. TITLE

N\

»

-‘-__ : , , DOCUMENT RESUNE ;. h
\ ED 111 904 . , C UD 015 453 .
’ S 1 '
AUTHOR Davis, Flora Powvell )
" A Study of the Relationship Between the Level of
' Nutritional Consumption and the Education, Inconme,
- and Pamily Size of Selected Poor Pamilies in Atlanta,
: Georgia. . :
Jul 75 ~
125p.; Ph.D. Dissertation, Walden University

ICE ME-$0.76 HC-$5.70, Plus Postage

DESCRIPTORS- Consumer Education; *Doctoral Theses; Eating Habits;
» Econoric Di'sadvantagement; *Educational Background;
*Family Income; Family Life; Family Life Education;
Family Resources; Pood; Food Standards; Health .
Education; *Nutrition; Nutrition Instruction;
..  .Socioeconomic Status .
IDENTIFXERS *Family Size; Georgia (Atlanta)

v
[N

1' The stateéd ofjectives of this study were to
rmine&? (1) the diS{g;enc s in knowledge of nutrition, of incomne,
of fawmily size in™the upper and lower strata families; (2) the
shopping practices of families; (3) average weekly food expenditures;
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. food expenditures -- a copparison of the national norne méan and the
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fapilies with adeguate money expenditure on food had inadequage
diets, while 77 percent of the families regquire larger expenditures
to provide adequate diets. Pamilies with the lowest per capita
incomes were found to have the most inadequdte diets...Most diets were
below recommended allowances of fruits, vegetablaes, milk, bread, and
c%reals. Inadeguate nutrition was statéd to be réelated #ore to lack
of use of knowledge . than to lack of knowledge itself, and to familz
size rather than to amount of money inconme, . Reconmendations included
that further research 'be -conducted witll these families .regq rding’ ‘

- dietary behavior and the’application of nutrition educationi .
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An Atlanta, Georgia.

f:- mean of two‘gtrata, ﬁpper an& lower, Ul

.'\‘

.'"dlfferent from zero in’ khowledge of nutrltlon, 1ncome, and

.
.
. . R H
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, - ABSTRACT .

‘)

Title of Dissértation: A study of the relatlonshlp between the
level of nutr1t10na1 consumption ané
the education, 1ncome, and ‘family size,

of selected poor families in Atlanta,

‘ \ o . ¥ Georgia. o .
DirecﬂTd by: Dr. Jean Cooper o s
' ~5 ) ' ' . v
Pages qf Dissertation: 115 Words in Abstract: 300 .
] \ - [ B b "' |
‘ , ABSTRACT ’ ,
/- \ . .

2 The purpode of this research was to examine the re-
L] - v * N Ic'
1atlonshlp between the 1evél of nutrltlonal consumptlon and

the educatlon, incone, and famlly sife of selected famllles‘

Eighty-four famllles-were selected:

and distributed by incomes into three strata.

4
A

It was hypotheslzed that’ the difference between the
* t\»\j ﬂ
U2 equaled to,

zero agalnst the alte ative hypothe51s that it would be

N -\.& - - ' ¢ )
famlly 51ze. ' y ‘
The objectlves of thf study were to determlnetn

H ¥

1.

The dlfferences 1n.kpowled-- of nutrltlon,
& of income, and of family A n the upper and
‘ lower strate families; '
, A2. The shopping practaees of families; ,; :
,3. The éVerage weekly food xpendituresr
« 4. The meap‘e@ucati?nal“level; \}\ . 4& ) :
© "T A A
k- 3 '
] .
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. . ‘ 2
5. The differences in the mean weekly food ex-
penditdres compared with the national norm :
nean and,the standard set for th%s study.

THe t-test indicated that the hypothesis was rejected

.at the .05 level of confidence. Pearson ProduetrMoment

- \

J

. Coefflclent Correlation indicated that a relationsh
‘between the three varlables exlsted.
, Analysis of data revealed that although thirty-three
N Iy

percent of the families spent enough money to have had mn ' -

v

. adequate diet, most of their diets &ere’inadequate.‘Seventy—

'seven bercent.of the families, however, would have required
1argergexpenditures to provide adequate diets for family
memberéé Ironically,'families with the lowest incomes per
Acapita had the most adequate dietsln

Careful study of nutritibnal practices revealed that

.

most d1ets weré below recommended allowances of fruits,

\

vegetables, milk, breads, and cereals, and above recommended

amounts of green vegetaBléS ahd meats. Inadequate nutrition
N

!

was rela;ed more to lack of use of knowledge than to Jdack of

=
knowledge ‘'itself, and to family size than to amount of money

4 ]

Ancome. , o BN '

It is recommended that further research be conducted

-

~ wlth these famllles regarding dietary behav1or and the

~ . N

application of nutrition education. \ o ”-
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these'same'skills to insure every famlly member an ac-

—

ceptable quality of llfe, because he has not many families

p,.»- -

have unusual and dlfflcult problems. Efforts to f1nd
reasonable solutlons to these problens should be 1ntens1—
\ } h

‘ts are cruc1al to the natlonal 1nterest.

fled; such,effo

Famllles in the qdern c1t1es and thOSe 1n inner . c1t1es

i

have much in commpn as bas1c unlts. They share many of

@e same types of health prohlems such as dla,betes, anemia, ’

and hlgh blood pressure, problems often stemming from mal-

nutrition. These families pronde rlch resources for
. G
comparat1Ve studles of dlfferent dletary habits, and their

effects on health. They also prov1de avenues to-the study

of other t¥pes of problems grow1ng out’ of the bas1c human

" W

needs for fOOd, clothing, and shelter.

-

It appears that soc1er has been somewhat derelict

in recognlzlng that educatlon regardlng these basic human

] - } . . l
. = ) . .

' I . 12 o ;
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needs is 1nd1spensable to an understandlng of quality living

}&_thp_modern woxld and ta hnman snryxval Aftexr World
* War II, man was winning-the battle agalnst hunger quanti-
tatively. Bountlful harvests in many natlons created -

surplus food, partlcularly in the Western World. However,

€

people in the densely populated poor countrles were not ‘able .

.

to attaln self-suff1c1ency Presently, therefore, hunger and
famine are ravaging mllllons of the poorest c1tlzens 1n

forty or more, natlons of the world.

- . I |

Nearly half a billion eop ‘are suffering from some.

4

N

food, deflciency In Africa,| Asia, and'Latin America
thousands - of, peopIe are dyin of starvatlon. Reliable
reports reveal that people whose cupboards axe full and who
have plenty to eat often die of malnutrltlon because thelr

diets provide 1nadequate supplles of certaln essent1al

nutrlents, Even those haV1ng the knowledge of the basmc

™

nutrltlonal needs often fail to apply the knowledge to the

alteration of détrlmental_dletary Habits and, therefore, 3

fa¥l to reap the benefits of what they know. - ¢

.

,Wolgamotl stated that the road to better living.for

-

mgst of the poor‘families siems~rocky'and_slow. We know

that there ‘are 1dw-income families in the nidst of cour ~ -

‘a

nation's genéral affluence, although we do not'always know:
13 , . . .

»

.
3

1 .
Mabel Wolgamot, "Low-Income Groups Opportunltles
Limited," Journal of Home Economics 56, No. (January

1964) : 27. - _ . . ‘ o

\
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e :
assumption that the grihding economic problems had been, |
solved in the United, States:

»

problems were no 1onger a matter of the basic human nee

-

of food clothing, and shelter. They were seen as

1

gualitative;, a questlon of learning to live\aébeptably in

the midst gf.abundance. All of this time- there was another

2Zmerica'of fQrty to fifty‘milidon citizens who were Jpoor -

. ~

and still are,., .
Continuing growth in man's numbers and.in his con-

. . L -
sumption of the earth's resources has been a cornerstone

-~

of Western man‘s belief in progress. 2

¢

According to Mead,

- made obesity a serious problem for about fifty m}lllon

Americans. At the other extreme, there are many who, fh~‘1

the1r effort not to galn welght, use reduclng dlets or
eat fa501mlle foodé’..foods that are satlsfylng but not

nourishing. Both types of eatlng habits have created vast,

¢ Y

pocketd of malnutrition in the midst of our,abundance. '

strong healthy world cannot,be overemphasized. The asso-
. . : : [ .

ciation of improper diet and malnutrition with deficiency
i s t . ‘. Lt

1yMichael Harrindton, The Other America; Poverty in .
the United States (Penquin Books, Macmillan, 1962), p. 9.

>

2

the Hungry Million," Corn Products Company Encore Corn
Products Company (Autumn 1962): 19.

—

~that 1n the Vaffluent society" there was an mmp 'clt 4 ~"

A

In this theory'the nation's — —

‘Lour abundancE‘and our respons1veness to offered £food have. .

e &

Margaret Mead, Encore{ "The Great Challenge, Feeding .

g

- A
f

The important role which food plays in building a,6 -

i

[P

-
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diseasesk\mental problemsh and work losses is a major

\challenge to our 1ngehu1ty'and our'creatlng a new set of - “'".

food patt In doing so, the aim mlght be to foster
e ¢ " ’
. in pecple, and ;>rt1cularly cﬁlldreﬁ the ability to select,

for thefge

es a well-balanced and nourishing diet from the

;;foods available them. “It_is apparent, from much of the

written literature, that serious problems affectlng levels

v—’

of llVlng ex1st 1n our natlon.'
Secretary of State, Henry K1ss1nger,l in his address
' td‘delegates at the World Food Conference, warned that the =
world food crisis ra1sed the poss1b111ty of global disaster.
In addxt;on, America needs to study how-to av01d mass .

. starvatlon: Secretary Klsslnger linked the food crisis to
" populatiord explosron.
u " .

4 14

¢ The Sduthern Regional Council2 of Afianta, Georgia,

.

released -an analys1s on. hunger which showed that malpu ition

contlnues to be a- ser;ous problem in therSouth. The antalysis

was based on a 1968 ﬁTen State Nutritich Survey. The su;GEM\\‘;'J

was descrlbed as the ‘most authorltatlve descr1pt10n avallable

‘b!‘/

¥ oof the mange and depth pf the problem of malnutrltlon in

4

»

: the United States. The Southern Reglonal Council emph$s1zed

H

the need to, begln hulldlng support for a natlonal nutrltlon

' [ ‘A _‘

_pollcy. . '

L "Historical evidence indicates that man has not found
i3 3 1 a4 -

- . . - s
3 .t . ‘
o 1 L] R LY
r

s s,
LI

e lHenry Klss1nger, Wprld Food Conference (November, 1974).

5?, 2Southern Reglona{ Councll, "Ten State Nutrition Survey"
Department af Health, Educatlon and Welfare, Atlanta, Georgla,
. 1872, T ox




rrved from nutrltlon research useful to people. In ad%p

.

.

diets .of many’adolescents,a ¢ nutritionally poor and that.

dition, dletary surveys .ave'given abundant evidence that'thfxf

‘
1
4

-

adolescernt .need instruntion i nutrltlon.
_’ . /
ThaZe are - data from ‘the Food\and Nutrition Board,of,

.. 4 ¢ a:’_‘.' {
_the National Academy of SC1ences3 demonstrating that severe

general mainutritldn durlng early postnatal life w111 . ;/

- .4,

. affect human braln structure and dlsrupt ‘normal chemlcal
deVelopment. Some chlldren suffer, even before blrth, fr m

poor nutritloh. Later 1n ch;ldhood, a 1ack of suff1c1ent

v - -

proteln may cause 1rreversrble brain damage. it has b'
shown that 1ntakes of iron, ca1c1um, v;tamin.A, and«ascorblc

acid are usually inadequa%e ln the\dlets of poor people, L
‘ 1
" These nutrlents as Well as kllocalorles and protein ‘are

P
cr1t1cal needs during pregnancy, and from infancy throughout

r’y

life. The intellectual" deyelopment of children was often

AN

© .
. . ’ 3
PR
1 k]

l4ilda S. White, ‘"Iron- Nutr;en s of Girls and Women,"
Journal of American. D1etet1cs A'S3 (D eaember 1968), ¢ 563 70.

