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CH4PXSS I 

XMIBOSlKSfXQi 

Purpose of Stucty 

The purpose of this studly vss to deteroins if the Special hilk 

Program and the liatlonal School I^mch Program were effective In Increas 

ing milk conBUB^ption by the families with children In Jennie Bell School, 

Cyersburg, Tennessee, 1956. 

History of Federal Aid to School Pr<^pnn8 

Legislation^1933 

Ihe first federal assistance to the school lunch programs was begun 

in 1933* This was made possible by the passage of the Federal £aergency 

Belief Act of 1933 Hay 12, 1933* The Act provided $250 million to be 

granted to the states 

...to aid in meeting the cost of furnishing relief and work 
relief and in relieving the hardship and suffering caused by un 
employment in the form of money, service, materials, and/or c<»k 
modlties to provide the necessities of life to persons in need 
as a result of the present emergency, and/or to their dependents, 
whether resident, transient, or homeless. 

The Act cxwated the Federal Emergenoy Belief Administration for tbs purpose 

of administering the federal aid provided.^ 

%evanty-thlrd Congress of the United States, United States Statutes 
at Large, ?ol. Part 1, Public Acts and Bssolutions (Washingtont Gov-
emment Printing Office, 19314), Public Law Bo. 15> pp. 55*53* 
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On October k$ 1933 the Federal Surplus Relief Corporation, a non'> 

stock, non-profit organization, was chartered under the laws of the State 

2 
of DelSMare. At the first aeetlng of the Board of Clrectors, the ad-

alnlstrator of the Federal Riwrgenay Relief Administration was elected 

President of the Corporation*^ Ihe Corporation received funds frcn the 

States, XexTltories, and the District of Columbia* these funds were used 

for the purchase, processing, and distribution of oomiiodltles which, along 

with oojraK>ditles donated by Vaa Agricultural Adjustment Administration, 

were distributed to the needy and destitute.^ Institutions could receive 

commodities provided swam affldSTlts declaring such supplies were used 

in addition to, and not as substitution for, normal purchases were filed.^ 

legislation In 1935 

In section thirty-two of the Agricultural Adjustmsiit Act of 1935 

there was appropriated for eaoh fiscal year beginning with Juljr 1# 1935 

throuidi June 30, 1936 an amount equivalent to thirty per cent of the 

groBS receipts fr<»i duties ooUeoted under the oustoos laws during ths 

preceding oslendsr yesr* This money was to be kept In a separate fund 

and was to be used ly the Secretaiy of Agriculture, among other things. 

^Federal Surplus Rslisf Corporation, "Hsport of Federal Surplus 
Relief Corporation for the Period October U, 1933 to December 31j 193ii'' 
(Washlngtont aovexment Printing Office, 1935)« P* 1* 

^Federal Suxplus Commodities Corporation, "Report of Federal 
Surplus Coosaodlties Cozporatlon for the Calendar Year 1935" (Washlngtoni 
Oovemment Printing Office, 1936), p* 1* 

^Federal Surplus Relief Corporation, o£« elt«, p* 1* 
^Ibld*, p* 5* 

• 'l • 
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to "« ••(2) oncourogo tho dooestle consuoptlon oi such comnodltiss or 

products by diverting them, by the payment of benefits or indemnities or 

by other means from the normal channels of trade and Goameree*"^ 
On November X6, 1935 the charter of the Federal Surplus Relief 

Corporation was amended so as to shift its control from the Federal 

Emergency Relief Administration to the Department of Agriculture. Ifae 

Corporation then became the principal agency of the Agricultural Adjust* 

ment Administration and the primary emphasis in its activities was shifted 

from procurement for supplying direct relief to the needy and unemployed 

to the encouragement of domestic consumption by diversion of surplus farm 

products from normal chaimsls of trade and commerce.^ lArge amounts of 

the coModitiee thus "diverted from the normal channels" were need in 

school IwKsh programa in the various states. 

On Juns 26, 1937 an act was passed making it possible for the 

Secretazy of Agriculture to transfer to tba Federal Suzplue Coomiodities 

Corporation such funds appropriated under section thirty*two of the Agri 

cultural Adjuetmant Act of 1935 as were necessazy to carxy out clause 
O 

(2) of section thirty-two. 

%eventy-third Congreaa of the United States, cit.. Public 
Law No. 320, p. 77li. 

^Federal Suzplus Commodities Corporation, l'-2. 
Federal Surplus Coomtodities Corporation, "Report^Federal Surplus 
Commodities Corporation for the Calendar fear 193^" (Washingtoni Gov 
ernment Printing Office, 1937), pp. 1-2* 

^Seventy-fifth Coogress of the Uxiited States, United Stat^ 
Statutes at Large, Vol. 50, Part 1, Public Acts and Resolutions (uash-
ington: Si^emmsnt Printing Office, 1936), Public Law No. 396, p. 230. 
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national School Lnneh Act of lgU6 

On June U* lS>i46 the naticmal School Lunch Act «aa passed* Section 

two of the Act was a "Declaration of Policy*" 

Sec* 2. It is hereby declared to be the policy of Coogress* as 
a measure of mtlonal security« to safegiuird the health and well-
being of the nation's children and to encourage tJie domestic 
consumption of nutritious agricultural ccHnmodities and other 
food, by assisting the States through grants-in-aid and other 
facilities for the establishment, maintenance, operation, and 
expansion of noiproflt school-lunch programs.^ 

Beginziii^ with the fiscal year ending June 30, "iShl, there was 

authorised to be appropriated, out of money in the freasuxy, such suns as 

were necessary to enable the Secretary of Agriculture to carry out the 

prorisiona of tee Aot.^® Funds authorized, by the Act of June 28, 1937, 

to bo spent by the Federal Surplus Ccnnodities Corporation for the pur 

chase and disposition of surplus agricultural commodities under section 

thirty-two of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1935 ware also applicable 

to ezpendlturas of funda by the Secretary under the National School Lunch 

Act,^ 

Honey wmi apportioned arong the states on the basis of "(1) The 

number of school ohildren in ths State and (2) the need for aesistAnee 

in the State as indicated by the relation of the per capita ineeae la 

^ScYanty-nlnth Congress of the United States, United States 
Statutes at Large, Vol* 60, Part 1, Public Laws and Beorganization 
Plans (Washingtont Qovemosnt Printing Office, 19lt7), Public Law No. 
396, p, 230. 

^^00. clt* 

^Ibid.* p. 231. 
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tb0 Unitod States to the per capita iaoone in the State."
12 

Section seven of the Act nade it neeeesazy that each dollar of 

Federal assistance be matched by tlM State to which the assistance went on 

the following basis. For the fiscal year 19U7 through 19^ each dollar of 

Federal aid was matched by one dollar from State funds. For the fiscal 

years 1951 through 1955 each dollar of Federal aid was matched by one and 

one-half dollars and for any fiscal year thezeafter it was made necessary 

for the State to match each dollar of Federal aid with three dollars.^ 

The State educational agencies disburse funds to the schools on 

tile basis of need and attendance.^ Any public or non-profit privatee 
15school of high-school grade or under may participate in the program. 

Section nins of the Act prescribed that the lunch programs in the 

schools must meet tte following requirements! 

Lunches served by schools participating in the school-lunch pro 
gram under this Act shall meat minimum nutritional requiremsnts 
presozlbed by the Secretazy on the basis of tested nutritional 
reaearch. Such meals shall be served without cost or at a re 
duced cost to children who are determined by local school au-
tiioritlea to be unable to pay the full cost of the lunch. No 
physical segregation of or other discrimination against any 
child shall be made by the school because of his inability to 
pay. School-lunch programs under this Act shall be operated on 
a nonprofit basis. Each school shall, insofar as practicable 
utilise in its limcb program conmodities designated from time to 
time tile Secretazy as being in abundance, either nationally . 
or in the school area, or conmiodities donated by the Secretazy 

^Loc. cit. 

^Ibid.. p. 232. 

^Loc. eit. 

^Ibid., p. 231. 

3-6lbid., p. 233. 
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JkXthttagh foods are distributsd to ths schools by tbs U* S« Copsrtoent of 

Agzd.cttlture, "most of the food used in the School Lonch Pvo&nM is par-

chased locally by the participating schools 

There are three types of lonohes ahich may be served under the 

National School Lunch Program. Type A consists of the followingt 

1* One-half pint of whole milk as a beverage. 
2* Two ounoes of lean meat^ poultry, fish, or cheese, or one 

egg, or one-half cup of cooked dry beans or peas, or four 
tablespoons of peanut butter. 

3. Three-fourths cup of vegetables or fruit or both. 
li. One or more proteins of bread or muffins or other bread 

made of whole-grain cereal or enriched flour. 
5* Two teaspoons of butter or fortified margarine. 
The protein requirement of item 2 may be met by serving one-
half the quantities of each of two of the protein rich foods. 

If a school has limited lunchroom facilities it may serve the 

Type B lunch. The Type B lunch provides two-thirds as much food as the 

Type A lunch and where it is served the children are urged to ln>ing ad 

ditional food from home. 

The Type C lunch consists of one-half pint of whole milk and may 
-j O 

be used in schools with limited lunchroom facilities.-''" 

Ths expenditures, number of schools participating and nonbar of 

meals served for ths school years 1953*514* 19514*55* Aod 1955*56 axe given 

in Table I. 

1%e appropriation for the 19^57 school year is #100 million.^ 

17production and Maxketing Administration, "National School Lunch 
Program," U. S. Department of Agriculture (Washingtont Government Print 
ing Office, 19U9), p. 3» 

^^Ibid.. p. U. 

