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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The primary aim of the analysis presented in this report is to
examine in detail the food choices of low-income households in order to
understand the factors accounting for differences among low-income
households in the nutritional adequacy of their food choices. The data
used are from the 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income
Households, a survey of household food use that was conducted from November
1979 through March 1980 for a national probability sample of approximately
2,900 low-income households. The analysis has four components: (1) an
examination of the quantities of food used, the money value of food used,
the prices paid, the share of the food budget devoted to different food
groups, and nutrient densities; (2) a comparison of the food choices of FSP
participants and low-income nonparticipants; (3) an analysis of the extent
to which the diets of low-income households resemble the 1983 Thrifty Food

Plan (TFP); and (4) an analysis of the perceived adequacy of household food
supplies.

The analysis of food choices consists primarily of descriptive
tables showing mean values of quantities of food used, money value of food
used, and prices paid for 31 food groups defined by the 1983 TFP.
Descriptive data on the food choices of FSP participants and nonpartici-
pants within these nutrient availability subgroups are presented. When
appropriate, statistical tests of significance are conducted for the
differences in the food choices of households that vary by their level of
nutrient availability and FSP participation status.

Households are divided into three subgroups: (1) households with
food use meeting 100 percent of the Recommended Dietary Allowances (RDA)
for all 11 nutrients examined (high nutrient availability group); (2)
households with food use meeting 80-99 percent of the RDA for all 11
nutrients (moderate nutrient availability group); and (3) households with
food use not meeting 80 percent of the RDA for all 11 nutrients (low
nutrient availability group). Descriptive data on these household
subgroups show that the amount by which the average availability of
individual nutrients differs between groups of low-income households is
remarkably constant across nutrients; on average, households with moderate
nutrient availability have availability levels of 30 percent less for every
nutrient than households with high nutrient availability, while households
with low nutrient availability have availability levels of approximately 60
percent less for every nutrient than households with high nutrient
availability. In addition, households with moderate nutrient availability
used food at home worth an average of 25 percent less than households with
high nutrient availability, and households with low nutrient availability
used food worth only about half as much as food used by households with
high nutrient availability.

The major finding of this study is that quantities of food used is
the primary factor differentiating households on whether they achieve the
RDA. For most of the 31 food groups examined, households in the high
nutrient availability group used higher average quantities of food and had

i
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higher average money values of food used than households in the moderate
nutrient availability group. These households in turn used higher average
quantities of food and had higher average money values of food used than
households in the low nutrient availability group. In addition, low-income
households with high nutrient availability were more 1ikely than other low-
income households to use at least the TFP quantities of each of the 31 food
groups, and households with moderate nutrient availability were more likely
than households with low nutrient availability to use at Teast the TFP
quantities. In contrast, compositional differences in household food
choices are much less important in differentiating households by whether
they achieve the RDA. In general, the share of home food dollars allocated
to different food groups only differed significantly between the high and
low nutrient availability groups, and these differences correspond to
statistically significant differences in nutrient densities for many
nutrients. Relative to households with high nutrient availability,
households with low nutrient availability spent a significantly smaller
proportion of their home food dollars on high nutrient vegetables, other
fruits, other cereals, and milk and yogurt, which are important sources of
vitamin A, thiamin, iron, calcium, and riboflavin. Correspondingly, the
densities of these nutrients are significantly lower in the foods used by
househoids with low nutrient availability.

Two principal findings come from the analysis of the food choices
of FSP households and other low-income nonparticipating households:

1. Proportionately more FSP households than low-income
nonparticipating households achieved 100 percent of the
RDA for all 11 nutrients and were in the high nutrient
availability group. Consequently, overall, FSP
households used higher average quantities and had
higher average money values of food used for each food
group than low-income nonparticipating households.

2. Within groups of households with similar nutrient
availability levels, the food use of FSP households and
low-income nonparticipating households were generally
similar in both the quantities of food used and the
composition of food choices. The major exceptions are
red meats and eggs; FSP households with high and
moderate levels of nutrient availability used
significantly larger quantities of these foods than did
other low-income households.

The comparison of the food choices of low-income households with
the TFP-recommended diet shows that low-income households used relatively
more vegetables, fruits, cheese, higher-cost red meats, poultry, bacon and

i1
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sausage, and fats and oils and relatively less whole-grain products, dry
beans/peas/lentils, and soft drinks compared to the TFP. In addition,
households with high nutrient availability were more likely than other low-
income households to use the TFP guantities of each food group, providing
further 3upport for the finding that low-income households with high
nutrient availability used the largest average quantities of food in every
food grooup.

The analysis of the perceived adequacy of household food supplies
reveals two interesting findings:

1. Household perceptions concerning the adequacy of their
diets (including both gquantity and quality of foods)
were not related to the nutritional adequacy of
household food use. Specifically, households that
differed in their perceived adequacy of home food
supplies generally did not differ in their level of
nutrient availability. Moreover, the perceived
adequacy of household food supplies is related to the
quantities used and expenditure shares of only a few
food groups (most notably, other vegetables, other
flour/meal/rice/pasta, and poultry), rather than to
systematic differences in quantities used and
expenditure shares across most food groups.

2. FSP households were more likely than low-income
nonparticipants to report that they sometimes did not
have enough food, and they were less likely than
nonparticipants to consider their food supplies as
adequate in terms of quantity and desirability. In
conjunction with the previous finding that proportion-
ately more FSP households than nonparticipating
households were in the high nutrient availability group
and, hence, used higher average quantities of food,
this finding suggests that the perceived adequacy of
household food supplies is not generally related to the
actual quantities of food used or to the expenditure
shares of low income-households.

it
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I. INTRODUCTION

Existing knowledge of the nutritional adequacy of the food choices
of U.S.” Tow-income households is based primarily on data from the 1977-78
Low-Income Supplement to the Nationwide Food Consumption Survey and the
1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households. A consistent
finding of studies analyzing these data is that, although the foods used by
low-income households have average nutritive values exceeding the
Recommended Daily Allowances (RDA), many households fail to use food that
meets the RDA (USDA, 1981, 1982; Peterkin et al., 1982). For example, in
1977-78, only 42 percent of low-income households used food that met the
1974 RDA for all 11 nutrients examined; in 1979-80, that percentage dropped
slightly to 39 percent of low-income households. '

Another important finding of previous analyses of the 1977-78 Low-
Income Suppliement to the Nationwide Food Consumption Survey is that a
larger proportion of Food Stamp Program (FSP) participants than FSP-
eligible nonparticipants used food that met the RDA (USDA, 1981, 1982). In
1977-78, 48 percent of FSP households used food that met the 1974 RDA for
all 11 nutrients, while only 38 percent of nonparticipating low-income
households used food that met the RDA. The comparable figures for 1979-80

are 46 percent of FSP participants and 34 percent of FSP-eligible nonparti-

The 11 nutrients are protein, calcium, iron, magnesium,
phosphorus, vitamin A, thiamin, riboflavin, vitamin Bg vitamin By,, and
vitamin C.

ZIt is important to note that the RDA are intakes of nutrients
considered adequate for maintaining good nutrition in nearly all healthy
persons in the United States and intakes less than the RDA do not
necessarily imply dietary deficiencies.
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cipants. In addition, for food energy and for each individual nutrient,

the percentage of FSP households with food use meeting the RDA is either

greater th&n or apbroximately equal to the percentage of nonparticipating
low-income households with food use meeting the RDA.

Although several previous analyses have examined household
expenditure patterns for broad aggregate food groupings (Morgan et al.,
1985; Morgan and Johnson, 1985), relatively few studies have examined the
more detailed food choices of Tow-income households in order to understand
why a substantial proportion of househoids fail to achieve the RDA. In
addition, analyses of the food choices of FSP participants and
nonparticipants provide Jittle insight into the reasons for the existence
of differences in the proportions meeting the RDA. Indeed, data from the
two surveys show that the food choices of FSP participants and
nonparticipants are generally similar; although, on average, FSP
participants use larger quantities of food per person than do
nonparticipants, the differences are small for most of the food groups
(Morgan et al., 1985; USDA, 1981, 1982). One possible reason for this is
that the data presented on food choices are for fairly aggregate food
groups, and variations in quantities used of more detailed food groups may
go undetected.

The overall objective of the analysis presented in this report is
to investigate in detail the food choices of low-income households. More
specifically, the analysis has four components:

1. An analysis of the guantities of food used and the
composition of food choices to determine if differences
between households that achieve the RDA and those that
do not can be attributed to differences in quantities

of food used or to qualitative differences in food
choices
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2. A comparison of the food choices of FSP participants
and other nonparticipant low-income households

fw
.

An examination of the extent to which the food choices
of low-income households resemble the Thrifty Food Plan

“4. An analysis of household perceptions concerning the
quantity and quality of their food supplies

This report is organized as follows. The remainder of this chapter
discusses the data used in this study, describes the analytic approach, and
presents some descriptive data on the socioeconomic characteristics of low-
income households. Chapter II presents our analysis of the food choices of
low-income households. Chapter III discusses the food choices of FSP
participants and low-income nonparticipants. Chapter IV compares the food
choices of Tow-income households to the 1983 Thrifty Food Plan. Chapter V
analyzes the perceived adequacy of household food supplies, and a summary

concludes the report.

A. DATA

The data used in this report are from the 1979-80 Survey of Food
Consumption in Low-Income Households (SFC-LI). This survey was conducted
from November 1979 through March 1980 for a national probability sample of
approximately 2,900 low-income housekeeping households eligible to receive
benefits under the FSP.1 It was comparable to the 1977-78 Low-Income
Supplement to the Nationwide Food Consumption Survey (NFCS-LI), which
was conducted from November 1977 through March 1978 for a national

probability sample of approximately 4,400 low-income housekeeping

1

Housekeeping households are households with at least one person
having 10 or more meals from household food supplies during the 7 days
preceding the interview.
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households. The objective of the 1979-80 SFC-LI was to provide information
on changes in food use and dietary adequacy that were associated with
increasing food prices and the elimination of the purchase requirement
(EPR) fh January 1979. ’
The sample design for the 1979-80 SFC-LI is a national probability
sample of households in the 48 conterminous states that were eligibie to
participate in the FSP. Within each of the Primary Sampling Units
selected, reporting districts were stratified by three income levels--less
than 20 percent of households with incomes below poverty, 20-29 percent,
and 30 percent or more. A total of 1,134 area segments was selected for
interviewing. Onsite 1istings of current residences were made for each
area segment and a random sample of these residences was selected. Sample
weights were assigned to each of the samplie cases such that the weighted

sample is representative of the population of low-income households in the

1
u.s.

The 1979-80 SFC-LI provides detailed information on household food
use. Household food use refers to food and beverages used from household
food supplies during the seven days preceding the interview. Food
purchased with cash, credit, or food stamps and food that was home-
produced, received as a gift or payment for work, or received through other
programs (e.g. WIC) are all included in the measure of household food use.

It is important to note that household food use is not equivalent

to food intake by individuals in the household or to household diets. Food

1

The weighting factors used in the analysis have a mean of 1.01 and
a standard deviation of 2.32. They range from a low of .051 to a maximum
of 39.7.



Table of Contents

intake refers to food actually eaten and is generally less than food

used. The difference between the amount of food used and actual food

intake can be attributed to food waste or loss and food provided to pets.

Differences in survey methodologies for obtaining data on food used and

food intake and reporting errors also may contribute to observed

1
differences between food used and food intake.

The survey methodology was based on a seven-day recall of food used

from household food supplies. Respondent households had been contacted at

least seven days prior to the actual interview and asked to

maintain

records of shopping 1ists, menus, grocery receipts, prices of food, and

labels that would help them provide information on food use.

For each food

item used from household food supplies during the previous seven days, the

interviewer recorded the type of food, form (fresh, canned, or frozen),

quantity used, price paid (if appropriate),‘and source (purchased, home-

produced, or gift or pay). Data were also collected on the number and type

of meals (morning, noon, or evening) eaten from household food supplies by

household members and others, on the snacks and refreshments eaten by

guests, and on meals (but not foods) eaten away from home by household

members. In addition to the data on food use, information was obtained

on household characteristics presumed to be related to food use, such as

participation in the FSP, participation in other food assistance programs

(School Lunch, School Breakfast, and WIC), household composition, income,

education and employment of the household heads, urbanization, and tenancy.

1
Food intake surveys usually cover 1 to 3 days (compared to 7 days
for food use surveys) and are less likely to include weekend days when

consumption is relatively high.
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Data on household food energy and nutrient availability are
calculated from the quantity of each food item used from household food
supplies. Caloric and nutrient contents of each food item are obtained
from tables of the nutritive value of foods.1 Total household availability
of food energy is derived by summing the food energy of the individual food
_items used. The household availability of nutrients is obtained in similar
fashion by summing the nutritive values of the individual food items.
Nutritive values pertain to the edible portion of the food used from
household food supplies, with some adjustments for vitamin losses during
preparation.

The measure of food expenditures used in this analysis is the
money value of food used at home. It is obtained by multipiying the
quantity (in pounds) of each food item used by its respondent-reported
price per pound. Food not purchased directly by the household (i.e., home-
produced food or food received as a gift or as pay) is valued at the
average price per pound for that food item paid by survey households
reporting its purchase and use. The money value of food used at home
includes the money value of food used from household food supplies by

household members, boarders, employees, and guests.

The sources for the nutritive values are B. Watt and A. Merrill,
“Composition of Foods...Raw, Processed, Prepared.” U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Agricultural Handbook 8 (revised), 1963; the supplements to
the Agricultural Handbook (8-2, 1976; 8-2, 1977; and 8-3, 1978); and M.L.
Orr, "Pantothenic Acid, Vitamin Bg and Vitamin B 2 in Foods," U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Home EcConomic Researc% Report No. 36, 1969,
Some values in these reports were revised by the Nutrient Data Research
Branch of HNIS to reflect the current state of knowledge of nutritive
values.
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Two crucial features of the data from the 1979-80 SFC-LI are
important to note. First, household nutrient availability data are based
on food Used from household food supplies. This point has two important
implications. First, just as food used exceeds food intake, nutrient
availability overstates nutrient intake.1 Second, nutritive values are not
available for food eaten away from home. If the number of meals away from
home differs among groups of households, differences in nutrient
availability will be observed regardless of whether or not any differences
exist in the nutritive value of food used at home. Therefore, it is
important to make an adjustment for the proportion of meals eaten at home
when comparing nutrient availability from food used at home by subgroups of
low-income households or when determining whetner households used foods
that satisfy the RDA.

A second feature of the 1979-80 SFC-LI is that the data are
household-level data. While information is collected on each individual
food item used, no information is available on which household member or
other person eating from household food supplies used which food item. As
a result, data on whether or not a household meets the RDA are based on the
comparison of aggregate household food use to a household-level RDA, which
is the sum of the RDA for individual household members and other persons
eating from the household food supplies, appropriately adjusted for the
proportion of meals eaten from household food supplies. An implicit

assumption here is that a household with food use meeting the household-

In addition, neither nutrient availability nor nutrient intake are
synonymous with nutritional status, since nutritional status depends not
only on what is eaten but also on how the food is digested, metabolized,
stored in the body, and excreted (Kennedy, 1983).
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Tevel RDA has an optimal distribution of food within the household, so that
each individual household member or other person eating from household food
supplies also meets the individual-level RDA.

“Data on the nutritional adequacy of household food use in 1979-80,
based on data from the SFC-LI, are presented in Table 1. This table shows
the percentages of households with food use meeting 100 percent and 80
percent of the 1980 RDA, respectively, for food energy, for 11 specific
nutrients, and for all 11 nutrients, where the RDA are based on the age and
sex of the household members and on the proportion of meals eaten at home
in a week. These data confirm the findings of previous analyses using the
1974 RDA: (1) a substantial proportion of households use food that does not
meet the RDA for all 11 nutrients, and (2) the percentage of FSP
participants with food choices meeting the RDA is consistently larger than
the comparable percentage for other low-income households. Table 1l also
shows that substantially higher percentages of low-income households make

food choices that meet 80 percent of the RDA than 100 percent of the RDA.

B. ANALYTIC APPROACH

As shown in Table 1, data from the 1979-80 SFC-LI show that a
substantial proportion of households (43 percent) make food choices that
fail to achieve even 80 percent of the RDA for all 1l nutrients. The
primary aim of the analysis presented in this report is to examine in
detail the food choices of low-income households in order to understand the
factors accounting for differences among low-income households in the
nutritional adequacy of their food choices.