\

-

2Mary 'C. Hampton, ?Calorles and\Nutrlent -Intakes of
Teenagers," Journal of Amerldan pretetlcs A 50 (May '1967) 2
38/50 , , ;'.: . t

< R

3A Position ,Paper of the Foad and Nutritlon $oard,.
Natronal Academy of Sciences, National Research Counéllq.
1874. , :

N -




, : . . N . . . ‘ ’ Y T ! . !
0 g’. - -*
N . .
6 . e :
V ' '.. 4 ' ¢ ’ 4
LN

‘ . . it ‘ oo
constrained by inadequate nutrition. McGovern, in Qik-.

cussing the need for nutrition education'legislatiqq, stateq -

PRI

that theé problem of ignorance about. nuitritional matters is

certainly not- gonfined’ to the poor, nor-'is it limited to

e
- 3

laymen, since many in the medical and allied health pro-
Tooe e . o .

fessions have had the.exposure to nutritional problems. An
N - . ! /‘.‘ .

. . U

* .expanded program in nutrition has to start with children.

According to White:? ) . ’
Before a solution to ,the problem of malnutri-

tion, dieting, and food' faddism can be considered: -

an understanding of people's actions must be gained.

Only when educators are willing to work within a .

group’s value system.will the information‘be;h ) :

meaningful’ and useful. -

>

-

élausi3 belié&éd.that one of the)biggeét challenges in

N impfoving'diet'quality is that of consumer education abqut , .'
- { . ’ . »

‘nﬁtriyion. Bquman4 wrote that consumers lack knowledgg
about Ehe compbgi;ion of-putritionallf bglénped;diegé and
L . fooa sources: of esséqtiar @uérients.’ 3 o
}\ \ ‘ ,Egmilies‘with low iqgome seem'&isturbed gy the growing
X\\é _‘bur@ens of taxes, by tﬁéir'inability.to copé with tﬁg ;ising
cost qf liv%pg, by loss of jobs, aﬂd by the feeiing’éhat tﬁéy

;\ﬁgggn t control their own de§§iﬁy.,‘All~pf these, to a greater

Pl \

.- N

“

J\lGeorge McGobern, Chairman, Senate Select Committee on
Nutrition and Human Needs, Nutrition Today,! Journal of

\\\\ Home Economics  (January 1974): 24,
. - 2. L. ‘White, "New Thought§:for Dietary Practices,"
Schodl Food Service Journal (October 1973): 27:50%54. "

) 0 3

A.‘S,.Cléusi, Food Technology 27 (June 1973) : 36-40.

,.431 E.- Bauman, "What Does the Consumer Know About o

Nutrition?" Journal of American Medical Association 225
(July 1973): 61-62.
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or lesser degree, impingexupon'the family concurrent . It
! e

is evident that there is a difference in ‘income betweken

)

_rich and poor, and also that incomes rise slowly for the

poor. As a pation's per capita 1ncqme 1ncreases, so does S

-
»”

the cost of lliﬁng. So the poor get’poorer. ,
B 1 " . “a -
o Accbrdlng to Zawack:., there ‘is national and inter-.- - ( .

‘ natlonal concern for the rate of - populatlon growth. It : |
s - P
\

appears that neither earth nor man can ‘'stand many more L

-doubangs of the human populatlon. Populatlon growth may .

create pressures on agrlcuiture and dlffldulty ln flndzng

A

" o ¢

* jobs where unemployment 1s already serious. Most countrles .
' £

d -
- have not developed ways to, provide suff1c1enh food and 1ncome ,

!

>

¢

for good quality of lmfe for all of thelr people. The dbn- ‘
\ 2

J'cept that a famlly'can have all the chlldren for which 1t i .
, can provlde may Qé cruclal in some part of the world The

¢ L) © ! ~

" size of a famlly, partlcularly in the low incone group,

may affect its ablllty to purchase an adequate diet. It i-\\\ .

» ~

1s belleved by Some 1nd1v1duals that’poor people could have

*

‘ia better quallty of life. Lf they Ilmited thelr famlly sxze )

through the practlce of famlly pfannlng and blrth control .

-, .
N, ‘ .
Y v

Famlly olannlng appears to be one way of helplng 1nd1v1dual
famllles to have a better llfe and also 2 way of helplng
the country attala 1ts natlonal gbals.' The Populatlon Re-

ference Bureau2 sa1d that determlnlng\the slze of one's.

“
- N > 2 . 3 . ¥
.
~ - .~
“~ »

’ ‘ 4 7
lApril iawéki, A.&extbookié r Family Plannlng Field -
~Workers (Chicago: University of Chitago, 1971), P, 9.
. v 2Pppulation Reference Bureau} Inc., pp.,l7718. : ‘
he i '\ ~

» - ‘ .
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family had, in most cuitures, been a matter of parental

concern and a dec1s1on beyond the actlve control of the ' '

'_1arger gociety or the 1nterVent16n of government. Wybourn1

sald that plannlng is-a human right,

the rlght to make

common sense of our 11ves,

the rlght of ‘every child to be

manted, and the rlght of mothers and fathers to have the

chlldren for whom they are able to nourish and support.

The 1965 and‘

1970 National Fertility Studies showed

<

that while all socio-economic grqups experience unwanted

pregnancies, they occur most often

and have the most serious

'»

consequences among low income coupleg. Some writers’ p01nt .

out that the problems of the poor are. least understooa by

society and more information'is needed about the way in

whloh the poor live. . '

.

)

o “OJ ‘ ~ Statement of ﬁé/ .Problem . ‘

This study dealt ‘with - the relationship between ‘the

1eve1 of nutrltlﬁlal consumptlon, the educatlon, income,

.and famlly size of selected'poor famllles in southwest

Atlanta, Georgia. These elements were inherent in the B
o

problems of rapid populatlon~growth as it affected the quan-

titative and qualitative food intakd. The famllxes were- f *

* e

d1v1ded by income 1eve1s, into three strata w1th an equal

»
> 4

r

number of famllles in, each stratum,

They were des1gnated as stratum 1, stratum 2, and-

r—

-

1MarJorJ.e Wybourn, Dlrector Internatlonal Progect in
Family Planning, "Family Planning Conference" (Washington,
D.C.: Home Economics Assoc1atlon, 197L) -

-

N
KU 19
-




TG W R Te T TV TV T TR BT T T T T e T T T T T TR LT T T

stratum 3. Stratum 1 was the lowest income level and
stratum 3 wasLthe highest income level. Relationships were

determinéd among all strata of families on the level of .

~

nutritional consumptlon,,lncome, and famlly size. Dif-
fexences were deternlned between the upper and lower strata

families on the bases of their knawledge of nutrition, income,

and family size.

L] N ) .
Lol .

4 ‘ 3 <«

: Hypothesis e

) ) ' A )

With respect to the lowest and highest strata, in the

* .

'area of knowledge of nutrltlon, knowledge of income, and

\

-

_—

knowledge of fanily 81ze, the following was hypothes1zed°

The difference between the mean of the two strata,

AN

upper and lower, Ul - Uz; equaled zero against the alter-

‘native hypothesis that it is,different from zeto.

"« H. : ~U =0
, (o] Ul« 2 ) o

7
H, : U, - U, # 0

1% -
The objectlves of the study were to determine the

dlfferences ins . .

Y

a. ’knowledge of nutrition in the upper and lower . W
.strata :

~ b

b. knoWledge of income 1n the upper and lower strata

Y - P! knowledge oé@famlly s1ze in the upper and lower .
' strata JE )

d. shoppihg practlces of famllles in the samples

e, average amount of money spent for food weekly
1n each of the three strata and* in all. strata

f. ‘mean educatlonal level of éach'stratum-and all
strata . A ' : ¥




e

N

nutritional consumptlon and knowledge of
1nqome, and family, size in each .

nutrition,
Stratum and in all strata

. ‘mean yearly income and the mean weekly ex- ' 'f
e penditures for food of all the three samples ‘ T
: 1n comparlson wi the National Norm mean.

O

Definition of'TerTs as Used. in .This Study

Dlet—-refers to food supplled over a consecutlve
. . . $ s

A
-
-

perlod of tlme. .
ly--means a parent(s) w1th two Or more de- ]
. , ./

F ami Y
and on an L
rd

pendent chlldren, llving w1th1n the same house,

annual comblned 1ncome.» .-
Fammly SLZe——refers to the tot;l\ngfge;,oﬁ\sembers :

/(,llxlng as a unlt in the same house.
‘ Income—-ls the: net amount of money the family has to

. spend per year. _
Knowledge of family size-~neans the family's having.

'\|
s
x
- 4 }

the necessary information to equate family size. w1th famlly

1ncome and nutrltlonal needs.
‘Knowledge of ;ncome-—refers to the family's hav1ng the

L4
o

necessary 1nformatlon to plan and spend the food dollar

s
v .

to.meet the dletary needs.
"$ Dlet cost-—means the smallest amount of money whlch
requlrements

,W1ll puréhase adequate food to meet nutrltlonal
. y
. \

T
. '
.

~

regommended in this study.
Nutrltlonal knowledge-—ls the, 1nformatlon nteded to\

ed on famlly~comp051tlon.

select a mlnlmally adequate d1et bas

Poor famlly-~means a fanlly of fonr with an annual
which is $100 to $1,000

" income betWeen $4 800 and $5 700,

- PooRL

- s
-
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per Yeartabove the standgwd poverty 1evel Y Y

-

Poverty leveb~-1s the Office of Econonlc Opportunlty s
i

standard level of $4,700 per year for a family of rour.

Rechmended dletary allowa ces-~rererS'to the o&blic

L]

/ .
healt ecbmmendatlon des1gna*ed as gu*des for safeguardlng '

the healéh of the entlre populafldn in the Unlted Suates.

-

Week-—ls 31x consecutlve Qays. . ’ ) S .
. ! . " e ! 0

‘ . Bas\v four food group-—ls a tool for measurlng the.

fra

quality .of a dletr Coloe = '.;"

? - ‘ » . . M
. d [ .t IR 5
L4
» . - .

' ? » . ‘e
e "Limitations‘ \ T,

The prec1se limitations of th1s research 1ncluded the N '
» E . B "‘
settlng, the populatlon sample, th° hj%othes;s and ob* g

\Ja

-

X

3ect1Ves, the 1nstruments and the crlterla. The geographlcal

-
*

s ttlng Was the southwest sectlon of’the c1ty of'Atlanta, . i.',
1) ia.f The population sample con51stea Qf Selected poor :

. »

families with specific annual 3ncomes as they vere durlhg‘w

G‘A

September of 1974. The relatiehships between the.factors' .

-,

;ated in the' hypothesis and the\ob]ectlves were measured 3 A

by “the 1nstruments and crlterla developed by the xre earcher;‘
* ' “ J
It was necessary for her to develop her own 1nstrum ts ’

/s,

malnly be¢ause there' were no tested avallable 1nstruments .

whlch she,could employ BT : .
. o ( s % -
» - , \: \ | ‘ * . ) .
s ' The Slgnlflcance of the Study R . p

[} Ve '

4
An urbanlzed communlty in the c1ty of Atlanta, Georgia

was Seleeted as 'the site fpr this study for a ntumber of - A

reasons, the first beihg that Atlanta has been identified Hy

£
A - 1




*

Income Census Tracts as a’ c1ty hav;ng a large percentage of

.

‘,PrOblems related to poverty In addltlon the vast number

ES

0 i, , 9

"of educatlonal 1nst1tutlons/located w1th1n ‘the speclflc'f : w
s

: target area in thls study»need to seek ways in wh1ch their

‘r

resources nay be applled to allev1até some of the problems

$

‘of" ‘the urban poor . Dale Clark Sald that a. newspaper _ R
reporter commented that~despite what some codnty offlclaLS'
and congressmen mlght say, there are people in Georglaswho
work hard for a llVlng but who often go to bed huncry and

have to llve under llttle better Condltlons than those

’

prevaLllng in pig stles. Jeffers2 said that, in’ addltlon

1) ‘e

to a llm}ted recognltlon of ‘the, w1de$pread d1versmty that
ex1sts among the poor there also is llttle awareness of

what we descrlbe as the straddllng behavxor of the poor. We

v *

. £ind that many poor straddle poverty and a¥fluence. A great

u_ L

deal of therr behavior, straddles goals assoclated with

L f

poverty and deprrvatlon on the one hand, and the behav1or .

'y." [
and goals assoclated w1th hrgher SOC1o-econom1c status on

! v

the cher hand. ‘Atlanta is. called the Jewel City of the South,

.
‘ / .,

a c1tz\on Ehe\xove,,proud of its past and confldent of its

i

v

N e

future., nght ;n ‘the midst:'of this pride and progress,‘

hoWever, thousands ofﬂpeople live below substantlal condltlons

‘ . .