^^Agricultural Marketing Service, "Selected Statistics on Operation 
of Food Distribution Programs During Fiscal Xeaxe 19Sh» 1955* and 1956" 
(Washington! U. S. Department of Agriculture, October 2, 1956). 
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EXPSNDITUBES, HQIffiSR OF SCHOOLS PARtlCIPATINQ, AHD MHHBSR OF MEALS 
SERVED FOR THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM IN 

THE UNITED STATES DURINO SCHOOL TEARS 
19B3'19^, 195h-19BB, AND 1955-1956^ 

Number of l^umber of 
Schools Meals 

School Year Expenditures Participating Served 

1953-5l» $82,092,000 56,337 1,268,000,000 

195U-55 81,972,000 58,li65 1,U39,000,000 

1955-56 81,9U8,000 56,Iitl 1,575,000,000 

^Agricultural Markoting Service^ "Selected Statletica on Opera
tion of Food Distribution Prograos Diuring Fiscal lears 19^« 1955j And 
1956" (Washingtoni U« S« Department of Agriculture» October 2, 1956} • 
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Legislation in 195U 

No natter what type of lunch Is served under the National School 

Lunch Program, reinbux^enent nay not be paid for more l^n one half-pint 

of milk dally per child. So that milk comxmptlon in the schools night 

be Increased even more, C<»igre88, on Augxist 28, 19$kf included in the 

Agricultural Act of 19Sh the follcailng aaenctaent to Section 201 (c) of 

the Agricultural Act of 19U9) *« * • BegimiLng September 1, 19$U, and 

ending June 30, 1956, not to exceed $50,000,000 annually of funds of the 

Cdsaodity Credit Cozporation shall be used to increase the consumption 

of fluid Bdlk by children in non-profit schools of high school grade and 

luider."^^ On April 2, 1956 this was amended to include children in 

"* « •(2) such nonprofit nursery schools, child-caze centers, settle 

ment houses, summer caaps, and similar nonprofit institutions as axe de 

voted to the care and training of underprivileged children on a public 

wlfare or obaritable basis. On July 20, 1956 the specification that 

Institutions, in order to be eligible, must be devoted to the care and 

training of underprivileged children was dropped and Section 201 (c) of 

2Qs. W. Williams, et* "Increasing Kilk Consumption in Schools" 
(East LansingI Michigan Slate University, Agricultural Experiment Sta 
tion, Special EuUetin I4O3, August 1955)» P« 16. 

2%ighty-thlrd Congress of the United States, United States 
Statutes at Large, Vol. 68, Part 1, Public Laws and Reorganization Plans 
(Washington^ tiovemraent Printing Office, 1955)# Public Law No. U65, 
p. 86. 

^^Eighty-fourth Congress of the United States, United States 
Statutes at Large. Vol. 70, Part 1, Public Laws and Reorganization Plans 
(Washingtont Government Printing Office, 1957)# Public Law No. 465# 
p. 86. 
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the Act of 19h9 then read "..• children in (1) nonprofit schoole of 

htgh-aehool grade and underj and in (2) nonprofit nursery sehoolay child 

care centers> settleawnt houses, eunmer caBq;>8, and similar nonprofit in:* 

stitutions devoted to the care and training of children. 

The Special Uilk Program provides reimbursement for milk cwiiuned 

(1) in additicm to milk consumed on Uie National School Lunch Program, 

(2) in schools not on the National School Lunch Program, and (3) by chil 

dren bringing their osn lunch. During the 1956-1957 school year the 

etates mere rsspmsible for establishing rates of rslBhursement for in 

dividual schools. A rsts «os established by the Department of 

Agriculture* Thia rate ma four centa per half-pint for sehoole serving 

^pe A and B lunches under the National School Lunch Program and three 
oil 

cents per half-pint for all other schools.*'^ 

During the 1955-1956 school year the maximuA rate to Tennsseee 

schools on the National School Lunch Program was four cents per 
half-pint over and above the first half-pint served with the 
lunch and the waount served to adults. Those schools charging 
a child a price which exceeded one cent profit were reduced in 
rates. 

Schools not on the National School Lunch Program iwre given 
a rate of three cents for all milk served to children. If the 
profit was more than one cent, the rate was reduced according
ly.25 

23ibld., PubUc Uw No* 753, P* 596. 

2%ational Milk Producers Federation, "New Opportunities in the 
Special School Milk Program" (Vashingtont National Milk Producers* 
Federation), p. 2. 

25^0tter from Frances M« Nave, State Supervisor, School Lunch 
Program, State of Tennessee, Department of Education, to Robert W« John 
son, dated May 6, 1957. 
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Tbm aiaoonte of nemy whioh have boon apprt^riatodi and apont to3t 

tho Special Milk Program and the nuniber of echoola par^oipating In the 

United States thus far are ehawn in Table II. 
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TAPTj; n 

APPBUPRIATIOHS FOR SCHOOL lEABS 195U-1958 AHD EaCPEHDITURES AND MOMBEa 
OF SCKWLS PARIIGIPATIM3 IN XH8 SPEOIAL MIU PBOORAM 

FOR SCHOOL mas 195M-19SS and 15>55-1956 

l/tt»ioer of 
For Schools 

School Tear Appropriations* Expenditures^ Participating® 

195U-55 I50»000,000 #17,150,000 1*1,09U 

1955-56 60,000,000 hS,992,000 62,322 

1956-57 75,000,000 MA na 

1957-58 75,000,000 na NA 

Aglghty-foozi^ Congr»8S of the United States« United States 
Statutes at Large» Vol. 70, Part 1, Public Laws and Reorganization 
Plans (Washingtoni Qovernaent Printing Office, 1957), Public Lbm Ho. 
753, p. 596. 

Agricultural Marketing Service, "Selected Statistics on Opera 
tion of Food Distribution Prograws During Fiscal fears 195U, 1955* and 
1956" (Washington! U. S. Department of Agricultiure, October 2, 1956). 

^Loc. cit. 
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MCKOaOOND TO THE STUDX 

Perhapo the basic zeaaon for the phenomenal success of West* 
em democracies in raising living standards has been t^ con* 
servation and reclamation of human resources throughout the 
whole population* Public policies aimed at equalizing oppor* 
tunitles, at strengthening llw bargaining power of vulnerable 
individuals and girot^js, and restraining the powerful from ex 
ploiting liie weak have played an important role in the past 
axwi are destined to gain in in^ortanoe in the future. 

These polioies can be grot^^ed into two categories according 
to their econonic nature: (1) distributive and (2) regulatozy. 

Distributive polices aze designed to improve the distribu 
tion of income among families of bargaining power among groups, 
of opportunities among individuals. They reduce the impact of 
poverty upon the individual's education, health, and economic 
security. Old-age pensions, industrial accident insurance 
(workmen's compensation}, unemployment insurance, sohool-lunoh 
programs, relief grants, certain farm tenure and settlement 
programs are exaB^>lee of such policies.3-

The school milk prograias are distributive policies designed to im 

prove the diets of children by increaeing milk oonsus^ition by children 

in schools and noi^rofit iimititutions devoted to the care aiwi training of 

children. 

Hutritional Recommendations 

nw Bureau of Human Nutz^tion and Hone Economics of the United 

States Department of Agrio\ature reeonmends that b^s and girls four 

ttirough twenty years of age coneume approximately six quarts, or twenty-

foixr half-pints, of milk or its equivalent in cheese, evaporated milk. 

-^nier Schickels, Agricultural Policy (New lorkt McGraw-Hill, 
195U), pp. 26-27. 
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or dzy milk each week* (The exact amoiuit reconwiended varies jfrcn five 
n 

and oneohalf to six and one»half quarts depending on age and eex*} 

Work Which Has Been Done on Milk Consuwption in fbnneasee Schools 

For the month of March of 19Skf X955> and 1956 the Department of 

Agricultural Eoonoaiics and Bural Sociology of Ute Oniversity of Tennessee 

obtained and analysed data on milk eonsuBq)tioa in all Tennessee schools. 

Data for schools on the National School Lmudi Program or the Special Milk 

Program or both were obtained from. t)M State Office of^School Lunch 

Program and data for schools on neither program aeza obtained by survey 

personnel from the County Superintendents of Schools or from the school 

principals* Some of the results of these studies are given in Table III* 

Extent to "Which Nutritional Reoommendatlons Have Been Met Ir Tennessee 
Schools 

During March of 1^56 the average milk consuBq>tion per student per 

day at school was 0*92 half<»pint for Tanoessae achools on both tha Na 

tional School Lunch Program and tha Special Milk Program.^ Thus tha 

average atudent who attended an averags school on both programs five days 

during Vam wsek comuned, at school, almost twenty percent of the amount 

of milk raccasMHided for him to consim in a week. The average atuetent 

^U* S« Bureau of Human Nutrition and Hone Economics, Agricultural 
Research Administration, "Helping Family Plan Food Budgets" (Washingtont 
U. S« Departoent of Agricultura, Miscellaneous Publication 662, 1952), 
p* 12. 