Our basic analysis of the food choices of low-income households
consists of a comprehensive descriptive analysis examining differences

between subgroups of low-income households in the use of 31 food groups
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TABLE 1

LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS WITH FOOD
USE MEETING 100 PERCENT AND 80 PERCENT OF THE 1980
RDA FOR FOOD ENERGY AND FOR 11 NUTRIENTS,

1979-80

Table of Contents

All Low-Income (N=2,925)

FSP Participants (N=1,616)

FSP Nonparticipants (N=1,309)

Nutrient Meet 100%Z Meet 80X Meet 100% Meet 80% Mcet 1007  Meet 80%
Food Energy 74.1 88.5 78.0 89.8 71.4 87.6
Protein 96.8 98.4 96.9 99.2 96.8 97.9
Vitamin A 77.6 88.9 82.0 89.5 74.4 88.5
Vitamin C 83.4 88.6 85.0 89.5 82.2 87.9
Thiamin 88.5 95.2 88. 6 95.3 88.4 95.1
Riboflavin 90.8 96.0 92.3 96.6 89.7 95.5
Vitamin By 56.5 76.1 64.0 80.4 51.1 73.1
Vitamin B,, 75.0 87.0 78.3 88.5 72.7 86.0
Calcium 58.3 74.7 6l.4 77.1 56.1 73.1
Phosphorus 92.8 97.5 93.1 96.1 92.5 98.5
Magnesium 68.9 83.7 73.6 85.8 65.5 82.2
Iron 78.1 88.5 17.7 85.9 78.3 90.4
All 11 Nutrients 35.9 57.0 42.4 60.9 31.2 54.3

SOURCE:

NOTES:

All percentages are calculated using weighted data.

1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households.
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1979-80 SFC-LI, approximately 35 percent of low-income households have high
levels of nutrient availability, 20 percent of these households have
moderate “levels of‘nutrient availability, and 45 percent have low levels of
nutrient availability.

For the analysis of the food choices of households that differ by
their level of nutrient availability, we investigate the average quantities
of food used per person, the average money values of food used per person,
and the average prices paid for food used for the 31 food groups
corresponding to the TFP. We also examine the composition and quality of
household food choices by comparing the average food expenditure shares of
the 31 food groups and by comparing the average availability of individual
nutrients per 1,000 kilocalories of food energy (nutrient densities) by
these subgroups of low-income households. Statistical tests of
significance (t-tests) are conducted for the differences between subgroups
in the quantities, prices, money values, and expenditure shares of the 31
food groups, as well as in the nutrient densities for individual nutrients.

Per person in this analysis always refers to per "equivalent
nutrition unit", which is one measure of household size and is defined as
the number of adult equivalent males eating meals from the household food
supplies. It adjusts actual household size for both the age-sex
composition of the household members and the proportion of meals eaten at
home. The adjustment weights each household member or other person eating
from household food supplies by the RDA for that member relative to the RDA
for an adult aged 23-50 and by the proportion of meals eaten at home. For

example, consider the following household with a male and female head aged

11
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35, a boy aged 15, a girl aged 12, and no other persons eating from the

household supplies:

RDA for Proportion of Equivalent ‘
Food Energy Relative Meals Eaten Nutrition
Housenold Member (Kcal) Needs At Home Units
Male, aged 35 2,700 1.00 X .67 = .67
Female, aged 35 2,000 .74 X 1.00 = .74
Male, aged 15 2,800 1.04 X .71 = .74
Female, aged 12 2,200 .81 X .71 = .58
Equivalent Nutrition 2.73

Units

The number of equivalent nutrition units in this hypothetical household,
based on the RDA for food energy, is 2.73 persons.l

A second question addressed by our analysis is how the food choices
of FSP participants differ from those of other low-income households. To
examine this question, we first stratify households within each of the
three levels of nutrient availability by FSP participation status and then
present tables showing (1) average quantities per person, money values per
person, prices paid, and expenditure shares for the 31 food groups and (2)
average nutrient densfties for individual nutrients. Statistical tests of
significance (t-tests) are conducted for the differences in these variables
between FSP participants and low-income nonparticipants.

A third component of our analysis compares the quantities of food

used by households to the quantities of food recommended by the TFP in

1

For each household, the number of equivalent nutrition units is
different for each nutrient, since the RDA and “"relative need" of
individual household members differ by nutrient.

12
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order to examine the extent to which the food choices of low-income
households resemble the TFP. Two measures are used to compare the
quantitiés of food used to the TFP in each of the 31 food groups: (1) the
median Yatio of quantity used to the TFP quantity, and (2) the percentage
of households using at least the TFP quantities.

A final component of our analysis is an investigation of household
perceptions concerning the quantity and quality of their food choices. The
1979-80 SFC-LI included a question on the quantity and quality of foods
eaten from the household food supplies. Responses to this question have
been divided into three groups: (1) enough and desirable, (2) enough but
not always desirable, and (3) sometimes not enough. Our analysis of the
perceptions of household food supplies entails both a descriptive analysis
of how the responses to this question vary by level of nutrient
availability and FSP participation status and an analysis of the quantities
of food used and expenditure shares of the 31 food groups for households

that differ with respect to their perceptions of their food supplies.

C. HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

Before considering differences in the quantity and composition of
the food choices of low-income households, it is useful to examine
descriptive data on household demographic and socioeconomic
characteristics. The descriptive profile of low-income households
presented in this section includes information on household nutrient

availability, household size, income, and food expenditures.

1. Household Nutrient Availability

Table 2 presents descriptive data on nutrient availability per

person for the three subgroups of low-income households. This table shows

13
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TABLE 2

DESCRIPTIVE DATA OF NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY PER PERSON
FOR FOOD ENERCY AND 11 NUTRIENTS, BY LEVEL OF NUTRIENT
AVAILABILITY, U.S. LOW-INCOME 1IOUSENOLDS, 1979-80

Table of Contents

All Low- HNouschold Food Use Houschold Food Use Houschold Food Use Not

1980 Adulc Incone Mectlng 10UZ of the Heeting B0-997 of the Meeting 802 of the RDA
Nutrient Male RDA llouseholds ROA For_All 1l Nutrients RDA For All Il Nutrlents For All 1} Nutrients
Food Energy (Kcal) 2,700 3,741.62 4,922.98 3,728.48 ;;762.‘5
Protein (g) 56 125.06 167.38 122.2% 91.14
Vitamin A (IV) 5,000 10,425.40 15,004.50 9,764.56 6,930.46
Vitanin C (ng) 60 140.87 193.32 139.03 98.03
Thiamin (mg) 1.4 2.55 3.46 2.47 1.83
Riboflavin (mg) 1.6 3.12 4.27 3.04 2.19
Vitanin B, (wg) 2.2 2.50 3.44 2.39 1.77
Vitaain 8, (vg) 3.0 5.89 1.97 5.87 4.17
Calcium (mog) 800 967.58 1,134.19 948.79 670.96
Phosphorus (mg) 800 1,623.41 2,176.38 1,586.86 1,180.04
Magnesium (mg) 350 458,95 616.64 461,56 326,10
1ron (mg) 10 15.92 21.68 15.42 11.35
Sample Size 2,925 1,025 582 1,318

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households.

NOTES: All means are weighted; ssmple sizes are unweighted.
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that, on average, households with high nutrient availability overall have
higher levels of food energy and greater availability of each of the
individudl nutrients than do households with moderate levels of nutrient
availability, which in turn have higher levels of food energy and nutrients ’
available than do households with low levels of nutrient availability. The
amount by which the average availability of individual nutrients differs
between groups of low-income households is remarkably constant across
nutrients; on average, households with moderate nutrient availability have
avajlability levels of 30 percent less for every nutrient than households
with high nutrient availability, while households with low nutrient
availability have availability levels of approximately 60 percent less for

every nutrient than households with high nutrient availability.

2. Househoid Size and Composition

As shown in Table 3, in 1979-80 the average size of low-income
households in the U.S. was 3.37 persons. Households with high nutrient
availability and with low nutrient availability both had slightly fewer
persons, on average (3.28 and 3.25, respectively), than households with
moderate nutrient availability, which had an average of 3.76 persons. In
general, FSP households were smaller than other low-income households, with
the exception that among households with low nutrient availability, FSP
participants had slightly larger households than nonparticipants (3.43
versus 3.15 persons). In addition, the average size of FSP households
increased as the level of nutrient availability decreased. These
differences among subgroups of low-income households persist when household
size is measured in equivalent nutrition units, the measure of household
size that is adjusted for the age/sex composition of the household and for

the proportion of meals eaten at home.

15
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TARLE )

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF U.S. LOW-INCOME HOUSFHOLDS IN 1979.80%
HOUSEHOLD S12E, INCOME, FOOD EXPENDITURES

(Mcens, except as noted)

Table of Contents

All Low-Income Houscholds

Nousehold Tood tIse Heelf Ing 107
ul the RDA For All 1t Nutrients

Houschoid Tood Use Meeting A0-99%
uf the RDA For All 11 Nutriente

Household Tood Use Not Heet Ing AiF;
of the RDA For ALl 11 Nutrients

Household TP TS TSP o TSP TSP O T TSP
Cherectecist ic All Part icipants Nonparticipants All Part icipants  Nonpert ic ipents All Part ic ipantse Nonpart icipants ALl Perticipents Nonpert icipants
Househald Size (persuns) 3.9 3.0 5.50 3.28 2.91 3.62 3.76 y.52 4.02 3.25 3.49 3.1%
Household Size in Equivalent " 2.20 1.52 2.29 1.96 2.61 2.65 2.20 2.7 2.%4 2.42 .29

Nutrit jun Unite
Percent of Huuseholds
With Mesbers Age:

6 years or less 38.20 4).56 58,99 42.67 41,35 83,95 9.1 42,53 38.1) 35.72 86.484 25.97

&0 years or more n.g 28,54 3800 28.12 24.89 31,25 28.20 33.14 25.39 37.0% 30,33 .11
Household Weekly Cosh 17,95 92.M1 154,02 15.80 Ra. 19 146.50 135.47 99.719 152.65 110.65 9R8.8% 117.84

Income ($)

Food Stemp Weekly Bonus .26 22.20 0 10.R9 22.16 0 7.19 21.47 0 8.62 22.18 0
Velue (%)

Househald Cesh. Income 126.62 11%.09 134.82 126.77 106. 35 146.%0 181.26 12.27 152.6% 119.28 121.6) 117.04
Plus Yelue of food
Stemp Aunus (8/week)

Household Income Plus Food 56.01 35.4R0 %.39 57.92 59.12 5%.71% %4.70 $3.45 55.41 $5%.07 52.48 56.'60
Stamp Borus Per Adult
Mate Cquivelent ($/week)

Money Velue of Food lised 23.14 .99 72.10 0,40 12.26 2R.99 23.50 24.05% 23.18 16.90 17.12 16.93
ot me Per Cquivelent
Nuteit fon Unft ($/week)

Money Value of Food Used 1.9 1.42 1.29 1.1 1.R% . 1.8 1.39 1.7 .97 .97 .97
ot Home Relative to
the Cost of the Thrifty
food Plen

Household Semple Size 2,925 1,616 1,309 1,025 615 a1Q 582 m 261 1,318 680 638

SOURCE 3

NOTES:

1979-80 Survey of Food Consuept fon in Low-Income Households.

All mcans end proport jons sre weighted; semple sizes are unwe ight ed.

Fiqures ure cumputed using dsts from houscholds with vel id responses (f.e., non-miasing) for thet questjun,
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Approximately 38 percent of all low-income households included
children who were six years old or younger. A higher percentage of
househo1ds Qith high nutrient availability included children age six or
less (4?.7 percent), while a lower proportion of households with low
nutrient availability included young children (33.7 percent). In general,
FSP households were more 1ikely to contain young children than were
nonparticipants; however, among households with high nutrient availability,
FSP participants were slightly less likely than other low-income households
to include young children (41.4 versus 44.0 percent). Further, as nutrient
availability levels decrease, the percentage of FSP households that have
young children increases. The reverse is true for nonparticipating low-
income households.

Although households with low nutrient availability were less likely
to have a young child, they were substantially more likely to include an
older person than were households with high or moderate nutrient
availability (37.0 versus 28.1 and 28.2 percent, respectively). FSP
participants were less likely than nonparticipants to include a person age
60 or over, except for households with moderate nutrient availability,
among whom FSP participants were more likely than nonparticipants to

include an older person.

3. Household Income

Descriptive data on household income presented in Table 3 show the
average weekly cash income of all U.S. low-income households in 1979-80 was
117 dollars. Households with moderate nutrient availability earned the
highest average cash income ($133), followed by households with high
nutrient availability ($116) and households with low nutrient availability

($111). However, since households with moderate nutrient availability were
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also relatively larger in size, the average weekly cash income adjusted for

household size and composition (adult male equivalent) for this group of

households was quite similar to that for the other low-income households.

“The average weekly cash income of FSP participants was sub-

stantially less than that of nonparticipants for all low-income households

($93 versus $135), as well as for all subgroups of households by level of

nutrient availability. These differences persist when average weekly cash

income is adjusted for household size and composition.

Including the amount of the food stamp bonus in the income of FSP

participants brings their average weekly income closer to the average

income of nonparticipants but does not eliminate the disparity in average

income. However, because of differences between FSP participants and

nonparticipants in household size and composition, including food stamp

bonuses in weekly income makes the average adjusted weekly income of

participants comparable to that of nonparticipants.

4. Money Value of Food Used

FSP

The data in Table 3 also indicate that the average money value of

food used at home per person per week was $23.14. Examining average

values of food used at home in more detail reveals that households wi

money

th

high nutrient availability used food of the highest money value per person

per week ($30.40), households with moderate nutrient availability used food

of the next highest money value per person per week ($23.50), and

households with low nutrient availability used food with the lowest money

value per person per week ($16.90). Put another way, households with

moderate nutrient availability used food at home worth an average of 25

percent less than households with high nutrient availability, and

18
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households with low nutrient availability used food worth only about half

as much as food used at home by households with high nutrient availability.
Within groups of households by level of nutrient availability, the

differences between FSP participants and nonparticipants in the average

money value of food used at home per person per week are relatively

small. In every case, the average money value of food used at home was

slightly larger for FSP participants than for nonparticipants.

5. Social and Demographic Characteristics

Table 4 presents data on social and demographic characteristics of
low-income households in 1979-80. In general, these data show relatively
few differences in the socioeconomic status of households according to
their level of nutrient availability. The exception is that among all FSP
households, those with the lowest level of nutrient availability were more
1ikely than other FSP households to have a male head present, a male head
employed, and a male head less than 35 years of age.

Differences in socioeconomic status between FSP participants and
other low-income households are much more striking than differences among
households of different levels of nutrient availability. FSP participants
were far less 1ikely than other low-income households to have a male
household head present, and twice as many FSP participants had only a
female household head. Relative to low-income nonparticipating households,
male heads of FSP households tended to be older (especially in households
with moderate and high levels of nutrient availability) and were much less
1ikely to have graduated from high school or to be employed. Female heads

of FSP households tended to be more middle-aged than the female heads of
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1ABLE &

SELECTED CHARACTERISIICS OF U.S. LOW-INCOMC HOUSEHOLDS IN 1979-80:
SOC IAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISIICS

(peccet of households)

Table of Contents

All Low-Income Households

Househald Food Use Meet ing 100%
of the RDA for All 11 Nutrients

Houschald Food Use Meet ing 80-99%
of the RDA Fur AllL V1 Nutrients

Househald Food Use Not Meet lig 60%
of the RDA For ALl 1) Mutrients

Household FSp fFsp fsp Fsp Fsp FsSp . Fsp fFsp
Cherecteriotic Al) Part ic ipante  Nonpart icipents Al Perticipents  Nunparticipants All Part ic ipante Noopact ic ipents Al)l s Participants MNonperticipants
Hale Hesd Present in 9.9 ’71.8 67.9 52.9 33.8 na %9.9% 37.8 1.6 95.4 42.1 6.6

Household
Age of Mele lred:
Less then 35 years a4.% 5. 48.3 42.) 30.7 47.6 45.1 26.) 50.7 46.0 42.% 47.4

3% to 39 years LN ] 1589 . 35.2 42,3 32.0 6.9 33.4 37.9 32.6 29.1 Ja.0

60 years and uver 2.0 0.1 17.% 22.% 27.1 20. 18.1 40.4 11.4 21.48 28.4 18.6
Uducet jon of Male Heed:

Less then high achool 63.4 72.2 9.9 66. n.? 64.2 67.0 . 63.7 $9.0 70.6 %.)

