 1 2.2 o .0 0 .0 o] .0 0 .0 g - .0 ¢] 0 2] .0 4] .0
If Yes, Do You Use It
For Canning?

Yes T 100,0 25 B3.9 ] 56.3 5 62.5 5 5Q.0 g .0 3 37.5 2 W 66.7 1 33.3 0 -0
No 0 . 5 16,1 7 43,7 3 38,5 5 50.0 2 100.0 5 62.5 1 33.3 Y4 66.7 1 100.0
0o You Have a Food
Freezer? .

Yes 0 .0 18 40,0 11 47,8 9 81.8 5 45.5 0 .0 3 6.3 2 8.0 2 16.7 [} .0
No 3 100.C 23 51,1 11 47,8 2 18.2 b 54,5 5 180.0 45 93,7 23 92,0 10 63,3 i 100,0
No Response 8] .0 4 8.9 1 4,4 0 .0 o] .0 1} .0 s} .0 o .0 0 .0 ¢ -0

*More Than One Item Could Have Been Checked

**The Percentage Is Figured on the Number Reporting

That They Had a Pressure Canner

9L
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demonstration club members of this stwudy canned foods at home,
Fewer mon-club homemakers said that they canned; the number
who did and these who did not was more nearly the same than
in the club member groupg,

Rural and reral nonfarm residents from both groupsAcanned
more than did uvrban residents, However, there were no rural
non-club members,

It appearsd that the lower the family income the more
likely the homemaker did canning, The home demonstration
club member homemakers in the higher income category ($2,000
to $2,999) were an exception, eight out of tem of them
reported that they did camning.

On the wholeg,Food preservation by canning increased as

the education level of the homemakers imcreased,

Kinds of Food Canned

Over onme=third cof the total homemakers reported that
they canmed fruits and about this same portion canned vegeta-
bles, A negligible portion (1.1 per cent) canned meat. UWhen
comparing the club members with the non-club members, the
same pattern appeared with a&n exception, no home demonstra-
tion club members reported that they canned meat,

A larger portion of club members from the rural areas
and the wrban areas than from the rural nonfarm areas canned
fruits or vegetables., Among the non-club members, a larger
segment from the urban area than from the rural nonfarm area
canned fruits, Approximately 30 per cent of the club members
in both the rural nonfarm and urban categories canned vegeta-

bles,
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The level of income did not seem to have any effect aon
the kinds of food canned., A small segment of the non-club
members in the lower income category (16.7 per cent) resported
that they canned vegetables.,

As the educational level of the homemaker increased, a
larger segment of both groups reported that they canmed

fruits and that they canned vegetables,

Qunership of Pressure Canners

Less than half (45,8 per cent) of the homemakers had a
pressure canner, Nearly three-=fourths of the home demonstra-
tion club members had one compared to about one=fifth of the
non-club member homemakers,

A larger segment of the rural and of the urban club mem-
bers than the rural non-farm club members had a pressure can=-
ner, The opposite was true amcng thes non-club members,

As the income level inmcreased, the portion of homemakers
in the home demonstration club group having pressure canners
increased slightly. The reverse was true among non-club mem-
bers,

The educaticnal level of the home demonstration club
group indicates a reslationship to the possession of canning
equipment, A larger segment of homemakers at sach increased
category aof educational level reported having canners, The
non-club members? formal training indicated no particular

relationship to the possession of camning equipment,
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Use gf Canning Equipment

Slightly less than two-thirds of all the respondents who
own a pressure canner reported uvsing it, About half of the
club members who had a pressure canner reported using it com-
pared to less than one-tenth of the non-club members. Several
of the homemakers indicated they had a canner, but did not
yse it for canning purposes,

The place of residence did not seem to influence the club
members wvse of the pressure canner,

The use of & pressure canner tended to decrease as the
income level increased among the club member househeolds, It
appearsed vnuswal that all non-club members in the middle
income level ($1,000 to $1,999) who had a pressure canner
reported that they used it, non-club members in the other
income cétegories did not wse their canners,

The use of canning sguipment according to educational
level varied, Education seemed more related to the use of
.equipment among club member households than non-club member

households.

Households with Food Freazers

Slightly over one=fourth of the total respondents
reported that they had a home freezer, A larger portion of
the club members (46,2 per cent) than the non-club members
(7,7 per cent) reported owning a food FPreezer,

The place of residence appearsd somewhat related to the
possession of a food freezer, The same pattern appeared

among both club and non-club homemakers, A larger segment of
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the rural club members reported having a freezer than either
of the twe other categories, The peortion of households having
a freezer was less among the rural nonfarm families than the
rural families and still less when compared to the urban fami-
lies in each group.

In comparison of income level to the possession of a
food freezer, it appeared probable that the higher the income
level the more likely the housshold had a freezer in both
club and non-club member groups. Howpver, very Fmﬁ‘nonnclub
member households had a freezer, It was intéresting to note
that over half of the club members in the less than $999
income category owned a food freezer,

As the educétion level of the homemaker increased, it

was more likely that the family had a home freezer,

Food Preparation Practices

One item of the cuestionnaire and interview schedule was
concerned with the food preparation practices of the home-
makers, This item was related to the number of meals pre-
pared each day, Data regarding the items are presented in
Tables XXII, XXIII, XXIV, and XXV,

The majority of homemaksrs (77,2 per cent) prepared
three meals a day., Ninety-six per cent of the club members
prepared three meals daily, A few more than one in five home-
makers prepared two meals a day., Several homemakers who
reported preparation of two meals & day stated that they had
noc reason to get wp earlys therefore, they had a late break-

fast and late afternoon meal,



TABLE XXII

FOOD PREPARATION PRACTICES AS REPORTED BY 184 HOMEMAKERS
Home " Non Home
Demonstration | Demonstration
Total Club Members Club Members
N=184 N=93 . N=91
\ N@o . % ND§ % NDG %
Meals Prepared Dailys
One 1 .9 1 1,71 Y] . 0
Two 39 212 10 0.7 z29 31.9
yThree 142 77,2 81 87,1 61 67.0
More Than Thres 2 T, 1 1 1.1 1 1.1

L8



TABLE XXIII

A COMPARISON ‘OF FOOD PREPARASION PRACTPICES OF 184 HOMEMAKERS ACCORDING TO PLACE-OF RESIDENCE

Home Demonstration GClub Members Non Home Demonstration Llub Members
Rural Rrural Nonfarm Urban Rural Rural Nonfarm Urban
N=55 N=27 N=11 Na( N=36 N=55
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Number of Meals

Homemakers
Prepare Daily

One 1 1.8 0 &0 0 «B 0 .0 0 . 0 .0
Two 9 16.4 1 o7 0 .0 0 .0 3 36,1 16 29.1
Three 44 80.0 26 9% .3 11 10.0 0 .0 23 63,9 38 69.1
Or More i 1.8 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 1 1.8