1n both thelr home and communzty env1ronments.. ) -

l .’ - 4

1Dale Clark, A Project Five- Reporters on the Clty of
Atlantd. The Shame.of Atlartta, produced by Channel 5,

Department of Ngws and Pyblic Affalrs (November 1663). . . -

!
\ ' - .

2Camllle Jeffers, “Hunger Hustllng and Homemaklng,"
Journal of Hgme Economlcs 61, No. 10 (December41969)°A755.
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. poor of‘éeorgia have

[

.

u
the incidence of mental retardatrpn in Georgla is twlce

I . . 1] ?

' the national average. Georgia Vital and Morbility état;st'

‘shqwed that in Georgia there is a high incidence of low
birth-weight Babies, neonatal -deaths, maternal deaths, and

naternal anemia among the more affluent All of thesg&

.*problems deal quite spec1f1cally w1tn the ‘infant ahd his

mothef. In addition, among the poor 1n Georgla, high blood:

»

«pressure, coronary heart d1sease, stroke,_and diabetes

: problems. 'Castorl stated that some 100 to 1500 persons \die

are hlghly prevalent among older people. It may;be assumed

*

malnutrxt;on and some may be related to a lack of adequate\

~

'amounts ‘of proteln in the dlet . .

v
1)

It is hoped that this study wxll stlmulate and en-

s

cQurage educators, at all evels of 1nstructlon, to in-.

v

corporate 1nto their programs and/or school’ currlcula

nutrition and family plagning. information. €urther, it is

1 educatlonal levels. Presently, thlS anformatlon is

in isolation; as separate units of knowledge.

1

L ' .

v, O. Castor, Hunger and Malnutrltlon in Georgla,
1969, Report Number 1, Inter-Instltutlonal Committee on
Nutrltlon for Georgla, pp. 1-51. - V-

2Georg:ca Vital and’ Morbidity Statistics, l§67.

that all of these effects are s1gn1f1cantly correlat&d w1tn

|




‘
It is hoped that this research will contribute data

© 14 S o
which may be used as base lines for the accumulation of
I

comparable data in other, but similar, communities. It was
' : ., .

intended that the data collected tﬁrough this study would
be analyZEd, summarized, and used to draw inferences for
the imprbvement of the-teaching of nutrition et all leyels
of edﬁcation. If such impqpvement is made, family life in’
Atlanta and America ﬁa§ be gtrengthened. .

L]

N The first stepe in the development of .this research .
problem were draw1ng up the hypothesis, deflnlng the terms,
and establlshlng the 51gn1f1cance of the study. Otheq steps
in 1ts'development,are described in the follow1ng,chapte;s:
zC;riapter'II, Review of Related Literature; Chapter III, Cri-
‘teria; Chapter IV, MetbodelogY; Chapeer(%,_Analyeis‘and .
Discussion of Findings; and Chapter VI, Summafy, Cdﬁclusions,

»

and Recommendations. ) d



QHAPTER Iﬁ

REVIEW OF RELATED LITE

The review of related teratude thch focuseciE upon

+

family nutrition in the Un{ted State rev%aled that ery

few studies have been directed towa
v ,

A
populati&n such as those in¢luded in
‘chapter présents research fiﬁdipgs whilch mal ﬁhave'siéﬁi- W -
e nutrition :
. \

7. S A8

ficance for the development of Tore effecti
programs. The literature presented is divided into the

areas of nutrition and dietary pfactices, foqdd éxpendi—

u -

f
.
, .
.

: Knowledgé alone frequently seems ineffective as a ., . s

tures, and family sﬁée information.

A}

‘°‘Nutrition‘ahd Dietary Practices ’
force causing behavior changes. This may be intricately ’
'interwoven with various cultural and social patterns of
behavior in regard'to food and health. A.few studies

‘. . . -, .f. . .. . ) .
have been aimed at ldéhtiﬁ{ii? areas of misinformation -

about food and health. Cornely, Bigman; and*_Wattél studiéd

U

‘nutritional beliefs among a low- income urban population. -

They found that both white and Negro families had T RN

\ R . N §

'1Pau1'Bl Cornely, Stanley K. Biéman,qand.Dorothy B.
Watts; "Nutrition Beliefs Among a LoW-Income Urban Population,
»’"Journal of American Dietetics Asscciation, 42. (February 1963):
_ 131, o : ' : ‘ ¢

‘r




. . Teys .

K

\' 1nsuff1c1ent 1nformatlon about “the essentlals of an adequate
L

; diet. They also dlscovered that families were deflclent in
. "‘\
‘ knowledge about the four baSlC food groups stressed in
1 .
‘ teaching.. In 1965W Jalson 1nvestlgated nutrltlonal beliefs'

‘1h.and practlces. He found that . subjects who composed the

s
C%fj‘}\'faddlst. sub—sampl had less nutrltlon thﬁn dld the non-‘

L

faddlsts avd were concentrated in the older aqe and lower

~—r” T T,

ﬁinco ¥ groups. ,.‘ o ..’
Y 'ucc;ssful modificatdon of behavior'reievant'to ) - o

on c;rtalnly requires a thorough understandlng of Y

1 the gr P involved Effectlve nutr;tlon educatlon 1s de—

~ 8

' '-. ' chks conducted a study in 1966 on the - relatlonshlp .
T ¢

of food hablts of junlor high. schodﬁ students to depth of !

understandlng of concepts in food and nutrltlon. She found '.a' {\?
that adoleScents need to know more about food and nutrltlon ‘ .
2 " } t 4
' ., concepts, academic aobllty may not always .influence a MY

v
~ . .

erson's food habits, and, adolescents need to be more aware ~
P .i : { b . §

og the importance of adequate food and regular meals.:
T | . * . s 1

’ T -
-~ . . N\ ‘
N

4
!

| : 15 B. Jalson, M. M. Burns, and J. M. Rivers, “Nutrf\\\\ss\e
_ tional Beliefs and Practices," Journal of American Dietetics
\ « Association 47 (1965) 263-68. e -

“ . ‘ - ) A
‘.‘ \ \ . [ v . \
‘ .

Marfon C. Dicks, "The Relatlonshlp of Food Habits of ..
Junior Hggh ghool Students to Depth of Understanding of -

k
Concepts’ in Poddg

Carolina .College a

uud Nutrition" {Masters Lhesis r» NOTTH

urham, 1966) , pp. 15-16.
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Likew{se,.ﬁgnton,l En 1963 1nvest1gated food hablts>ofw140 .

. adolescent glrls aged 12-14 years. Knowledge.of nutriPZon
4 .\

in th1s study was measured by a test of abllltyutO”apply

nutritidénal princj les in th seIectlon of an adeguate ’
B
diet. Xnowledge as found to be poslt;vely related to good

dietary practices. . . Lo

\ ¢ " . )

» In addition to the above studies, Morse, Clayton} and

Cosgrove2 in 1967 made a nutritional gtatus studyjof 422

volunteer chlldren from the seventh, elghth, and nlnth

grades of Burlington Publlc and Parochial schools. They

also tested a group of mothers for their nutrltlon knowledge

‘in relatlon to’ education,éﬁc}upatlon, and nutrltlonal status

of thelr children. They- found that there is’ a need for o

A
~

supervised - education in nutrition. They felt that even an

elementary course would’ haVe helped these mothers Courses .

i nutrition and famlllarlty with foods and thelr nutrlegts

were recommended for the elementary grades. These studles

related to: one of the objectlves of this research and may

point out a relationship between knowledge of nuﬁrltlon;x

. and its application in dietary planning. L .,';"';

~ t N J
_ IM. A.’ Hinton, E. S., Epprlght H. Chadderton, and' L.
Wolins, "Eating Behavior+@gd Dietary Intake.of Lirls.12-14"
Years, 014,". Journal of Amerlcangngetetlcs Association 49 )
(1963) : 223-27. N
. e Lt T & Ve
5 Bllean horse, Mary M Clayton, and Lola deé
Cosgxove, "Mothers’ Nutrition Knowledge," Journal of Home

Economics 59, No. 8 (October 1967): 667-68.
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_fw . Pope investigated the nutritional knowledge and the

.. &

sources of- nutrltlonal 1nformatlon of a seleched group of
ﬁontgomery County, Maryland homemakers through the use of

; ‘a'multlple choice questlonnalre. ' Four de51gnated areas
\ . .

.

' Lln Fontgomery County, Maryland:pa 1cipated in the study'

Rockv1lle, Bethesda, Silver Spr 'and Rensington-

Wheatdn..‘One hundred homemakers agreed to part1c1pate and

. M

twenty-flve were- selected in egch of e four areas. It Was

r

found tﬁat homemakers llsted thelr nutrltlon 1 educatlon in

. .‘_.(“x.
-

school aekthelr main source of 'nformatlon. Elghty-two

‘s oo

v

*
e percent of-the homemakers ¥ated’qutstanding in diet

seleqtlonn The résearcher p01nte out that.there is a need

*’

< L]

;

b
' .

. an agSessment of nutriF

<

g for nutrltlon éducatlon.
ﬂv T~

In 1967, Waye2 made a study (

tlonal knowledge and practlces among a selected sample of

“

1bw income homemakers 1n Ithaca, New York. The gurpose was

to determlne what hqmemakers in the lcw lncome populatlon

\ .

kngw about nutrlt;on, to evaluate the relat nshlp be—
tween knowledge and the homemakers' actuaI’pract1ces in

feedlng the famlly, and to xnvestlgate the souroes of her

N

3
\inowledge in. nutrltlon/ food preparatlon, ane neal_plan—

z nlng. The researcher concluded the formal eduqatlon showed

A} vt . " )” Y

- * L 4 e i ) - - . ~ ;
1y6an Mdrle Pope, A Study of the Nutrltlonal Knowledge

and the Source of Nutritional Information of Selected Group -

of Montgomery County, Ma nd Homemakers" (Masters thesis,
‘University of Maryland, 1967), pp. 9-11. i’

ZDOqu Lauretta Waye, "An Assessment Qf Nurfr1fmonal
Kiiowledge and Practices Among a Seleqted Sample of LowrIncome
Homemakers in Ithaca, New York" (Masters thesis, Cornell -
Unxversxty, Ithaca, New York, 1967), PP." 24 69-81. ;




i

little._fe.lai;_iohsﬁip'tb the homen'lake'rf' pra'c:«"::ices.“ Tﬁese .,

2 éﬁuéies-paréllel Eﬁ?%éreéent stud§(

k;practicg§f "
s * B

~

'Food Expenditures:

Willviams1 conduct a study of foqd,bﬁyipé“p

"'

of IOW7iﬁcpme‘ﬁamilies.in&:méxicus, Georgia.

‘e

. that gpproximétely 75 perdent of-the,shopﬁers iﬁ:

'used a shobping‘list and had a'bredgférmined‘amo

money to spend; Further study in buying prggtiées'

study made by coale? yho iﬁéestiqated the extent of’ij-

ci&gion of. the basic foog groups in the diets of homemakers. .

One hundreq and twen&y;eight mgtper§ of pre<school childggﬂ

;located in a low incbﬁe,_Negro, m&ban,c@mmﬁnity}wefg i@ter-
. . Viewed. Half of éhé'méthers héqueéq taﬁght‘ﬁﬁtrifion;

Food buyihg and EQSt'was consid#re@!¢hg most diffidult

¥
o

aspects of family feeding.. - N ;o i

. . T, . : . ‘< . » 7(’ - - - o
Schwartz'and Dalrymple3 studied high school nutri- )
tion education to determine if high school ﬁdmé\eéonomics-f
. N L ' .;‘,,‘, .'\f ',- - '.ﬁ . .
lshirley Walker Williams, "Food quipg'Pgagtices’of.h
Selected ILow- ang Mid@le-Income Families din Anericus,, .
Georgia" (Masters thesis, University of Alabama, 1973).-
. ® . ) T - v .o ' . '

. 2Margaret,Sue Coale, "Factors Influencing the rosg
Habits of Negro Preschool Children in the Innex-City"
(Masters thesis, Cornel; Univers;ty, 1872y. . -
b . -
3Nancy E. Séhwartz, Julia’r. Dalrymple and Virginia .
- Vivian, "High School Nutrition Education: How Effective is !
It?" Journal.of Home Feonomics (May 1874): 16-17. .

&’/\.
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N L graduates apply nutrltlon knowledge when they buy food.

‘ They found that hlgh 'school. graduates 4id mot’ apply their

[T EPE

o

: : that there%ls a deplorable gap. between what,;s taught in

oo nutrltlon and- what is put into practlce.” : '

. -
. P .