Completed high school 52.8 2%.2 5.9 51.4 20.3 52.8 29.9 21.3 32.4 35.6 24.0 40.2

Completed college 3.8 2.7 LI ] . 0.5 3.0 3.1 . 3.8 5.4 5.4 5.%
Male Head Empluyed 26.)9 1.9 6.5 8.9 1.2 46.0 22.6 8.} 30.8 25.8 14.4 j7.4
Female Mead Present in 92.9 9.4 9.9 93.9% 9.2 92.9 9.2 96.4 88.2 95.3 9.7 93.1

Household
Age of feasles &;dl
Less then )5 years 37.6 3%.3 9.3 40.2 36.4 4.0 37.7 39, 36.6 35.9% 32.0 37.4

3% to %9 years 39.5% 43.5 36.6 40.9 45.5 36.4 36.1 40.8 58.6 44.0 J4.8

60 years snd over 2.9 1t 2.1 18.9 18.1 19.7 23.58 .4 22.7 26.1 2).2 27.8
€ducet ton of Female Head:

Lews then high schoot 63.7 66.9 6.7 66 66.4 66.2 64.6 75.2 59.2 1.0 62.9

Completed high schouol J5.0 32.% 3%.1 0.3 5t.0 29.6 s2.8 26.4 36.7 1.7 3.0 ja.1

Completed college 2.9 1.2 3.2 3.4 2.6 a.2 2.7 0.4 a.t 1.3 0.1 N
Female Hesd Employed 17.9 10.9 22.9 12.7 10.4 247 20.7 16.1 21.4 14.7 9.0 21.4
Rece and Ethnicity:

Black 3.9 48.2 3.7 .8 42.4 2.n 28.8 5.0 15.7 8.3 2.7 29.5%

Hispenic 5.6 7.1 4.5 .0 8.4 ', 5.2 . 5.% $.3 5.0 5.5
Regiong

Northeast 22.) 23.0 1.8 2.4 21.6 271.2 25.7 22.6 27.% 16.3% 18.2 15.2

North Central M.} 2.7 n.5 2.0 24.6 11.5% 18.5% 10.6 18.2 .6 22.% 19.%

South 46.4 4.2 45.7 4).6 4.6 4%.6 411 47.% 46.0 408.) 3.2 45.)

Yest 1.9 1.1 14.0 A.0 6.3 9.8 8.9 11.8 1.5 14.8 6.1 0.1
Owtr Home 42.) 22.7 9.3 43,7 19.5% 6.1 46.0 22.5 59.4 39.% 26.2 47.9%
Household Sample Size 2,925 1,616 1,309 1,02% 613 410 582 1] 261 1,318 680 630

SOURCE ¢

NOTES

not edd uwp to 100 percent due to rounding.

1979-80 Sutvey of Food Consumpt jon in Low-incom: Households.

ALl percentages sre weighted; ssmple sizes sre unweighted. Figures srv computed uaing dete frum houscholds with valid responses (i.e. non-missing)

for thet questjon, Percenteqges mey
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eligible nonparticipating households. FSP participants were also far less

1ikely to have a female head employed and to own their house than were

nonparticipants.
6. Summary

In summary, the descriptive profile of low-income households in
1979-80 shows that on average, the degree to which households have food
choices that satisfy the RDA is not strongly associated with their income
per person (inciuding food stamps) or other measures of socioeconomic
status, but is strongly related to their money vaiue of food used at
home. Households with high nutrient availability had a higher average
money value of food used than households with moderate levels of nutrient
availability, and they in turn had a higher average money value of food
used than households with low nutrient availability. In addition, FSP
participants had lower cash income than nonparticipants, yet with their FSP
benefits they had comparable levels of income, on average, and had average
money values of food used that were slightly higher than nonparticipants
with the same level of nutrient availability. Despite very small
differences in income per person (including FSP benefits) and the money
value of food used per person between FSP participants and other low-income
households, FSP participants were much less 1ikely than other low-income
households to have a male head present, a male head that completed high

school, and a male or female head that was employed.
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II. HOUSEHOLD FOOD CHOICES: QUANTITY VERSUS QUALITY

The first goal of the analysis is to determine whether those low-
income households who use foods meeting the RDA do so because they use -
larger quantities of food or because they choose more nutritious foods than
households that do not use foods that meet the RDA. The analysis presented
in this chapter examines average quantities of food used per person in each
of the 31 food groups defined in the TFP, average money values and prices
of food used, and the share of home food dollars (expenditure shares)
allocated to the 31 food groups, as well as the average nutrient densities
in the foods used by low-income households. As discussed in Chapter I,
households are divided into three levels of nutrient availability: (1)
households with food use meeting 100 percent of the RDA for all 11
nutrients (high nutrient availability), (2) households with food use
meeting 80 to 99 percent of the RDA for all 1l nutrients (moderate nutrient
availability), and (3) households with food use not meeting 80 percent of
the RDA for all 11 nutrients (Jow nutrient availability).

Average quantities of food used per person, average money values of
food used per person, and average prices per pound for each of the 31 food
groups are presented in Table 5 for households with high, moderate, and Tow
levels of nutrient availability. In general, Table 5 shows that households
with high nutrient availability used larger average quantities of food per
person th;n households with moderate nutrient availability, and households
with moderate nutrient availability used larger average quantities per
person than households with low nutrient availability. Specifically,

households with high nutrient availability used a significantly larger
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TABLE 5

HOUSEHOLD FOOD USE BY LEVEL OF NUTRIENT
AVAILABILITY, U.S. LOW-INCUME MOUSENOLDS, 1979-80

Table of Contents

Houschold Food Use Meeting 100X of the louschold Food Use Mecting BU-992 of
RDA for All 11 Nutrfents (N=-1,025) the RDA For All 11 Nutclents (N=582)

Household Food Use Not Meeting 80X of
the RDA For All Il Nutrlents (N=1,318)

Quant ity Honey Value GQuant ity Money Value Quant ity Money Value
Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price
(1bs. /weck) ($/week) ($/1b.) (lbs. /weck) ($/weck) ($/1b.) (1bs./week) (§/week) (5/1b.)
Vegetables, Frults
Potatoes 2,37+ .36 .16 1.87 JIlns .18 1.51+ .23+ .18
Righ-nutrient vegetables 3. T74% 1.57 .47 2.48%% 1.024%% .45 1.62+ 14 .50
Other veyetables 3. 18* 1.37# .44 2.18%% J9BAA .46 1.65+ 13+ 1
Mixtures, mostly vegetables; s L .44 .69 .48 .25 .57 .34+ A7+ .61
condiments
Vitamwin C-rich fruit 2.82* 1.05 .43 2.1t N BLL .45 1.67+ .56+ W42
Other frul; 3. 10* 1.36% .46 1.89 .85 .58 1.38+ .56+ .43
Grain Products
Whole-graln/high- .28 .29 .13 L 254 1.10 13+ b 1.03
fiber breskfast
cereals
Other breakfast cereals .36% 251 1.65 .19 .29 1.84 154+ .20+ 1.55
Whole-grain/high-Eiber -1 .06 1.09# .08 .05 2.3 .07 .05 1. 11
flour, meal, rice, pasta
Other flour, meal, rice, pasts 1.75 L70% .49 1.32 .50 Ny .97+ .39+ .55
Whole-grain/high-fiber bread .13 .15 1.3 .10 .12 1.25 .09 .11 1.28
Other bread .98 .86 .92 R ULA T8k .99 .68+ .61+ .92
Bakery products .46 .95 2.40 L1544 NILL 2,68 .24+ 52+ 2.84
Graln mixtures .15 .37 3.53 ML LAgan 4.60 .06+ 19+ 3.97
Milk, Cheese, Creanm
Milk, yogurt 10.18¢ 2,39+ .24 6,834 1. 694 .25 4.85¢+ 1.15+ .25
Cheese 2,38 .89 .49 1,794 ALY .49 1.10+ T4 .58
Cresn; mixturea, wostly .61 W43 1.02 .45 .32 1.46 .33+ L2044 1.83+

wilk
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TABLE S (continued)

Household Food Use MeetIng 00T ol the MlousehoId Food Use Heetlug BU-99X of Mousehold Food Use Not MeetIng BUX ol

RDA for All 11 Nutrients (N=1,025) the RDA For All Il Nutrients (N=582)  the RDA For All 11 Nutrients (N=1,318)
Quantity Honey Value Quant{ty Honey Value Quantity Honey Value
Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price
(1bs,/week) ($/week) (5/1b.) (1bs./wecek) (5/week) ($/1b.) (1bs./week) (S/ycek) ($/1b.)
Mest and Alternates
Higher-cost red meats, 1,77+ 2.95 1.83 .07 2.12 1.99 .93+ 1.59¢+ 1.86
variety
Lower-cost red mests, variety 2.27¢+ .17 1.45 1.38 2.05 1.48 1.31+ 1.83+ 1.50
neats
Poultry 2.14 1.79 .90 1.71 1.40 .89 1.33+ 1.09+ .86
Fish, shellfish .68 1.01 1.73* W47 LB9%# 2.00 Jat « 53+ 1.88
Bacon, sausage, luncheon meats 1.34% 2.00* 1.53 1.02 1.48 1.59 .86+ 1.27+ 1.51
Eggs 1.13 L 654 .58 L 98k% T .57 .73+ Jale .57
Dry beans, peas, lentils .36 .27 .89 .25 .20 .94 .19+ 134 .81
Mixtures, wostly weat, poultry, .27 .3 1.25 .29 .35 1.07#+% .18 .24 1.19
fish, egg, leguame
Nuts, peanut butter .23 .30 1.34% L2044 M ELL 1.82 L0+ Jdas 1.44
Octher Foods
Fats, ofls 1.21* .96* .86 954t SIS .81 .73+ .53+ 75+
Suger, sveets 1.57 91 .15 1,304 6944 62%% .81+ .1 79
Soft drinks, punches, ades .65 .95 2.624 .38 .75 2.67 .43 .66 2.72
Seasonings .004 .0l 2.58 .002 .01 3,384% .002 .003+ 1.38+
Coffee, tea .20 .99 6.70 L2244 L 5.91 b .65+ 6.81
TOTAL 47.18* 30.05* -= 33,64k 22,76%* - 24.92+ 16.58¢ --

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption In Low-Income Households.
NOTES: All means are welghted; saaple slzes are unwelghted. Per person s per cquivalent autrition unit (21-meal-at-home-adult-male-equivalent person).

*: Dl([er:?tdfro- the mean value for households with food use meeting 80-99 percent of the RDA for all 1l nutrients at the .05 level of significance,
two-tafled test.

44: pifferent from the mean value for households with food use not meeting 80 percent of the RDA for all 1l nutrients at the .05 level of significance
tuo-tailed test. '

+: Different from the mean value for households with food use mceting 100 percent of the RDA for all 1l nutrients at the .05 level of significance
two-tatled tesc. '
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total quantity of food than households with moderate nutrient avail-
ability. Individual food groups for which there are statistically
significant differences in quantities used between households with high and
moderate nutrient availability include all fruits and vegetables, other
breakfast cereals, milk, red meats, bacon and sausage, and fats and oils.
In addition, households with moderate nutrient availability used a
significantly larger total quantity of food, on average, than households
with low nutrient availability. With respect to the specific food groups,
they used significantly more vegetables, whole-grain cereals, other bread,
bakery products, grain mixtures, milk, cheese, fish, eggs, nuts, fats and
oils, sugar and sweets, and coffee and tea. Finally, compared to
households with high nutrient availability, households with low nutrient
availability used a significantly smaller total quantity of food and
significantly smaller quantities of all individual food groups except whole
grain flour, whole-grain bread, meat mixtures, soft drinks, and seasonings,
which they also used in smaller quantities, but not significantly.
Differences in the average money value of food used per person
closely parallel the differences in average quantities of food used per
person, although fewer differences are statistically significant. House-
holds with high nutrient availability had a significantly higher money
value of food used per person than households with moderate nutrient
availability ($30.05 versus $22.76).1 The specific food groups for which
they spent significantly more money include vegetables, other fruit, other

breakfast cereals, other flour, milk, lower-cost red meats, bacon and

These total money values do not include money spent for alcoholic
beverages.
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sausage, eggs, fats and oils, and sugar and sweets. Households with

moderate nutrient availability in turn had a significantly higher money

value of food used.per person than households with low nutrient

availability ($22.76 versus $16.58). In particular, they spent ”
significantly more on potatoes, vegetables, vitamin-C-rich fruit, whole-
grain cereals, other bread, bakery products, grain mixtures, milk, cheese,
fish, eggs, nuts, fats and oils, sugar and sweets, and coffee and tea.
Finally, households with high nutrient availability spent significantly

more money than households with low nutrient availability on food use for
nearly all 31 food groups.

The magnitude of the findings presented in Table 5 show that as
nutrient availability decreases, the quantities and money values of
vegetables, vegetable mixtures, other fruit, other breakfast cereals,
milk/yogurt, cheese, cream, red meats, fish, and dry beans/peas/lentils
decrease the most dramatically. Households with moderate nutrient
availability used two-thirds to three-fourths as much of these food groups
as households with high nutrient availability, and households with Tow
nutrient availability used approximately one-half as much of these food
groups as households with high nutrient availability. Similarly, compared
to households with high nutrient availability, households with moderate
nutrient availability spent two-thirds to three-fourths as much on these
food groups and households with low nutrient availability spent approxi-
mately one-half as much on these food groups.

In addition to average quantities of food used and average money
values of food used per person, Table 5 shows average prices paid by low-

income households for each food group in order to determine whether the
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food shopping efficiency (as reflected in price differentials) of house-
holds differs for households of high, moderate, and low nutrient
availability. The results show that the average prices paid by households
with hibh, moderate, and low nutrient availability tended to be very
similar, with very few significant differences in prices paid by these
households and no consistent pattern of differences between groups of low-
income households. The only major difference in price faced by low-income
households was for whole grain/high-fiber flour for which households with
moderate nutrient availability paid significantly more than households with
either high or low nutrient availability.

Table 6 presents data on the share of home food dollars allocated
to the 31 food groups of the TFP. These data show that red meats (both
high- and low-cost), poultry, bacon and sausage, and milk accounted for the
largest proportion of the total money value of food used at home of all
low-income households. Table 6 also shows that in general, the average
expenditure shares for households with high, moderate, and low nutrient
availability are quite similar, although households with moderate nutrient
availability spent proportionately less of their total home food budget
than households with high nutrient availability on other fruit and pro-
portionately more on grain mixtures. In addition, households with low
nutrient availability spent proportionately less of their total home food
dollars than households with moderate nutrient availability on grain
mixtures and proportionately more on lower-cost red meats. The largest
differences in expenditure shares appear when comparing the high and low
nutrient availability groups. Households with low nutrient availability spent

a significantly lower proportion of their home food budget on high-
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TABLE 6 (continued)

Table of Contents

Household Food Use Meeting 1002
Il Nutrients

of the RDA For All

HWouschold of Food Use Meeting BO-99X
of the RDA For All

11 Nutclents

Houschold Food Use Not Meeting 802X
of the RDA For All 11 Nutrients

Meat and Alternstes

significance, two-talled test.

Higher~cost red meats, 8.79 8.07 9.27
variety .
Lowver-cost red meats, 10,27 8.87%% li.lZ .
vactlety meats
Poultry 5. 99 5.58 6. 54
Fish, shellfish 14 3.70 3.04
Bacon, ssusage, luncheon meats 6.57 6.85 7.90+
Eggs 2,25 2.5 2.62+
Dry beans, pess, lentils .98 .92 .87
Mixtures, wostly meat, poultry, 1.04 1.47 1.35
fish, egg, leguwe
Nuts, peanut butter 1.05 1.1 .84
Other Foods
Fats, olls. 3.21 3.21 3.24
Sugar, sweets 3.04 3.13 2.77
Soft drinks, punches, ades 3.10 3.24 3.60
Seasonings .0} .02 .02
Coffee, tea 3.9 4.18 3.8)
TOTAL. 98.96 97.86 98.65
Sample Size 1,025 582 1,318
SOURCE: 1979-80 Sucvey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Houscholds.
NOTES: All means sre weighted; saample sizes are unwelighted.
.Totll does not include alcoholic beverages.
LH Different from the mean value for households with food use meeting B0O-99 percent of the RDA for all Il nutrlents at the .05 level of

LLH Different from the mean value for households with food use not mecting B0 percent of the RDA for all 1l autcients at the .05 level of
significance, two-tailed test.

4 Different from the mcan value for houacholds with fuod use meeting 100 percent of the RDA for all 11l nutrients at the .05 level of
significance, twvo-talled test.
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nutrient vegetables, other cereals, and milk (foods containing nutrients
more apt to be missing from household diets) and a significantly higher
proportion of their total home food budget on other bread, bacon and
sausagé; and eggs than did households with high nutrient availability.