A



TABLE XXIV

A COMPARISON OF FOOD PREPARATION PRACTICES OF 184 HOMEMAKERS

ACCORDING TO INCOME LEVEL

Home Demonstration L1ub Members

Non Home Demonstration Liub Hembers

N~93 Ne81
$999 or less|$1,000-871,9857%2,000-%2,999 %958 or Lessj §i,dld-5%1,9991 42, 000.82,559
N=-23 N-45 N~ 25 Ne-12 N-72 N=7
Ng, % NG, % NO. o No. %o No. % No. A
How Many WMeals Do
You Prepare Daily?
One 0 .0 1 2.2 1] .0 0 .0 0 .0 Y .0
Two 4 17.4 a 14.1 1 4,0 5 41,7 24 33.3 g .0
Three 19 82.6 38 84.4 24 96.0 6 50.0 48 66.7 7 100.0
More o .0 1 2.2 0 .0 1 8.3 3} .0 0 .0

€8



TABLE XXV

A COMPARISON OF THE FOOD PREPARATION PRACTICES OF 184 HOMEMAKERS
ACCORDING TO THE HOMEMAKER®S ECUCATIONAL LEVEL

Huﬁe Demonstration Club FMembers

Non Home Demonstration Llub Hembsrs

N-93 N-91
Less Than 4-8th 5.12th High School Caollege Less Than - 4.Bth O-TZth HIgh Schaol Lollege
4th Grade Grade Grade Graduate 4th Crade Grade Grade Graduate
Ne3 Ne45 N=-23 Ne11 N-11 NaS ) N-48 N 25 N2 (]
NG, % No, A No. % Na. % No. % No, % RO, % No., % No. % No . %
Meals Prepared
Dailys
One 0 000 .0 3 81 810 .0 8 0 B .0 0 .8 o .0 o0 .a
Two 0 .0 4 8.9 3 13.0 2 18,2 1 9.1 % 60.0 14 29,2 8 32.0 3 25.0 1 104.0
Three 3 100,0 41 91,1 20 87.0 7 63.6 10 90,9 2 40.0 33 68,7 17 68.0 g 75.0 2 .0
Or More g .0 a .0 0 .0 1 9,1 0 .0 0 .0 1 2.1 0 0 2 -0 G 0

78
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Food Preparation Practices

According to place of residence, there tended to be an
increase in the portion of rural, to rural nonfarm, to urban
homemakers preparing three meals a day in both c¢lub and non-
club member growups,

As the income level Llncreased, a higher percentage of
the homemakers reported that they prepared three mealsba day,

No definite patterm appeared in comparing the homemaker's
meal preparation practices to her educatiopal attainment,
Among non-club members, a gradwal increase in the portion pre-
paring thrééFMQals was noted as the educational level of the
homemaker increased, except in the college category, This was

not true among club member categories,

Sgurces of Food Information

Respondents were asked, "Where do you get food inmforma-
tion?" A summary of home demonstration club homemakers and
non=club ﬁmmber homemakesrs’ sources of food information is
given in Table XXVI, Sources of food information compared to
place of residence, level of income, and level of education

are inmcluded in Tables XXVIT, XXVIII, and XXIX, respectively.

Sources of Information

Sources of food infeormation named in order of the fre-
guency listed by the tetal number of homemakers were as fol-
lows, "mother or relative"”, "Extension Service!, "friend or
neighbor¥, "newspaper or magazins", "television", "others"

(cookbooks, cooking schools wsere mamed), and "radio”,



SOURCE OF FOOD

TABLE X

INFORMATION AS REPORTED BY 184 HOMEMAKERS

XVI

*More Thamn One Could be Checked

Home Nen Home
Demonstration Demonstration
-Total Club Members Club Members
.N=184 N-93 N=91
Ng ., % Na, % Na., %

Source of Food Information:g#*

Mother or. Relative 85 51.6 50 53,8 45 49,5
Friend or Neighbor 75 40,8 43 46,2 32 35,2
Newspaper or Magazine T4 40, 2 44 47,3 30 33,0
Radio 14 7.6 g 9,7 5 5.5
Television 46 25,0 30 32,3 16 17.6
Extension Service 79 42,9 48 51,6 31 34,1
Others, Specify 41 22,3 22 23,7 19 20,5
No, of Scurces of Food

Information Used:

One 62 33,7 33 35,6 29 31.8
Two 34 18.5 11 11.8 23 25,3
Three 40 21.7 15 20.4 21 23,1
Four 14 7.6 i2: 12.9 2 2,2
Five 13 T 7 7.5 6 6,6
Six or More 9 4,9 8 8.6 1 1,1
No Respaonse 12 6.5 3 3.2 9 8,9

98



TABLE XXVII

A COMPARISON OF SDURCES OF FOOD INFORMATION OF 184 HOMEMAKERS

ACCORDING TO PLACE OF RESIDENCE

Home Demonstration Club Members

NOfn Home DEmMONStration Liub Members

N-93 - N-S91
"Rural Rural Nonfar Urban - Rural Rural Nonfarmj Urban
Ne55 N-27 N-11 .N=0 N=36 N-55
NG. % No. % No. % NO. 7 No. T NGO« To

Source of Food Information:*

Mother or Relative ' 28 50.9 13 48.1 9 81.8 0 .0 28  77.8 17 30.9
Friend or Neighbor 27 49,1 10 37.0 6 54,5 0 .0 12 33.3 20 38,4
Newspaper or Magazine 31 56.4 B 29.6 5 45,5 0 .0 13 36,1 17 30.9
Radio 6 10,9 2 7.4 1 9.1 0 .0 1 2.8 4 7.3
Televisiaon 16 29,1 =] 33.3 5 45,5 0 .0 & 16.7 10. 18.2
Extension Service 35 58.2 10 37.0 [5] 54,5 o .0 12 33.3 19 34,5
Number of Sources of Food
Information Used:

One 17 30.9 13 48,2 3 27,2 0 .0 11 30.6 18 3.6
Two g 16.4 -2 7.4 0 .0 g .0 8 22,2 15 27.3
Three 8 14.6 7 25,9 4 36.4 0 .0 8 22,2 13 23.6
Four 5 9.1 3 11.1 4 36.4 0 .0 1 2.8 1 1.8
Five 7 12.7 1] .0 0 .0 8] .0 3 8.3 3 5.5
Six or More 7 12.7 1 3.7 g .0 8] .0 0 .0 1 1.8
No Response 2 3.6 1 3.7 o 0 1] .0 5  13.9 4 7.4

*More Than One Could be Checked

LB



TABLE XXVIII

A COMPARISON OF SOURCES OF FOOD INFORMATION OF 184 HOMEMAKERS ACCORDING TO INCOME LEVEL

“Home UemonsStrarion CIUD members

Non Home Demonstration Liub Wembers

N-Q3 Ne 91
$999 or lLesst$71,000-%7,9909)52,000-%2,999 '$999 or Lessi%1,000-%1,959 182, 000U~%2,959
Ne-23 N-45 N-25 Nee12 N-72 Ne 7
NO. o Ng, 7o NO. %o “Na, e No, o No ., o
Source or rood
Information:*
Mother or Relative 12 52,2 26 57.8 12 48,0 7 58.3 33 45,8 5 71.4
Friend or Neighbor 8 34,8 17 37.8 18 72.0 4 33.3 27 37.5 1 14,3
Newspaper or Magazine 9 39,1 18 42,2 16 64,0 4 33.3 24 33.3 2 28.6
Radio 1 4,3 3 6.7 5 20.0 1 8.3 4 5,6 0 .0
Television 5 21.7 183 40,0 7 28.0 2 16.7 13 18.1 1 14.3
Extension Service 6 26,1 22 48,0 20 80.0 7 58.3 22 30.6 2 28.6
Number of Sources of
Food Information Used: .
Gne 11 47,9 15 33.3 7 28.0 5 41,7 22 20.6 2 28.6
Two 3 13.0 4 8.9 4 16,0 2 16.7 17 23.6 4 57.1
Three 5 21,7 10 22.3 4 16.0 4 33.3 16 $22.2 1 14,3
Four 8] .0 8 17.9 4 16.0 0] .0 2 2.8 0 ]
Five 2 8.7 3 6.7 2 8.0 0 .0 6 8.3 0 .0
Six or More 2 8,7 3 6,7 3 12,0 1 8.3 0 .0 0 .0
No Response 0 .0 2 4,2 1 4,0 0 .0 9 12.5 0 -0