¢ - ~ . L P L -

. . -

e ¢ - .

‘ :. ‘ The~conclud1ng sectlon of thIS review of related, Y |

11terature 1nd1cated that‘health status’ for children born

N ;ﬁl . “to* very young and very old mothers is poor and that 1n~ '
<% * 2

-
i El

7 fants and childhood mortallty 1s greatet among lower social

.
. -_,
' .

~n1ngle made a longltudlnal study of Cleveland

. L terltls with 1ncreas1ng famlly size.' . - ,' .ﬂl"

f
,',
. b
AN R

~

. ¢ “in the” reductlon of poverty, stated'that one of the major
’ . - f "
L o burdens of the poorgls the large numbef%of chmldren de-

[N

R :y/’ pendent on them The preventlon of unwanted blrths would
L . °.  have a substantxal economlc impact on famllles llv1ng mn
1'pov rty., It 1 1gn1f1can+ that pnverty as fo ad - lu lif

percent of famllles w1th two,chlldreﬁ and 48 percent of

fog

. . . . .
. 0 . oo 1 . Do .f
\ - > 4 . " .

) S lJohn H. Dlngle, George F. Badger, and William SC] i
. . Jordan, Illness  in the Home: A Study of 25,000 Illnésses in

claSSes than among hlghen soclal classes.. AR o

nutrltlon knowledge wh&n buying food The studies 1nd1ca§e

o et Family.Size ) S . . ° L

famllles. She found that there was an 1ncxea31ng 1nc1dence

- of common resplratory diseases, 1nfectlons, and gastroen-‘ -

Campbell 2 1n,wr1t1ng°about the role of famlly planning

- \ Group of Cleveland Families (Cleveldnd: yestern\University:;‘;

Press, 19617), pp. 39, 193 . 338.

H

Arthur A Camnhp11 - "The Dnln 5F i

- ) -
.
L

CxL Damily Pz.d.mu.ng in

//t' . \hhe Reduction of Poverty," Journal of Marrlage and the
' o Pamlly 30, No.‘_Z (May 1968) 236-245.
' h-——-—-—-—.‘ .

. J
.
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in poverty. Poverty statlstlgs ;ndlcat d that’. about 450 000

i A

'.-,_"

Gy famllles w1th four or more ch;ldren,,ll'lhg in poverty, o :

would not be at the poverty leVel 1£“d

eﬁpport wereLL;mlteﬂ to three chmldren

. ;‘1-' ,V' ’ ‘. e v’,c

’tlonal programs. Although several inves

v [T " u’

.,.n

"‘ the level.of nutrltroﬁal consumptaon and

i ~,
“"d'..."’& 2 KA .

mncomew and famlly 81ze of'selepted famll es llVlng in the o

. . *
. ”, southwest sectlon of Atlanta, Georgla. o A

) L L e ..
-.'Jo, ¢ . -

5 ,.Ar ‘ b b
In recentjgears educators 1n the na 10n have en- '/////‘

e for good nutrltlon., Among these:famllies wére soﬁgwaho :
'{f were malnourlshed prlmarlly because of economlc reasons. The
ﬁ.4 f acceptance of the h1gh-r1sk 1nd1v1duals in society carrles.

wlth 1t the responslhlllty of maklng every effort to 1nsure

:;the protectlon of thelr health. The response of the
educators to their accountability for the success of the1r :
peéple has often been the offerlng of spec1al programs as

sy .

one approaqh to reduolng malnutrition and 1ncrea51ng tha

Y

»




L]

¢~ . . |
ablllty of‘people to cope W1th QConomlc syress. ‘ o b |

. ’ . -

There appeared to be agreenent among researchers and

~ ¥

authorltles in the fleld of nutrltlon that a. well de51gned

and lmplemented nutrition program is needed. The studies -

v,
. -, -

whlch were surveyed 1nd1cated that such a program of in~

" struction in nutrition, money management, and family plan- i

ning could result in 51gn1f1cant gains in the d1etary

behav1or of famllles who have e nomlc problems.' Althdegh

_there~was a_wealth of educatlonal aterlals de51ghed for the‘\\

lmprovement of nutrltlonal practlce' among famllles, very
4 11ttle has’been de51gned to meet the needs of predomlnantly

poor famllles. Th;s researcher was 1nterested in the

-
]
N .

contributioh'of.such a study to the improrehent of the
quallty of 11V1ng of the poor fah;lles through a new per— "

s?ectlve in educatlon.," . A SR S
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.‘, ) Y ¢ :’~ ‘ . ) 4 . . . '
. ‘. .:This research had four facto*s whi ch are: a poverty

. . . - * -, - .

" 1eve1, sambllng frame, mlngmal nutrition requirements- for L !

. -
. 1] < L

Y famﬁly of four, and a Tow-cost dlet for a fanily of

ST “.four \IBefore this 1nvest;gatlon could proceeo, criteria

N . had,to be developed. ' c ’

’

éﬁ{‘ . . 7Poverty Level "". . . - T

.t e / . .
. " " The off1c1a1 Offlce of Economic Opportunlty (0 E 0.) .
- poverty index was used to. dlStlngUlSh between povertj

}

stricken people and poor people in this study. The poverry .o

-level' index, while not an ideal tooI, is 'a superior >
\ nl ” ¢ LY

measure to income alone hecauSe 1t approxlmates per caplta

Y

. 1ncome. Also, it glVeS the income below Whlch 1ack of

. 1ncome deters an 1nd1v1dua1 or fam V' from securlng needed

. ¢ '

/ . a581stance in food and famlly planniny care.

Agencies in Atlanta,-Georgia use different poverty

. levels of income for eligible families. - All of the
agencies use as a' guide the standard poverty level of 0.E.O.
. [N T | 2N

. That' level was $4,700 annual income for a family of four in

Septerber.of 1974. In view of this fact) this research

" e , used O.E.O. poverty level to determine the income level of

| N i . * v
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families'eligiﬁle for %h%s study. The criterion is an.
annual income range of $4 800 to $5,700 per family of four
or $100 to $1,000 per famlly above the poVerty level income
~ of O. E.O. Atlanta{’These families were seldom studied.
This criterion appears to he a satlsfactory leLSlon

between poverty level income and moderate level income of

families in Atlanta, Georgia. It must,be tremembered that

the purpose of this research was to study poor families'
L4 L ]

with income above the poverty level and yet below the

moderate income level The moderate rncome level is above °

$5,700 per: family of four per year.

Sampling Frame - '- .

Accordlng to the Atlanta Chamber of Commerce,1

September of 1974 the off1c1ai Atlanté Standard Metro-
politan Statxstlcal area expanded from flve to flfteen

counties. Data from the five central’ countles 1nd1cated'

A ’

1. Populatlon of 1,522,800 (1973) o L y:

2. Number households 429,369 11972)j L% R
3. Median family income of $10,695 (I373) ~..*

4. ‘Effective buying power per household of R | A
$13,440 \L&IZ) . .o ¢
4 ’ “ - ¢ A . ; 1
Metrop lltan~At1anta is divided into éensus tracts, ,

" small geographlcal areas 1nto which cities and bountles o

, have been d1v1ded fox statlstm al purposes, de51gned to

i
L4

';r!

) ':- i h‘! | ; i
1U S. Department ofsCommerce Census Reports, Georqla,
Atlanta Chambelr of Commercef(January 1973)

N
LY . » . .
' .




be relatlvely unlform w1th respect to populatlon charac-

terlstlcs, econonic status and living condltlons. The

’ |
average tract in Atbanta has about 4000 res:.dents.I C |

4 - <

. The Clty of Atlanta is a section w1th1n metropolltan
*,  Atlanta locatéd nar@ly 1n Fulton County and partly in
‘ ’ DeKalb
_ Data from the i973 census: - e

I; Populatlon of 479,990 ' .

, 2. Households 162,291 (1970) ‘ .

3. PFemnale household heads of 25,665 . L

- 4.~ Median family- 1ncome of $8, 399 (1972) ,
R 5. Density per square mile of 1,146.4 . - '
PN 6. Non—farm families percent of 99.6.

. g
The southwest sectlon of Atlanta was the community _ . ..

i

selected for thls study. This section was selected because

?

’ lt had . ; -" . ) . ) LI l ' )
, l.” a large percentage,ef families w1th 'incomes
’ under $3000 per year and a large percentage
, with incomes just .above the poverty level . '
e § 1ncome, : . ¢

2. a hlgh concentratlon of poverty and poor people.
\ " v

Accoralng to the oocument Atlggta* Income by Census

Eractsz

there a;e in southwest Atlanta- "<'.2

¢

1. 1&00 fanllies.and unrelatred individuals with
" incomes between $4, 000 and s4, 998~ (1973)

i 2.:yi406 -families and unrelated 1ndLV1duals wit v
incomes between $5,000 and $5,999 (1973, an

3. a population of 13,757 (1973). s

' . , - - ™~

lAtlanta. Income by Census Lracts, Atlanta Chamber
of Commerce, (January 1973)

2Ipid. -

o




‘. « :
’ ) . 26 Ty

ree

The sample for thls study was drawn from $am111es

*0

living: 1n the southwest ‘sector of the Clty of Atlanta,

Fulton County. “The 1973 cehsus tract data - for standard \

P

metropolitan statlstrcal areas of Atlanta were used to

. select . twenty-three contlguous census tracts as the base e
\ .

populatlon from whlch the study sample was der1v d. These

+

partlcular census tracts*were chosenkbecause the -contalned

a, high proportlon of poor fam;llesa‘

The Atlanta Reglonai Commlssz.onl showed7thht within
the twentyfthree census tracts there were famriles wno:met
the crlterla.for thls study. However, it was df%frcult to
determine the'exact number in th;s populatlon whO'met the

3 .

crlterla 1n terms of famlly 1ncome and. famlly s1ze es-

¢ 3

e tasbllshedyfor this study. . There were 2806 families and
. Y .

' :unrelated individuals living within the twenty-three tracts

*#/liﬁ-selected‘ A total'of 508 families were estlmated as poten- -

tlals from wh1ch to select a final samphi. The map in

w # .

Appendlx D shows the selected 31te. Wit 1n thls area there
are seven 1nst1tutlons of hlgher educatlon (four pnder~ _

graduate colleges, and one 1nterdenom1natlonal pro--

o &

"fess onal school, one graduate school And one technologlcal

! \

school) . . ' . o .

. . N
. R ; .

L Nutritional Requirements o ',

e ,
kY
.

"1 Minimum nutfitional requirements for'a family of four

- L : L , ;
4 “ . o
. 4 .
N .
. ’ - s
’ . ’ v

LR 1roounaf1on and Hou51ng, prepared by ‘the ALWanta
Reglonal Cormission, Atlanta, Georgla, 1973.

A

' L .
- . 1 ’

-
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members wvere establlshed by u51ng the Recommended Dletary

s

Allowances (RDA) flgures per persqn of the Nat10na1 Research v

" Council..: The’ recommended dietary allowances are set nutrlent

B ]
A 7

levels that will assure “good nutrition ¥or practlcally all

.

; 1nd1v1duals in the populatlon and allow a margln of safety

3

they are "gher than thg amounts needed by some 1nd1v1duals.

RDA has a safety factor of one-thlrd more nutrlents

’

than requlred for an adequate d1et for 1ndlv1duals 1n the

4 ]

Unlted States except for the requlrement of kllocalorles. - \
. Kx.localorlesw unlhke the other nutrJ.ents of RDA,, are es~ # \

tahllshed at the loWést level for adequate nutrlplon.

-

int e ofrkilocalories; That 1s, per 1000 kcal 'the need

.6 mg for r1boflav1n, 0.5 mg for thlamln, and 6. 6 mgs

for iacin. The dletary recommendations developed for this

[

Ch' t 1, Appendlx D., The reason for the dlfference in re-

commendations was that RDA allowances are. for optlmum

! ) ) adequate nutrlents and,the present study was concerned with’
LY ' : 4 . ‘

a -

wminimum adeguate nutrients.
» :‘ . N . . -
." ‘The ‘diet for this research was also based on the Basic

[N




Four Foodl groups vhich were establlshed by the Unlted
States Department of Agrlculture.' The four separate groups
are: 1) meat, fish, poultry, and aIternates, 2) milk and \
;mllk products, 3? frults and- vegetables, ,and 4) breads and
cereals. :Each food group makes a spe01f1c ‘contribution of
nutrients, that can be traded back and forth w1th1n each
group anq)in some cases from group to group For example,
. mllk is used in the mllk group fo calc1um or it may be
" used in the mea; group for prote1n y The foods from all- ‘ e
groups work together to supply the ‘nutrients ‘ necessary for .‘ s
-, health, maint an'ce and growth . B L

1 - o %

The two dietar standards described ahove were used , = =~

this:research.