3m. L« Downsn, Consumption of Milk in Tennessee Soliools, March, 
1956 (Knoxvlllet University of l^nnessee. Agricultural Experiment Sta 
tion, Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology, Rural 
Research Series Monograph 275, Februazy, 1957), p* 
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£1BLS lU 

som RssiiL!es of studies on mK ooNsuiiprioN in Tennessee sciiooiiS 
DUaiNQ MAfiCH, 195h, 19$$, AND IS$6 

Avoz«ge Nllk Oonsuuaptlon 
per Student per Do/ 

Bhiadsar of Schools 
Not Not 

On on AU On on 

Included On On NSLP MSLP Sehoola On On NSLP NSLP 

in the NSLP SMP and or in the NSLP SMP and or 

Tear Study Only Only SMP SMP Study Only Only SMP SMP 

1954** 1,942 1,756 HA M 186 0,67 0.72 NA M 0,51 

1955^ 2,280 377 293 1.502 106 0.79 0,70 0.54 0,90 0.60 

1956° 2,417 223 479 1,672 43 0.83 0.74 0.61 0.92 0,58 

NSLP•National School Lunch Program 

SMP - Special Milk Program 

*3%e Special Milk Program was not in effect in Narch, 19i^« 

*H» L. Dcwnen* Milk Consumption in Tennessee Schoolsj Maroh| 1954 
(Knoocvillet University of Tennessee, Agricultural E^qperiiaent Station, 
Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology, Riiral Research 
Series Monograph 271, August, 1955)« P» 4* 

L« Downen, Gonsuft^tlon of Milk in Tennessee Schools, March, 
1955 (Itooacvillej University of Tennessee, Agricultural Eacperiflient Sta 
tion, Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology, Rural 
Research Series Monograph 27h, March, 1956), p. 4* 

L« Downen, Consumption of l^lk in Tennessee Schools, iiarch, 
1956 (KmxKViHet University of Tennessee, Agricultural Experiment Sta-
l^on. Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology, Rural 
Research Series Monograph 275, Februaiy, 1957)* P* 4« 
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in Jiannie Bell School, vhich wu on both prograoe,^ ccoMunKl slightly 

more than this. 

For Tennessee schools on neither program average milk oonsuoption 

per student per day sas 0»58 half-pint.^ Thus the average student vho 

attended school five days in these schools consumed, at school, approadL-

mately tiaelve percent of the amount of milk recomiaendsd for him to cono 

suns in a veek* 

Expanding the Market for Flidd iCtilk Sales 

If the National School Lunch Program and the Special Milk Program 

increase milk eonsunvtion children in schools and nonprofit institu 

tions devoted to the care and training of children, then they will ejqpand 

the market for fluid adlk sales. 

In the United States 

During 1953> the last year before the Special Milk Program went 

into effect, approxiaately one percent of the nation*s milk supply was 

utilised in the National School Lunch Program.^ During the 1955-1^56 

school year, the eecond school year daring which the Special mik Program 

^Ibid,, p. 1*9. 

5lbid», p« !*• 

Q. Quakenbush, "Student Participation and Use of Hilk in 
School Lunches" (East Lansing* Michigan State University# Agricultural 
Experiment Station, Technical Bulletin 252, Septeiaber, 1955)# p. 3* 
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was in operation^ thzwa billion half<»plnts of milk ware utilised in Hm 

National School Lonoh and Special Hillc iPrograaa.^ This was approadaataljr 

1*6 per(»nt of the whole ailk marketed by producsezw during 1955*^ 

In the Southeast 

During the I955'1956 school year almost 650 million halfopints of 

milk ware utilised in the National School Lunch Program and the Special 

Milk Program in the Southeast. This was i^proxiiaately four percent of 

the whole milk marketed by producers in this area.^ 

In Tennessee 

I^ing the 1955''1?56 school year approximately nine million half-

pints of milk were utilised in the school milk programs in Tennsssee# 

This was approocimBtely thrse percent of the whole milk marketed by Tisn-

nessee milk producers.^ 

Making Milk tfore Besdily Available, at a Lower Price, to Children 

in Schools and Nonprofit Institutions 

In order to increase ailk conBumption, the National School Lunch 

^Mairtin D. Carber, "The Special Milk Program," talk made at panel 
discussion. Southeastern Cooperative Dairy Marketing Clinic, Nashville, 
Tennessee, April 17-18, 1957> P* 2. 

®U. S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the Pitted 
States, 19$6 (Washington! Qovemment Printing G$Ho87~19^), p. 690. 

^^Martin D» Oarber, 02. cit», pp. 3-4. ^ 
l^Ibid., p. 5. 
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Program and Special Milk Program make milk more readily available, at 

a lover price, to children in schools and nonprofit iDStitutlooe devoted 

to the care and training of children. 

In the United States 

Baring the 1?S5«1956 school year seventeen million children or 

forty«eight percent of all the children enrolled in elementary and second 

ary schools in the United States were drinking milk in schools on one or 

both of the school milk programs. 

In the Sotttheast 

During the 1955-1956 school year about three and one-half million 

or fifty-three percent of ̂ is children enrolled in schools in the South 

east wexe drinking milk on one or both of 'Uie programs.^ 

In Tenneseee 

During March, 1956 ninsty-eix percent of the total average daily 

attendaiMe in all Tenneseee schools was in schools on the National School 

13 
Lunch Program or the Special liilk Program or both."^ 

Need for the Study 

Since a large amount of money and time is apent on the achool milk 

UMarUn D» Oarber, og» cit«, pp. 2-3* 

1^Ibid», p. U. 

L. Downen, Coneumption of Milk in Teraaessee Schools, March,
1956, ogi, cit«, p. ii. 
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prograiBS In an effort to increase milk consumption by school age children^ 

it seemed that some attes^>t should be mads to evaluate the effectiveness 

of these programs. 

Selecting the School 

In April, 19^6 the I. B. H. cards for all schools in Tennessee 

vith milk service were run through the sorter to select a school that 

1. participated in the Ifational School Lunch Program and the 
Special Milk Program in iMarch, 1955, 

2. had an average daily attendance within ten of the average 
of all schools participating in both programs listed above, 

3. consumption of milk per etudent per day was within .05 
half-pint of the average for schools participating in both 
programs, 

k» had no unusual changea as indicated lay the data for 1956. 

Jennie Bell School in Byersburg, Tennessee was the nearest to this "sv-

erage." Jennie Bell was ̂ refore selected for a pilot study to be made 

during 1956. 



CHAPTER III 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SCHOOL AHD Tm SURROUMIiIlia awka 

Syr County and Cyorsburg 

iPyer County in located In the nortlaieatern part of ftTWitttet ad^ 

Joining the KLaaisaippi River. The population of Dyer County in 19$0 

33«U73* Thia aaa a U*1 percent decraaae froa l^iiO.^ The eatioated 

p<vulatien for 1956 waa 31*700.^ 

In 1950 I^er County*8 average agricultural incoae per farsi voxker 

waa $2^232* Thia waa the higheat in the State* During the aaae year 

cotton accounted for 70.8 percent of the county'a total inventory value 

and 81*9 percent of ita aalea of agricultural products* Dairy products 

accounted for 1.3 percent of farm inoonie.^ 

Pyeraburg ia located aeventy-five ailes north of Reephia and seven 

teen ailaa east of the Miaaiaaippi River. The population of Dyersburg in 

1950 waa 10,885. Thia waa a 12,9 percent increase from 1950.^ The esti 

mated population for 1956 waa 11,300.^ 

^U. S. Bureau of the Canaua, 1950 Census of Population, Tenneeaee, 
General Characteidstics (Vaahlngtoni Government Printing Office, 1952), 
p. 31. 

^Sales Kanageaent, May 10, 1956, p. 721. 

^B. H. Lueblce, "Selected Agricultural Data for Dyer County, Tennes 
see" (Knoxvillei University of Tennessee, Agricultural Experiment Station, 
Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology), pp, 2-3. 

^1950 Censua of Population, op. eit., p. 33. 

feales Management, op, cit., p. 721. 
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Eetiajatae of effectiva buying incoma per family and per capita 

for Tennessee, Dyer County, and lyersburg for 1955 are given in Table If. 

During ttie 1930 a textile mill wae btiilt in Eyeraburg. The 

c(»q>any which built the mill bought a large tract of land on the edge 

the eiiy, built the mill on a part of it, and divided the remainder into 

small lots which were sold to mill enplcyees. Jennie Bell School is on 

a tract of land adjacant to tha tsxtile mill and is approximatsly in the 

center of what is known as the Milltown section of Dyersburg. 

Jemie Bell School 

There were fsmilies which had children In Jennie Bell School 

in Hsy, 1956. The monthly incomes of 129 of these femUies were obtained 

for the study. The msdian monthly income per family was from ̂ 00 to $250. 

Figure 1 is a frequsnoy distribution of tha monthly incomes of these 129 

fsmilies. 

As previously stated one of the requirements of the school selected 

for tte study was that milk consuiqption par student per day be within 0.05 

half•'Pint of ti3s average for all Tennesaee schools participating in both 

the National School Lunch Program and the Special Milk Progzam. Average 

milk consumption per student per day and changes in average milk consmap* 

tion per student per day for March, 19514, 1955» and 1956 for Jennie Bell 

School are compared in Table V with the average milk consui^tion per stu 

dent per day and changes in average milk consuiq>tion per student per day 

for March, 19514, 1955» and 1956 for all schools In lysr County serving 

milk and for all schools in Tennessee serving milk. 
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<-

XABI£ I? 

BSTDttTED 8TOCTm BUYINQ IWJOiffi PBR fAMLX AMD PEK G&PlIi 
FOR IBJnSSSEE, DXEE COUMTI, AID) DXSaSBUHG, 1955* 

Kffaotive Buying Ei'feotiye Buying 
IncoBw per Income per 
Family Capita 

TenoMaee $li,28U 

Dytr County hh67 96k 

Dyeraburg h,lik2 1.376 

^alee Management^ May ID, 1956, 721'72U> 

•/ 
* i t* '.V^' 

-, # J : c«■j . 

< « .r' i' 

f 

-- '■-• 

i 



 

m 

Incotoe classes 

$U50 ♦
uoo - lUi? 