*More Than One May be Checked
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TABLE XXIX

A COMPARISON DF SDURCE OF FOOD INFORMATION OF 184 HOMEMAKERS
ACCORDING TO THE HOMEMAKER®S EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

~Tome DemORSITatIon LIUD Tensers Non Home Demonstration Llub NMembers

N-33 N-21
Tess Than . 4-8th S=12th “High School College Less Than 4-Bth G-1Zth High Schosl
4th Grade Grace Grade Graduate 4th Grade Crade Grade Graduate
N-3 N-45 N-23 N-1T . Ne11 - N~5 N~ 48 - N-25 N2
Ng ., % ND, kS NG, % Na., % NO, o NG, E NO ., % No. % No, %
Where Do You Get )
Food Information?#* ’
Mother or Relative 1 33.3 23 5.1 13 56,5 8 72.7 6 54,5 3 60.0 17 35.4 19 76.0 7 568.3 g
Friend or Neighbor 0 .0 22 46,89 11 47.8 5 54,5 4 36.4 2 40.0 14 29,2 11 44,0 4 33.3 1
Newspaper or Magazine 0 .0 20 44,4 11 47.8 8 72.7 7 53,6 1 20.0 16 33.3 9 36,0 3 25.0 1
Radio 0 .0 2 4.4 3 13.0 2 18,2 2 18.2 0 .0 1 2.1 2 6.0 2 16,7 0
Television 1 33.3 12 26,7 8 34,8 8 72.7 1 9.1 1 20.0 8 16.7 4 16,0 3 25,0 0
Extension Service 1 33.3 21 46,7 13 56.5 8 72.7 5 45,5 0 .0 16 33.3 g 32.0 7 58,3 4
,Number of Sources of .
foocd Information Used: .
One 3 100.0 18 40,0 7 30.5 2 18.2 3 27.3 2 40,0 17 35.4 10 40,0 0 .0 0
Two 0 .0 5 11,1 3 13.0 2 18.2 1 9.1 0 .0 g 18.8 6 24.0 7 58,3 1
Three 0 .0 9 20.0 ] 34.9 1 5.1 1 9,1 2 40.0 g 18.8 S 20.0 5 41.7 0
Four 0 .0 4 8.9 3 13.0 1 5.1 4 36.3 0 .0 2 4,2 0 .0 il .0 0
Five 0 .0 3 6.7 1 4.3 2 168.2 1 9.1 0 .0 5 10,3 1 4,0 0 .0 1]
Six or More 0 .0 4 8.9 1 4,37 3 27.2 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 1 4,0 0 .0 0
No Response 0 .0 2 4,4 0 .0 0 .0 1 9.1 1 20.0 6 12.5 2 8.0 0 .0 0

*More Than One Could be Checked

68
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I comparing club members and nonmclub members, each
source of Information was mentioned as being used by a higher
percentage of eclub members than mon-club members. Ths use of
Extension Service information was not as high (51,6 per cent)
as might have been sxpscted among club members, This may
indicate that adjustments are needed in teaching materials
prepared for the low income homsmakers,

A larger percentage ef club members reported that they
obtained Feod information through mass media sources (news-
paper or magazine, radlic, and television) than did the non-
club membara, As would be expected, a larger segment of the
club members than non-club members reported that they used
food information made available through the Cooperative Exten=
sion Service,

In comparing sources of food information to place of
residence, more urban club members than rural or rural non-
farm members reported getting food information through per-
sonal contact, In the non-club member group, a different
pattern appeared with a larger portion from the rural nonfarm
category getting informaktion through personal contact, A
lafg@r segment of the rural club members obtained food infor-
mation through newspapers and ma@azines than did club or non-
club members in other place of residence categories, The
rural club member was more responsive to the Extensien Service
8s a spurce of information than were the urbamn or rural non-=
farm club members,

As the income level increased among the club members, a

larger portion of them reported that they received food



information through personal contacts, mass media, and the
Extension Service, respectively, The reverse situation
appeared amoeng the non-club members,

As the homemaker®’s educational level increased, a larger
portien of the club members reported that they received infor-
mation fﬁraugh personal contacts, mass media, and Extension
Service, respectively, This pattern existed in all categories
except those homemakers having attended college, Their
responses were similar to club members in the lower educa-
tional levgl,

The tﬁo lower educaticonal categories of the non-club mem=
bers reported a smaller portion gaining food information
through the methods listed previously,

A question on sgurce of information in the instrument
asked "Name a person near you to whom you would go for food
infermation," This question was asked for use in county
extension program development rather than for data to be used
in this study. The club members responeded readily to this
itemy; however, the non-club members were reluctant to reply.
The club members named & neighbor or a friend that was a homs
demonstration club member and lived in the community, while

the non-club members named a relative or very close meighbor,

Number of Sources of Food Information Used

The responses from "Where do you get foed information?"
were tabulated according to the number of sowrces of informa-
tion each homemaker wtilized. A third of the total sample

reported that they gained information from only one source,



92

As indicated in other studies, low=income families do not
ordinarily wtilize the sources d’in?armation and help avail-
able, Less than one-fourth of the homemakers used two sources
and only slightlyxabove one=fourth usgd three sources of food
imfarmatiah; Uhly a small portion used four, five, or six
sSoUTCEs DF‘infqrmatiom, A similar segment of club and non-=
club membefé‘used one source of information,

According to place of residence, no sst pattern appeared
regarding tHE'numEer of sources of food information as reported
by the home demenstration club members, In the non-club mem=-
ber group, a larger portion of those from the urban area
reported obtaining food information from one to four sources
than did the rural nonfarm homemakers,

In both the club member and non-club member groups, the
homemakers in the lowest and highest income categories
reported using a fewer number of sources of information, tham
did those in the other categories,