As additional information on the qualitative differences in the
food choices of low-income households, Table 7 provides data on the
availability of individual nutrients per 1,000 kilocalories of food energy
(nutrient densities). These findings indicate that for the most part, only
the average nutrient densities of food used by households with high and low
nutrient availability are significantly different. Households with high
nutrient availability used foods with higher availability of vitamin A,
thiamin, riboflavin, calcium, vitamin 86, and iron per 1,000 kilocalories
of food energy compared to the foods used by households with low nutrient
availability. Households with moderate nutrient availability also used
foods with a lower density of vitamin Bg relative to households with high
nutrient availability, but there were no statistically significant
differences in nutrient densities between households with moderate and Tow
nutrient availability. Thus, the data suggest that food choices containing
lower average densities of several nutrients do contribute to the lower
overall nutrient availability of some low-income households.

As noted earlier, there are relatively few significant differences
between groups of low-income households in expenditure shares for specific
food groups; however, the differences observed, primarily differences
between households with high and low nutrient availability, are consistent
with and could have contributed to the differences found between these

subgroups of households in the average densities of some nutrients. More
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TABLE 7

AVERAGE NUTRIENT DENSITIES FOR 11 NUTRIENTS, BY LEVEL
OF NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY, U.S. LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS, 1979-80

Household Food Use Not Meetpng 80X
of the RDA for All 11 Nutrients o

Household Food Use Meeting 80-99%
of the RDA for All 11 Nutrients

Household Food Use Meeting 1002
of the RDA for All 1l Nutrients

(N= 1,025) (N~ 582) (N= 1,318)
Protein (g) 35.50 34.36 35.70
Vitawin A (1U) 3,374.16 2,895.92 2,868,044
Vitamin C (mg) 51.81 48.54 47.86
Thiamin (mg) .72 .69 .69+
Ribotlavin (eg) .93 .89 .86+
Vitsain By (wg) .80# 74 154
Vicentn By, (ug) 2.12 2.1 2.06
Calctium (mg) 389.01 367.98 343,10+
Phosphorus (mg) 621.28 601.28 599.75
Magnesium (mg) 140.22 140.40 134.19
Iron (mg) 7.56 7.12 7.09+

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households.

NOTES : All means are weighted; sample sizes are unweighted,

*: Different from the mean vaslue for households with food use weeting 80-99 percent of the RDA for all 1l nutrients at the .05 level of signiflcance,

two-tailed test.

41 Different from the wean value for households with food use meeting 100 percent of the RDA for all 11 nutrients at the .05 level of significance,

two-tailed test.
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specifically, relative to households with high nutrient availability,
households with Tow nutrient availability spent a significantly smaller
proportion of their home food dollars on high-nutrient vegetables, an
importiht source of vitamin A; other fruits, possibly also a source of
vitamin A; other cereals, a source of thiamin and iron; and milk and
yogurt, important sources of calcium and riboflavin. On the other hand,
households with low nutrient availability also spent a significantly larger
proportion of their home food dollars on bacon, sausage, and luncheon
meats, an expensive food group limited in needed nutrients.

In summary, the results presented in Tables 5, 6, and 7 suggest
that the major factor differentiating households with different levels of
nutrient availability is the quantities (and money values) of food used.
For many of the 31 food groups examined, households that achieved 100
percent of the RDA used higher average quantities of food and had higher
average money values of food used than households with moderate levels of
nutrient availability, who in turn used higher average quantities of food
and had higher average money values of food used than households with low
levels of nutrient availability. In contrast, there are relatively few
significant differences in the average prices paid or in the average
expenditure shares of households, suggesting that in terms of the 31 food
groups the composition of the food choices of low-income households does
not differ as much as quantities of food used for households with high,
moderate, and low nutrient availability. For the most part, only
differences in expenditure shares between households with high and low
nutrient availability are significant, and for these households, only the

differences for about one-third of the food groups are significant.
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However, differences in the average densities of some nutrients in the
foods used by households with high and low nutrient availability appear to
contribute to the differences in overall nutrient availability between

these §foups of households.
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[II. FOOD CHOICES OF FOOD STAMP PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS AND
NONPARTICIPANTS

. The descriptive data presented in Chapter I show that a larger .
proportion of FSP participants than low-income nonparticipants use foods
that satisfy either 100 percent or 80 percent of the RDA. These data also
imply that proportionately more FSP participants than nonparticipants fall
into the high nutrient availability group. Specifically, while 42 percent
of FSP households have high nutrient availability, only 31 percent of other
low-income households fall into that category (see Table 1). In this
chapter we focus our analysis on the quantity and composition of the foods
used by FSP participants within groups of households with different levels
of nutrient availability and compare them to low-income nonparticipants in
order to gain more insight into differences in the food choices of Tow-
income households according to whether or not they receive FSP benefits.
Average quantities of food used per person, average money values of
food used per person, and average prices per pound are presented in Tables
8 through 10 for FSP participants and other low-income households with
high, moderate, and low nutrient availability. In general, these results
show few significant differences in the average quantities of food used
between FSP participants and other low-income households. Two exceptions
to this are red meats and eggs; for households with high and moderate
nutrient availability (Tables 8 and 9, respectively), FSP participants used
higher average quantities of these foods than low-income nonparticipants.

In addition, Table 9 shows that among households with moderate nutrient
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HOUSEHOLD FOOD USE, BY FOOD STAMP PROGRAM PARTICIPATION, U.S. LOW-INCOME
HOUSEHOLDS MEETING 100 PERCENT OF THE RDA FOR ALL 1l NUTRIENTS, 1979-80

TABLE 8

Table of Contents

All Households with Food Use
Meeting 1002 of the RDA for
All Il Nutrients (N= 1,025)

FSP Participants (N=615)

FSP NéﬁpartAclpants (N=410)

Quant ity Money Value MQuantity Money Value Quantity Money Value
Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price
(1bs, /week) (§/week) ($/1b.) (1bs./week) (§/week) ($/1b.) (1bs./week) (§/veek) ($/1b.)
Vegetables, Fruits
Potatoes 2.0 .36 .16 2,34 .35 .16 2.40 .37 7
High-nutrient vegetables 3.7 1.57 47 3.78 1.57 .45 3.7 1.58 49
Other vegetsbles 3.18 1.37 44 3.28 1.9 .43 3.08 1.34 .44
Mixtuces, wostly vegetables: 13 .44 .69 % I .50 .18 1 .38 .61
condiments
Vitastn C-rich fruft 2.82 1.05 .43 .33 1.30% .45 2.33 .81 .40
Other fruit 3.10 1.36 .46 .83 1.21 45 3.36 1.5 .67
Crain Products .
Whole-grain/high- .28 .29 t.13 .30 .31l 1.14 .26 .27 Lot
fiber breakfast
cereals
Other breakfast cereals .36 .51 1.65 .34 .51 1.75 .39 .51 1.55
Whole-grain/high-fiber - .06 1.09 .13 .08 1.16 .10 .05 1.0t
flour, weal, rice, pasta
Other flour, oveal, rice, pasta 1.75 .10 W49 1.95 .75 45 1.56 .65 .53
Whole-grain/high-fiber bread .13 .15 1.33 .14 .17 1.47% .12 .14 1.21
Other bread .98 .86 .92 .95 .89 .95 1.00 .83 .90
Bakery products .46 .95 2,40 .50 1.04 2,517 W42 .85 2.24
Crain sixtures W15 .37 3.53 .14 37 3.69 .16 Y 3.39
Milk, Cheese, Cream
Milk, yogurt 10.18 2.39 .24 10.52 2.57 .25 9.84 2.2) .23
Cheese 2.38 .89 .49 2.1 .87 .53 2.44 .91 .46
Crean; mixtures, mostly .63 .45 1.02 .53 W42 1.20 .72 .48 .89

oilk
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TABLE 8 (continued)

Table of Contents

All Households with Food Use
Meeting 100% of the RDA for
All 11 Nutrients (N= 1 025)

FSP Participants (N=615)

FSP Nonparticipants (N=410)

Quantity Money Value Quant{ity Money Value Quantity Money Value
Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price
(1bs. /veek) ($/week) (5/1b.) (1bs. /veek) ($/week) ($/1b.) (1bs. /webk) ‘(S/ueek) ($/1b.)
Meat snd Alternates
Higher-cost red meats, 1.77 2.95 1.83 2.19* .6l 1.78 1.37 2.31 1.88
variety
Lower-cost red meats, 2.7 .17 1.45 2.74* 3,73 1.41 1.81 2.62 1.49
variety meats
Poultry 2.14 1.79 .90 2.26 1.81 .82 2.03 1.76 .97
Fish, shellfish .68 1.01 1.73 .72 1.06 1.74 .64 .95 1.73
Bacon, sausage, luncheon meats 1.34 2.00 1.53 1.43 ' 2.06 1.50 1.26 1.93 1.57
Eggs 1.13 .65 .58 1.26% I3 .59 .99 .57 .98
Ory beans, peas, lentils .16 .27 .89 .40 .30 .93 .3; .23 .85
Mlxturel; mostly wmeat, poultry, .27 .31 1.25 .28 «25 1.04% .26 .38 1.42
fish, egg, legume
Nuts, peanut butter .23 .30 1.34 .21 .30 1.46 .26 .30 1.25
Other Foods
Fats, oils 1.21 .96 .86 .29 1.02 .82 t.12 .91 .89
Sugar, sweets 1.5 .91 .75 1.66 .92 .80 1.49 .90 .69
Soft drinks, punches, ades .65 .95 2.62 .58 .99 2.98% .73 .92 2.28
Seasonings .004 .01 2.58 .005 .01 2.18% .001 .01 3.139
Coffee, tea .20 .99 6.70 .21 .96 6.29 .19 1.03 7.09
TOTAL 47.18 30.05 - 49.38 32.05¢% - 45.06 28.12 --

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food

Consumption i{n Low-1ncome Households.

NOTES: All means sre weighted; sample sizes are unweighted.

*: Different from the mean value for FSP nonparticipants at the .05 level of significance, two-talled test.

Per person is per equivalent nutrition unit (21-meal-at-home-adult-male-equivalent).
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HOUSEHOLD FOOD USE, BY FOOD STAMP PARTICIPATION, U.S. LOW-INCOME

TABLE 9

Table of Contents

otlk

HOUSEHOLDS MEETING 80 TO 99 PERCENT OF THE RDA FOR ALL 11 NUTRIENTS, 1979-80
All Households with Food Use .
Meeting 80-99% of the RDA for
All 11 Nutrients {N= 582) FSP Pacticipants (N=321) FSP Nonpartficipants (N=261)
Quantity Money Value Quant lty Money Value Quantity Money Value
Per Person Per Person frice Per Person Per Person Price Pecr Person Per Person Price
(1bs./week) (5/week) (5/1b.) (1bs./week) ($/week) (5/1b.) (1bs./week) (§5/week) ($/1b.)
Vegetables, Fruits
Potatoes 1.87 .31 .18 1.65 .28 .19 1.99 .33 .18
High-nutrient vegetables 2.68' 1.02 .45 2.24 .89 .43 2.62 1.09 Ny
Other vegetables 2.18 .98 .46 2,00 .80 40% 2.29 1.08 .49
Mixtures, mostly vegetables; .48 25 .57 42 . 24 .66 .51 .26 .53
condiments .
Vitamin C-rich fruit 2.11 .83 .45 2.06 .81 .45 2.14 .84 .45
Other fruflt 1.89 .85 .58 2.00 .90 .48 1.82 .83 .64
Grain Products
Whole-grain/high- .24 »25 1.10 .22 .23 1.12 .25 .26 1.08
fiber breakfast
cereals
Other breakfsst cereals .19 .29 1.84 .19 .30 1.80 .19 .28 1.86
Whole-grain/high~fiber .08 .05 2.1 .10 .07 3.87* .07 .04 1.17
flour, mesl, rice, pasta
Other flour, meal, rice, pasta 1.32 .50 A7 1.56 .58 A2 1.19 45 N1}
Whole-grain/high-fiber bread .10 .12 1.25 .05 .06 1.35 W12 .16 1.22
Other bread .84 .78 .99 .18 .67 .91 .88 .85 1.02
Bakery products .35 .81 2.68 .39 .81 2.24 .32 .82 2.91
Grain mixtures .1 .49 4,60 .10 .27 4,18 <14 .62 4.85
Milk, Cheese, Crean
Milk, yogurt 6.8 1.69 .25 .37 1.83 .25 6,52 1.60 .25
Cheese 1.79 .70 .49 1.64 .65 .50 1.88 A .48
Crese; mixtures, mostly .45 .32 1.46 .35 .29 1.99 .50 .34 1.18




8t

TABLE 9 (continued)

Table of Contents

All Households with Food Use
Meeting B80-99% of the RDA for
All 11 Nutrlents (N= 582)

FSP Participants (N=321)

FSP Nonparticipants (N=261)

Quantity Money Value Quantity Money Value Quantltn_ Money Value
Per Person Per Pecrson Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price
(1bs,. /veek) (5/week) ($/1b.) (1bs./week) ($/week) ($/1b.) (lbs./week) ($/veek) ($/1b.)
Meat and Alternates
Higher-cost red meats, .17 2,12 1.99 1,46 2,21 1.64* 1.01 2.07 2.21
vacrlety
Lower-cost red meats, 1.38 2,05 1.48 1.74% 2.4) 1.62 1.18 1,84 1.51
variety measts
Poultry 1,71 1.40 .89 2.37 i,88 .83 1.33 1.1 .93
Fish, shellfish W47 .89 2.00 .93% .90 1.94 RS .88 2.0}
Bacon, sausage, luncheon meats 1.02 1.48 1.59 1.27 1.84* 1.49 .87 1.28 1.64
Egge .98 .54 .57 1.02% .53 .57 .95 .57 .57
Dry beans, peas, lentils .25 .20 .94 .30 .21 .7 .23 .19 1.05
Mixtures, mostly wmeat, poultry, .29 .35 1.07 .22 24 1.01 3} N 1.10
fish, egg, legune
Nuts, pesnut butter .20 .33 1.82 .20 .31 1.30 .19 .34 2.03
Other Foods
Fats, oils .95 ¢ ) .81 1.02 .80 .17 .91 .13 .83
Sugsar, swveets 1.30 .69 .62 1.27 .67 . 64 1.32 .69 .61
Soft drinks, punches, ades .38 15 2.67 .36 79 2.96 .39 .73 2.5}
Seasonings . 002 .002 3.38 . 001 . 002 3.70 .003 . 008 3.30
Coffee, tea $22 .96 5.91 .18 .92 6.86 .25 .98 5.42
TOTAL 33.64 22,76 -= 35,05 23.44 -- 32.84 22.37 --

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households.

NOTES: All means are weighted; sample sizes are unweighted.

LH Different from the mean value for FSP nonparticipants at the .05 level of significance, two-tailed test.