350 - 399 

300 - 3ii9 

250 - 299 

200 - 2k9 

150 - 199 

100 - 1]49 

50- 99 

0- U9 
JL 

0 10 20 30 UO 50 

Nuidsar of families 

Figure 1* Frequency distribution of the monthly incomes of 129 
of the 190 families which had children in Jennie fiell School^ Eyersburg, 
Tennessee., May, 1956. 

Kr ;■ 
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UBJZ V 

30m DATA ON AVERAGE MILK CONSUMPTION PER STUDENT PER DAI AND CHANQES IN 
AVERAGE MILK CONSUMPTION PER STUDENT PER DAI FOR JENNIE BELL SCHOOL, 

DIER COUNTI SCHOOI^, AND TENNESSEE SCHOOLS FOR THE MONTH 
OF MARCH, I9$h, 19$$, and 1956 

Change in Average Miik 
Avvrags Milk Consumed Coneiuaed per Student 
per Student per Dajr, per Day, One-half Pint 

One-half Pint March, 19$h i-iarch, 195^ 
March, March, March, to to 
•iQcri.a loccb 

Jennie Bell 0,69 0,90 0.96 >0,21 ♦0,06
Dyer serving milk^ 0,7k 0,76 0,83 ♦0,02 +0,07
Dyer on NSLP and SMP** NA 0,86 0,91 NA *0,0$ 
Tennessee serving milk* 0,67 0.79 0,83 ♦0,12 ♦0,0k 
Thnnsssee on NSLP 

and SMP*" NA 0,90 0,92 NA ♦0,02 

*The Special I4ilk Progz>am was not in effect in March, 195U* 

•M. L* Downen, Milk Consumption in Tennessee Schools, Itoch, 195k 
(Knoxvillet University of Tennessee,AgriculturalEaqjerimant Station, 
Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology, Rural Research 
Sexlee Monograph 271, August, 1955) j P* 36. 

L. Downen, Consumption of Milk in Tennessee Schools, March, 
1955 (Knoocvillej University of tfennessoejTgricultural Experiment
station. Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology,
Rviral Research Series Monograph 27k, inarch, 1956), pp. 50**5l* 

®M, L* Downen, Consumption of i-Iilk in Tennessee Schools, March, 
1^56 (Knoxville t University of Tenneseee, Agricultural Experiment
Station, Department of Agricultural Eoonc^oe aiKi Rural Sociology,
Rural Research Series Monograph 275, Felaruary, 1957), pp. k9-50. 

"^Jennie Bell School 

^Average for all sohools in Dyvr County serving milk. 

^Average for all schools in Dyer County on the National School 
Lunch Program and Special Milk Program. 

iiAvsrage for all schools in Tenoessee serving milk* 

^Average for all schools in Tennessee on tim National School 
Lunch Program and Special Milk Program. 



CHAPIca IV 

3^SIUDI AW)m ^SULI3 

Object of the Study 

The object of the study wee to ansiier the questlont Is aiversge 

nllk consunption per person per day for the faollles vhlch have children 

in Jennie Bell School higher when school is in session than when it is 

not in session? If it were higher while school was in sessitm, then the 

National School Lunch Pz>ograa and the Special Hillc Program increased ioilk 

consumption by the children from the families surveyed in Byersburgf Ten-

nMsee during Nay^ June> August^ and September, 1956. 

The months of May, June, August, and September were selected for 

the study because these included two school months. May and Septeiaber, 

and two non-school months, June and August. The school month of May was 

just before, and the school month of Septeidser was just after the summer 

vacation so that the change in milk consumption from school to non-school 

months could be observed. 

Data on milk consumption at home were obtained for the school and 

the non-school months and data on milk oonsuqption at school by the chil 

dren from these families were obtained fr<»a the school for the school 

months of Hay and September. Average milk consunqption per person per day 

during each of the four months was then oonqputed. Average milk oonsuni>-

tion per person per day included milk consumed at home and at school dur 

ing the school months and milk consumed at home only during the non-school 

months. 
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flesults of the Study 

IKm d*ta on avorago allk eontoraption per person per day for each 

month studied are shown in Table TI. 

Average ailk consumption per person per day for both of the school 

months of Hay and September (See Table 71) caimot be oaap&fd with both 

of the nonHBChool months of June and August because the same families 

were not surveyed for all four months* Caa^}leted schedules were obtained 

for 153 families for May and June and for 120 of these same families for 

August and September. The reason for the difference In the number of 

families le explained In thle chapter under^sub-heading "Milk Consuop-

tlon at Home*" Sinee the seme families were surveyed for May and June 

and only a part of these were surveyed for August and September, average 

milk con8unQ>tlon per peraon per day for the school month of Key muet be 

compared with the non-school month of June and average milk coneumptlon 

per person per day for the school month of September must be ooapared with 

the non-aehool month of August. 

These four months have been dlvlckid into two periods In Table 71. 

Period I oonsieta of May and Jime and period II consists of August and 

September. 

Average milk consumption per person per dsy £or 158 families was 

0.17 pint less during the non-school month of Juno than during the school 

month of May. (See Table 71.) This was a 20.7 percent decrease. Average 

milk oonsua^itlon per person per day for120 families was 0.10 pint more 

during the school month of Septea^r than during the non-school month of 

August. This was a 15.1 percent increase. 
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Anotti«r way to •bow tho diffezwnce in avwrag* allk oonsnmption 

per person per day between the school end the non-school months for each 

period is to state that average milk consui^tion per person per day was 

twenty-six percent higher during the school month of May than during the 

non-school month of June and fifteen percent higher during the school 

month of Septwaber than during the non-school month of August* 

Method Used for Analysing the Data 

The metliod idiich was used to analyse the data and e<»apute milk 

consumption at home^ consui^>tion at sehoolf and avszmge milk consuHg)" 

tion per person per day for each month studied is explained in this see-

tion* 

Milk Consigaption at Home 

There were 190 families which had children in Jennie Bell during 

lfiy» Twenty-five of these moved away before the survey or could not be 

found* Two refused to answer questions. Two were gode during the entire 

au^nth of Junei and three could not remember their purchases* Cosipleted 

schedules on the milk purchases of 158 of the 1^ families were obtained 

for tho months of Mi^ and June* Thirty-eight of this 158 moved away or 

did not have children in Jennie Bell during September leaving 120 of the 

original 158, Completed schedules for this 120 families were obtained 

for the months of August and Septeidier* 

A field representaUve went to each of the families which were 

surveyed during each month ineludbd in the study and obtained data on 

the family's monthly purchases of sweet milk^ buttermilk* chocolate milk* 
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nonfat dry ailk 0oll<ia« and evc^ratod milk;. An eatimata of tha poroentaga 

of the nonfat dry milk solids and asaporatad milk which was oonsunsd as 

fluid milk was also obtainsd. The total amounts of si^t milk, buttermilk, 

chocolate milk, noxifat dxy milk solids consumed as fluid ailk and evapo« 

rated milk consraasd as fluid ailk which was consumed by all of the fami* 

lias included in the study ware than added together for each month included 

in the study. Ilwse figures are shown in Table VII. Table VIXI gises 

each type of daizy product as a percentage of the total consuaqption at home 

for each month studied* 

The number of "person days during the imsnth" was found for each 

family by multiplying the xnmtbar of days in the month by the number of 

parsons in the family, adding to this product the number of "person days 

▼isited" and subtracting the nuniber of "person dsys absent." The number 

of "person days visited" was found by multiplying ths number of visitors 

who visited during the month by the number of dsys they etayed. The 

number of "person days absent" was found by multiplying the number of 

people who were gone during the month by the nundser of dsys thsy were 

aifiy. 

The total amount of milk consumed at home was then divided by the 

number of person days during the month. The quotient obtained by thia 

operation wae average milk consuiBqption per person per day at hems. This 

was found for My and Juns for the 158 families which weiw surveyed d\uring 

Hay and June and for all four of the months studied for the 120 of these 

158 families which were surveyed for all four months. These figures art 

^town in Table H. Average milk ecuieubption per perscn per day diiyring 
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F1 

X&BI£ vn 

Miwt COSeUMPTIOM AT HOME BI THE OF MIBaf FSCffiUCT FDR THB PAfffUES 
WHICH WERE SURVEIED MAT, .fUlffi, AWQUST, AND 

SSFEBUfMR, 1^56, DTEBSfiUBG, XSHNEBSEE 

B8B8B i'ints 
Period I Period II 

120 Families 

May JUDS Auj^ust September 

Sweet ailk 12,330 10,666 8,651* 6,386 

Buttermilk 2,632 l,81il* 1,266 1,372 

Chocolate sdJLk ii&O 26ii 356 320 

Nonfat dry Btilk solida 
(conaiDMd M fluid odlk) l,2lt7 1,207 81i2 1,058 

Eraporatad ailk 
(consiuaed as fluid milk) 1.36g 1,26U l.lUl 1,069 

Total 18,059 15,21*5 12,259 12,205 
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T*RT^ VTTT 

MOa TIPS OP EAIRX PRODOGT AS A i^RCEHTAGE OP THE TOTAL MILK COSSOMPTIO» 
AT BOMS BI THS PAKILXSS VHICH WEBS SURVEXEO DOBING MAI, «niNE, AUGUST, 

AM)SEPTSMBSR, 1956, OIEBSBUBO, lENHESSEE 

Pints 

Period I Period II 

158 Families 120 Families 

^iay Juns August September 

Swest milk 68.26 69.96 1Q*$9 68.72 

ButtaxwUk 3it,57 12.10 10.33 II.2I1 

Chocolats Bilk 2#70 1*73 2*90 2*62 

Honfat diy aiUk solids 
(consoaed as fluid milk) 6.91 1*92 6,87 8.66 

Svaporatsd Bilk 
(consufflsd as fluid milk} 7.5U 8.29 9.31 8.76 

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Hsy «ad June for the 120 families nhich were surveyed for all four acmtha 

ia little different from average milk coneun^tion per person per day for 

the 158 families which were sureeyed for May w*d June only* 

Figures 2 trough 5 are frequency distributions of all the families 

included in the study according to their average milk consumption per per-

SMi per day at hems for each month etudied* 

In finding average milk coneumption per pezeon per day at hene no 

adjustment was made for wonen who worksd away from home or for ohildrsn 

who ate lunch amy from bone while their mothers worked* nxaiaer of 

woBien who worked was fomad in ttw survey but these women were not asked 

if they took their lunohes or if they came home for lunch. In either case 

they might have consumed milk which was purchased for hone consumption. 