*

. .[
" Lowest Cost Diet

e 1

1

determlne the amount of food required to supply the ne- co

ceséary nutrlents and thelr cost., Using ‘the ba51c four

food groups as the standard, tHa four groups were hroken
. . .

........

N {
4 N

n

4

3 e
A - l~Un1.ted States Department of Agriculture, Consumg% )
Marketing Servige Basic Food Four Group, Agrwnu1+nra1

Research Serwice (July 1966). \

\




brought together foods that were enough allke to- compare 1n

A 4
N Ky

prices. . The food equivalents were determlned by those '

_listed in CHaney and Ross' ! table "of food composition, I
‘ It was -agssumed that the families were to purchase food%
from the markets within their communltles. The cost ofﬂ“
food Was based on a buylng guide which assured the level of i

nutrients requlred in the d1et plan( The follow1ng 1nfor- \

mation was used.to arrive at the diet cost:

-

1. United States Department of Agr:.culture2 June,

1974, showed the food cost for a family of four
with school chlldren to be $30,10 per week, or , \'
$152 90 per month in the Econiny Food Plan.

! 2. United States Bureau of Labor Statlstlcs,3 196

gave an annual income of $5, 7OL as adequat for

.

a family of four at the .lower Xevel standar s..

<

........

o
[ e

‘e

lMargaret Chaney and Margaret Ross,
York: Houghton Fifrlln Coupany, 1971), p.
17-1. \

QUnited States Department of Ag}lcul ure, Agrlculthre
Résearch Service, Consumer Service and Economlc Institute,
"Cost of Pood at Home Estimated for the Econ%my Food Plaa}"
(June 1974), . . .~

412, Tables"

’

.
13

Statlstlcs, "Three Standards of Living for an Urban Familx_ﬁ

3UnJ.ted States Department of LaboF Bureau of Labor
of Four,- Bulletln No. 1570- 5 (1269)

4'United'States Department of Agriculture, op. cit.

- \
.
4 . I S
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’ , 30.

\

‘ 4.- Mean food prices taken in two different months"
in the retall food markets within the com-
. munltles used in th1s study, Septenber and
0ctober of 1974 were used in this research.

Flndlngs from a designed mock—shopplng test per-

o ‘formed by- four Atlanta trained- food shoppers

-~

! uslng four different amounts of money and the same

shopping food 11st vere used 1n4th5§,research

e et it e

Information £rom these sources were used to establish

q;a.cost of $28. 00 per week for a famlly of four as' adequate

L
to purchasena minimum adequate dlet for the famllles.ln »

~thls study. This is $7.00 per individual per week.

*

amount of food . and the dollars allowed for each food group

The

1

are shown in Chart 3 below. s

. \%@

¥

. CHART 3 - S
/. AMOUNT OF FOOD TO PURCHASE AND. IT'S COST .- -
PER.FOOD GROUP, FOR A EAMILY OF FOUR -7
. food - Group " ig i% " Amount to Food Cost .
. . : ’ Purchase . < TN e
Meat, Fish, Poultry and
Alternates 7 lbs % 6.30
Vegetables and Fruits . 20 lbs . 7.20
" Breads and Cereals « 8 1bs ' 5.18
.. “Dairy Products’ . 14 qts(mllk) 4.90 .

* Fats and Oils and Bacon 2 1bs' - 1.85 .
Sugars and Sweets , 2 lbs_ 125
Dried Beans and Peas & l1b 0.60°
White Potatoes _ 6 1bs §@‘72

) - - b :”
Total.Food Cost Per Week for Four $28,00
Total Cost Per Individual _ 7.GC

- : & kR

! A\

o




PR In summary, famllles from twenty-three contlguous

. - .Y

\
census tracts in Atlantal Georgla were: the samples for this\

study. The poverty level was set at. $4, 700 for .a family of-’ o -

apniii
foux, The income levels were determlned by ‘the relation-

-

s shlp of income to famlly slze.f A set of income standards

were calculated for each stratum of famllles. Thls set of

~

calculatldns assumed a minimum 1ncome of $4 80& for families

., 'in stratum 1, $5,100 fox stratun 2, and’ $5,400 for

stratum 3. These;strata were between poverty and moderate income.

LIS

. ' o The av age weekly food expendlture was est llshed at

$28 00 for a l& of four. The average weekly expendi~ . -

[ .- . .
ture per capxta/was $7. 00._ This was considered to be

&

adequate for the lowest cost dlet that would prOV1de nutrients

equal to ‘the calculated standards ser for thls study.

~

The dlet cost was comparable to the Economy Food Plan

for a famlly of four by Klnderi with her costs updated to ~\L//~
.'}u foo 1cés 1n September of 1974 ' R

A}

’

£
»

. 1Faye Rlnder, Meal Management (New York Macmillan foe
Company, 1968), p- 270. . ] v -




CHAPTER IV
B ’ . -
"METHODOLOGY '~ =+ o

. .« ?
. - . .

- ¢ . . »

' )

_This chapter dealt with the-proceduQesfused.ln,this

/ study.to'investiéate the relationship’%etween the levelvof
nutritional consumption and theweﬂncatlon,’income, and'f
family size of‘selected families‘who live in the southmest:‘
: seoti;n of Atlanta,‘qeorg{a. . S i
iThe descriptive survey method of research emplé?ing' "
the\usage of a sufvey questgonnaire, an‘lntervlew question-

e

. . . * AN
naire, a food checklis* and statistical analysis were useq.
to, gather ‘and analyze data for thls study. Data coilectlon

- took place over a threeuweek perlod durlng the months.

~of September and Octobgn of 1974.. Steps taken to lnltlaté

- e this study ‘were as follows:' o L S .’ -

S - .- Selection of the Sample LR

e .
v . 'v ~

, . R survey questlonnalre was developed ‘for the purpose

)

of making contacts, w1th famllles to enllst their coopératlon

-

in this study and to locate an*initial population from'whlch
the sample populatlon could be drawn The survey con515ted_

of five ltems. They fvere: 1) name of the 1nd1v1dual, 2) A

o T

address, 3) numbex of chilfren in the family, 4) telephone '

number, and 5)‘§illingness to participate-in the study. )

'Surveys were conducted in the homes of families,'in
\ . .




L

food marketsr'churches, and schools. The oOntacts were made

' by personal 1ntervrews and elephone. Many names and .
._/ H

« .
-4 > €

©, and appolntments for data gatherlﬁg 1'terv1ews were .

scﬁeduled.,

N *

" initial survey. Of the five hundred and. elghy

'approxlmately 301 were ellglble for the sttdy. \A family '

~ . “ \

'was con31dered ellglble 1f it con31sted of four oz more

members 11v1ng in the same house on a cdmblned annual in-

A

come between $4,800 and $5, 706. 'The, 1ﬁcome and famlly 51ze

of the maJorlty of the ellglble famllles Were predetermined..

The 301, f//llles were stratlfled by 1ncome into three groups*"
[ t4

w s

families w1th an annual lncome between $4 800 - 5 099 as

stratum 1, those with income between $5 100 - 5 399,as

LS
u‘

Ty

stratum 2, and those having: an 1ncome of $5 400 -fB 700 as
stratum 3. o : N L . ‘ \"?

’

- - 4

The stratified sampling techniqué was used ‘because of
. N 4 . . . -
its greater precision. After the families werg divided )
into three strata by income, a random sample was seleoted‘

by pulllng twenty-eight families, from each of the three
. strata. The sub-populatlons were combined to form a

total sample of eighty-four families.'

v
-

Y

TheNInstruments

Development of the Instrunents

-
A £




Two 1nstruments were developed and used to collect the

‘s, -

data necessary for this sﬂudy, They were an 1nterV1ew and

&' food checklist. Content valldlty of the 1nteIV1ew ‘was

established through a reviey of literature and selected pro- -’
fessional personnel. Each instrument deteloped was validated
through a pllot study involving elght famllles from the

.

populatlon area used in this researcH The questlons and

/

statements wére read to a family member; if.they Were not

iy

4
- s

clear, they were revised. . ,
To obtain more reliable data, the interview method

1

was selected.because 1t could be adapted to the level of

understanding of tpe.lnterV1ewees partic1pat1ng in thls

inves+igation. ‘An interV1ew questlonnalre consestlng of «

fifty-eight items with thirteen open—ended questlons and

(

forty-flve leert-type questlons and statements_was de~’
veloped. ‘The open-ended statements and questlons allowed
the respondent to volunteer hlS answers ‘and the leert-
type statements “and questlons allowed the respondent to’

indicate the degree to whlch he agreed or dlsagreed w1th

each statement or questlon on a-:scale’ permlttlng a five-

¢ Y
-

degree range. . .

The interview ¢overed background information, nu-
trition informatidn, rand family size information. Background

information dashstructured to obtain data.on‘family size,

v
»

number of children, food expenditures, awareness of nu-

H

tritional needs, last grade the,interviewees reached in -

-




‘ school, and what -the famlly thlnks it needs other than
money, for a better quallty of. life. Nutrltlonal knowledge

»
* N

\ .t
1ncluded 1nformation relating to family dietaryTpractices.

'4:

e
e
.’-, ~

Knowledge of 1ncome 1noluded 1nFormatlon on foods and shopplng

~t 4 v . 0 Iy

,.practlces.' L . ' ) . ‘ '

The second 1nstrument deyveloped was an erghty-four
‘ 1tem food éheckllst. AdeIson s1 concepts on collectlng

dietary data- were used as' a gulde in the constructlon of

-~ this 1nstrument. The purpose"of the checkllst was to

i

,'

‘secure 1nfbrmatlon on the famlly s dietary hablts in the

] R \

home. The oheckllst was developed from the bas;c food

2
¥

groups. The four groups were further d1v1ded into eight °

groups 1nclud1ng l) meat, flsh, poﬁltry, 2)- yel&ow vegetables,

DRI

3) dark green ngetables, 4) other‘Vegetablesw 5) catrus St

fruits and leceS, 6) eggs, 7) dalry products, and 8) breads

&
~and cereals. The selected fqods on the checklmst were *

..
.

-, A

avallable in the local markets ‘In the communlty studred;

,:-* .|~_ o,

The checkllst was, con

-
. e

.;.(‘ -: ) 'c

: Rellablllty of'the Instruments-
PRI 2 -
One magor analysis waS'made to deHErmlne tﬁe re-

L
17, N i [

llabllLty oi the measurlng 1nstrumenth the 1nterv;ewf Three' oy

r He : . e 5 o ’: v \’-, ) ‘. - '_' P
1 ,' 5\‘;t O R .. n K o ‘\_ N - .
.. l . 'y . . NV t ] T
e «.efs F. Adeison, "Some Prohlems in Collecting Dmetary
n:y? “from Thﬂlvzaualsa" Journal .of Amerxcan.Dletetlcs“'*,
Aséociatlon No. 30 (1960) %3, 7 SR S TN

0
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.
o
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weeks after tﬁe initial interviews'were conducted,.a re-

llablllty check was made wlth.elghteen randomly selected

. 1nterv1ewees who partlclnated in the rlrst 1nterv1ews. In-
terviewers were_assmgned to conduct the second interview.

+

ThlS procedure provided a check of ln_-rV1ewer rellablljtv.
As datermlned by the test—rctes- method, correlatlons

Y between repeated measures revealed a score of .96. This
. Y
F

_test sbowed that‘the instrument had a high degree of re-

«

L llablllty. . , ‘. . 1? ' ﬁ‘_sth\\

. -~ ~

U The food checklist was des1gned from the basic Eéba .

:4?.