Per person i3 per equivalent nutcition unit (21-meal-at-home-adult -male-equivalent).
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TABLE 10

HOUSEHOLD FOOD USE, BY FOOD STAMP PARTICIPATION, U.S. LOW-INCOME

HOUSEHOLDS NOT MEETING 80 PERCENT OF THE RDA FOR ALL 11 NUTRIENTS, 1979-80

Table of Contents

All Household with Food Use Not
Meeting 80X of the RDA for All

11 Nutrients (N=i 318) FSP Participants (N=680)

FSP Nonparticipants (N=618)

Quontity Moncy Value Quantity Money Value Quantity - Money Value
Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Person er Person Price
(1ba, /ueek) (§/week) (8/1b.) (1bs./week) (5/weck) (§/1b.) (1bs./veck) (§/week) ($/1b.)
Vegetables, Fruits
Potatoes 1.51 .23 .18 1.65 .26 .18 1.43 .22 A7
High-nutrient vegetables 1.62 71 .50 1.55 .63 .49 1.66 .76 .51
Other vegetables 1.65 .1 46 1.51 .68 1) 1.73 .17 .46
Mixtures, mostly vegetables; .34 .17 .61 .32 .18 LI2% .36 .17 .55
condiments
Vitssin C-rich fruic 1.67 .56 .42 1.39 .50 L44 1.84 .60 .41
Other fruft 1.38 .56 .43 1,41 .56 .43 1.36 .56 L6
Crain Products
Whole-grain/high- .13 .14 1.03 .13 .12 1,09 .14 .14 .99
fiber breakfast
cereals
Other breakfast cereals 15 .20 1.595 .17 W25% 1.66* .13 A7 l.46
Whole-grain/high-f1lber .07 .05 .11 .07 .05 .13 .07 .05 1.09
flour, weal, rice, pasta !
Other flour, weal, rice, pasta .97 .39 .35 1.04 40 49 .92 .38 .58
Whole-grain/high-fiber bread .09 -1 1.28 .08 .09 1.42# .10 .11 1.21
Other bread .68 .61 .92 .64 .55 .90 71 .64 .94
Bakery products . 24 .52 . B4 .25 .48 2.7 24 .55 2.92
Grain amixtures .06 .19 3.97 .07 .19 . .06 .18 4.10
Hilk, Cheese, Creas
Milk, yogurt 4.85 1.15 .25 5.32 1.28 .26 4.57 1.07 .25
Cheese 1.10 .47 .58 .90 L33 .54 1.21 .55 .61
Cresm; mixtures, mostly .33 .24 i.83 .30 .21 2.34* .35 .25 1.51

of lk
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TABLF 10(continued)

Table of Contents

All Household with Food Use Not
Meeting 80X of the RDA for All

11 Nutrients (N=1,318)

FSP Participants (N=680)

FSP Nonparticipants (N-638 )

Quantity Money Value Quantity Money Value Quantity Money Value
Per Person Per Person Price Per Peraon Per Person Price Per Persoy Per Person Price
(lbs./week) ($/veek) (8/1b.) (1bs. /week) (S/week) (§/1b.) (l1bs. /week) (5/veek) ($/1b.)
Meat _and Alternates
Higher-cost red meats, .93 1.59 1.86 .95 1.52 1.75¢% .93 1.64 1.92
vartety
Lower-cost red meats, 1.31 1.8) 1.50 1.30 1.78 1,47 1.31 .86 1.52
variety meats
Paoyltrey 1.33 1.09 .86 1.46 1.15 .81 1.25 1.05 .88
Fish, shellfish . 34 .53 1.88 .39 .52 1.65% LI .54 2.01
Bacon, saussge, luncheon meats .86 1,27 1.51 .95 1.37 1.48 .80 1.20 1.52
Eggs 73 L4l .57 .1 L4l .57 .73 L4l .57
Dry beans, peas, lentlls .19 .13 .81 .25% .16 17 .16 .11 .85
Hlntures..-octly meat, poultry, .18 . 24 .39 .13 .13 1.11* .22 1 1.49
fish, egg, legume
Nuts, peanut butter .10 .14 1.44 .10 .13 1.48 .10 ] 1.41
Other Foods
Fats, olls .73 .53 .15 .13 3 .15 .13 .54 .16
Sugar, sweets .81 .48 .79 .82 .45 .59* .80 .50 .91
Soft drinks, punches, ades .43 .66 2.172 .18 .68 2.65* .46 .65 . 2.76
Seasonings .001 .003 1.38 .001 .003 2.43 .00l . 004 1.27
Coffee, tea .14 .65 6.81 .12 .60 7.00 A5 .68 6.71
TOTAL 24,92 16.58 - 25.10 16.19 - 24,82 16,82 -=

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consuamption in Low-lIncome Houscholds.

NOTES: All weans ate weighted; sample sizes are unwelighted.

*: Different from the mean value for FSP nonparticipants at the .05 level of significance, two-talled test.

Per person {s per equivalent nutrition unit (21-meal-at-home-adult-male-equivalent).
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availability, FSP participants used significantly larger average amounts of
fish than nonparticipants. Finally, Table 10 indicates that FSP households
with low nutrient évai]abi1ity used significantly larger average quantities
of dry Beans/peas/1enti1s than nonparticipants with low nutrient
availability.

Differences in average money values of food used per person largely
parallel the differences in average quantities of food used per person.
There are few significant differences between FSP participants and
nonparticipants in the average money values of food used per person. Among
households with high nutrient availability, FSP participants spent
significantly more money than nonparticipants on vitamin-C-rich fruit, red
meats, and eggs. Among households with moderate nutrient availability, FSP
participants spent significantly more than nonparticipants only on bacon
and sausage. Finally, among households with low nutrient availability, FSP
participants spent significantly more money than nonparticipants on other
breakfast cereals but significantly less money on cheese.

The average prices paid by FSP participants were generally similar
to the average prices paid by nonparticipants for food in the 31 food
groups, and no consistent pattern of price differences between FSP
participants and nonparticipants is observed. More specifically, FSP
participants with high levels of nutrient availability paid significantly
higher average prices for whole-grain bread and soft drinks and
significantly lower average prices for meat mixtures and seasonings than
low-income nonparticipants. Among households with moderate nutrient
avajlability, FSP participants paid significantly higher average prices for

whole grains but paid significantly lower average prices for other
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vegetables and higher-cost red meats relative to other low-income
households.

More significant differences in the average prices paid by FSP
particfpants and low-income nonparticipants are observed for households
with low nutrient availability, although no consistent pattern of price
differences is observed. Specifically, FSP participants with low nutrient
availability paid significantly higher average prices for vegetable
mixtures, other breakfast cereals, whole-grain bread, and cream, but
significantly lower average prices for higher-cost red meats, fish, meat
mixtures, sugar and sweets, and soft drinks compared to other Tow-income
nonparticipants.

Table 11 presents data on the share of home food dollars allocated
to the 31 food groups for households with different levels of nutrient
availability and FSP participation status. Overall, the differences in
expenditure shares between FSP participants and other low-income households
are quite small. The only exceptions are that among households with high
nutrient availability, FSP participants spent proportionately more of their
total home food budget than nonparticipants on vitamin-C-rich fruit and
higher-cost red meats. FSP participants with moderate nutrient
availability spent proportionately more of their home food budget than
nonparticipants on bacon and sausage and proportionately less on other
vegetables. Finally, among households with low nutrient availability, FSP
participants spent proportionately more of their home food expenditures
than nonparticipants on potatoes but proportionately less on cheese and

meat mixtures.
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TABLE

11

HOUSEHOLD EXPENOITURE SHARES, BY LEVEL OF NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY
AND FSP PARTICIPATION STATUS, U.S. LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS, 1979-80
(percentage of home food dollar)

Table of Contents

(3

Household Food Use Meeting 100X
of the RDA for All 11 Nutrlents

llousehold Food Use Meeting 80-99Z
of the RDA For All 1l Nutrlents

Houschold Food Use Not Meetinyg 80X
of the RDA For All 11 Notrlents

of 1k

FSP FSp FSP FSP FSe FSP
All Participants Nonparticipants All Particlpants Nonparticipants All Partici{pants Nonparticipants
Vegetables, Fruits
Potstoes 1.21 1.08 1.1 1.40 1.25 1,648 1.41 1.61* 1.29
High-nutrlent vegetsbles 5.25 4,84 5.64 4.34 3.79 4,65 4.19 3.86 4.39
Other vegetables 4,47 4,30 4,64 4,20 3.36* 4.68 4.27 4.12 4,36
Mixtures, wostly vegetasbles; 1.41 1.43 1,40 1.15 1.15 1.15 .98 1.01 .96
condiments
Vitsain C-rich frule 3.3} 3.94% 2.75 3,54 3.29 3.68 3.25 2,98 3.42
Other fruft 4.4) 3,64 5,19 3.2 3.58 3.05 3.19 3.3 1.12
CGrain Products
Whole-graln/high- 1.02 .99 1.06 .17 1.04 1.25 .79 13 .83
fiber breaskfast
ceresls
Other breakfast cereals 1.77 . 1.69 1.84 1.43 1.52 I.38 1.3) 1.58 1.15
Whole-grain/high~fiber .21 .25 .18 .21 .28 .18 .27 .26 .27
flour, meal, rice, pasta
Other flour, ®meal, rice, 2,40 2,44 2.37 2.20 2.39 2,10 2.46 2.5) 2.41
pasta
Whole-grain/high-fiber .51 .54 .48 .46 .26 .57 .57 .54 .60
bread
Other bread 2,95 2.86 3,04 3.57 3.07 3.86 3.80 3. 45 4,01
Baketry products 3.03 3.0 2,89 3.44 3.45 3.4) 3.00 2.76 3. 14
Crain mixtures 1.21 1.16 1.25 2.18 1.18 3.06 1.14 1.29 1.05
Milk, Cheese, Cream
Milk, yogurt 8.50 8.61 8.38 7.71 8.18 7.44 7.08 7.95 6.55
Cheese 3.05 2.80 3.28 2.92 2.n 1.0 2,61 1.98* 2.9y
Cream; mixtures, mostly 1.46 1.26 1.64 1.40 1.17 1.53 1.31 1.26 1.34
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TABLE 11 (continued)

Table of Contents

Household Food Use Meeting 100
of the RDA for All Il Nutrients

Household Food Use Meeting B0-992
of the RDA For All !l Nutrients

Household Food Use Not Meeting 802
of the RDA For All 11 Nutrients

FSP FSP FSP FsSP FSP FSP
All Participants Nonparticipants All Participants Nonparticipants All Pn*tlclggnts Nonparticipants
Meat and Alternates
Higher—cost red meats, 8.79 10.25¢* 1.37 8.07 8.85 7.63 9.27 9.16 9.34
variety
Lover-cost ted mests, 10.27 11,39 9.20 8.87 10.18 8.12 1.12 10.82 11.30
variety meats
Poultry 5.99 5.59 6.37 5.58 6.91 4,81 6.54 7.04 6.23
Fish, shellfish 3. 14 .13 3. 14 3.70 .07 4.06 3.04 3.18 2.96
Bacon, ssusage, luncheon 6.57 6.54 6.60 6.85 8.41% 5.96 7.90 8.66 7.4
sests
Egge 2.25 2,42 2,09 2,54 2.61 2.50 2.62 2.62 2,6}
Dry beans, peas, lentils .98 1.01 .96 .92 .90 .94 .87 1.05 .76
Mixtures, mostly meat, 1.04 11 1.6 1.47 .97 1.76 1.35 .69* 1.76
poultry, fish, egg,
legume
Nuts, peanut butter 1.05 1.00 1.10 1.1 1.22 1.36 .84 .76 .90
Other Foods
Fats, otls .21 " 3,21 3.20 3.21 3.30 3.16 3.24 3.15 .29
Sugar, sweets 3.04 2.87 3,21 3.13 3,02 .19 2.77 2.69 2,82
Soft drinks, punches, ades 3.10 2.98 3.71 3.24 3.40 3.15 3.60 3.94 3.39
Seasonings .03 .05 .02 .03 .0l .04 .02 .0t .02
Coffee, tea 3.29 3.09 3.49 4.18 3.60 4.50 3.83 3.57 3.98
TOTAL. 98,96 99.34 98,60 97,86 98.12 97,71 98.65 98.56 98,69
Household Sample Sitze 1,025 615 410 582 i¥3! 261 1,318 680 638

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Incose Households.

NOTES: All mesns are weighted; sample sizes are unwefghted.

»
Total does not include alcoholic beverages.

4: Different frow the mean valye for FSP nonparticipants at the .05 level of significance, two-talled test.
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An examination of the quality of the diets of FSP participants and
other low-income nonparticipants in terms of average nutrient densities,
shown in Table 12, reveals that there are no significant differences with
respectLto average nutrient densities between FSP participants and
nonparticipants in any of the three groups of households. These findings
suggest that, according to the average nutrient density measures, the
quality of the food choices of FSP participants and nonparticipants is
remarkably similar.

In summary, the comparisons of the gquantities of food used, money
values of food used, average expenditure shares, and average nutrient
densities between FSP participants and nonparticipants suggest that the
food choices of FSP households and low-income nonparticipating households
were generally similar. The major exceptions are red meat and eggs; FSP
households with high and moderate levels of nutrient availability used
significantly larger quantities of these foods than did other low-income

households.
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TABLE 12

AVERACE NUTRIENT DENSITIES BY LEVEL OF NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY
AND FSP PARTICIPATION STATUS, U.S. LOW-INCOME MOUSEHOLDS, 1979-80

Table of Contents

Household Food Use Meeting 100

Household Food Use Meeting 80-99%

Household Food Use Nof Meeting 80%
of the RDA for Alt 11 Nutgrients

of the RDA for All 11 Nutrients of the RDA for All 1l Nutrients
FSP FSP Fsp FSP FSP FSP

All Participants Nonparticipants All Participants Nonparticipants All Participants Nonparticipants
Protein (g) 35.50 35.33 35.67 34.36 35.31 33.82 35.70 36.11 35.45
Vitamin A (1U) 3,374.16 3,453.87 3,297.10 2,895.92 3,007.11 2,832.58 2,868.04 2,806.80 2,905.35
Vitamin C (mg) 51.81 $2.23 51.40 48.54 46.45 49.73 47.86 45,50 49.30
Thismin (mg) 2 .13 .72 .69 .70 .68 .69 .70 .69
Riboflavin (m=g) .9 .93 .94 .89 .89 .68 .86 .87 .85
Victanin ’6 (wg) .80 .19 .81 .74 .74 74 .75 .76 74
Vitemin 8,, () 2.12 2.28 1.97 2.11 2.24 2.04 2.06 2.19 1.98
Calctum (mg) 389.01 374.54 403.00 367.98 350.22 378,10 343.10 347.02 340.71
Phosphorus (mg) 621,28 613.42 628.87 601.28 597.14 603.65 599.75 605.90 596.00
Magnesius (mg) 140.22 135.98 144,33 140.40 132.28 145.02 134.19 133.5) 134.60
Iron (mg) 7.56 7.62 Z.SO 7.12 7.16 7.10 7.09 7.14 7.06
SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consuamption in Low-Incowe Households.

NOTES:

All weans are wefghted.

No statistically significant differences between FSP participants and eligible nonparticipants

were found.
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IV. FOOD USED BY LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS COMPARED TO THE THRIFTY
FOOD PLAN

LThe objective of this chapter is to determine how closely the food
choices of low-income households resemble the TFP. The TFP is a low-cost
food plan developed by the Human Nutrition Information Service (HNIS) of
USDA. It consists of suggested quantities of different food groups that
provide nutritious meals and conform, as much as possible, to the average
consumption patterns of low-income households. The TFP includes foods that
are generally low-cost sources of nutrients.

The TFP is revised periodically to incorporate new information on
nutritional requirements, nutritive values of food, food consumption
patterns, and food prices. The TFP was last revised in 1983 to take into
account the following: (1) the usual food consumption patterns observed in
the 1977-78 NFCS-LI, (2) the 1980 National Research Council-Recommended
RDA, and (3) updated information on the nutritional value of foods. The
current TFP (the 1983 TFP adjusted for changes in food prices), includes
suggested quantities for 31 different food groups for individuals of
different ages and sexes,

The TFP for a specific family of four -- a man and woman 20 to 54
years old and two children, 6 to 8 and 9 to 11 years old--is used to set
FSP allotments. Food stamp benefits are provided to increase the faood
purchasing power of participants approximately up to the TFP level for that
household's size, based on the cost of providing the TFP to the standard
family of four.

Although the TFP is a low-cost, nutritious diet and FSP benefits

are distributed so that most participating households are able to afford
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the TFP, household food choices may differ from those specified by the
TFP. The analysis presented in this chapter investigates how the food
choices of low-income households compare to the TFP.
A. FOOD USED BY HOUSEHOLDS WITH HIGH, MODERATE, AND LOW NUTRIENT
AVAILABILITY COMPARED TO THE TFP

In order to investigate the extent to which the foods used by
households with high, moderate, and low nutrient availability resemble the
TFP-recommended diet, we use two measures of food use relative to the TFP
for these households. The first measure is the median ratio of the
quantity of food used to the TFP-recommended quantity for each food
group. This measure provides a rough assessment of the extent to which
quantities of food used exceed or fall short of the TFP quantities. The
median rather than the mean was chosen for this purpose because it is not
sensitive to outliers in the distribution of households with respect to the
ratio of the quantity used to the TFP quantity.1 The second measure is the
percentage of households using at least the TFP quantity of each food
group.