In order to find the significance of mothers and children eating lunch 

away fr<mi hoatOf the total number of lunches which it would have been poe* 

sible for mothezs and children to have eaten tmay from hone idiile the 

fflotiwre worked was taken as a percentage of the total mimber of lunches 

which could have been oonsmsd liy all the people in these families had 

sveryom eaten luaedi* these figures were 3*U percent for May, U*2 percent 

for Juno, 1|*8 percent for August, and 3*9 percent for September, As thsse 

figures are small and as they vary little from month to month, no adjust* 

ment for women who worked away from horn was made* the variation from 

mont^ to month is important bsoause the ehui^ in average milk consump* 

tion per person per day from month to month is the important thing which 

must be detezuinsd* 
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Averag* nllk consumption per 
person per day at homey pints 

3.25 - 3.U9 
3.00 - 3.2U 
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2.50 mm 2.7U 
2.25 - 2.1;9 
2.00 - 2.2U 
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.75 em .99 
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.25 - .U9 
0 em .2U 

10 20 

ffwidwr of families 

Figure 2* Frequency distribution of 1$8 families according to 
their average milk consumption per person per day at home during Mayy
1956y Dyersburg, Tennessee. 
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AYsraga nllk consunption par 
person per day at hoaie« pints 

3.25 - 3.1i9 

3.00 - 3.21* 

2.75 - 2.99 

2.50 - 2.71* 

2.25 - 2.1*9 

2.00 - 2.21* 
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0 - .21* 
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Huidaar of faiailies 

Figure 3. Praqusncy distribution of 158 fasiilies according to 
tbeir averaga milk consunption per person per day at home during June, 
1956, Oyersburg, Tennessee. 
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Average milk consumption per 
person per day at hoine» pints 

3.25 3.1*9-

-3.00 3.21* 

m2*75 2.99 

2.50 2.71*-

2.25 m 2.1*9 

2.00 2.21*-
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m.75 .99 

.50 .71*-

.25 - .1*9 

0 .21*«e 
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Number of families 

Figure li« Frequenoy distribution of 120 families according to 
their milk consui)q)tion per person per day at hone during August^ 1^56, 
Pyer8burg> Tennessee. 
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Average milk consuiqption per 
person per day at hoBs« pinta 

3.25 - 3.I49 

3.00 - 3.2U 

2.75 - 2.99 
2.50 - 2.7U 

2.25 - 2Ji9 

2.00 - 2.2U 

1.75 - 1.99 

1.50 - I.7I1 

1.25 - l.li9 

1.00 - 1,2U 

.75 - .99 

.50 - .7U 

.25 - .li9 

0 - -,2h 

0 10 20 30 ho 

number of families 

Figure 5* Frequency distribution of 120 families according to 
their average milk consumption per person per day at home during 
Septeodwr, 1956» IJgrereburgj Tennessee* 
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Milk Cdaauaptlon >t School 

fiuolllea which had childran in Jennis Boll also had children 

in Alice IQiurmondf Hollis Powell* Nell Thonas* and iQrersburg High and 

Central Qraamar* All of these sohoole except DQrereburg High and Central 

Qraamar were on both the National School Lunch Program and the Special 

Milk Program* Byersburg High and Central GrasBaar* which used the earns 

lanehro<»* were on the Special Milk Frograas only* 

For the eehool months of May and Septeadier the amount of ioilk the 

children froa. the familiee evmiyd consumed in each of these schools 

was found* the method for doing this is shown in Table X* 

In coapating the amount of milk consumed at school by these ohil* 

dren* no'adjustment was made for the childran who came hone for lunch* 

Ewen though theee children consumed no milk at aehool on the National 

School Lunch Prc^ram, there was no way of knowing how much milk they con~ 

suned on the Special Milk Progrmm* It was amiasid that milk comwsption 

at achool and the number of lunches consumed at school per child was the 

same tcsr the children for whom we hare no data as it was for those in 

the families which were surveyed* 

When the nuiatber of times children eene hoaw for lunch was correlated 

with average milk consumption per person per day at home* no significant 

relationship was found* 

Average Milk Consim^tion per I'erson per Day for Each Month Studied 

The amount of mHif consumed at school by the childxen from the 

families surveyed wus then added to the total emmunt of milk consumed at 

hone during each month studied* This total was then divided by the number 
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of pezeon days during the aionth to find average lollk consumption per person 

per day (Including eonsui^ptlon at school and at hoois) for all of thefaual-

lies surveyed during each laonth studied* "Oiese figures were shoen In 

Table ?I. 

Effect of Seasonalltar 

In this 8tu<fy no adjustnsnt e«s aads for the effect of seasonallty 

upon vazdations In average allk consuoptlon per person per day froe mcmth 

to nonth* 

MacLeod et, al.^ found that people drink laore milk In warm weather 

but that this Is not always apparent In aetrc^lltan areas since many 

people go away on vmoatl(»w during the summer* 

An attempt was mads to find Ihe effect of aeasonallty on fluid 

rallk sales for home consuoptlon only In the Pysrsburg area* This was dona 

by putting the average dally sales» for oas silk plant In tha arssj^ of 

6i»et nllk and buttermilk In quart and half•gallon containers on an Index 

basis* Sales In pint aiui half-pint contalnsrs wars omitted In order to 

sUrainate school consumption* The Index numbers were Miy•100, June •• 

106, July » 106, August•107, and September « 117. Sales for home con-

swptlon only Ineraaasd after school was out In Majr but Inoraased rather 

than deoreaaed aftar school started in September* The Increase from August 

to Septembar may have baan dua to persons eoaing back home from vacation* 

These Index numbeze cover only a flvs a<»ith period and may ba clouded by 

^Alan MacLeod, at* 1^*, "What Makes^Market for Dairy Products" 
(Madisonj Unlvoralty^Stfisconsin, Agricultural Experiment Station, 
Bulletin U77, September, 19U8), p* 18. 
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the effect of Tacatlone on siilk conenaption ot hem# For these reasons 

It is difficult to dsteraine if the month to month variations in miXic 

sales were due to the effect of seasonality or not* 

The data on adlk oonauo^tion for the families which had chiMren 

in Jennie Bell were In disagreement with the findings of l-iacJ^od) et. al. 

Many of the voasn who answered questions concerning their milk purchases 

renariced that their families drank less milk during warn wsathsr* This 

is boms out hF the data for mlDc eonsua^tion at hone In Table IX* In 

these dsta the effect of members of the family going away on vacation or 

of persons visiting wss eliminated finding average milk consui^ticm 

par person per day at honae* For the 120 families which were surveyed all 

four months there was a decrease in average i^iilk coiwiuaption per pereon 

per day at home of twelve percent from Msy to June and an increase of 

three percent from August to September* These changes may Indicate that 

seasonality did have some effect on average milk consumption per person 

per day at hcmie. 

There were several small grocery stores In the community, It was 

observed that many of the children in the neighborhood of these grocery 

stores visited them frequently and bought soft drinks* lhi;s some of the 

difference in average milk oonausption per person per day at home between 

May and June and August and Septeadser may have been accounted for by an 

inereass during June and August in the oon8uiiq>ti(m of soft drinks and 

other cold beverages. 

Conclusion 

Avemgs milk cossusq)tlon per pemon per day at hone for 158 families 
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(Sm Tab^d n)vaa 0»03 pint or twelva percent higher during the eohooX 

Bcoith of May than daring the non^obool month of June and £or 120 of 

these same families it was 0,02 pint or three peroent higher during the 

school month of September than during the iwn-echool month of August* 

The oause of these chani^ in mUk consvm^tion at home could not be de 

termined. Seasonality itty have been partially responsible. 

When the amount of milk coneuasd at school was added to the amount 

consumed at ham, the changes in average milk consumption per person per 

day from school to non-school months vsrs much greater* Average milk 

consumption per person per day> including oonsus^tion at hcmas and at 

school, for 158 families (See Table VI) was 0*17 pint or twenty-six per 

cent higher during the school month of May than during the non-school 

month of June and for 120 of these same fsmllles it was 0.10 pint or 

fifteen percent higher during tiie school month of September than during 

the non-school aamth of August. 

As the month to month difference in average milk consun^tion per 

persm per day, including milk consumed at school and at hm,was much 

gnuktsr than the difference in average milk consumption per person per 

day of odlk consumed at home only, it appeared that some of the change 

in adlk conamption from May to June and August to September vis due to 

the fact that the ̂ ildren from the families sunn^sd stopped consuming 

mUk at school after May end started again in September. 