‘ jgro&ps, therature showed that the checkllst was a rellable
W§; tool for collectlng dletary data.. The record revealed

l"\ R "»" - LA )
. esséntlal 1nformat10n concernlng the famlly diet, pro-

X ’ - ¢ 4'-

B "Pvldlng the best context w1tH1n whlch nutrltlon knowledge,
?;t_ 1ng/)§f and dletary,behaV1or could be 1nterre1ated and, \\\r,

¢ o, ’ T

: analyzei in regard to the 1mpact.cf one factor upon the
’/‘, ‘ RSN .

t)‘
v ke eyl - Yy - U N
Cocalr N s T oy, . W S e
i - wh, - ez *% , 34 Wt - S A
other. pEY : oy Y. e i
, K : : :

“ - -‘-.‘. K 1 o . Y v

IS

*
,.o
PN

hi“fiﬂz mhe ba51c fgur food groups are used as a‘v1sua1 tool

f0r teachlhg nptrltlpn by grOups such as teachers, ex-

a .)« -.u G .

tenSlOT agents, y-classes and speC1allsts ;n telev;s1on )

' ' ’ 0 o

f“.i programmlhg and pfoductlon. They permrt one to obtain a

-,
ra. _1_
.

qualltatlve evaluatlontof a dlet but do not'prov1de Ty [‘&

' ‘e
N ' . % P ~. ’
. ‘0 « ‘ EY

,g..f\ quantltatlve mnfornatxon.. ‘L t.; /,AJ-L. 2"M:\, g .

N The recommended dletary allowances are used extensmvely

. B o
b 'v L
. | - o ,\ it

S

o Ls ym:‘ jJ in plannlha and evaluatmnq dlets Ln the Unlted

Tbey constltdte a- Valuable index to what is. 3ﬁ
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\ .
currently known about essential nutrients. Also,” they are

used as a gunide for planning and obtaining food supplies

for populatlon groups, for establlshlng standérds for
publlc assistance programs, and for 1nterpret1ng food con-

sumptlon data 1n'relatlon to the- assessment of nutritional ~

i .
¥
M ¥

status. N :
ﬂ" C ECollection of Data

A workshop was conducted to traln the 1nterv1ewers.

1

Compton and Hall's tested.procedures for tralnlng inter-

‘ viewers was used as a source ‘of information in the workshop.
" The time allowed for each interview was twenty to thirty
minutes. The 1nterV1ews were conducted between September
and October 31, 1974. Ten 1nterV1eWers were undergraduate
‘female.students.between the ages ofle and 21 years. The
other interviewers were two publlc health nurses, and two
home economlcs teachers, and the researcher.

Interviews were conducted with se%gcted families in
their homes during'their ﬁree‘tine. The interviewers
worked in pairs. One interviewervread the questions and
statements to a family member, and the/other 1nterv1ewer‘
recorded the information given by the family member on an
interviewlsheet designed for this research. Aall questlons

and statements on the interview sheet were answvered. At

1Norma Compton and Olive Hall FQUndatlons of Home
Economics Researxch, A Human Ecology Approach (Mlnneapo;;s'
Burgess Publlshlng Company, 1972), pp. 243- =50.




and served hls family by checx1n§ on the checklist, jn

Clmg _

' i

the eqd of the ihterview a food checklist was left with
the intervie&ees and its purpose and mechanics were ex-

: . . |
plained -to the respondent. The family member was 3Z£ed to, -

keep a consecutive three-day ecord of the food prepared

/
the aoproprlate column, the food served The yespohdent
as asked to complete the diet record and retu i / t the

end of the third day in a stamped self-addressed envelope.

R Two weeks after the return of the three-dey-record

. £ollow~up inter?iewe were conducted with twenty of the inter-

viewees using the 24-hour recall techniaue of collecting
data on dietary practices. The 24-hour recall technique
1nvolved’e serlesfef’Que‘EIons pertalnlng to the foods a
family consnﬁfd-the prev1ous day. It was nons1dered

satxsfactory for determlnlng food patterns and dletary

n'lntake. It was used in this study to make the three~day

dletary data more reliable.
)

Four tools were-used to analyze and'evaiuate the data

on dietary practices of the families in this study. They

]
were the Recommended\gle%ary Allowances, the Basic Four

\ .
Food Groups, the'national norm mean, and the recommended

’

food expenditures per family per week designed for this

[
|

v T

L

study.

Analysis of Data c.. 49
In order to :analyze statistically the data on know-
ledge of nutrition, income, and family size, it was i



4

.
]

*

°and questlons " the 1nterv1ew. The knowledge 1nformat;on

' _ V . ~ (1 1)
ST N, + N, - 2 ) (Nl ) b ’

-t
%

"agree" wereé nverted to true statements, neutra}. statenent:

were, converted to zero, and "strongly dlsagree" and "dls-

A

was converted' o scores. The degree of "strongly agree"/ahdl “
r 3
y
I

agree".statements were converted to fa?se statements."‘

. '\

The analysis of the data coilected for this research . :

o
3 s N -

’ ~ .
employed the follow1ng statlstlcal neasure EON ~_'
. . ﬁ/ N \. . .’-a e 2 -

sﬁf?.’.;'-ﬂypotheSLS T '; S

-

S

~ The t-test was used to test the{hypotheSLS. ‘Zhe tesﬁ~jf_

¢

determlned the Crltlcal regrpn for regectlon'or acceptance

of the hypothe51s at.the« 05 level.of confldence between

the upper and lewer strata famllles e hypothesis tested
was that the dlfference betWeen the means of two strata, .
uppexr and lower, ﬁi 2, equaled zero agalnst the alternatlve

hypbth‘esm Qhat J.t was ‘different from zero in the follow:.ng' ,

»

‘ . - " -
i . - i

. Knowledge Bf Ndtrition
’ Knowledge of Income ~ | . . ,
knowledge of Fanlly Slze ‘ o ‘ \

» -
.

.‘ . 4
-a

,H was tested agalnst H1 by means of the followlng stat13t1cs~
' 'Ul_~ U, = 0. R / ‘ ’ : . . -

]
.

Ve . I -
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, T e
‘ A X. and X
'..Werexla@xz '
ectively, and §i and‘§é vere the unbiased es-

were the means of the séméle from strata 1

«

1,/%imate§ £rom samples 1, and 3, the common population

«
’ LA §

- variancg and R, and n, were the sizes of the sample 1 and 3.
Objectives | ’

The objectives of this study -analyzed -through the .

~

use of the Pearson produét—Moment'boefficient;bfiCorrb- ?5\\
. R ~N [

 lation were ds follows:

‘The relationship between knowledge
the upper and lower strata-

\ The relaticonship between knowledge of~
the upper and lower strata ]

o

Eo The'relatioqship'between knowledge of famély
AN size ih the upper and lower strata;. st

~ R
The objectives that. were categorizeq, summarized,
and eva}uated'ﬂgii.as fpligqq. :3,;'* o ;
1. Shopping‘BEacéices of the families' in the sample
2. The average amount of mopey- the -family spends - !
for food\weekly in‘each stratum and in a1l . '
strata | L v ’ o
3. The dietary practices- in all strata: oo
4. The mean educational level of each stratum . | ']
‘ and in all strata ( o T A
5. Dietary intakes of the familieg in each stratum °
.. and in all strata ‘ M T
6. The mean yearly income of the three samples and- ~ =
~ "the weekly expenditures for food per week'with ’
the national norms mean and the criterion
. measures for the study,. . - ¢ - . . o .
7. DNutritional consumption and knowledge of .
nutrition, income, and family size compared.

ST A .

*

y .

J‘r

A\

*'~&5b €xamine the
reiationship between the';gyel of nutrftidnal'conSumption

. - ALt . . eoaw

. : h )
o . ¢ '




a'selected

» 2

+fand the educatlou‘ income, and ffhlly s17L o

v

s saﬂple of poor famllles in Atlaqta, Georgla. In order to

o

accompllsh thls purpose, 1querv{ews and foo

o

checkllsts data

. {
/ .
were analyzed interpreted, add utilized ln,ldentigying the

[

-

nutritiopal problems and needs of selected families in the

/// \\\\\ study population. . . e : ' '

P

1 Data for the study wete\collected from famifies in

. the southwest sectlon oz Atlanta, Georgla. The subJects

» ¢ 0

of thls study vere famllles whoxkaq’lncomes os $1Q\\f9' A
/ $1000 above the poverty 1eve1 of '4\700 per year fo )

.

! family of four, in’ September»of 1974 ﬁElghty-four !

Qg‘ famllles WEre used in the study sample//”mhe data were

statlstlcally analyzed and used for the gurposes\of thls.

L H
- hd ~ <

* research LT : - c ‘ \Q>\\\ Co
1"L - ! : "‘ / T ' .. -

N
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L RN ‘g&“,. . , .

: o " The famllles were dlvided 1ntof€hree strata by in- ’.‘.'
1;"': come levels. They\were referred to in t&is study as stratum
‘.",:'. o . . . 7}"«‘ . .

N . . Search follows.

- ¢ . * 0

. ' ANALYSIS| AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS = -~ |

’ [y

.
’ * . . ~

. L. oo e
! : ) This chapt presents an analg51s of the data and a

discussion of the findings. " The analys1s and dlscuss1on

s

. P
were concerned with the characterlstic of the samble, -

[ - .

and the results of the ﬁzndlngs from the intervrews and

. . ',‘ . .o . \ r
‘.. . ' checklisks. .

i -

was based on 1nterv1ews,of elghty—four families and a food f

Y il

f. o checkllst from eight; two famllles llving in Atlanta, s

< [ Y -

'_, LT Georgia. The~present study used as its popul"lon for

1nqu1ry famllles from a low 1ncome secthn of a

‘.
N

f ’ commun;ty. ghe sample was selected by using the prop tlonal

L . >~ 1

stratified si ple random techq1que from a populat

v

"consists df approx1mately 508 famllles.

1, stradhm 2, and stratum 3. The flndlngs from this re~

- . ' . . ST
L4 N ’

AU : . : . )
hd oo . *

o . . 3 ~

! L .

o . e Characterlstlcs of the Samgjg N }‘

Elghty—four wage earning‘famllle were, selected from

a pdpulatlon of mlxed ethnic groups,llving in the southwest

sectlon of the City of Atlanta Georgla. The' families were

. » -~
. . I -
v . + . ‘ .
.
, : Y] C et ~ 42 N N | "
. b . . " .
“

. Ve
. N B . . .
. .

o © 7 The empirical eﬁidende presentei in this analysis ‘/.
v . - . - ’” \ .




V/ . considered as poor, h v1ng annual 1ncomes bétneen{;4;900q

- “and $5 700 to suppoxt four.or‘more members.' These faml;ies [

that the familijs exhibi an' interest and concern about

the purposes'of'this study. When the were asked about

1nd1cated a de51re to eturn to school. None of the,

\ famllles refused to be ink rviewed and none of them reinsed ‘
) \d_ to keep the three-day food checkllst. However, only ‘ /‘

. \ elghty—two famllles, 97 percent, returned the food check— o
e — list. ) ? . | {

. . . ‘-4 Ceow ':A ’ ! . .
AL . , o . | /.
o . . Interview Data . *

. General'fnformation

. VS )
4 | . .~ Data ;n—ﬂable 1, page . 44,and Figure 1, ,page 45, in~

‘dlcated‘that there were eighty~four famllles in this stﬁdy,

L\\ Lo twentyqelght in each of the three,stra ; The average

«
':,ffamlly size was five members. An anal 51s of the .data .

[4

revealed that. the mean grade reacghed. : as 10.93.

. o Onﬁv six 1nterv1ewees obtalned 1ess than a hi .school

-,b .« [

educatlon, thlrty—two attended hlgh school thlrty—four SRR

completed\hlgh school, and twelve attended college from

.

one to tﬁ% years. The. 1mportance of the famlly educatlonal

1evel Jhas been noted repeatedly-ln consumer behavior. How-
- x '

A}

ever, -in Lhis stu ay, related cIaLaF

Y \

-nad e, i~ b o
teristics wele note im

‘. (% N -0 1 S
. .

s ¢ portant than. years of SChoollngu b in this study show

v s
- —
. \

N .
" ¢ ‘. :‘ —-— 5 !
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oW

‘that family 1ncome did not 1ncrease con51stently w1th the
L increased number of years spent 1n school The dlstrl-

. bution of families by educat;on showed an qyen prOportaon« .
k4

of all grade 1evels in each stratum.v of the famllles studled

» ?
~ ‘ v

40 percent of them went to the lzth grade in school 14

’
~ - 4

/. percent went to college. . T
As was 1nd1cated in Table 2, page 47,,the mean.weekly
expendlture by all Families for food was $35 60 for a famlly

» of flve. Families in.stratum 1 spent $33.39 per week foxr

<

food, those in stratum 2 spent $34.43, and those.in

C stratum 3 spent $39.08 per week for food. The averagé\ o

S T
~ *

per gap}ta expenditure for food per week was $7.12. ‘This .
N . 0 7 N

LR

. * A %
. .. was about 16 percent lower than.the national per capita

average repqrted by the Unitefl States - Department of Agrl-

s culture through 1ts Economic Research Serv1ce 1n May of

-~

.