According to the educational level of the homemaker,
those in the lowest educational levels did not use as many
sources of information as did those inm other educational
level categories, In the college educational level category,
the non-club homemaker did not use as many scources of informa-

tien as the collegse level category club member,

Attitudes Toward Feedinc the Family

The attitude of the homemakers toward feeding their fami-
lies is summarized in Table XXX, The comparison of place of

residence, level of income, and level of the homemaker's



ATTITUDES TOWARD FEEDING THE FAMILY AS REPORTED BY 184 HOMEMAKERS

TABLE X

XX

Home Non Home
Demgnstration Demonstration
Total Club Members Club Members
. N=184 Nw93 N=91
,Noa % NEC % Nae %
Statements INat LApPress
Your Feelings About
Feeding Familys*
Giving Them What They Like
to Eat ) 108 57,1 54 58,1 51 56,0
Feeding Them What They Nesd 98 53,3 44 47,3 54 59,3
A Job That Must be Done 36 19,6 21 22.6 15 16.5
Cooking Is a Pleasure 110 59,8 44 47.3 66 72,5
Filling Them, Satisfying
Appetites 54 29,3 25 26,9 29 31,9
Other Reasons (As Special
Diet) . 14 7.6 6 6.5 8 8.8

*Coul& Check Mere Than 0One

g6
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education on the homemakers® attitudes toward feeding the
family are shown in Tables XXXI, XXXII, and XXXIII,

A group of statements that express a homemaker®s feeling
about feeding her family were included on the data collecting
instrument, Each respondent was asked to check as many state-
ments as expressed her feeling, h

0f the attitudes listed, over one=half of all the home-
makers involved in the study checked "giving them what theay
liked to eat?, ¥Yfeeding them what they need”, and "cookimg is
a pleasure", Other replies listed in order of fregquency were
"filling themiup”9 satisfying appetites", and "a job that
must be done“, This indicates that, on the whole, the home-
makers enjoy cooking for their families and that they are
interested, as far as food is concerned, in the family's
nhysical health and likes and disiikes, Several homemakers
in both groups reported their attitude as "meeting thse physi-
cal needs of one or more family members through a special
diet®,

In comparing place of residence te the homemaker's atti-
tudes toward feeding her family, it was significant that the
first two statements were freguently checked in each category,
A high percentage indicates these homemakers both club and
non-club members endeavor to meet the family's food needs,

The urbam club members did met indicate as much concern in
meeting the physical needs as did each of the other categories.
A larger portion of homemak;rs imn &ll categories, except the
urban club members, indicated mbre felt Ycooking is a pleasure®

rather than "a Job", Over 80 per cent cf the wrbam non-club



TABLE XXXI

A CDmPARISDN OF ATTITUDES TOWARD FEEDING THE FAMILY OF 184 HOMEMAKERS

ACCORDING TO PLACE OF RESIDENCE

Home Demonstration Li1UD Members

Non Home Demdnstratlon tiub Members

Ne93 N-81

Rural Rural Nonfarm Urban ~ Rural Rural‘NonFarm’ ‘Urban

N-55 Ne 27 N-11 N=0 N-36 N=55
] No, % No. T No, % No, % No. % No, %
Statements That Express
Your Feeling About Feeding
Your Family:#*
Giving Family What They Like 34 61.8 15 55,6 5 45,5 0 .0 18 50.0 33 60,0
Feeding Them What They Need 38 54,5 12 44,4 2 18,2 8] .0 24 66.7 30 54,5
A Job That Must be Done 12 21.8 5 18.5 4 36.4 0 .0 5 .13.9 10 18.2
Cooking Is a Preasure 29 52,7 12 44,4 3 27.3 0 .0 20 55,6 46  B3.6
Filling Them, Satisfying
Appetites 17 30,9 4 14,8 4 36,4 0 .0 5 25.0 20 36.4
Other Reason 1 1.8 3 11.1 2 18.2 o .0 4 11,1 4 7.3

*#Could Check More Than One

G6



TABLE XXXII

A COMPARISON OF ATTITUDES TOWARD FEEDING THE FAMILY OF 184 HOMEMAKERS
ACCORDING TO INCOME LEVEL

Home DemOASLration Club MembBrs “Non Home Uemonstration Ciub Wembers
N-93 N~91 ) '
$599 or Less |§71,000-%7,999 [82,000-%2,599 $99% or Less}®1,000-%1,5997%2,000-82,999
N-23 N-45 N-25 Ne12 ! Ne72 N-7
) : NGO, % No. % NO. % NO. % No, % No, %
Statement that txpress )
Your Feeling About
Feeding Your Family:*
Give Uhat They Like 13 56,5 29 64,4 12 48,0 7 61.5 43 59.7 6 85.7
Giving What They Need 12 52,2 23 51,1 10 40.0 7 53.8 42 58.3 5 71.4
A Job to be Done g 34,8 . 13 28.9 4 16.0 3 25.0 9 12.5 3 42,9
Cooking Is a Pleasurse 9 39,1 19 42,2 16 64.0 g 75.0 53 73.6 4 57.1
Satisfying Appetites 6 26.0 14 31,1 5 20.0 4 33.3 20 27.8 5 71. 4
Other Reasons 0 .0 4 8.9 2 - 8.0 0 .0 7 9,7 1 18,3
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TABLE XXXIII

A CONMPARISON OF ATTITUDES TOWARD FEEDING THE FAMILY OF 184 HOMEMAKERS
ACCORDING TO THE HOMEMAKER®S EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

Home Demonstration CIub Members

Non Home Demonstration Liub iltembers

N=93 -
Less Jhan 4-8th B-12th High 5chool Lollege Less Than 4-8th S-1Zth igh 3>chooi Lollege
4th Grade Grade Grade Graduate 4th Grade Grade Grade Graduate
N-3 N~45 N-23 N=-11 N-11 N-5 N-48 N-25 N-12 N1
No, % “No, A T NO, % NGO, 7 NO. % ND. % No. % No. % NO, % No, A
Statements That Express
Your Feelings#*
Giving What They Like 2 66,7 24 53.3 13 56,5 6 54,5 El B1.8 5 100.0 20 41,7 15 60.0 10 83.3 1 108.0
Feeding What They Need b} .0 22 48.9 11 47,8 5 45,5 6 54,5 .3 60,0 25 52.1 16 64.0 9. 75.0 1 100.0
A Job That Has to be Done 0 .0 7 15.6 7 30.4 3 27.3 4 36.4 0 .0 9 18.8 5 20,0 1 - 8.3 a .0
Cooking Is a Pleasure T 33.3 25 55,6 12 52,2 3 27.3 3 27.3 5 100.0 29 60.4 21 84,0 10 83.3 1 100.0
Filling and Satisfying 1 33,3 12 26.7 4 17.4 4 36.4 4 36,4 1 20,0 17 35.4 B 32,0 3 25,0 1] 0
Other Reasons (Diets) 0 .0 5 11.1 0 .0 1 9.1 Y .0 1 20.0 3 6.3 2 12.0 1 8.3 0 .0

¥Could Check More Than 0One

L6
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members expressed pleasure in cooking., The statement
",..0atisfy appetite" was considered more of a negative atti-
tude of pleasure toward feeding the family, A ratﬁér high
percentage of urban club and non-club homemakers checked this
attitude, Rural nonfarm club member homehakers gave the
least response to ".,,.satisfy appetite”, O0On "other feasnns"
respondents indicated preparation of special diet for a family
member was of special concern, Rural club members imdicated
few of these problems and urban club members were the most
concerned in this catégory, Each of the other categories
were similar in response,