It appea»d,therefore, that most of the milk which was consumed 

at school on the National School Lunsh Program and the Special Milk Progzm 

was in addition to, and not substituted for, milk which normally would have 

been consumsd at hone* 
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iHsoT OF oiBfiXH om hmmB milk aossimiQM m.febsqh 

rSR MX At HOW jm At SCHOOL 

At Homo 

The date were analysed to detexmine If inooae, else of faally, or 

the nisaber of luiKshes eaten at home by children in echool had an effect 

on average milk constuqption per person per day at home* 

This study was a caee study of all of the families which had chil 

dren in Jennie fiell School and the data gathered were not from a randomly 

selected sample. HoHever, in enter that statistical tests for significance 

could be ei>plled to these correlations, the data were treated as if they 

came from a randcmily selected sample of a population. 

InccMne 

The monthly incomes of 129 of the 15& families which were surveyed 

during Hay waire obtained. These izwomes were put on a per capita basis 

for each family. The monthly inoasie per person for each family was ̂ len 

correlated with the average milk consiuaption per person per day at hone 

for each family. The coefficient of correlation, r. thus obtainsd was 

0.22, 

At the .05 level of significance, with e sample siee of 129 and a 

coefficient of correlation of 0.22. the confidencd limits for the true 



iUt 
1 

correlation In the universe would be from 0.02 to 0.37. 

Thoa at the *05 level of eignificanee it eay be asausied that there 

is at least a slight poeltive relationship between per capita income and 

average ailk con8ui^)tion per person per day* Figure 6 is a scatter diagram 

ef this relationship. 

The coefficient of ̂ termination, r^, is 0*01^7. Therefojre, approxi* 

laately five percent of the variation in milk consumption per person per 

day at hooa can be accounted for by variation in imnithly per capita 

come. 

The coefficient of regression, b, is 0*0035* Therefore for each 

ten dollar inoreaee in monthly per capita income, there was an increase 

of 0*035 pint in average milk consuo^tlon per person per day at hoow* 

In other studies it has been found that, in general, as Income in 

creases, per capita milk conauu^tion also Ineieases* The increases are 

most significant in tha lower inoooe brackets* Tlese studies have indi 

cated that there is a point above which an increase in Inoome will not 

cause an associated increase in per capita milk conauaption. Instead, 

2
there may be a decrease in per capita milk consun^tion. 

During 19U8 the United States Depai-taent of Agriculturo found that 

the ineooe elasticity of demand for whole milk was 

d« Dixon and F. J* Massey, Introduction to Statlatical Analysis 
(Hew lorkt MeCraw-ilill, 1951), p. 327» 

^Alan MacLeod, et* al*, "inlhat l-iakas the Market for Dairy Products" 
(Hadisont University of Wisconsin, Agricultural Eaqperiment Station, 
Bulletin li77, September, I9I48), P* 16. 

barren C. Waite and Hany C* Trologan, Agricultural Market Prioee 
(Hew lorkt Wiley, 1951), P* Ul* 
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Awmlng a etx'aight line reXationship^ the liicoiaa elAstlclty oX 

denaiid for fluid loilk end fluid Bilk eubstltutee for the 129 feuiUeB 

vbioh ge've their inooaes when they were surveyed in Dyersburg> '^nneseeOf 

during May, 1956 was 4>0*272* IMe was eooputed ty using the average milk 

consuB^tion per person per day at hone and the average per capita 

incoBs for l^se 129 faoilies* Average ailk consuaption per person per 

day was 0«7U pint and the average aonthly per capita income was fifty* 

seven dollars* 

Siae ot Family 

When the number of persons in the family for each of the 158 faai-

lles surveyed during Hay was correlated with the average ailk cocmunqption 

per person per day at hoae for the family, the coefficient of corzelation 

was -0.31* 

At the *05 level of significai»e, with a aajq>le sice of 158 and 

a coefficient of correlation of the oonfidenoe limita for the trvM 

correlation in the universe would be from *0.13 to 

fhus at the *05 level of significance it nay be assumed that thera 

is a small negative relationship between the nuaber of persons in the 

family and average ailk consuaption per person per day* Figure 7 is a 

scatter diagraa of this relationship. 

The coefficient of determination, r^, is 0*097* Therefore approxi-

aately ten peitsent of the variation in average ailk ocoisus^tion per person 

per day at hone can be accounted for by variations in the number of persons 

W* J* Dixon and F. J* MSssey, 0£* cit*. p, 327. 
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In idle faialljr* 

The coefficient of zegreeeion^ b, vas oO^lOOli. ^refoxe for each 

increase in family else of one person^ there was a decrease of af^rood.'-

sately 0*10 pint in average milk coianu^tion per person per day at home. 

Nximber of Lunches JSaten at Home by Children in School 

Sone of the children from the families which were surveyed came 

home for lunch often* When the nuaher of lunches eaten at hone by the 

children in each family during Hay was correlated with the average milk 

coneufl^tion per perem per day for the family^ no significant relatlfsiehip 

was found* 

* 

At School 

1, 

In other studies the effect of certain variables on milk consump 

tion per student per day at sohool has been studied* tMs section is a 

sunmary of the results of bctm of these studies on s<MHe of the most im 

portant of these variables* 

Income 

When schools in Chicago were classified according to the level of 

consumer income in the area in which the school wae located, milk ccuisunp-

tion per student per dty at school was slightly higher in the high inocme 

areee*^ 

W« Williams, et* "Increasing Milk ConsuB^tion in Schools" 
(East Lansing} Michigan State University, Agricultural ExperiiOBnt Statior^ 
Special Bulletin h03» August, 1?55)# P» 3^» 
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Tha estiaated average effective bugring Incoae per capita for tlM 

faailiea which had children in Jennie Bell School daring hayj 195^ wae 

fiftyeeven doUare per nonth* fhe 1955 umual average for Byerehurg was 

one«hundrad fifteen dollars per month* The 1955 Byer County average was 

eighty-two dollars per month and for Tennessee the 1955 average was ninety-

six dollars per month.^ 
Average milk consumption per student per day for Jennie Bell« idiich 

was on both the Hational School Lunch Program and the Special Mlk Progranif 

was 0*96 half-pint during }taroh> 1956* For other Tennessee schools on 

both programs it was 0*92 half-pint and for other Byer County schools on 

both programs it was 0*91 half-pint.^ Although monthly per capita income 

in Jennie Bell School was lower than the State end the Dyer County everegeej 

average milk coneusqption per student per day at school wss higher than the 

State and the Pyer County averages for schools on both programs. TMb 

seems to be in disagreement with the findings of ths Chicago study* How 

ever* the difference in milk eonBuog>tion was not very groat and these data 

were only for one school* Also it is possible that the average family in 

the higl»r income braohmt has fewer children in school* 

When the 1955 annuel average effectiVB buying income per capita 
fl 

for each of the ninety-five oounties in Tanneseee® was correlated with the 

^alee Menageaentj Msy 10, 1956, pp* 721-72U* 

7m. L. Downen, Con8uiig)tion of Milk in Tennessee Schools, March, 
1956 (Knorvillei University of TBnnes8ee,"Xgricultural Experiment Station, 
Department of Agricultural Economies and Rural Sociology, Rural itesearch 
Series Honogn^h 275* February, 1957)* pp» U9"50* 

%ales Management, op* cit», pp, 720-72it. 
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atrtrmge milk con8iiii^)tlon per stucient per day at aohool during 1955 ̂ or 

•aoh of the oountlea,'' 
a 

no relationahip iwa found* 

Prioe 

The effects of the price charged for milk in school and of the 

income area in which the school is located ars closely related* When the 

Special Milk Program first vent into operation in St* Louis^ Missouri 

during 1955''1956 school year^ the average decrease in the price of 

milk in schools on the Arogram was about fifty percent* There was an a8« 

sociated increase* over ths preyioas year* in average milk oonsuaqption 

per student per day at school of fifty percent in elementazy sctiools and 

100 percent in high schools on the program. For elementary schools 

serving low ixieaae districts the increase was 171 percent* for those serv 

ing middle income districts it was 157 percent* and for those serving high 

income districts it was only foirty-four percent. Ths increase was lk7 

percent in high schools serving low income districts* 118 percent in those 

serving middle income districts* and sixty-foiu: percent in those serving 

high incons districts.^ 

^H* L* Downen* Consumption of Milk in Tennessee Schools* March* 
1955 (Knoxvillet University of Tennessee* Agricultural Ejqperiiasnt Sta-
tion* Department of Agricultural goonomics and Rural Sociology* Rural 
Research Series Mon<%rsph 27h, March* 1956}* pp. 2-h> 

^Agricultural Marketing Service* "The Special School Milk Pro 
gram in St. Louia* Hiaaouri" (Waahizgtont U. S. Department of Agricul 
ture* 1956), p. 3* 

^Ibid., p* 7. 
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Studies in Michigan^ and Wisconsin^ shosad that as the price of 

nilk to students decreased^ adlk oonsujaption per student per day increased* 

This was also shoim in a Tennessee 8t\ui^^ for schools in which previous 

consujs^jtion was high* However» for schools in which pzevious consumption 

was low, a greater decrease in price was not accoeqpanled hy a greater in-

crease in coneuE^ptlon. On the other hand the Wisconsin study showed the 

greatest increase in oonsi»q>tion in the schools with the lowest previoiis 

consiunption.^^ 

Educational Level to toe School Pistriet 

When the Special Hilk Program was begun in St. Louis, there was an 

inverse relationship between the educational level of persons twenty-five 

years old and over to the school district and the amount of increase in 

average milk consumption per student per day. This was true for both 

elementary and high schools. 

Educational level and income level are probably very closely asso 

ciated. 

In 1950 the median number of school years ccw^leted was 8«6 for 

^S, W. Williams, et. al,, o£. cto., p. 36. 