1974, and about one percent higher than the crlterlon s7t

for this study.. An expendlture of $7.00 per individual

’

per ‘week for food was used as the standard against whlch

‘ &

the families in this study were measured. It should be
- rememhered that the standard set for this 'study was
. " made in éeptember‘and October.of 1974, and it wouldvvary\'
\‘L injdifferent geographieal areas and  in’ different eras:l

According tef the standard set, families in stratum’3

¢

spent sufficient amounts.of money for food to havé an
aﬁorp‘mte Aiet. F‘am‘i'l'in_.q' in stratom 1 and stratum 2 had
expenditures too low to purchase adequate diets even though

", the expenditures were not significantly lower than the amount

- ¥

A
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required. '
These findings were ilar to ﬁhose of Douglas,1

réported in her study of the meat buylng preferences and

shopplng habltse?f 125 urban homemakers., She found that

the famllles had weekly food expendltures of $40 85 per

"famlly. The per capita expendlture per week was $9. 20.. )

She found famlly size to range frpm three to eleven menbers

w1th a median range of’ income from $12 000 to $15, 000 per

year. Although there were s1m11ar1t1es in the amounts spent

for food, Douglas‘ study differed from thlS research in !
that the families 1nvolved in her research had much hlgher

| annual incomes than thossglnvestlgated in this research.

It is hoped that this study will be a reallstlc approach

4 ¢
to the understandlng of«allocations made by families for food

¥

expendltures because the amount necessary for adequate

nutrition was adjusted to family~-size and current food

prlces. . 3' ,
' . ¢ T " ’ .
Purchases of Soft Drlnks, Pet Foods, and , P

Non~Food Items ¢ , . -

As revealed in Table 3, page 49, fifty-fourr families

L4

purchased 1tems suqh as detergents, and househoid paper ;
products, twenty-seven bought food for\pets, and forty~e1ght

bought soft_drlnks. The costs of these 1tems were not

-
»~

s

1Blanche Jenoyee Douglas, "Meat Buylng and Shopplng
. Habits of 125 Urban Homemakers" (Masters thes1s, Texas
- Woman 8 nn'nversﬁ-v 1067). .
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included 1n thexweekly expEndxture

analysis of data.‘ Most food sho)p

'y
for

nclude the cost of

"
Y e

. market to food. cost.

.
.
. e . .
A (e o .
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.
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-1
such 1tems zn.therr food expenses. Willlams' 1n a study

.

‘of - food buy1ng*pract1ces of lowr;ncome and maddle-;ncome

ﬁanllles ﬁouna that the average %eekly’expendltures for

on-fcod items purchaSsd by'famxlies'ln'her study was

o

&1 16 per person.. Thls was an 1mp¢rtant observatlon, for

some pecple attrzspte all that-they spend in the food

. -~ . .

i s, . ’
s

l’\«_',. 3 i ‘

. S .

A

P N 3 et .

P

se Mg

Knowledge of Ba51chour Fcod Groups

) bf the famllles knew about the basic fouyr food groups or

Data 1n Table~4, page 51, showed that 70 percent

-

sxmllar food groups such as the basic seven. ., These data

.

,prdbably suggested that these famllles had sufflclent
N
1nformatlon about the essentials of an adequate diet.

Twenty—flve or 33 percent, of the families, did not know

about the food groups. ThlS probably means that these

RN

families do not know what is hecessary for an adequate
diet and therefore may not select the correct foods fbr'”

theirsfamilies. More families in stratum 2 knew about the
~food groups than families in the other strata. Likewise,
the families in stratum 1 knew less about the food groups

than the families in other strata. .

' v ’, ‘-

lShlrley Walker Wllllams, "Food Buylng Practlces of
.Selected Low- and Middle-Income Families in Americus,
Georgia" (Masters thesis, Unlver51ty of Alabama, 1972).

’




TABLE 4

KNOWLEDGE OF BASIC FOUR FOOD GROUPS BY EACH STRATUM
" AND ALL STRATA OF THE EIGHTY-FOUR FAMILIES

‘.
»

Number- of _Percentagé‘of Perbentage' Total Re-
Families Responses Each . Eighty-Four sponses
: S pot Stratum Families

No Yes . No -Yes 'No

Stratum 1 10 64 36 . 21

B

Stratum 2 6 78 22 27

Stratum 3 9 ., 68 32 22

Totals '




» s
\Wchoices. T . l

52
However, previous studies and this research showed little

' correlation between nutrition knowledge and good fooad

I
b

Famlly Plannlng Clinics y _ ' {

¢

As 1nd1cated Jn Table 5, page 53, the data showed

that 76 percent ‘of the families 1n this study knew about
famlly plannlng CllnlCS. It was found that more famllles ' /
in stratum 1 knew about famlly plannlng clinics than

the families in the other two-;trata. As famllx income
increased, families knew less about family pianning T
.Clinics. There appeared to be no appreclable differences

in famgly size among .the famllles Studled. Inadequat%
nutritiion may not be the result of a. lack of knowledge ’

'ahout Lamily‘ size as. related to family income. It is
often’ thought that’ nutrltlonal consumption is affected
4¥y the size of the famlly‘ It was obv1ous that the—~-
famlly s demand for food 1ncreases Wlth 1ncreased :

°

Family size. Research about families Showed that family

size 1ncreases very rapldly in the early years of marriage whlle

famlly income grows moxre slowly throughout the worklng ‘career.

Many countries have, begun to see thelr hlgh rate of population

and have begun to adopt natlonal family planning policies and
[ 1 L '

programs. mhjﬁe natlonallstlcally 1nspﬁred populatlon pollcres
l

have as their ichief aim. progress in SOc1al and economic spheres.

From the_available literature, it appeared that health
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; TABLE 5 Lo

e b

KNOWLEDGE -OF FA%ILY pr.ANNING CLINIC§ IN EACH STRATJN
: * AND™IN ALL STRATA OF FAMILIES

.
- . . ~

\ , . . Percentage. ' .- Total
Families .Number of Percentage in of Eighty- Fapilies
~ . Responges Each Stratum - Four - . Respopding

v Families o

'Yes  No Yes -

¢

Stratum 1

Stratum 2

-

',Strépum 3




RGN Sl S S S

health haad always been a cr 1al varlable in populatlon ‘
dynamics. Health apparently was affected by famlly plan-~

ning varlables such as famlly 51ze, blrth 1ntervals, aﬂd "_ . A
’ ) ’ . A : oA
maternal agex\ : '

~

{ - ’
K What the Familé Thinks It Neads for Better Héalth T

. e
1y . .

' When the families were asked what they needed other

-than money to have hetter health 74 aercent said that

. they wanted more nutrltlon knOvledge, 66 percent, better

' / " food ﬁarkets, 65 percent information on how to spend money;
cee T §Orperc %t indicated a need to know more ‘about how to cook,
. : . 40 percent how to buy food, and 34 percent'wanted family

PR * planning information. The families had a more pronounced
. interest in additional knowledge about nutrition than in

L 4 . - ' .
‘any other expressed need. The data.wére,presented)in =

) ) ‘ Table 6, page 55, v - - f‘~\\>\\‘*//’,

»
]
e

T The Food Checklist
I fl:iﬂ . _x'"\ Nutrltlonal practlces and- adeq;acy of ?1et were'~
| . measured by the data on the three-day food checklist and
the 24*hour food recall THe major con51deratlon of: the t'
, food checkllst was the nutritional’ adequacy of the foods
» : served to the‘ﬁamily members7 An adequate diet‘is widely
) accepted as including a daily intake of foods representing:'“

- four basic food groups., No attempt was made in the cgégkh

, Wist and the 24*hcur recall to assess the quantity of

- N ’

S ‘E ods setved by. faflies: -




. TABLE 6

. WHAT &HEfEIGHTY-FOUR FAMILIES THINK T
\ : Foh BETTER HEALTH

HEQ’NEED'

-

) - ' Number of = Percentage of
Factors Responded . Families, Total Famlly
‘To . Responded . Responses

\ — — "‘ - ,-) ]
Better Food_Mﬂrkets \ 56 - ¢ . 67
.NutritieQ_Knowledge 62 74
How to Spend ﬁoney ' 56 ' 67
;How to Buy Food . 42 50
. ] \ [
. 'How' to Cook 35 42°
How to Plan Meals - © s 87 68
. . . 3
Birth-ControlfInﬁdrmatiogT\ 29 35
I d S
. . , ‘ -
A
P 3 : .
- ’ P | /
. . : 1 Lo ’ l,
. ’ ,.&) " /1’ n\ 0
. , : e o '
I‘:"\\ - . . [
/ 7 \‘ P . ° ’
,/' ' . (S -
e / ¢ ’ . . ~




Using the most minimal nutrition measures of an //4/ \ '
adequate dlet from-each of eight food groués?'the three~
day dietary records of"the famllles in each stratum show

-+ selected nutrlents. proteln, kllocalorles, calcium, 1ron,

v,

- ae
» " -

v1tam1n A, 7scorb1c ac1d, thiamin, r1bof1av1n, and niacin
rich foods. The f1nd1ngs showed that meat, fish, poultry ’
and alternafes, the best sources of proteln, were served

more-than recdmmended in each stratum. As 1nd1cated in
B el '
Table 7, page 57, most famllles had intakes of proteln food

!
greater than the recommended allowances. Some wrlters

b] .
have pointed out that the greater the-amount of money in

the pocket,,the greater ‘the amount of anlmal proteln 1n

the diet. Alsc, among the pédr, oné finds a low proteln
mediie

diet that is almost totally lacking in high quaiity

prqtein . A} * - ) - ’ .

‘ Further, data revealed that fewer famllles served meat

on Saturday than on any other day of the week. The'meat‘

e

served most often on Saturday was weiners. The least’

)
¢ . M »
. 3

' popular meats were turkey, veal, giblets, andkport rodst, o
’ U -
as shown in Figure 2, page 58. Most survey data in Georgia ..
. ! .

. : . . /
showed that there was no group in the state lacklng 1n /

protein nutrition. In many of the developed and under~ -

?
~y B

developed countrles there has been a contlnuous trend

toward more animal protein in the diet. This appears to

3
.

be characteristic of a prqgrfssive}y affluent society. ihe’,ﬂ

S 4

three-day food intake of meat, fish, and poultry,of all “:/

eighty-two families are indichted in Table 14, Appendix E.

i rd
., ~ 67
‘ ! - - ) Comee W
.
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. The three-day food intake, by families,, from the
 basic food group bf milk and'milk.products and eggs are

'presented in Table‘is, Appendix E. Milk was served more
often than any other food in the gronp} Cheese'was'

served more often than ice cream, and ice cream more

» . -

-

- often, than ice mllks The dalry products served least .
oftenowere yogurt and dairy lce cream.. Fifty-two pércent

- of the famll;es served the recommended amounts/gf mllk

and milk products. There was a decllne in ‘the numben af. .

families serving milk on Saturdays.' The. low consumpt;bn o

-of milk 1nd1caﬂEs that there was a deﬁiclency of calcium

A

1n the diet. Also, the low, consumptlon o% eggs, a good

* .
'

. source of proteln, vitamin A, and 1ron,.shows these v

14 \ N

'nutrlents to be lower than the recommended allowances.

Table 16 Appendlx E, represents, the three—day food

I*\ »

Q;ntake of .deep yellow and gréen vegetables. Served most
often as shown by the table, were yellow corn, sweet -
potatoes, turnlp greens, and collards.. The dark grben and
velIbw vecetables sérved least often. were acorn squash,

‘ broccoli, and kale. The vecetables setved most .often frém

¢

the cther group of vegetables were'whlte potatoes, topatoes,

blackeved peas, ank. Canoage. Vegttables §erved by most of the

. families on Saturday were pork and béans, white potatoes,

'blacke&ed peas,~and vellow corn. More famllles served dark

green and yellow }ecetables than any other vegetable.
i

-
.

~

-




s 60, o

N P%mllles in the three strata served more than the ° -

- \
\ Q . K

. ' recommended alloWances of dark green and deep yellow

h. . vegetables. The‘vegetables.in this group were the best
d . . sources of pro—vitamﬁn'A. A diet was considered adequate

in’ vitamln A if the famlly kad three Servings of these ‘
' ‘vegetables per week The large p‘oﬁuctlon and avallablllty

of these vegetables and thelr corseqtept popularlty and
. 4
famillarlty in southern dlets mayabe the reason why famllles
» | . t o : .
. SerVed more than the recommended amounts. There was llttle.’ ‘/(f

. var:.ation‘ in .the use of these vegett:/f:ng the strata ) e
) . } > ! LT
.o of families. the total fanilies ied, 35 perdené " ’

v . LA

.
[ -

-

of
. . .\ A ’-..‘]
. served less t:\—‘the recommended alloWances of vegetables o g
o ' Indlcated in Table- 17, Appendlxli, is the thr¥e-day - ..

food intake of fru;ts and fruit Julces by all famllles.