Larger portions of the homemakers at each income level
both club and non=club indicated concern for mesting thebhysi-
cal needs in feeding the family, Non-club members in ﬁhe
$2,000 to $2,999 group indicated the most cencern on this
item, As income increased among club member households,
likewise the pleasure af coocking tended to increase, A
reverse pattgrn existed among non-club members, those inm the
less than 39?9.category derived more pleasure from cooking.
More than two=thirds of the highest income level of non-club
members checked ﬁsatisfying appetites“. The $2,000 to $2,999
level households also indicated more special diet concerns,

In comparing the homemaker's educational level to atti-
tudes of feeding the family at all educational levels, she
was concerned with meeting the family's physical needs,
particularly at the higher educational levels, The non-club
member homemakers at sach educational level expressed more-

pleasure in feeding the family than did the club members,
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Only two educational levels of the club member group and each
category of the non-club member group indicated some "special
diet" concerns, |

Commodity Food Practices and Attitudes Toward
Assistance in the Area of Foods

A summary of the commodity food practices and homemakers?®
attitudes toward additional educational assistance in the
area of foods is presented in Table XXXIV, This data was
reported by mon-club members only, A comparison of commodity
food practices and attitude toward additional educational
food assistance according to place of residence, level of
income, and the level of the homemaker's education is made in

Tables XXXV, XXXVI, and XXXVII, respectively,

Commodity Food Practices

Only six club members reported receiving commodity foods;
therefore, the numbers seemed too few to draw significant con=
clusions from data on club members,

Seventy=-five per cent of the non-club members received
commodity foods. Conclusions drawn upon the practices and
attitudes of use of commodity foods were derived from data
reported by homemakers receiving the foods, Almost one-fourth
of the welfare recipients did not recsive commodities,

Nearly 70 per cent of the commodity food recipients
among the non-club member group reported that they usually
took all commodity foods offered, These guestions were
analyzed together, O0f the carbohydrate foods cdrnmeal and

rolled wheat were the foods rejected by the largest portian



TABLE XXXIV

COMMUDITY FOOD PRACTICES AND ATTITUDES TDWARD ASSISTANCE IN THE AREA OF FOODS

Non Home
Demonstration
Club Members

N~G81
NG.. . »

Do You. Receive Commodlty Foods? ) )
Yes 69 ~75.8

- No 22 24,2

- O If Yes,_Doas Family Usually Take All Commodlty Foods Of fered? ’ i
© Yes 48 69.6
No- ) ) 21 30.4

If No, Uhat Commodities Do You Usually Reject?

. Flour : . 4 5.8
Cornmeal 12 17.4
Rice 7 “10.1
Rolled Wheat 10 14,5

' Beans, Dry 7 10.1
‘Nonfat Dry m;lk 10 14,5
Dried £gg Solids 11 15.9
Meat 4 5.8
Cheess: 4 5.8
Peanut Butter 4 5.8
Butter 4 5,8
Lard 4 5.8

Have You Used Extension Demonstration Recipes?

A Few of Recipes 32 . 35,2
Most of Recipes 12 13.2
None of Recipes 47 - 51.6.

Wculd You Like Additional Assistance in the Area of Foods? :
Yes . 26 28.6
No ‘or No Response

Thase Ouestions Were on Interview Schedule But Were Not on Club Questionnaire

65 71. 4

091l



TABLE XXXV

A COMPARISON OF COMMODITY FOOD PRACTICES AND ATTITUDES TOWARD ASSISTANCE IN
THE -AREA OF FOODS AS REPORTED BY HOMEMAKERS ACCORDING TO PLACE OF RESIDENCE

Non Home Demonstration

. Club Members

No or No Response

N=~31 :
Rural Rural Nonfarm Urban
NeO N-36 N-55
— S ] - Ng., % No, % No, %
To You Receive Commodity Foods? . . ’ '
Yes S : 0 .0 29 80.6 40 72,7
No. 0 .0 7 18.4 15 27,3
If Yes, Does Family Usually Take All
Commodity Foods Offered?
Yes . 0 .0 17 47,2 31 56.4
No . i} .0 12 33,3 g 16.4
Others, Ineligible
If No, What Commodities Do You
‘Usually Reject? : .
Carbohydrate - Flour¥* 0 .0 0 .0 4 7.3
: ~ Cornmeal 0 .0 0 .0 12 21,8
- Rice 0 .0 1 2.8 6 10.9
Rolled Uheat 0 .0 2 5.6 8 14,5
Protein Beans, Dry 0 .0, 1 2,8 6 10.9
Nonfat Dry Milk 0 .0 2 5.6 8 14.5
Dried Egg Solids 0} .0 2 5,6 9 16.4
Meat 0 .0 1 2.8 3 5.5
Cheese _ 0 .0 1 2.8 3 5.5
Peanut Butter 0 .0 1 2.8 3 5,5
Butter 0 .0 1 2.8 3 5.5
tard 0 .0 1 2,8 3 5.5
-Have You Used Extension Demonstration
Recipes? : _ v :
Few of Recipes 0 .0 13 36.1 18 34,5
Most of Recipes 0 .0 5 13.9 7. 12.7
None of Recipes 0 .0 18 50.0 29 52.8
Would You Like Additicnal Assistance
in the Area of Foods? ) :
Yes 0 .0 12 33.3 14 25.5
0 .0 24 66,7 41

74,5

Loi



TABLE XXXVI

A COMPARISON DF COMMODITY FDOD PRACTICES AND ATTITUDES TOWARD ASSISTANCE
IN THE AREA DF FOQODS AS REPORTED BY HOMEWMAKERS ACCORDING TO INCOME

Non Home Demonstration LiUD Nembers

Ne 81
3999 pr Less]$1,0U0U-31,995152,000«%2,995
Ne12 N7 2 y T Ne7
Na, T No, % NO .o %
Do You Receive Commodity Foods?
Yes ) 9 75.0 55 T6.4 3 1. 4
No 3 25.0- 17 23,6 2 28,6
If Yes, Does Family Uswally Take AlLL
Commodity Foods O0ffered?
Yes 5 41,7 39 54,2 4 57,1
Na 4 33.3 16 22,2 1 t4. 3
If Ne, Which Ones Do You Usually Reject?
Carbohydrate - Flour*® il .0 4 5.6 [ 0
Cornmeal 2 16.7 9 12.5 o1 4.3
Rice 2 16.7 5 6.9 2] 0
Rolied Wheat 1 8.3 8 11,1 1 14,3
Protein - Beans, Dry 0 .0 7 9,7 0 I
Nonfat Dry %ilk 1 8.3 g 12,5 a 0
Qried Egg Solids 1 B.3 18 13.9 5] o
Meat o .0 4 5,6 a 0
Cheese a3 .0 4 8.6 0 0
Peanut Butter ] .0 4 5.6 ] . B
Fat « Butter i .0 4 5.6 ] + B
Lard O +0 & 3,6 g o 0
PDid You Usz Extemnsion Demonstration Recipes?
A Few of the Recipes 5 41,7 26 36,1 1 T4.3
fost af Recipes 4 33.3 6 B.,3 2 28.6
None of the Recipes 3 25,0 40 55.6 4 ST
Would You Like Additienal Educational Assistance
In the Area of Foods?
Yes 4 33.3 19 26.4 3 42.9
No or Ne Response g 66,7 53 73.6 4 57.1