^"Pupil Respcwise to Experimental Pricing of Milk" (Madieoni 
University of Wisconsin, Agricultural Expezdmental Station, Essearch 
Bulletin 190, January, 1956), p. 1. 

^M. L. Downen, "Pricing of Milk in Tennessee Schools" (KnaxviXlat 
Univexeity of Tennessee, Agricultural Experiment Station, Department of 
Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology, Farm Blconooics Bulletin 10, 
April, 1956), p. 10. 

^"Pupil Response to Eaq^rimental Pricing of Milk," ogi. cit», p. 10. 

^^Agricultural Marketing Service, cit., p» 7* 
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Eytrsburg, 8,0 for Dyer County «nd 8,li for Tenneeaee.^^ 

Aveilebillty 

Cook and Salvors found that inoreaaed availability of ailk at 

school caused an increase in average consumption per student per day at 

school* Dosnen^'found that schools vhich made milk available before 

school and in combination vitfa other times experienced the highest in 

crease in ailk consumption. 

Site of School 

Studies in Michigan, Ohio, Illinois, and Tennessee^^ shoued that 

average ailk consumption per student per day eae higher in small schools 

than in lar^ schools. Williams et. al. gave the following possible ex 

planations for this. 

(l) Among tlie schools in Michigan, Ohio, and Wisconsin, there 
was an inverse relationship between school siae and the 
proportion of the children idio stayed at school during the 
lunch hour. In schools serving complete lunches, this re 
lationship apparently Iwlped to account for the decline in 
ailk consuaption per pupil as enrollment increased. 

^7u* S* Bureau of the Census, Census of Population 19^0, Vol. II, 
Characteristics of the Population, Part U2, Tennessee (Washington* Qov-
ernment Printing Office, 1952), pp. 31-33• 

^"Pupil Response to Experiaental Pricing of Milk," o£* cit., p* 12, 

^M. L. Downen, "Pricing of Milk in Tonnessee Schools," op. cit«, 
p. 13. 

2^. W. Williams, et, al., o£. PP. 29-32. 

21m, L. Downen, Gonsui^tion of Milk in Tennessee Schools, fterch, 
1955# op. cit., p. 5* k. L. Downen, Consumption of Milk in Tennessee 
Schools, March, 1956, op. cit., p. 5. - ^ 

22s, W. WiUiaas, et. al,, o£, cit», pp. 29-32. 
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Qualcsnbush alAo fouxid that ae school alse Increased the percentage 

of students eating lunches on the Kational School Lunch Program decreased* 

He listed two conditions which might give a partial explanation for this. 

Plret, large schools In general had a lower percentage of students living 

more than a alia from the school than did small schools. Second, there 

was a tendency for large schools to charge more for lunches than simall 

schools (2) "In Michigan and Ohio, there also was a tendency for the 

price charged students for milk or the complete meal > whichever was 

served * to be higher In large schoole than In small achools." (3) A 

more Inqpersonal relationship between principal and atudents exists In 

large schools, (ii) There le lees flexibility In operations making for 

greater difficulty In scheduling milk service In large schools. (5)In 

large schools there otay exist more ooqpetltion from other bevwragea and 

food servloe.^'* 

Downen found that average milk oonau^tlon per student per day was 

highest, on the average. In the smallest schools. During March, 

"Milk consiOQjtlon per student per day was 0.97 half-pint In schools with 

average dally attendance of less than 100, ccaqpared with 0.56 half*plnt 

In schools with average dally attsndanee of 1000 or laore."^^ Jennie Bell 

fit Into this distribution very well. During March, 1956 average dally 

G. Quakenbush, "Student Participation and Use of Hllk In 
School Lunches" (East Lansingt Michigan State Unlverslly^, Agricultural 
Experiment Station, Technical Bulletin 252, September, 1955)> PP* 12«>13. 

2%,W. Wllllems, et. al., o£. c^., pp. 29-32. 

L. Downen, Consumption of Milk In Tsnnsssae Schools, March, 
X956, 0£. cU., p. 5» 
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for Jexmi* Ball was apprcgdmately 260 and aTOraga ndlk eon« 

fluaptlon per etudent par di^r was 0^96 Italf-plnt.^^ 

Grade Lsvel of P\^)ila 

In aohools seirvlng only adlk in Hiohigan and in schools serving 

only ccvqplote lunches in Michigan and Ohio, average oilk oonsun^tion per 

student per day ess higher in elementary than in high schools. UoHevar, 

in schools serving completa lui»:hes and milk alone in Michigan and Chicago, 

the reverse saemd to be true. There sere limitations to these data be~ 

caiise the number of Junior high schools and high schools Included in the 

study was small and most of these schools were larger than the elementary 

Bchoole.^^ 

In St. Louis when the Special Milk Program was placed in operation, 

the grada level of pupils did not appear to affect average milk consu^p-
9R 

tion per 6tu<tent per day In a consistent manner. 

Jennie Bell included grades one through four. During March, 1^56 

average milk con8ui^>tion per student per day for Jennie Bell, which was 

on both the National School Liusoh Program and the Special Milk Program, 

was 0.96 half«pint. For othar Tennessee schools on both programs it was 

0.92 half-pint.'29 Thus Jennie Bell, which was a low grade level elsmentaxy 

school, had higher than average sdlk consumption per student per day. 

2^md., p. l»9. 
^^S. W. Williams, a^., joj^. cit., p. 33. 

^^Agricultural Marketing Service, oit., p. 8. 

L. Downen, Consumption of Milk in Texamssee Schools, March. 
X956. cit., pp. 1i9-55I 
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Rural or Urban School 

After the Special MLlk Prograia went into operation in Tennessee« 

rural schools expez*ienced greater ixicreases in average nilk consumption 

per student per day than did urban or urban-rural schools 

Jennie Bell was an urban school# As was stated abovsj average 

alXk consiOBption per student per day for Jennie Bell was higher, during 

March, 1^56, than the State average for schools on both the National School 

Lunch Program and the Special Milk Prograa# 

jf 

4' 
t 

r 

L« Dowjaen, "Pricing of Milk in Tenneasea Schools," op# clt#, 
P* lU* 
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I CHAPTER VI 

f SUHMART 

Tb» l0gl8latiTe boginning of Federal assistanoe to aohool lunoh 

prograaa was In 1933 with the passage of the Federal Riaergenc^ Relief 

Act of 1933.^ Bae Agricultural Adjustnent Act of 1935 provided for duties 

collected under the custone lews to be used for diverting products and 

2 
comodities "from the notraal ohannels of trade and coisasroe." Part of 

this money was used for aid to the school limch progrsas. 

The National School Lunoh Program originated with the passage of 

the National School Lunch Act in 19U6«^ The Speoial Hilk ?r<%ram was 

established in 195U by wn amendment to the Agricultural Adjustment Aot of 

19k9*^ Boidi of these programs provide for Fsderal rsiaburseaent for a 
part of the cost of milk sold to children in noi^rofit schools1 and the 

Special Milk Program provides for reimbursement for a part of the cost of 

milIf sold to children in nonprofit institutions devoted to the care and 

%eventy«third Congress of the United States, United States Stat 
utes at Large, Vol. US, Part 1, Public Acts and Resolutions (Mashington) 
Government Printing Office, 193h}» Public Law No. X5f pp» SS-SS* 

^Seventy-tiiird Congress of the United States, 0£. cit«. Public 
Law No* 320, p. 77h* 

%eventy-ninth Congress of the United States, United States Stat 
utes at Large, Vol* 60, Part 1, Public Laws and Reorganisation Plans 
(WashingtonI Goveiroaent Printing Office, 19ii7), Public Law No. 296, 
p. 230. 

flighty-third Congress of the United States, United States Stafaites 
at Large, Vol* Part 1, Public Laws and Reorganization Plans (Washing-
tonj Govertwwnt Printing Office, 1955), Public Law No* U65, p. 
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training of ohildrant 

During ^ 1955-1956 school yaar the expexiditure for the National 

School Lunch Program was approxiaately eighty-two million dollars and for 

the Special Milk Program it was approximately forty-six minion dollars.^ 
Part of the es^nditure for the National School Lunch Program was reim 

bursement for milk and all of the expenditure for the Special Milk Program 

wae reimbursement for milk sold to children* 

In order to get an estimate of the effects of these programs <m 

total milk consumption hy children in school, a study was made of the 

milk consumption habits of the families which had children in ifeanie Sell 

School during tiay and Septembor, Dyorsburg, lennessee, 1956* 

There were 190 families whioh bad children in Jennie Bell during 

Mey* One<4iundred fifty-eight of these famiilies wore surveyed during iSay 

and June and 120 of these same families were euryeyed duzlng August and 

September, ^se amount of fluid mUk and fluid milk substitutes consumed 

at home by these feiBllies was found for the non-school months of June and 

August* The amount of fluid milk axid fluid milk substitutes consumed at 

hone and at school was found for the s^ool months of lUiy and September. 

Average milk consumption per person per day at home for 156 families 

was 0*06 pint or twelve per(^nt higher during the eehool month of May than 

during tto non-school month of June and for 120 of ibese earns familiea it 

WM pint or three percent during the school month of September 

^Agricultural Marketing Service, "Selected Statistics on Opexwtion
of Food Distribution Programs airing Fiscal Years 195U* 1955^ and 1956" 
(tfashingtoni U. S« Department of Agriculture, October 2, 1956). 
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than during tlie ncn-»school month of August* o&usa of tbeso chaagos 

in milk ccmsumption at home could not be determined* beasonalitjy may 

have been partially responsible. 