Data on the food choices of low-income households relative to the
TFP are presented in Table 13 and suggest that all low-income households were

more likely to use the recommended quantities of some foods than others. The

The statistical properties of the sample median are considerably
more complex than those of the sample mean and, consequently, statistical
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TABLE 13

MEDIAN RATIOS OF POUNDS USED TO TIHE TFP RECOMMENDED QUANTITY AND
PERCENTAGES OF IIOUSENOLDS USING AT LEAST THE TFP RECOMMENDED
QUANTITY, BY LEVEL OF NUTRIENT AVAILLABILITY, U.S. LOW-INCOME

IIouUsSENOLDS, 1979-80

Household Food Use Meeting 100X of the flousehold Food Use Meeting 80-99X of the Household Food Use Not Meeting 80X of
RDA for All 11 Nutrients (N=1,025) RDA For All 11 Nutricots (N=582) the RDA For M1l 11 Nutrients (N=1 314)
Medtan Ratlo of Percent of Median Ratio of Percent of Medlan Ratio of Percent of
Pounds Used Relative Households Using Pounds Used Relative Households Using Pounds Used Relative Household Usin
To TFP Quantity TFP Quantity To TFP Quantity TFP Quantity To TFP Quantity TFP Quantity
Vegetables, Fruits
Potatoes 1.23 65.5 .96 54.3 .69 39.5
High-nutrient vegetables 1.64 65.4 1.03 49.6 .65 25.4
Other vegetables 1.15 62.2 .84 ° 39.6 .59 25.0
Mixtures, wmostly vegetables; 2.87 62.8 1.66 59.5 0 43.5
condiments
Vitamin C-rich fruit 1.18 50.6 .76 46.4 .32 32.4
Other frufit - 1.36 64.3 .81 42.0 .43 30.6
Grain Products
Whole-grain/high- .29 38.7 0 37.5 0 20.1
fider breskfast
cereals
Other breakfast cereals +86 48.8 W47 27.6 .16 20.5
Whole-grain/high-fiber 0 12.4 0 8.2 0 10.0
flour, weal, rice, pasta
Other flour, mesl, rice, pasta .86 28.9 .71 19.3 A4 12.9
Whole-grain/high-fiber bread 0 15.5 0 11.7 0 11.4
Other bread .85 40.3 .69 26.4 .54 22.4
Bakery products t.21 55.9 .18 45.5 .53 29.9
Crain mixtures 0 22.) 0 16.2 0 8.6
Milk, Cheese, Cream
Milk, yogurt 1.16 64.2 .76 35.6 .51 20. 6
Cheese 7.06 78.9 4.14 74.5 .67 54.7
Cresm; nixtures, mostly .23 44.9 0 19,6 0 26.8

wilk
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TABLE 13 (continued)

Household Food Use Not Heetlng BUY ol
the RDA For All 11 Nutrients (N=1,318)
MedTan Ratlo of Percent of

Pounds Used Relative Nlousehold Ust..
To TFP Quantity TFP Quantity

.-

TMousehold Food Uase HeetlIng I0UY of the Household Food Use HeetIng BU-99X of the
RDA for All 11 Nutrients (N«1,025) RDA For All 1] Nutrlents (N=582)
HedTan Ratlo of Percent ol HedTan Ratlo of Percent ot

Pounds Used Relative Households Using Pounds Used Relative llouscholds Using
To TFP Quantity TFP Quantity To TFP Quantity TFP Quantity

Qs

Seasonings

Coffee, tea

Mest and Alternstes .
Higher cost red weats, 2.96 70.3 1.91 52.4 1.16 56.8
varlety
Lower-cost mests, veriety 1.04 50.3 .76 31.9 .52 26.1
meats
Poultry 2.02 75.8 1.58 60.7 1.23 55.4
Fish, shellfish 5.25 60.3 2.13 61.0 0 48.3
Bscon, ssusage, luncheon meats 2.76 75.6 2,14 64.5 1.60 64.6
Eggs 1.92 83.2 1.46 69.5 1.15 48.5
Dry beans, peas, lentils .59 27.6 .41 16.1 .16 12.9
Mixtures, sostly meat, poultry, 0 26.1 0 28.8 0 20.5
fish, egg, legume
Nuts, peanut butter .24 38.3 0 29.3 0 14.4
Other Foods
Fats, ofls 2.47 76.3 1.82 10.6 1.2) 59.9
Sugesr, sveets 2.49 17.4 1.92 72.0 1.14 46.0
Soft drinks, punches, ades 55} 24,1 .25 11.1 .17 12.5

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households.

NOTES: All percentages and medians are weighted; sample sizes are unwelghted.
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food groups for which all low-income households were least likely to use the
TFP quantities were the grain products.

Households with high nutrient availability were most likely to use
at least the TFP quantities (based on the percentage using the TFP-
recommended quantity) of vegetables and fruits, bakery products, milk,
cheese, red meats, poultry, fish, bacon and sausage, eggs, fats and oils,
and sugar and sweets; and they were least likely to use at least the TFP
quantities of whole grain cereals, whole-grain/high-fibre flour, whole-
grain bread, grain mixtures, dry beans/peas/lentils, meat mixtures, nuts,
and soft drinks. In general, the food groups for which the highest
percentage of households used at least the TFP gquantity are the same food
groups for which the median household exceeded the TFP quantity by the
greatest amount. It is worth noting that more than half of households with
high nutrient availability used more than twice the TFP quantity of
vegetable mixtures, cheese, high-cost red meat, poultry, fish, bacon and
sausage, fats and oils, and sugar and sweets; and more than half used no
whole grain/high-fibre flour, whole-grain bread, grain mixtures, or meat
mixtures.

Similar to households with high nutrient availability, households
with moderate nutrient availability were most likely to use at Jeast the
TFP quantity of vegetables and fruits, bakery products, cheese, higher-cost
red meats, poultry, fish, bacon and sausage, eggs, fats and oils, and sugar
and sweets; and they were also least likely to use at least the TFP
quantity of most grain products, dry beans/peas/lentils, meat mixtures,
nuts, and soft drinks. More than half of households with moderate nutrient

availability used more than twice the TFP quantity of cheese, fish, and
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bacon and sausage, while more than 50 percent of these households used no
whole-grain products, grain mixtures, cream, meat mixtures, or nuts.

fFinally, households with Tow nutrient availability were least
1ikely to use the TFP quantity of any food group, and the median household
exceeded the TFP quantity of only a few food groups. The highest
proportions of households with low nutrient availability used at least the
TFP quantities of cheese, high-cost red meats, poultry, bacon and sausage,
and fats and oils. The median household with low nutrient availability
used no vegetable mixtures, whole-grain products, grain mixtures, cream,
fish, meat mixtures, or nuts.

The findings presented in Table 13 also reinforce the findings of
Chapter II that households with higher levels of nutrient availability used
larger quantities of food per person than other households. For nearly all
of the 31 food groups, the median ratio of gquantity used relative to the
TFP-recommended quantity and the percentage of households using at least
the TFP quantity are highest for households with high nutrient availability
and lowest for households with low nutrient availability. Moreover, as
nutrient availability decreases, the number of food groups for which at
least half of all households used at least the TFP quantity decreases.
Specifically, at least half of all households with high nutrient
availability used at least the TFP quantity of 17 food groups and at least
two times the TFP quantity of 8 food groups. For moderate nutrient
availability households, at least half used at least the TFP quantity of
only 10 food groups and at least two times the TFP quantity of only 3 food
groups. Finally, at least half of all households with low nutrient

availability used at least the TFP quantity of only 6 food groups, and for
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no food groups did at least half of all households use at least two times
the TFP quantity.

In summary, the comparisons of the foods used by low-income
househdlds to the TFP suggest that all low-income households were likely to
use the recommended quantities of some foods more than others and that
compositionally, household food use differed from the TFP. Low-income
households used relatively more vegetables, fruits, cheese, higher-cost red
meats, poultry, bacon and sausage, and fats and oils and relatively less
whole-grain products, dry beans/peas/lentils, and soft drinks compared to
the TFP. In addition, households with high nutrient availability were more
1ikely than households with moderate or low nutrient availability to use
the TFP quantities of each food group, providing further support for the
earlier finding that low-income households with high nutrient availability
used the largest average quantities of food in every food group. Moreover,
the analysis in this section also suggests that the foods used by
households with different levels of nutrient availability differed from the
TFP in similar ways, which is consistent with our earlier analysis showing
that the composition of the food choices of households with high, moderate,

and low nutrient availability was quite similar.

B. FOOD USED BY FSP PARTICIPANTS AND NONPARTICIPANTS COMPARED TO THE TFP
Table 14 presents the percentages of households using at least the
TFP quantity of each food group for FSP participants and nonparticipants
within each level of nutrient availability, and Table 15 presents the
median ratios of quantity of food used relative to the TFP quantity for the
same groups of households. Some differences are observed between FSP
participants and nonparticipant households in the degree to which their

food use resembles the TFP.
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TABLE 14

PERCENTAGES OF HOUSEHOLDS USING AT LEAST THE TFP QUANTITY,
BY LEVEL OF NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY AND FSP PARTICIPATION STATUS,
U, S. LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS, 1979-80

14

HouseholdvFood Use Meeting 100X Household Food Use Meeting 80-99% Household Food Use Not Meeting 80X
of the RDA for All 1l Nutcients of the RDA For All 11 Nutrients of the RDA For All 1l Nutrients
FSP Participants FSP Nonparticipants FSP_Participants FSP Nonparticipants FSP Participants FSP Nonparticipants
Vegetables, Fruits .
Potatoes 63.5 67.4 52.5 55. 4 42.4 37.8
High-nutrient vegetsbles 67.9 63.0 42.0 53.9 26.6 24.7
Other vegetables 66.8 51.17 30.6 44.8 25.1 24,9
Mixtures, mostly vegetables; 61.6 64.0 $3.2 63.1 42.8 44.0
condiaeents
.Vlt.-ln C-rich frufct 59.12 42.2 42.7 48.5 26.0 36.3
Other frulte 60.7 67.8 45.9 39.8 3.t 30.3
Grafn Products
Whole-grain/high- 37.1 40.2 32.9 40.2 19.0 20.8
fiber breakfast
ceresls
Other breakfasst cereals 47.2 50.4 24.5 29.3 22.5 19.3
Whole-grain/high-fiber 11.5° 1.4 9.1 7.8 1.8 11.4
flour, meal, rice, pasta
Other flour, meal, rice, pastas 33.4 24.5 30.) 13.0 11.9 13.5
Whole~-grain/high-f iber bread 14.5 16.4 5.7 15.0 10.8 11.7
Other bread 40.6 40.1 26.9 26.2 20.8 23.3
Bakery products 60.3 51.7 58.7 38.0 30.8 29.3
Grain mixtures 19.3 25.1 15.3 16.7 10.1 1.7
Milk, Cheese, Cresm
Milk, yogurt 63.5 65.0 36.6 35.0 20.1 20.9
Cheese 73.9 83.9 71.5 76.2 50.5 57.2
Creaw; mixtures, mostly 39.4 50.3 36.0 41.6 24.0 28.4

oilk
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TABLE 14 (continued)
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Household Food Use Meetling 1002
of the RDA for All !l Nutrlents

Household Food Use Meeting B0-992
of the RDA For All 1l Nutrilente

FSP Participants

FSP Nonya;iﬁlp_qggi

FSP_Particlpants

of the RDA For All 11 Nutrients

FSP Participants

Meat and Alternates

Higher—cost red wmeats, 17.3 63.4 62.8 46.4 53.5 55.9
variety )
Lower-cost red meats, 58.2 42.7 36.3 29.4 27.2 25.5
variety meats
Poultry 74.1 11.6 13.2 53.6 60.5 52.3
Fish, shellfish 53.9 66.5 52.0 66.1 44.4 50.7
Bacon, ssusasge, luncheon meats 8l.1 70. 4 77.9 56.8 71.6 60.4
Egge 84.) 82.0 69.6 69.4 51.2 46.8
Dry beans, peas, lentils 31.2 24,2 25.1 11.1 19.0 9.2
Mixtures, mostly wmeat, poultry, 22.5 29.5 27.1 29.8 14.5 24.1
fish, egg, legume
Nuts, peanut butter 35.1 41.13 25.17 31.4 11.4 16.2
Other Foods
Fats, oils 81.0 ) 71.8 77.5 66.7 61.2 59.0
Sugar, sweets 73.8 8t.0 79.2 67.9 48.9 44,2
Soft drinks, punches, ades 22.6 25.6 11.5 10.9 10.9 13.4
Seasonings — - ~ - — _—
Coffee, tea - - - - - -
Household Sample Size 615 410 321 261 680 638

SOURCE:

NOTES:

1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-lncome llouseholds.

All percentages are weighted; sample sizes are not weighted.
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TABLE 15

MEDIAN RATIOS OF THE QUANTITY OF FOOD USED TO THE TFP-
RECOMMENDED QUANTITY, BY LEVEL OF NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY
AND FSP PARTICIPATION STATUS, U.S. LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS, 1979-80

Household Food Use Meeting 100% Household Food lise Meeting 80-99% Household Food Use Not Meeting 802
of the RDA for All Ll Nytrients of the RDA For All |l Nutrients of the RDA For All 1| Nutrients
FSP Participants FSP Nonparticipants FSP Participants FSP Nonpacticlpants FSP Participants, FSP Nonparticlpants
Vegetables, Frults ‘
Potatoes 1.22 1.25 .87 .11 .64 .73
High-nutrient vegetables 1.69 1.53 1.08 .93 .65 .65
Other vegetables 1.14 1.16 .82 .86 .60 .58
Mixtures, mastly vegetables; 2.99 2.84 .71 1.59 0 0
condiments
Vitasin C-rich fruit 1.21 1.1 .77 g3 .36 .30
Other frutt 1.37 1.34 .76 .84 .40 a7
Gratin I’rodu;tl
Whole-~grain/high- .27 .32 0 0 0 0
fiber breakfast
cereals
Other breakfast cereals .88 .84 .51 A1 .31 0
Hhole-gratn/high-fiber 0 0 0 0 0 o
flour, weal, rice, pasta
Other flour, meal, rice, pasta .95 .80 .69 .73 W47 .43
Whole~grain/high-fiber bread 0 (] 0 0
Other bread .87 .84 T4 .64 .53 .55
Bakery products 1.25 1. 15 .87 .70 .49 .57
Grain af{xtures .05 0 0 0 0 (]
Milk, Cheese, Crean
Milk, yogurt 1.19 1.15 .72 .79 .50 .53
Cheese 6.96 1.22 4.06 4.27 .18 .89
Cream; mixtures, mostly .21 .21 0 .01 0 0

oilk
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Household Food Use Meeting 100X
of the RDA for All 11 Nutrlents

Household Food Use Meeting 80-99X
of the RDA For All 11 Nutrients

Table of Contents

of the RDA For All 1l Nutrients

FSP Partici{pants FSP Nonparticlpants

FSP Pacticlpants FSP Nonparticipants  FSP Participants FSP Nonparticipante

Meat and Alternstes

Higher-cost red mests, 2.98 2.82 2.24 1.58 1.6 1.27
vatrlety .

Lower-cost red meats, 1.10 .99 .85 .65 .58 48
variety meats

Poultry 2.13 .77 1.76 1.42 1.38 1.10

Fish, shellfish 6.00 4.61 3.14 0 0 0

Bacon, ssusage, luncheon meats 2.85 2.61 2.54 1.79 1.69 1. 50

Egge 1.93 1.91 1.46 1.46 1.13 1.18

Dry beans, peas, lentils .69 .45 .48 .27 .25 0

Mixtuces, mostly mest, poultry, 0 0 0 0 (1} 0
fish, egg, legume

Nuts, peanut butter 1] 0 0 0 0 0

Y Othec Foods

Fats, olls 2.64 2.131 1.83 1.80 1.28 1.20

Sugsr, swveets 2.64 2.2} 1.78 2.21 1.12 1.7

Soft drinks, punches, ades .35 .31 .22 .27 .18 .16

Seasonings - - - - - .

Coffee, tea — f— -~ - - _—

Sample Size 615 §10 321 261 680 638

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consuaption in Low-Income Households.

NOTES: All mesns are weighted; sample sizes are unwelighted.
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Table 14 shows that among households with high nutrient

availability, FSP participants were considerably more likely than

nonpartitipants to use at least the TFP quantity of vitamin-C-rich fruit,

higher--and lower-cost red meats, bacon and sausage, and fats and oils, but ~

they were considerably less 1ikely than nonparticipants to use at least the

TFP quantity of cheese, cream, and fish. In Table 15 the median ratio of

quantity of food used to the TFP quantity for FSP households with high

nutrient availability exceeds the median ratio for nonparticipating

households in most but not all food groups; in most cases, the differences

in the median ratios between FSP participants and nonparticipants are not

large.

Among households with moderate nutrient availability, FSP

participants were much more likely than nonparticipants to use at least the

TFP quantities of other flour, bakery products, higher-cost red meats,

poultry, bacon and sausage, dry beans/peas/lentils, fats and oils, and

sugar and sweets, while FSP nonparticipants were more likely than

participants to use at least the TFP quantities of vegetables, whole-grain

bread, and fish. The median ratio for FSP participants is considerably

larger than the median ratio for nonparticipants for higher-cost red meats,

fish, bacon and sausage, and dry beans/peas/lentils but considerably less

for sugar and sweets.

Finally, among households with low nutrient availability, the

proportions of FSP participants and nonparticipants using at least the TFP

quantities of each food group were more similar, although FSP participants

were more likely than nonparticipants to use at least the TFP quantity of

bacon and sausage and dry beans/peas/lentils, and nonparticipants were more

likely than participants to use at least the TFP quantity of vitamin-C-rich
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fruit and meat mixtures. The median ratios of the quantity of food used to
the TFP quantity are also similar for both FSP participants and nonparticipant

households with low nutrient availability.