Z0%



TABLE XXXVII

A COMPARISON OF COMMODITY FODD PRACTICES AND ATTITUDES TOWARD ASSISTANCE IN
THE AREA OF FOODS AS REPORTED BY HOMEMAKERS ACCORDING TO EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

Non Home Demonstration Club Members Unly

N=91
Cess Than ~4-BCth O-TZth High School] LCollege
4th Grade Grade Grade Graduate
N5 N-48 N-25 N-12 N=1
: T Nos % No. No, =% No. % No. %
Do You Receive Commodity Foods?
Yes 3 p0.0 38 79.2 18 72.0 g 75.0 1 100.0
No 2 40.0 10 20.8 7 28.0 3 25.0 D .0
If Yes, Does Family Usually Take All
Commodity Foods Offered?
Yes 3 60.0 22 45,8 14 56.0 B 66.7 1 100.0
No 1 20.0 1 22.9 6 24.0 3 25.0 0 .0
Others, Ineligible 1 20.0 15 1.3 -1 20.0 1 B3 0 .0
If No, Which Ones Are Usually Rejected?
Carbohydrate - Flour 0 .0 2 4,2 1 4.0 1 8.3 0 .0
Cornmeal 0 «0 5 12.5 4 16.0 2 16.7 0 .0
Rice 0 .0 6 12,5 0 .0 1 8.3 0 +0
Rolled Wheat 0 .0 8 16.7 0 .0 2 16.7 0 .0
Protein - Beans, Dry 0 «0 5 10,4 1 4,0 1 8.3 0 .0
Nonfat Dry Milk 0 .0 9 18.8 0 .0 1 8.3 0 .0
Dried Egg Solids 0 .0 B L 1 4,0 2 16.7 0 .0
Meat 0 .0 3 6.3 0 .0 1 8.3 0 .0
Cheese 1] .0 2 4,2 1 4.0 1 8.3 0 .0
Peanut Butter 1] .0 2 4,2 1 4.0 1 8.3 0 .0
Fats - Butter 0 +«0 2 Bt 1 4,0 1 8.3 0 .0
Lard 0 .0 2 4,2 1 4.0 1 8.3 0 .0
Have You Used Extension Demonstration Recipes?
A Few Recipes 1 20.0 23 47.9 6 24,0 2 16.6 1] .0
Most Recipes 0 .0 4 8.3 2 8.0 5 4T 1 100.0
None of Recipes 4 80,8 2 43,8 17 68.0 5 41,7 0 .
Would You Like Additional Educational Assistance
In the Area of Foods?
Yes 1 20.0 8 16.7 10 40.0 T 58,3 =
No or No Response 4 80,0 40 83.3 15 60.0 5 41,7 1 100.0

oL
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of recipiemnts, Dried egg solids and non-fat dry milk were
the protein foods rejected, No attempt was made to determine
the reason for these foods being rejected. It could have
been due to physical limitations as reported by some home=-
makers during interviews, stockpiling, lack of acceptability,
or other such reasons, |

In comparing place of residence to practices concerning
commodity foods, the complete absence of rural non-club mem-
bers is quite striking. A slightly higher portion of rural
nonfarm than urban families received commodities,

According to place of residence, the urban non-club mem-
ber families tended to reject a slightly lower portion of com-
modity foods than did the rural nonfarm residents,

The portionm receiving commodities at each income level
was expected since welfare income and amount of commodity
food is allocated according to family composition, Approxi=-
mately three-fourths of the non-club members at each income
level reported receiving commodities.

As the income level increased, a larger segment of the
families in each category took all of the commodities.

The educational level of the homemaker may have some
effect on the practice of accepting commodity foods. A smaller
portion of those with less than fourth grade education than
in other education level cateéories indicated that they
received commodity foods. Each of the other categories indi=-
cated a higher portion receiving commodities, but this pattern
did not indicate & definite increase with the homemaker's

educatiomnal attainment,
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The acceptance of commodity foods seemed to increase
somewhat as the homemaker's educational level increased from
the fourth to eighth grade level up, Sixty per cent of the
homemakers with less than fourth grade education usually

accepted all commodities and indicated no foods rejected.

Attitude of Acceptability of Commodity Foods

Homemakers who received commodities responded to the
item "Which commodity foods do you like best and which ones
(commodity foods) do you dislike", as indicated in Table
XXXVIII, Generally, the commodity foods were very well
accepted. Of the carbohydrates group of foods, flour and
rice were the most acceptable; rolled wheat the least
acceptable, Meat and cheese were the most acceptable of the
protein foods, Butter appeared to be the favorite food
received, being named as "best liked" by 61 per cent. of the
homemakers, Peanut butter, a source of both protein and fat,
was named by nearly one-fourth, Several mentioned lard as
favorite food and no one included lard or flour among disliked
foods,

Cornmeal was listed as a food disliked by more than one-
third and rolled wheat nearly as often as cornmeal, Non fat
dry milk and dried eggs were the most disliked., These same
four foods were the same four listed as most often rejected.
It was evident that a larger portion of protein than carbohy-
drate foods were being rejected, There was not a sufficient

number of responses among the club members to draw conclusions



TABLE XXXVIII

ATTITUDE OF ACCEPTABILITY OF COMMODITY FOODS AS REPORTED BY 75 HOMEMAKERS

Homs Non Haome
Demonstration Demonstration
Total . Club Members Club Members
N=75 Neb : N=69
— No, % Na, % No, %
Commodity Food Family Liked Best:
Flour " | 31 41,3 0 .0 31 44,9
Cornmeal 9 12,0 Yo 16.7 8 11.6
Rice 19 25,3 1 16.7 18 26,1
Rolled Wheat 3 4,0 0 .0 3 4,3
Beans, Dry 11 14,7 3 50,0 8 1.6
Non Fat Dry Milk 5] 8,0 0 o U 6 8.7
Dried Egg Solids 1 1.3 0 « 0 1 1.4
Meat 25 33,3 0 .0 25 36,2
Cheess 35 46,7 3 50.0 32 46,4
Peanut Butter 17 22.7 0 .0 17 24,6
Butter 46 61,3 0 .0 46 66,7
Lard 9 12,0 o - .0 g 13,0
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TABLE XXXVIII, CONT'D,

ATTITUDE OF ACCERTABILITY OF COMMODITY FOODS AS REPORTED BY 75 HOMEMAKERS

Home Non Home

Demonstration Demaonstration
Total . . Club Members Club Members

Ne78 . N-6 N=£9

No, | % Ne, % Na, %
Commodity Foods Dislikeds

Flour ‘ o .0 o .0 2 2,9
Cornmeal 28 37,3 ] .0 28 40.6
Rice 12 16,0 0 o 0 12 17.4
Rolled $¥heat 21 28,0 0 .0 21 30.4
Beans, Dry 6 8.0 0 o 0 6 8.7
Nan Fat Dry NMilk 30 40,0 2 33,3 28 40.6
Dried Ego Solids 29 38,7 % 6.7 28 40.6
Meat 15 20,0 1 _ 15,7 14 20,3
Chessse 7 - 9 6.7 0 « 0 5 Te2
Peanut Butter 3 4,0 ] + 0 3 4,3
Butter 1 1.3 G . 0 1 1,4
Lard G .0 g -0 a .0

L0l
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about their attitude toward the acceptability of commodity
foods, The six club members appeared to follow similar pat-

terns to non-club members,

Educational Assistance Regarding Use of Commodity Foods

Over one=half of the non-club homemakers had not used
Extension prepared recipes regarding the use of commodity
foods, Frequently during the interviews, the homemaker
reported that she had not received recipes or other material
from the Extension office, because commodity foods were
delivered to the house regularly, Therefore, they did not
know about the demonstrations or recipes given. Low educa-
tional level of the homemaker and other reasons may account
for seemingly poor acceptance of assistance given,

About one-fourth of the homemakers indicated a desire
for additional assistance in the area of foods, The other
three-fourths said, "no", "don't knouw", or gave no response,

In comparing the place of residence to the portion using
Extension recipes, it was similar in each category.