When the vaount of milk eonaumed at school was added to the amount 

consumed at haiBa> the chaisges in average milk consumption per person per 

day fraa school to non-school months were much greater* Average milk 
/• 

consumption per person per day, including consumption at home and at 

school* for 158 families vas 0*17 pint or twnty-eix percent higher during 

the school month of May than during the n(m<^chool month of June and for 

120 of these eame familiee it was 0*10 pint or fifteen percent higher 

during the school month of September than during the non-eohool month of 

Auguet. 

Ae the month to acmth difference in average milk consumption per 

person per day* including milk consumed at school and at h(»i9* vas much 

greater than the difference in average milk consumption per person per 

day of milk consumed at home only, it appeared that some of the change 

in milk consumption from May to June and August to September was due to 

the fact that tl» children from the families siurveyed stopped consuming 

milk at school after May and started again in September* 

It appeared therefore, that meet of the milk which vas consumed 

at school on the National School Lunch Progrmm and the Special Milk Pro 

gram was in addition to, and not substituted for, milk which normally 

would have been consomed at h<»ie. 

n)e monthly incomes of 129 of the 158 families which were surveyed 

during May were obtained* For these 129 families it was found that for 

each ten dollar increase in monthly per capita Inoome, there was an asso-
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elated increase of 0*035 pint in average milk consumption per person per 

day at home. 

Assuming a straight line relationship, the inco»B elasticity of 

demand for these 129 families during May, 1956 was ̂ 0*272* 

The number of persons in the family for each of the 156 families 

surveyed during May was correlated with the average milk consus^tion per 

person per day at home for the family. It was found that for each iaerease 

in family else of one person, there was a decrease of approKiiBately 0*10 

pint in average milk consumption per person per day at hoiM duzlng May* 
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Tg.iaiig5;aRR 

Gozi8tu^>tlon of HlXk in Horass idtdi Childron in School 

May Schadule No, ^ 

lnter\rieiMr 

1, Kim 

2, Addresi 

3, Ifurabsr of peraons living in household in May 1956i 
Total number . 
Pre-school children ,boy# ,girl# » 
School children, grades l-h » boys , girla 
School children, grades 5-8 , boys girls 

Name of school 
School children, grades 9-12 boys girls 

Haae of school 

Adults (persons no longer in school) ,men , 

It, Bo your children usually - com home trm school for lunch 

take lunch with milk i take lunch uid btgr milk i buy 

lunch at school , 

5, Did you have a con during May? « 

6, Did you buy UBf milk from a neighbor during iiay? .Hon ouaoh? 

7, Did you buy aay milk for hem use during May 1956 from a store? 

Bam of store Addmss 

of store Address 

3, Did you have milk delivered by a dairy for horn use during 

May 1956? . 

of dairy 

Bam of dairy 
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Household purchases of tailk In ̂ 1956. 
t Size of iBelivered to HoioetPurci^ed at Store 

Item ( Container t class : Paper t Olaes t Paper 
Sweet Whole Milk tqt, t t i t 

(Homo*, Std*, ti/2 gal, t t t t 

jSxtra Rich) tgal. t i t t 

Buttez^ik iqt. t t t t 

(Plain or creamed) iV2 gal* t t t t 

tgal. i 1 t t 

Otibar iiilk tqt. t 1 t t 

(Skim, Choc,, tX/2 gal, t t t 1 

Fortified) tgal. t t t t 

10* Did you use any fluid milk substitutes in Hay? 
t ; Size of Package t Percentage 

Item {Number of Unitst or Container {Used for Drinking 
{ {fall can i 

Evapwated or { t(ljb 1/2 OS,) t 
canned milk ; tSmall can 1 

{ t(6 OS.) 1 
{ t t 

Dried whole milk { t 1 

{ 1 t 

Non-fat-dry i t t 

milk-solids t t t 

t t 1 

11. Were there engr unusual events during May, such as vacations, that 

would have infliranoed your nilk purchases? Describe 

12* Household incoaie braciset (taks^homd p«or)t 

Dollars per month; 

Under $50 $250 -|299 

$50• $99 _____ 1300 -|3lt9 

IIDO * $lli9 1350 - $399 

$150 - $199 luoo• 

$200•$2U9 

Over $500 



 

 

 

 

6? 

m»lSS£g 

CoiwuBptioQ of Milk in H<»rs0 vith Children in School 

June Schedule No* 

Intervieeer 

ftuw 

2* Addreea 

3. Ntti^r of persons living in household in June 1^561 
Total nuffiber . 
Preoschool children boys girls » 
School children, grades l-U , bcgrs ,girls 
School children, gratis 5*6 ,boys * girls 

Nane of school 
School children, grades 9-12 , boys , girls 

Haiae of sohool 

Adults (persons no longer in sohool) oen w<»asn 

4* Hoh nuch milk did you boy fron a neighbor during June? 

Sweet milk ; Buttermilk » 

5. Household purohaaee of ̂ Ik in June 1956* 
I ^ize of :Delivered to HoaistPurchased at Store 

Item i Container t Glass » Paper i Glass t Paper 
Sweet Whole Milk _'31: 

SMtjExtra Rich)>i/2 gal* 
Butter^lk iqt. 
(Plain or creamed) tl/2 gal.
dther ̂ Ik ^ >qt. 
(Skim, Choc., etc.) ti/2 gal. "7 

6. Name of Dairy Name of Store 

Did you use any fluid milk substitutes Ija June? 
j I Size of Package1 Percentage 

Item iNisdser of Unitsj or Container tUeed for Drinkine 
iTall can i 

Evaporated or 
canmd milk iSmall can 

I(6 08.) : 
i t 

Non-fat-dry > : 

milk-solids 
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8«< Did you have ajay babies goiog off or starting on evaporated HUk in 

May or June? « Explain 

9* Ware there any unusxial events during Junsj such as vacations or 

visitors, that would have influenced your ailk purchases? 

Describe 

10, Did you (wife) work during June? 

If yes, did your children stay witibi a neighbor and eat lunch there? 

U. Did you (wife) work during Hay? 

(Ask only if there were pro'-eehool age children in Miy) 

If yes, did your pre-school age children stay with a neighbor and 

eat lunch there? * 

12. Will you have a child in Jenny Ball School in SepteidMr? 
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XBNKESSES 

Constuqptlon of Milk in Hooes with Children in School 

August Sohedule No* 

Interriewer 

1* Hernft 

2* Address 

3* Nuadaer of persons living in household in August 19561 
Total number . 
Pre-school children * boys ,girls . 
School children, grades 1-1* ,boys girls^ 
School children, grades 5-8 « boys i girls ~ 

Name of school ' ' "" 
School children, grades 9-12^ boys ,girls 

Name of school " 

Adults (persons no longer in school) , men ,women 

1*4 How anich milk did you buy from a neighbor during August? 

Sweet milk x Buttermilk * 

t Size of tDelivered to Home3Purchased at Store 
Item t Container 3 Class 3 Paper t Class i Paper 

3 : 3 3Sweet Whole fdlk tqt. 
•3 3 3
•(Hcmio.jStd*,Extra Rich)3172 g^'. 

Buttermilk :qt. 3 3 3 3 

3 3 3 3(Plain or creamed) 31/2 gai. 
3 3 3 3Other Milk 3qt. 
3 t 3 3(Skim, Choc*, etc«) il/2 g^. 

6» Name of Daixy Name of store 

7> Did you use any fluid milk subsfcLtutes in August? 
3 3 Size of Package t 

Item 3Nuaber of Units3 or Container 3 Used for Drinking 
3 3Tall can 3 

Evaporated or 3 3(11* 1/2 oz.) 3 

canned milk 3 sSmall can 3 

3 3(6 oz») 3 

3 3 

Non-fat-dry 
milk-solids 

3 

3 

.3 

3 

, 

3 3 
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8. Did you hav« any babies going off or starting on evaporated nilk in 

August? • Baqplain 

9* Were there any unusual events during August, such as vacations or 

visitors, that would have influenced your milk purchases? 

liesezlbe 

10* Did you (wife) work during August? 

If yes, did your children stay wi^ a neighbor and eat lunch there? 



 
  

f. 

n 

fSSNESSEE 

Consunption of Milk in Hones with Children in School 

September Schedule Mo* 

1* Name 

2* Address 

3* How much siieet milk did you get each seek frm someone from country 
during September? gallons. Buttermilk? gallons^ 

1). Holt much sveet milk, buttermilk, and chocolate milk did you b^y from 
store or milk man each tteek during September? 

t Size of : Delivered to home t Purchased at Store 
Item i Container 1 Glass ( Paper t Glass { Paper 

Sweet liLlk iQuart { { • { 

tl/Z gal. t t } 1 

Buttermilk {Quart { t i 1 

a1/2 gal. { t : I 

Chocolate milk {Quart { { { 
• 

* 

{1/2 gal. • 

• 
• 
• : t 

5* Weekly purchases of evaporated (canned) milk and non-fat-dry milk-solids. 

t ^ize of fackagTl Percentage 
Item NuBdjer of Unite > or Container i Used for Drinking 

sTall can 

Bvaporated or jlUAMLssiL 
canned milk {Small can 

t(6 OS.) 

Quart Sise * 
Non-fat-dry 
milk-solids 

Quart Sise 

6. During September did you have ary visitors for any length of tine? 
Number of visitors Number of days they stayed . 

7. During September vss anyone in the family gone for any length of time? 
Number of people gone . Number of days they were away . 

8. Did you have a baby starting on evaporated milk during September? 

9. Did you have a baby going off evs^orated milk during September? 

10, Did you (wife) work during Septeo^r? If yes, did your pre 
school age children stay with a neighbor and eat lunch thei^e? 
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