C. SUMMARY

The comparisons of the foods used by low-income households to the
TFP show that the composition of the food choices of low-income households
differs from the TFP; relative to the TFP, these households tended to use
proportionately fewer grain products (particularly whole-grain products),
meat alternates, and soft drinks but proportionately more vegetables and
fruits, bakery products, milk, cheese, red meat, poultry, bacon and
sausage, and fats and oils than recommended in the TFP. In addition, the
analysis in this chapter suggests that not only did households with high
nutrient availability use the largest average quantities of food in every
food group, as shown in Chapter II, but they were also more likely than
other low-income households to use at least the TFP quantity of food in
each food group. Most of the households with low nutrient availability, on
the other hand, did not use the TFP quantity of food in most food groups.

The comparisons of the foods used by FSP participants and nonparti-
cipants to the TFP within levels of nutrient availability show that there
are some differences between FSP participants and nonparticipants in the
degree to which their food use resembles the TFP, especially for households
with high or moderate nutrient availability. The most striking difference
between the foods used by FSP participants and nonparticipants in relation
to the TFP is in their use of higher-cost red meats, bacon and sausage,
fats and oils, and fish; considerably larger proportions of FSP
participants than nonparticipants used at least the TFP quantity of higher-

cost red meats, bacon and sausage, and fats and oils, while a smaller
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proportion of FSP participants than nonparticipants used at least the TFP

quantity of fish.
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V. PERCEIVED ADEQUACY OF HOUSEHOLD FOOD SUPPLIES

The analyses presented in Chapters II through IV suggest that low-
income households differ in the nutritional quality of their food supplies
primarily because of differences in the quantities of food used rather than
because of qualitative differences in their food choices. The objective of
this chapter is to examine household perceptions of the adequacy of their
food supplies. Specifically, descriptive data are presented to show how
low-income households responded to a question on the adegquacy of their
household food supplies and to show how their answers varied with their
Tevel of nutrient availability and with their FSP participation status.

The 1979-80 SFC-LI included the following question on the perceived
adequacy of household food supplies:

"Which one of the following statements best describes the

food eaten in your household:

1. Enough and the kinds of food we want to eat,

2. Enough but not always what we want to eat,

3. Sometimes not enough to eat, or

4, Often not enough to eat?"

For our analysis of the perceived quality of household food supplies, three
categories are examined: (1) enough and desirable (response 1); (2)
enough, not always desirable (response 2); and (3) sometimes not enough

(responses 3 and 4).

1

The third and fourth categories were combined because only 111
households, or 3.8 percent of the sample, described their food supplies as
often not enough to eat.
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Table 16 presents descriptive data on the perceived adequacy of
household food supplies. Most respondents considered their food supplies
to be adéquate witﬁ respect to quantity, but not necessarily adequate with
respect” to the quality of the food used. In addition, approximately 15 ’
percent of households in 1979-80 felt that they sometimes or often did not
have enough food to eat.

In general, the perceived adequacy of household food supplies does
not differ greatly for households with high, moderate, and Tow nutrient
availability. The percentage responding that their food supplies are
enough but not always desirable is approximately the same for the three
nutrient availability groups. Households with low nutrient availability
are somewhat less likely than the other two groups to report their food
supplies as enough and desirable and are slightly more likely than the
other two groups to perceive their food supplies as sometimes not enough.

In contrast to only small differences in the perceptions of the
quality of household food supplies by levels of nutrient availability,
strong differences in the perceived adequacy of household diets are
observed for FSP participants and nonparticipants. For all households and
for households stratified by level of nutrient availability, FSP
participants are more likely than low-income nonparticipants to perceive
their food supplies as sometimes not enough. Furthermore, except for the
high nutrient availability group, FSP participants are generally less
likely than low-income nonparticipants to consider their food supplies as
enough and desirable.

These findings concerning the perceived adequacy of household food

supplies, particularly the findings that perceptions about the quality of
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PERCCPTIONS OF THE QUALTTY OF HWOUSEHOLD FOOD SUPPLIES,
BY LEVEL OF NITRIENT AVATLADILITY AND FSP PARTICIPATION STATUS,
V.5, LOW-INCOME HOUSENM DS, 1979-AD

(peccent mge of houscholds)

All Low-Income Households

Househuld Food Use Meet ing 100%
of the RDA Foe ALL 11 Nutrients

Household Food llse Meet ing 80-99% Household Fuod Use Not Meeting 80%
of the RDA For All 11 Nutrients of the RDA for ALl 11 Nulrienta

Fsp rse

Fsp Fsp

Fsp Fsp FSp FSp

Al Port icipents Nonpertic ipents Al Part icipants  Nonpert {cipants AlL Purt icipsnts Nonpart icipsnts ALl Participsnts  Nonpert fcipant..

Enough food of Jo.6 5.6 n.2 na 51.9 n.7 55.6 22.6 39.0 28.7 20.6 3.7

Desirsble Kinde
€nough Food But 54.6 $0.3 37.3 54.4 5.4 6%.1 54.3 %6.1 $2.9 54.0 55.2 58.6

Mot Alweys

ODesirshle Kindsy
Somet imes Not (nough food AL | 2.0 8.3 18,3 .2 A2 12.2 20.7 1.3 16.4 24,3 1.6
Household Semple Site 2,925 1,616 1,09 1,025 615 410 582 m 261 1,518 680 638

SOURCEs  1979-80 Survey of Food Consumpt fon in Low-Income Households.

NOTES: All percentages ste weighted; sample sires are unweliohted.
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food supplies do not differ greatly for households with varying levels of
nutrient availability, suggest that household perceptions of the quality of
food supplies are not necessarily related to the nutritional adequacy of
househdld food use. To investigate this further, Tables 17 and 18 present
data on the average quantities used of the 31 food groups and on
expenditure shares for households with different perceptions of the quality
of their food supplies. Although the total quantity of food used is
significantly greatef for households with enough and desired foods compared
to other households, most differences in the quantities of specific foods
used are small and not statistically significant. The only significant
differences are that households that describe their food supplies as enough
and desirable use significantly more whole grain/high-fibre flour and
higher-cost red meats than households with enough but not always desirable
food supplies. In addition, households that describe their food supplies
as enough and desirable use significantly more other vegetables, other
fruit, whole-grain bread, cheese, and fats and oils than households that
describe their food supplies as sometimes not enough.

Table 18 shows that the composition of the food choices of
households with different perceptions of the quality of their food supplies
is generally similar. The only significant differences in expenditure
shares for the 31 food groups show the following: households with enough
and desired foods spent a significantly larger proportion of their home
food budggts on higher-cost red meats and less on poultry than households
with enough but not always the desired foods; households with enough but
not always the desired foods spent proportionately more on other vegetables

and proportionately less on other flour/meal/rice/pasta relative to
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AVERAGE QUANTITIES OF FOOD USED PER PERSON, BY DESCRIPTION
OF HOUSEHOLD FOOD SUPPLIES, U.S. LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS, 1979-80
(pounds per week)

TABLE 17

Table of Contents
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tnough and Enough, Not Always Sometlmes
Desirable Desirable Not Enough
Vegetables, Fruitse
Potatoes 1.97 1.91 1.70
High-nutrient :'Egetables 2.75 2.48 2,47
Other vegetables 2.64 2.24 1.88+
Mixtures, mostly vegetables; .62 <46 <46
condiments
Vitamin C-rich fruit 2.09 .19 2.30
Other fruit 2. 49 1.98 1.76+
Grain Products
Whole-grain/high- <21 .20 .22
fiber breakfast
cereals
Other breakfast cereals .24 22 .27
Whole-grain/high=fiber .10 .08 .09
flour, meal, rice, pasta
Other flour, meal, rice, pasta 1.25 1.30 1.55
Whole~grain/high-fiber bread . 15% .09 .08+
Other bread .85 .81 .80
Bakery products .37 .32 +39
Grain mixtures .10 .12 .10
Milk, Cheese, Cream
Milk, yogurt 7.78 6.99 6.6!
Cheese 2.05 1.61 1.31+
Crean; mixtures, mostly <49 47 .36
Bilk
Meat and Alternates
Higher-cost red meats, 1.61% 1.08 1.37
variety
Lower-cost red meats, 1.64 1.64 1.82
vatriety wmeats
Poultry 1.57 1.73 1.87
Fish, shellfish 242 «51 .52
Bacon, sausage, luncheon meats 1.08 1.06 1.06
Eggs .97 .92 .86
Dry beans, peas, lentils 24 $ 27 .31
Mixtures, mostly meat, poultry, .24 25 .19
fish, egg, legume
Nuts, peanut butter 17 .18 .14
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Table 17 (continued)

Enougn and Tnough, Lot Always Sometimes
Desirable Desirable Not Enough
Other Foods
Fats, olls 1.00 .95 .82+
Sugar, sweets 1.24 1.17 1.15
Soft drinks, puncﬁes, ades .56 .50 .37 )
Seasonings i 0 0 Y -
Coffee, tea .20 .17 .15
TOTAL 37.10% 33.91 33.00+
Household Sample Size 810 1,609 506

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households.
NOTES: All veans are veighted; sample sizes are unweighted.

*: Different frowm the mean value for enough, not always desirable at the .05 level of
significance, two-tailed test.

*k Different from the mean value for sometimes not enough at the .05 level of significance, two-
tailed test.

-2 Different from the mean value for enough and desirable at the .05 level of significance, two-
tailed test.
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TABLE 18

HOUSEHOLD FOOD EXPENDITURE SHARES FOR 31
FOOD GROUPS, BY DESCRIPTION OF HOUSEHOLD FOOD
SUPPLIES, U.S. LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS 1979-80

(percentage of home food dollar)

67

Enougn and gnough, Not Always Sometimes
2 Desirable Desirable Not Enough
Vegetables, Fruiti
Potatoes 1.22 1.41 1.30
High-nutrient vegetables 4.61 4.60 4.57
Other vegetables 4.70 4. 34%n 3.53+
Mixtures, mostly vegetables; 1.18 1.17 1.15
condiments
Vitamin C-rich fruic 3.07 3.42 3.62
Other fruit 4.07 3.52 3.25
Grain Products
Whole-grain/high- .88 .99 .97
fiber breakfast
cereals
Other breakfast cereals 1.47 1.45 1.75
Whole—grain/high-fiber .23 .23 .27
flour, meal, rice, pasta
Other flour, meal, rice, pasta 2.09 2.39%n 2.99+
Whole-grain/high-fiber bread .71 b5 43
Other bread 3.23 3.50 3.69
Bakery products 3.47 2.92 3.01
Grain mixtures 1.07 1.61 1,49
Milk, Cheese, Crean
Milk, yogurt 7.60 7.75 7.87
Cheese 3.22 2.78 2,21+
Crean; mixtures, mostly 1.50 1.39 1.11
ailk
Meat and Alternates
Higher cost red meats, 10.58* 7.94 8.59
variety
Lower-cost meats, variety 9.4l 10.65 11.11
meats
Poultry S5.18% 6.47 6.87+
Fish, shellfish 3.12 3.28 3.18
Bacon, sausage, luncheon peats 6.60 7.37 7.84
Eggs 2.26 2.59 2.48



Table 18 (continued)
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tailed test.
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Enough and Enough, Not Always Sometimes
Desirable Degsirable Not Enough
Dry beans, peas, lentils .72 .97 lo17+
Mixtures, mostly meat, poultry, 1.47 1.25 92
fish, egg, legume .
Nuts, peamit butter 1.00 1.08 .83
Other Foods - i
Fats, oils 3.19 3.33 2.90
Sugar, sweets 2.92 3.01 2.75
Soft drinks, punches, ades 3.46 3.29 3.31
Seasonings .04 .02 0
Coffee, tea 3.80 3.81 3.15
‘X‘O‘I'ALa 98.07 98.96 98.34
Household Sample Size 810 1,609 506
SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households.
NOTES: All means are weighted; sample sizes are unweighted.
antal does not include alcoholic beverages.
L Different from the mean value for enough, not always desirable at the .05 level of
significance, two-tailed test.
ke Different from the mean value for sometimes not enough at the .05 level of significance, two-
tailed test.
+: Different from the mean value for enough and desirable at the .05 level of significance, two-
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households that sometimes did not have enough to eat; and households with
sometimes not enough spent a significantly larger proportion of their home
food budget on other flour/meal/rice/pasta, poultry, and dry beans/peas/
lentils and a significantly smaller proportion on other vegetables and
cheese relative to households with enough and desired foods. In essence,
the results in Table 18 suggest that the perceived adequacy of household
food supplies is related to the expenditure shares of only a few food
groups (most notably, other vegetables, other flour/meal/rice/pasta, and
poultry), rather than to systematic differences in expenditure shares
across most food groups.

To summarize briefly, the perceived adequacy of household food
supplies appears to be a subjective measure and does not appear to be
related to the household level of nutrient availability. Households that
vary by their level of nutfient availability do not differ significantly in
their perceptions of the quantity and quality of their food supplies.
Moreover, with the major exceptions of other vegetables, other
flour/meal/rice/pasta, higher-cost red meats, and poultry, the quantities
of food used and expenditure shares do not differ significantly for
households with different perceptions of the quantity and quality of their
food supplies. In addition, despite our earlier finding that FSP
participants are more likely than low-income nonparticipants to be in the
high nutrient availability group due to higher average quantities of food
used, FSP participants are more likely than low-income nonparticipants to
report that the quantity of their household food supplies is sometimes or
often not enough and are generally less likely than nonparticipants to
perceive their food supplies as adequate with respect to both quantity and

desirability.
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different levels of nutrient availability was significantly different, with
households with high nutrient availability using foods with higher nutrient
densities than households with low nutrient availability. Although there
were few significant differences between low-income households with
different levels of nutrient availability in expenditure shares for
particular food groups, the differences observed are consistent with and
could partially account for the differences in average nutrient densities
found for these subgroups of households.

The second question examined in our analysis is how the foods used
by FSP participants differ from the foods used by other low-income
households. Results from this analysis show, first, that proportionately
more FSP participants than low-income nonparticipants used food that met
100 percent of the RDA and fell into the category of low-income households
that have high levels of nutrient availability. In addition, our analysis
focuses on the differences in the foods used by FSP participants and other
low-income nonparticipants within groups of households with high, moderate,
and low levels of nutrient availability. The results show that their food
use was very similar, with two exceptions; for households with high and
moderate levels of nutrient availability, FSP participants used
significantly larger average quantities of red meats and eggs than low-
income nonparticipants. In general, the composition of the food choices of
FSP participants and low-income nonparticipants was also very similar, with
only a few significant differences in expenditure shares and no significant
differences in average nutrient densities for individual nutrients.

The third part of our analysis compares the quantities of food used

by low-income households to the quantities of food recommended by the TFP
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in order to determine the extent to which the quantity and composition of

foods used by low-income household resemble the TFP. The major finding of

this analysis is that all low-income households were more likely to use the

TFP quihtities of some foods than others, and compositionally, their food

choices differed from the TFP. In addition, the comparisons of the foods

used by households with high, moderate, and low level of nutrient

availability to the TFP suggest that _low-income households with high

nutrient availability were more likely than Tow-income households with -

moderate or low nutrient availability to use at least the TFP quantities of -
each of the gl food groups.