Non-club members living in the rural nonfarm area indi-
cated that they were more interested in additional assistance
than were the urban homemakers,

In comparing the use of Extension recipes at each income
level, the less than $999 category reported greater percentage
using recipes than either of the other categories,

According to income level, homemakers in the $1,000 to
#1,999 income bracket were less concerned about additional
assistance than were the other income categories, The higher

income group was most interested in learning more,
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No particular pattern emerged from the comparison of the
homemaker's educational levsl to her use of Extension recipes,
The homemakers with less tham fourth grade educatiomal attain-
ment had received very little benefit from recipes, A high
percentage of the homemakers with high school gradwate and
college level of education used the recipes, This is of
particular comcern in adapting materials to meet the needs of
low income people.

The higher the education level from fourth grade on to
high school gradwuation the more interested in educational
assistance related to foods the homemakers seemed to be, The
data at college level was too small a number on which to draw

conclusions,

Summary

The findings from 184 guestionnaires indicated more
similarities than differences among club member amd nen-club
member homemakers in low~income families, The majority of
homemakers in’both groups shopped for groceries for the family
once a week, {Dver one-fifth of the total reported that they
did not have é sat day of the week when they did graecery shop-
ping, Those who had a set day tended to shopvthe latter part
of the week, Almost two-thirds of the homemakers reported
that shopping was dene at the nearest supermérket } In a
large maJorlty of households, the homemaker did most of the
food shopping., Moest of the homemakers paid cash for Food,}
;/}he approxihate ampunt spent for food varied from less

1 \.
than eight dollars to more than thirty dollars per week, A.
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ma jority of the homemakers indicated if they had more money,
they would buy more meats, fruits, and vegetables.

Almost one-half of the homemakers reported having a gar-
den last year, A variety of vegstables were produced in the
home garden, A relatively low portion of the homemakers
reported having a home supply of eggs and meats,

Over one-half of the homemakers did canning of fruits
and vegetables, However, only one-half of that number
reported having a pressure canner, Only two-thirds of those
who had a pressure canner indicated that they used the canner.
All families reported having a refrigerator and over one-
fourth had a home freezer, More than three-fourths of the
homemakers prepared three meals a day,

The homemakers gained food information from a variety of
sogurces that included personal contacts, mass media, and the
Cooperative Extension Service,

On the whole, the homemakers enjoyed cooking for their
families, They indicated as far as food is concerned they
are interested in their family's physical health, the family's
likes and dislikes,

A very small portion (six out of ninety-three) of the
home demonstration club members received commodity foods.
Three-fourths of the non-club members received commodity
foods, Most of the recipients reported that they usually
took all the commodity foods offered, Over one=half of the
recipients had not used extension prepared recipes regarding
the use of commodity foods. Homemakers were interested in

additional assistance in the area of foods,
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Such factors as place of residence, income level, and
the sducational level of the homemaker did seem to be associ-
ated te some degree with some of the food practices and atti-

tudes aof the low-income families,



CHAPTER TV

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND PROPOSALS

Summary and Ceonclusions

This study was concerned with identifying some of the
food practices and attitudes of selected low=income families
in Cotton County, Oklahema, and propesals for developing an
effective educational program to help these families with
their food and nutrition problems,

The fFindings of this study seem to validate the first
part of the hypothesis, which was a study of the food prac-
tices and attitudes of selected homemakers from low-income
families can be identified, The practices and attitudes

identified were: when, where, how often, and by whom fooad

‘shopping was done; expenditures and method of paying for foods

sources of food cther than that purchased; food preservation

and squipment wsed; meal preparation; sources of food informa-

tion used;péhe homemaker®s attitude toward feeding the family;
the acceptabiiity of commodity foods, the uwse of information
that had been given regarding commmaity foods, and the atti=
tude toward additional assistance in this area of foods,

The first purpose was to identify some of the character-

istics of low-income familises, in particular, their food prac-

tices and attitudes as presented in literature. A review of

112
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literature and related research supplied information on shop-
ping practices, socurces of food, socurces of information, and
food practices and attitudes of low-income families. This
information was used in the formulation of the survey instru-
ment used in the studyo'

The review dF literature tended to indicate that low-
income families have certain characteristics in common which
are @iFFerent from other socio-economic groups, To develop.
effective educational programs with these peaple, the profes-
sional woerker must have an understanding of thess characteris-
tics, Metheds of teaching and materials must be adapted to
their particular needs and abilities., The place of residence
was associated with food practices of the family. »Income
level influences food practices of low-income families, Low-
incomé psople probably do not associate the lack of education
with their food and nutrition problems‘or their other diffi-
culties,

A second purpocse was to identify some of the food prac-
tices and attitudes of homemakers in selected low-income fami-
lies among home demonstration club members and non-club mem-
bers,

A large portien of club members and non-club members
shopped for groceries once a week, A majority of the home-
makers indicated they usﬁally shopped for food on a set day;
however, the day variedvammng the homemakers, The shopplng
day tended to bebtoward the latter part of the week, A large
percentage of the homemakers reported shopping at the nearest
supermarket, Most homemakers did the shopping themselves and

paid ecash for foed,
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Food expenditures varied from less tham eight dellars to
over thirty dellars a week, A majority of the homemakers
indicated if more money were avallable they would buy more
meats, fruits, and vegetables,

About one-half of the families had gardens and canned
fruits and vegetables, Less than ome-half of those homemakers
who reported canning imdicated that they had a pressure canner,
Slightly more than one-=fcurth of the households had a food
freezer, Three-fourths of the homemakers prepared three
meals a day.,

The homemakers gained feod information from a variety of
sources including personal contacts, mass media, and the
Cooperative Extension Service,

On the whole, the homemakers enjoyed cooking and were
concerned about their family's physical needs, likes, and
dislikes, |

Only six of the 93.home demonstration club members
reported receiving commodity foods; therefore, data from this
small group was not anzliyzed, Three-fourths of the non-club
members received commodity foods and usually took all commodi-
ties offered. Over one=half of the recipients had not used
Extension Service recipes regarding the use of commodity
foods, Homemakers were interested in learming more inm the
area of foods and nutrition,

The third purpose was to compare food practices and atti-
tudes of home demonstration club members with non=club members,
A larger portion of the club membsrs than of the non-club mem-

bers tended to: (1) shop once a week and on a set day for
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groceries, (2) pay cash for food purchased, (3) raise a garden,
(4) have a home eqg or meat supply, (5) can fruits and vege-
tables, (6) have canning equipment and a food freezer,

(7) prepare three meals a day, and (B8) use more mass media

aﬁd extension inFormation@

More non-club than club members (1) felt they would spend
more for food if money were available, (2) received commodity
foods, and (3) expressed pleasure in cooking.

It was interesting that more similarities than differ-
ences appearaed among the low=income families,

The fourth purpose was to determine if food practices
and attitudes of low-income families were related to place of
residence, the level of family inéome and the educational
level of the homemaker. The place of residence showed little
influence upon the low income‘humemaker's food practices and
attitudes, The family's level of income had very little
influence upon non-club member’s food practices and attitudes,
but did have influence orn club members, The educational level
of the homemakers in both groups did seem related to her food
practices and attitudes,

The fifth purpese was to develop proposals for & county
extension pfagram designed to more effectively assist low-
income families in solving their food and nutrition problems,
The section which follows will imclude thess proposals, The
proposals include the involvement of the pecple to be taught
in various phases of program development, the use of human
resources within the communities, and work with other agencies,

organizations, and individuals,
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Prngosals

As a result of the findings, the writer proposss some

suggestions for the county home economics extension program

that may assist low=-income families in solving their food and

nutrition problems:

1.

2,

Listen to and watch for needs of low-income families,
Involvég in so far as possible, representatives from the
lo@ income audience in the county program development
activities,

Idenﬁify lsaders and innovators ameng the low income
audience and, whersver possible, enlist their help in
teaching others, Recognize the accomplishments of leaders
and followers,

Use more persenal contacts for working with the low income
audience on the part of the extension home ecomomist and
volunteers,

Work through 4-H Club boys and girls on food and nutrition
and related projects to reach parents,

Work cooperatively with the County Department of Public
Welfare, Farmers Home Admimistration, Board of County
Commissioners, other nrganlzations, and other extension
personnel in plamning and conducting food and nutrition
and related programs, |

Enlist the cocperatien of local merchants in making avail-
able to homemakers censumer information in foods and

household equipment,
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Adapt and prepare mass media publications, visual aids,
teaching and program material specifically for the low
income audiencs,

Evaluate the effectiveness of teaching endeavors with
this audience through observation and contacts, such as:
liome visits, commodity food demonstrations, homsmakers as
they shop in the grocery stores, home demonstration club
mestings, office visits, phone calls, 4-H Club meetings,
and conferaences with the welfare persennel and other
agency representatives designated to work with low income

people,
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON FOOD PRACTICES

Americans are among the better fed people of the world.
But, many are getting less than minimum daily nseds. To
improve, more information on family food practices is needed,
Your heip, by checking this questionmaire will be appreciated.
There are mo right and wrong answers, It is importanmt what
homemakers do about feeding their families. No names are to
be signed,

Most of these questions may be answered by a check (X),
only a few need a word or two,
1, Do you belong to a Home Demonstration Club?

a, Yes

b, No

2, How many of your family members are in esach age group:
(Give Number§

a, Less than 6 years d. 20 to 39 years

b, 6 to‘12 years | e. 40 to 65 years

c. 13 to 19 years f. Over 65 years
3, VUhere do you live?

a, Rural farm

b. Rural nonfarm

c. Urban (town of over 2,500)
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Check (X) the category describing the number of school

years you completed:

'

None

Less than 4th grade
4th to 8th grade

9th to 12th grade
High Séhool graduate
Some college |

College graduate

In which yearly income group is your family?

Less than $999 ‘ d.
$1,000 to $1,999 e,
$2,000 to $2,999 fo

Once a month L d.
Twice a month (=]

Once a wesk

.$3,000 to $4,999

$5,000 to $6,999

over $7,000

1en do you bty most of your groceries?

Twice a week

More often

On what day of the week do you uswally buy most of your

groceries?

a, Monday a,
b, Tuesday fa
c, Wednesday Qe
d. Thursday

WYhere do you buy most of your groceries?

a,

b.

C.

Nearest supermarket

Friday
Saturday

No set day

(Check one)

Neighborhood or independsnt store

Other, specify




10.

11.

12.

13.

14,
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Uhen you buy food do you ,..?
a, Pay cash

b. Charge

c. Botn

%ho does most of the foed buying in your family?
Check one)

a, The Mother

b, The Father

c. The Children

About how much do you spend for food sach week?
a., Less than $8,00 d. $23.,00 to $30.00
b, $8.,00 to $15.00 e. Over $30.00

c. $16.00 to $22,00

If you had more money to spend, would you spend more on

food?
a, Yes
b, No

If you spent more money on food which one would you buy

more OFten?

a, Meats e. Eggs
b. Vegetables f, Cereals or breads
c. Fruits 9. Other

d., Milk or cheese h., Nons

Do you have sources of foods, other than those you buy?
(Check as-many as apply) B

a. Eggs
b. CGarden
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c, Meats (1) Beef d. Commodities
(2) Pork e, Other, specify
(3) thicken ' |
(4) Lamb

- (5) Fish

Did ydu”hawe a garden last year?
a, Yes
b. No

If yes, you had a garden last year, what did you raise?

a, Potatoes f. Beans

b, Onions g, Peas .
c, Cabbage h, Corn

d, Turnips i, Okra

e, Tomatoes ! j. Others

Do you can any food?

a, VYes

b. No _

If yes, what did you‘can?
a, Meat or poultry

b, Fruit

c. VUegetables (Write in names of vegetables)

Do you have a pressure camner?

a, VYes

b. No

If yes, do you use pressure canner for canning?
a, VYes

b, No
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22,

23,

2.4,

25,

26,

27,
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Do you have a refrigerator?

a. Yes

b. No

Do you have a food freezer?

a, Yes |

b, No

If you receive commodity foods, which three does your
family like?

a, Best

b, Least
How many meals do you prepare each day?
a, One ' c. Three ‘
b, Two d. Mere
Where do you get food information?

a, Mother or relative

b, Friend'mr neighbor

c. Newspaper or Magazine

d. Radio

e. Teig&ision

f. Extemsion Service

g. Others, Specify
Uho lives near you that people would likely ask guestions
about food, if help was needed?

Name a person

Which of these étatements express your feeling about
feeding your family?

a. Givimg my family what they like to eat

b. Feeding them what they need
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28,

29,

30,

31,
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c. A job that must be done
d. Cooking is & pleasure
e, Filling them, satisfying their appetites

f, Other reasons, specify

following questions were asked of non-club members only)

To what extent have you used demonstration recipes given
you by extension?

a, A few of the recipes

b, Mest af the recipes

c, None of the recipes

If there is additional help, what would you like?

Specify

Did family take all commodities offered?

a, Yes

b. No
If no, they do not take all foods offered, which ones
do they not take?

a, Rice 9. Cheese

b. Eaggs | h, Lard

c. Cornmeal i. Milk

d. Beanst j. Rolled wheat
e. Butter ke Meat

f. Peanut Butter 1., Others
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