The final component of our analysis investigates whether the o
perceived adequacy of household food supplies varies with household food o
choices and with FSP participation status. Our results suggest that the
perceived adequacy of household food supplies is a subjective measure that
is apparentiy not systematically related to our measures of quantities of
food used or composition of food choices. That is, households that differ -
with respect to their level of nutrient availability and quantities of food
used did not differ significantly in their perceptions of the quantity and
quality of their food supplies. In addition, expenditure shares did not
usually differ significantly for households with different perceptions of
the adequacy of their food supplies. However, FSP participants were more
1ikely than low-income nonparticipants to report that they sometimes did '*'
not have enough food, and they were less- likely than nonparticipants to
perceive their food supplies as adequate with respect to both quantity and

quality.
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APPENDIX A

TABLES FROM THE 1979-80
SURVEY OF FOOD CONSUMPTION IN LOW-
INCOME HOUSEHOLDS FOR 14 FOOD GROUPS
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TABLE A.l

THE COMPOSITION OF THE 14 FOOD GROUPS IN TERMS OF THE 31
FOOD GROUPS IN THE THRIFTY FOOD PLAN

Thrifty Food Plan Food Groups

New Food Group

Potatoes

Other vegetables

Fruits

Cereal, flours

Bread

Other bakery products

Grain and meat mixtures

Milk, cheese, creams

Meat, poultry, fish

Eggs

Legumes,. nuts

Fats and oils

Potatoes

High-nutrient vegetables

Other vegetables

Mixtures, mostly vegetables;
condiments

Vitamin-C-rich fruit
Other fruit

Whole-grain/high-fiber breakfast
cereal

Other breakfast cereals

Whole-grain/high-fiber flour, meal,
rice, pasta

Other flour, meal, rice, pasta

Whole-grain/high-fiber bread
Other bread

Bakery products

Grain mixtures
Mixtures, mostly meat, poultry,
fish, eggs, legumes

Milk, yogurt
Cheese
Cream, mixtures mostly milk

Lower—cost red meats, variety meats
Higher-cost red meats, variety meats
Poultry

Fish, shellfish

Bacon, sausage, luncheon meats

Eggs

Dry beans, peas, lentils
Nuts, peanut butter

Fats, oils
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TABLE A.! (continued)

New Food Group Thrifty Food Plan Food Groups

Sugar and sweets . Sugar, sweets

Non-alcoholic beverages, Soft drinks, punches, ades
Seasonings Seasonings

Coffee, tea




TABLE A.2

HOUSEHOLD FOOD USE OF 14 FOOD GROUPS, BY LEVEL OF NUTRIENT
AVAILABILITY, U.S. LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS, 1979-80

Table of Contents

Household Food Use Meeting 100X of the

RDA For All !l Nutrients (N=1,025)

Household Food Use Meeting 80-99% of
the RDA For All 11l Nutrients (N=582)

Household Food Use Not Mecting 80X of
the RDA For All 11 Nutrients (N-1,318)

Quantity Money Value Quantity Money Value Quantity Money Value

Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price

(1bs. /week) ($/veek) (5/1b.) (lbs./veek) ($/ueck) ($/1b.)  (1bs./week) ($/ueek) (5/1b.)
Potatoes 2.37# .36 .16 1.87 SR .18 1.51+ .23+ .18
Other Vegetables 7.65% 3.38* .45 5. 14 2,254 A5 31.61+ 1.62¢+ L4
Fruits 5.924 2,41 ° 43 4.00%* 1.684% 3L 3.05¢+ L.13+ .42
Cereals, Flours 2.514 1.55% .76 1.8340 1.094# .74 1.32+ A7+ W15
Bread L1 1.01 .96 J94e ) .98 .78+ 1+ .95
Other Bakery Products .46 .95 2.40 b Lb 3 Rk 2.68 24+ .52+ 2.84
Grain and Meat Mixtures .15 <37 3.5) 134# R LA 4,60 .06+ .19+ 3.97
Milk, Cheese, Creass 13,18¢% 3.74% .29 9,074 2,714 .31 6.28+ 1.86+ L35+
Meat, Poultry, Fish 8,20% 10,91# 1.38 5. 75%% 7.954% 1.45 4,77+ 6.31+ 1.38
Eggs 1.13 654 .58 .98 LS4na .57 73+ Lal+ .57
Legumes, Nuts .86 .89 1.11 LA JB7RA 1.22 A48+ Sl 1.12
Fate and Ofls 1.21% .96% .86 L954% LI5%% .81 734 .53+ L7154
Sugar and Sveets 1,57 .91 .75 1,304+ 6944 624 .81+ .48+ .79
Non-alcoholic Beverages, .86 1.96 4.10 .61 1.71%# 4,25 .57 1.3+ 4.56

Seasonings

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Incowe Households.

NOTES : All percentages are weighted; sample sizes are unwelghted.
:: Significently different from the mean value for households meeting 80-99 percent of the RDA for all Il nutrlents at the .05 level,
an,

two-tailed test.

Significantly different from the mean value for households not meeting 80 of the RDA for all 1l nutrlents at the .05 level, two- tulled test.
+: Significantly different from the mean value for households meeting 100% of the RDA for all Il putrients at the .05 level,

two-talled test.
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TABLE A.3

HOUSEROLD EXPENDITURE SHARES FOR 14 FOOD GROUPS, BY LEVEL OF
NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY, U,S, LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS, 1979-80

Household Food Use Meeting 100X Household Food Use Meeting 80-99% Household Food Use' Not Meeting 80X
of the RDA For All 11 Nutclents of the RDA For All 1l Nutrients of the RDA For All Il Mitrients
Potatoes 1.21 1.40 1.41
Other Vegetables 11.1) 9.69 9,44+
Fruits 1.76 6.78 6.45+
Cereals, Flours 5.41 5.02 4.83
Bread 1.46 4.03 4.38+
Other Bakery Producte 3.01 3.44 3.00
Grain and Meat Mixtures b.21% 2.1384% 1.14
Milk, Cheese, Creams 13.00 12.0) 11,00+
Meat, Poultry, Fish 34,76 33,06 37.87+
Eggs 2.25 2.54 2.62+
Leguwes, Nute 3.07 3.71 3.06
Fats and Oils 3.21 3.21 3.24
Sugsr and Sweets 3.04 3.13 2.17
Non-alcoholic Beverages, 6.42 1.44 7.44
Seasonings
Rousehold Ssmple Size 1,025 582 1,318
SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households.
NOTES: All means are veighted; ssople sizes are unweighted.
*: Significantly different from the mean value for households meeting 80-99 perceat of the RDA for all 1l nutrients at the .05 level,
two-tailed test.
#4: Significantly different frow the mean value for households not meeting 80 percent of the RDA for all 1l nutrients st the .05 level,
tvo-tailed test.
+: Significently different from the mean value for households weeting 100X of the RDA for all Il nutrients at the .05 level,

twvo-tailed test.
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TABLE A.4

HOUSEHOLD FOOD USE OF 14 FOOD GROUPS, BY FOOD STAMP PROGRAM PARTICIPATION, U.S. LOW-INCOME
HOUSEHOLDS MEETING 100 PERCENT OF TNE RDA FOR ALL 11 NUTRIENTS, 19/9-80

All Households with Food Use
Meeting 100X of the RDA for

All 11 Nutrients (N=1,025) FSP Participants (N=615) Fsp Ngnparticipants (N=410)
Quantity Money Value Quantity Money Value Quantity Money Value
Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price
(1bs. /week) ($/week) (8/1b.) (1bs. /week) (5/week) ($/1b.) (1lbs. /week) (S/week) ($/1b.)
Potatoes 2.3 .36 .16 2.34 .35 .16 2.40 .37 A7
Other egetables 1,65 3.8 .45 7.81 3. 46 45 7.50 . .45
Frults 5.92 2,41 .43 6.17 2.50 .43 5.69 2.3 .43
Cereals, Flours 2,51 1.55 .76 2.72 1.64 .75 2.31 1.47 717
Bread 1.1 1.01 .96 1.09 1.06 1.03* 1.12 .97 .90
Other Bakery Products 46 .95 2,40 .50 1.04 2.57 42 .85 2.24
Grain and Medt Mixtures .15 .37 3.53 .14 .37 3.69 .16 37 3.39
Milk, Checse, Creaams 13.18 3.74 .29 13.36 3.85 .30 13.01 3.62 .29
Meat, Poultry, Fish 8.20 10.91 1.38 9,33 12,27 1,34 7.10 9.59 1.4t
Eggs .13 .65 .58 1.26% 13 .59 .99 .57 .58
Legumes, Nuts .86 .89 1.11 .89 .86 1.08 .83 .91 1.14
Fate and Otls 1.21 .96 .86 1.29 1.02 .82 1.12 .91 .89
Sugar and Sweets 1.57 W91 A 1.66 .92 .80 1.49 .90 .69
Non-alcoholic Beverages, .86 1.96 4.10 .79 1.96 4.41 .91 1.95 3.81

Seasonings

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-lncome Houscholds.
NOTES: All percentasges are weighted; sample sizes are unwelghted.

LE Significantly different from the mean value for FSP nonparticipants at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE A.S

HOUSEHOLD FOOD USE OF 14 FOOD GROUPS, BY FOOD STAMP PROGRAM PARTICIPATION, U.S. LOW-INCOME
HOUSEHOLDS MEETING B0-99 PERCENT OF THE RDA FOR ALL 11 NUTRIENTS, 1979-80

All Households with Food Use
Meeting 80-99% of the RDA for

All 11 Nutrients (N=582) FSP Participants (N=321) *FSP_Nonparticipants (N=261)

Quantity Money Value Quantity Money Value Quantity Moaney Value

Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price

(1bs. /week) (5/week) ($/1b.) (1bs. /week) (§/week) ($/1b.) (1bs. /week) (§/week) ($/1b.)
Potatoes 1.87 M1 .18 1.65 .28 .19 1.99 .33 .18
Other Vegetables S.14 2.25 .45 4.66 1.93 W42 5.42 2.4} .46
Frults 4.00 1.68 .53 4.06 1.70 x1 3.97 1.66 .58
Cereals, Flours 1.83 1.09 .74 2.07 1.19 .73 1.70 1.03 T4
Bread .94 .91 .98 .83 .13 .94 1.00 1.00 1.0V
Other Bakery Products .35 .81 2.68 .39 .81 2.24 .32 .82 2.9
Grain and Mest Mixtures .13 .49 4,60 .10 .27 4.18 .14 .62 4.85
Milk, Cheese, Creams 9.07 2.71 .31 9.36 2.77 .31 8.90 2.68 31
Mest, Poultry, Fish 5.75 7.95 1.45 7.37* 9.25 1.29* 4.82 7.20 .l.510
Eggse .98 .54 .57 i.02 .57 .57 .95 .53 .57
Leguaes, Nuts .24 .87 1.22 .72 .16 .98 75 .93 1.35
Fats and Otls .95 75 .81 1.02 .80 17 .91 13 .83
Sugar and Sweets 1.30 .69 .62 1.27 .67 .64 1.32 .69 .61
Non-alcoholic Beverages, .61 1.71 4.25 .54 1.7% 4.63 .64 1.71 4.0)

Seasonings

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income louseholds.
NOTES: All percentages are welghted; sample sizes are unwelghted.

*: Significantly different from the mean value for FSP nonparticipants at the .05 level, two-talled test.
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HOUSEHOLD FOOD USE OF 14 FOOD GROUPS, BY FOOD STAMP PROGRAM PARTICIPATION, U.S. LOW-INCOME

MNOUSENOLDS NOT MEETING 80 PERCENT OF THE RDA FOR ALL 11 NUTRIENTS, 1979-80

All Households with Food Use Not
Meeting 80X of the RDA for
All 11 Nutrients (N=1,318)

FSP Participants (N=680)

FSP_Nonparcicipants (N=638)

Quantity Money Value Quantity Money Value Quantitys Money Value

Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Person  Per Person Price

(1lbs. /week) ($/week) ($/1b.) (1bs, /week) ($/weex) ($/1b.) (1bs. /week) ($/ucek) ($/1b.)
Potatoes 1.51 .23 .18 1.65 .26 .18 1.43 .22 .7
Other Vegetables 3.61 1.62 .46 3.38 1.49 'y 3.75 1.69 .46
Frufts 3.05 .13 .42 2.80 1.06 .42 3.20 .17 W42
Cereals, Flours 1.32 77 .75 1.42 .82 T4 1.26 .75 .75
Bread .78 71 «95 .12 .64 .93 .81 .75 .96
Other Bakery Products .24 .52 2.84 .25 .48 2.71 .24 .55 2.92
Crain and Hest Hixtures .06 .19 3.97 .07 .19 3.77 .06 .18 4.10
Milk, Cheese, Creams 6.28 1.86 .35 6.52 1.83 .34 6.13 1.87 .15
Mest, Poultry, Fish 4.17 6.31 1.38 5.05 6.34 1.31#% 4.59 6.29 1.62
Eggs .13 .41 .57 .13 L4l .57 .13 R .97
Legumes, Nuts .48 .51 b.12 W47 L4t .96% .48 .57 1.22
Fats and Ofls 13 .53 .15 .13 .53 .75 .13 .54 .76
Sugar and Swueets .81 .48 .19 .82 .45 .59% .80 .50 .91
Non-alcoholic Beverages, .57 1.3 4.56 .50 1.27 4.59 .61 .33 4.55

Seasonings
SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households.
NOTES: All percentages are weighted; sample sizes are unwelighted.
L Significantly different from the mean valye for FSP nonparticipants at the .05 level, two-talled test.




TABLE A.7

HOUSEHOLD EXPENDITURE SHARES FOR 14 FOOD GROUPS, BY LEVEL
OF NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY AND FSP PARTICIPATION STATUS,

U.S. LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS,

1979-80

Table of Contents

Household Food Use Meeting 100X
of the RDA For All 1l Nutrients

Household Food Use Meeting 80-99%

of the RDA For All Il Nutrients

Household Food Use Not Meeting 80X
of the RDA For All 11 Nutrients

FSP FSP FsP FspP Fse FSP
Participants Nonparticipants Participants Nonparticipants Participants Nonparticipants
Potatoes 1.08 1.33 1.25 1.48 1.61% 1.29
Other Vegetables 10.57 11,67 8.31* 10.48 9.00 9;71
Fruits 7.58 1.94 6.87 6.73 6.29 6.54
Cereals, Flours 5.37 5.45 5.23 4.91 5. 10 4.66
Bread 3.40 3.52 3.32¢ 4,43 3.99 4.61
Other Bakery Products 3.17 2,89 3. 45 3,43 2.76 3. 14
Grain and Heat- Mixtures 1.16 1.25 1.18 3.06 1.29 1.05
Milk, Cheese, Cresms 12.68 13,31 12.07 12,00 t1.19 10.88
Meat, Poultry, Fish 36,914 32,68 37.42* 30.58 38.86 37.27
Eggs 2.42 2.09 2,61 2,50 2,62 2,63
Legumes, Nuts 2.12 3.41 3,09 4,06 2.50 J.41
Fats and Ofls 3.21 3.20 3.30 3.16 3.5 3.29
Sugar and Swueets 2,87 3.21 3,02 3.19 2.69 2.82
Non-slcoholic Beverages, 6.19 6.65 7.01 7.69 7.53 7.39
seasonings

Household Sample Size 615 410 2321 261 680 638

SOURCE:

NOTES:

All percentages are welghted; sample sizes are unwelighted.

1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption fn Low-Income llouscholds.

. Significantly different from the mean value for FSP nonparticipants at the .05 level, two-talled test.
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AVERAGE QUANTITIES OF FOOD USED PER PERSON,
FOR 14 FOOD GROUPS, BY DESCRIPTION OF HOUSEHOLD
FOOD SUPPLIES, U.S. LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS, 1979-80
(pounds per week)

Enough and Enough, Not Always Sometimes

Desirable Desirable Not Enough
Potatoes 1.97 1.91 1.70
Other Vegetables 6.01 5.19 4.82+
Fruits 4,59 4417 4,07
Cereals, Flours 1.80 1.81 2.13
Bread 1.01 .90 .88
Other Bakery Products .37 32 .39
Grain and Meat Mixtures .10 .12 .10
Milk, Cheese, Creans 10.33 9.08 8.28+
Meat, Poultry, Fish 6.33 6.02 6.64
Eggs .97 .92 .86
Legumes, Nuts .64 .69 .64
Fats and 0Oils 1.00 .95 .82+
Suguar and Sweets 1.24 1.17 1.15
Non-alcoholic Beverages, .76 .67 52+

Seasonings

Household Sample Size 810 1,609 506

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households.

NOTES: All percentages are weighted; sample sizes are unweighted.

+: Significantly different from the mean value for households

describing their food supplies as enough and desirable at the .05
level, two-tailed test.
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HOUSEHOLD EXPENDITURE SHARES FOR 14 FOOD GROUPS, BY DESCRIPTION OF
HOUSEHOLD FOOD SUPPLIES, U.S. LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS, 1979-80
(percentage of home food dollar)

i Enough and Enough, Not Always Sometimes °
Desirable Desirable Not Enough
Potatoes 1.22 1.61 1.30
Other Vegetables 10.49 10.11 9.26
Fruits 7.14 6.93 6.87
Cereals, Grains 4,67 5.06%% 5.98+
Bread 3.94 3.95 4.13
Other Bakery Products 3.47 2.92 .3.01
Grain Mixtures 1.07 1.61 1.49
Milk, Cheese, Creams 12.31 11.92 11.19
Meat, Poultry, Fish 34.90 35.71 37.59
Eggs 2.26 2.59 2.48
Legumes, Nuts 3.18 3.29 2.93
Fats and 01ils 3.19 3.33 2.90
Sugar and Sweets 2.92 3.01 2.75
Non-alcoholic Beverages, 7.30 7.12 6.47
Seasonings
Household Sample Size 810 1,609 506

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households.

NOTES: All means are weighted; sample sizes are unweighted.

**: Significantly different from the mean value for households
describing their food supplies as sometimes not enough at the .05
level, two-tailed test.

+: Significantly different from the mean value for households
describing their food supplies as enough and desirable at the .0S
level, two-tailed test.
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