N

A
v . ”\‘\\"

’* ¢ . Cltrus frults and cltrus frtit Julces were served»more ‘ J

t' . often, the most popular belng orange and lemonade. They’“.,
'Uwere.served by 40 percent of the famllles studie@ Fruits \

t

N served least often were prunes, watepmelon, strawberrles, )

:nw . apricots, blueberrles, and plneapples, *There was a decrease . Z\_{/

1n the number of famllles servxng fruxts and frult julces
v r L . N
" on Saturdays. These frults are the best sources of ascorblc “

acid. \ The low use of fruits may be ‘attributed to thelf*hlgh

" —_—
CL cost in 1974. '“ I T; - ‘ 1 : -
PR * Breads’ and ce;eals, the best sources of kilocalories,
' rlboflav1n, thlamin, 'niacin, and irdn were served less than
' ; the amodnts recommended The flndlngs showed that.corn— 0 ‘

*bread was,the favorlte of most ‘of" the famllles in all

i .

. 1)
O . ’ . . , ’ B

ERIC ' Lo - S




X 61
strata and that, on the average, only 53 percent of the,

< 'families have adequate servings of breads and cereals.
), o

Forty-seven percent have less than the amounts required.

. These data are revealed in Table 18, Appendlx E. »

When the foods served by the famllles were compared

.‘.,!_e—--t"”

’

' wlth the recommended servxngs:ln the baglc four food
2 gfbups, It was found tq?t 71 percent of the diets were in-
- .

adequate. Flfty-nlne percent were 1nadequate in fruits,

- 48 percent in milk 'and milk products, 47 percent in breads

and cereals, 46 percent in other vegetables and 4% per—, )

cent in eggs. The average famlly in all strata rece1ved
more than lOO ‘percent of‘the recommended amount of meat,

fish, poultry and alternates, and dark green and deep -

v

yellow vegetables as shown in Table 8, page 62, and Figure 3, .

page 63 .; ' : EPRRER

"

. - Prom’ the standpolnt of food 1ntake levels and per-
centages of rntake below the recommended dretary allowances,

. the neglected nutrlents ‘were calclum, ascorbic acigd, nlacln,

-
-

thiamin, r1boflav1n, and kllocalorles.

,.
L4 ) ’

When the average weekly food expend;tures wer caplta

of the~fam111es ln each stratum anddnh all strata were_

’

- compared Wlth the natlonal norms ‘mean, the collected data
L * }

{ .
as glven in Tqble 9, page 64, and‘Flgure 4, page 65 , re-
vealed that the famllles 1n thls study spent on, the average

of 51xtv—e1qht cents to one dollar Aand eightv-fonyg ﬁop+s

. e .

‘ less per capita than the natlonal norms mean. Also, the

~

. famllles spent from eleven cents to thlrty four cents less

- .

. : K “w ‘ “ . -, 72
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-ﬂthis will'require a concerted effort from many souréespto

)

»

~~ income, education, and dietary habits remains a pressing {//T\

YL 6 / )

4

per eapita than the standard set for this study. The highest

income stratum of fam;saes spent elghtv—two cents-more than

3 -

the standard per caplta developed for thlS study and

L4
51xty-e1ght cents 1ess than the natloaal norm of the Unlted
“Staxes. The greatest use of. the baslc four food groups was
made among the famllles hav1ng the 1owest lnCOmes. There

4
was no 1nd1catlon that knowledge of nutrition, 1ncome, and : "

v -

A

famIly size affected the adequacy of the family diets.

»

The low consdﬁptlon of mllk, cheese products, and
fruits and vegetables was a reflection of poor dletary s .

‘'practices among the families in this study. Overcoming

increase awareness of the need for and essentlals of good :

’ ]

‘nntr;t;On. It was recognlzed 1n this study that the '
nutritional status of the family 1nc1uded more than dietary

intake, and the dietary needs and requirements of the -
‘ T ‘ * ‘1__\\%

families were different.. How nutrition educators can best

provide optimal normal nutrition for families of limited

L]

1
N

problem.

rd

Both from the standp01nt of nutrient intake levels*

and percentage of famllles having 1ntakes below the recom-
‘ .
mended amounts, .the most neglected nutrients were ascorblc

acid, calcium, and calories. This was true because the

. ' '
families characteristically serve low amounts of fruits and
. .

»

vegetables and milk. The foods most frequently consumed by

-~ ' L ‘




all families during the intake period are indicated in;;'

= ' ~ Table 10, page 62. . o o S ‘ T
Table 10 presents the foods:mostafrequently‘served by;"
all of the famllles in this study. The data 1nd1cated that' .
" - ,the most popular foods were chlcken, mllk, sweet potatoes,
orange juice, and oor§bread. It may be said that corn“and
sweet potatofs providedﬂa 1arge'peroentage of the protein ' '-..“
A _ needs of these families. The question wad that of prot_eiﬂ ) ‘

quality rather than protein quantity.

v R A b . ¢
- o . .
4 ' @ v, .
. / M - R
. . A W ; ’ ' <

" Knowledge of Nutrltion,‘InCome, ‘and Family Size B

The Pearson‘Product~Moment Correlatlon Coeff1c1ent was

’

used to test the relationshlp between the varlables of know—

ledge of nutrltion‘_income, and family size of the families

h] .

in stratum 1’ and stratum'3.; The data indicated that a

N

relatlonshlp ex1sted betwéen the varlables in the upper and
\ N

v lower strata families. A ,score of .88 1nd1cateq a ?1rect re-

._‘

latlonshlp between the upper and lower strata for knowF

ledge of nutrition. A score of .82 1nd1cated an above N |

o - . ®

noderate, and dlrect relationshlp between the upper and . y

. lower strata on knO"ledge of income. The data an?lyzed
]

/ 1 revealed a score of .89 on knowledge of famllv size and

‘that there was an above moderate, and a direct relationship
o« »

. between familiés in stra;um l-and -stratum 3.

Famllles in, stratum 3 spent more money per caplta for .

Lood than Lhe families 1n stgltum 1. Also, famllles in®

’ ~

<, - . .
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TABLE 10

FOODS: MOST FREQUENTLY CONSUMED BY ALL FAMTLIES
‘ - ' THE THREE-DAY INTAKE:

L2

RURING -
10D '
{

- B L'..

¢ ¢

, Nu;nbez: of Familiés

_Percegge of ‘.

. ‘ . Families
d D 4 “e !
Chicken . CoLL T 49 " o .. 58 ‘ \
Beef .. . 40 f P ’
Fish T . 38 ‘is;' .
"Milk | 5 88" <
Cheese = 20 - 24 )
ng;s, “ 20 109
Sweet Potatéa_es 39 ; 4 ‘146 - '
gﬁite Potatoes ' s 59 .
Yellow Coxn " 46 . co ‘, g 55\\.'
Oré.nge Juiceé ‘ 3(; \ ' 36 Ay T
'Lem"onade ¢ ) 24 D29 N
: Apples’ ‘ e ; ) . 25
‘Corn Bread 102 ' 120
" erits - I 44 52 A
White: ,’Bre.ad 98 117
/
S '?9-
B I !
‘




B S RN } a . . K \ .
e 3zstratum 3 Epent more than the recommended aimounts per nl
caprta for an adequate d1et and famllles in strattm 2 ’ v
e . spent less than the recommended amounts. . - . -
S Thls research 1nd1cated thak there was no s1gnmf1cant

L4 ¥
' in the upper and lower strata. Both groups of families

T ' dlfference in the average.’dfpatlonal level of the famllles

upoer 1ncome level, stﬁatum 3, spent $1.1 more per person

H “

! ‘ .per weék for gpod than those in strg 1. This dlscovery

r

may mean fhat the famS::js in stratud/; had better dlets

! i thax;. famildés in'stra 1. "It may be 1nferred from the

o

4
flndlngs of th1s research that the expendlture for food

v L

L beared a more posltlve correlatlon to’ 1ncome thdn ‘to famlly

¥

. . \,, 0 W s - N . R
K 512e and educatlonal Nevel., & - : .

.
g \ ¢ 3 . Y ¢

"l TR Perisse, Siéaret,lafd Francois1 complled information

A b

from elghty or more countries across the globe and they

.

found that there was a falrly preC1se relatlonshlp between

)

the avefage 1ncome .ang the nature of the diet. According °

to famlly expendltures for food, f1fty~s1x fanllles of

’ the.elghty-four Lsed in. thi study could have prov1ded 100 .
& . . :
- percent’ of the recommendedljzzghanges of~a11 nutrients AR b,

~ N -
¢ .

N requlred.m The 1nd1v1duals 1n'th1s study appeared to have .

\

' short ~-term retentlon and. did not apply thelr nutrltlon know-
’ 2
1edge. More.money;may not be the answer for many of these

- . .
.« L e e - . > -’ N . a4
‘ s

o - . " N . TN N

. g, Perlsse, F Sizaret and P. Francols, "The Effects S
. of Imtome on the Structure of iet," (Foa), Nutrltﬁon S
| . Newsletter 7, No. 3 (1969): 1%9. .
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It was hypothésiZedr hat there would be np diiference
between the means of the jtwo strata, upper and lowerv Ul - Uz,

“equaled zero agalnst the alternatlve hypothesis that it would

be dlfferent in ‘the fo&low1ng"'

\ ‘ “ .

. \ Knowledge of nutrition .
Knowledge ‘of income o~
_Knowledge of fam;ly‘size , N .
The t-test was used to test the hypothesis. As canh be seen
in Table ‘11, page 71, the analysis of the test scores on fﬂ " ..
knowledge of nukrition in the upper ‘and lower strata famll;es,
‘was compared. The t-test for comparlng the means of the
two groups 1nd1dated a t of ..14, ‘which was not sign;flcant.
‘Hence, the nhll hypothesas L§:! ;: --,U2 = 0).was accepted,

1.e., there was no 31gn1f1can difference between the two

-strata.’ : A ! B - Do \

of 4,

the level of 51gnifiCance"and the power of the t-test and,

.

Vlolatlon of the assumptlon of normallty in the t-test

U, = 0 was shown to-haye only trivial effects on’

3

therefore, was no cause- for concern. .

pata in Table 12, ‘page 72, showed the ana1y31s of thé’”}*/
test scores: ‘on knowledge of 1ncome An the upper and lower
strata famllles. The t-test for comparing the means of the ~
| . two groups dndicated,a £ of -52, which was.not signlflcant.
Hence, the null hypothesis (Hoié U1 - Uy, = 0) wag'zécepteg; ' .

i;e., there was no significant difference between the two
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TABLE 11.

« TEST SCORES ON KNOWLEDGE OF NUTRITION OF FAMILIES
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" strata. ) ’ .

’ i —~~-—-:I ~ i [

V;olatlon of the assump ion of normallty in the t-test

L d

*;//”7 9f H : U T U2 = Odwas shown' to have only trivial effects

4

. the t-test of H 3 U, - U, = 0 was shown to have only

-

on the power of the t-tést and hence was no cause”for

concern. . L ; ] . . . T

3 v

¢ As indica 1n-Table 13, page 74“¢the test scores

on knowledge of family s1ze were compared The t- test for

!

e comparlng the mean¥ of the two groups 1nd1cated a t of

a -
.23,'wh1ch was not s1gnif1cant. Hence, the ﬁull hypoth331s

. *

(Ho : Ul - Uz = 0) aas accepted; ;.,e., there-was no

. te .
. . \ . ‘ . ’ - * * «
significant difference between the two strata, :
o’ | Violation of the-assumption of the nommality .in |

1l 2
tNvial effects on the level of s1gn1f1cance and power of

- ’

" the test _and hence was no cause for concern. Therefore,'

' . . ~

the hypothesis was rejected at th&®.05 1evel of confidence.
There was no aVallable research 1nformatlon related
to the hypothesis in this study. Therefore, no comfa"
parisons could be made. It was interesting to nqte thut
more families in stratum 3 attended college than did " .

‘

" Yamilies in gtratum 1. Yet, both performed at the same

\ .

l=vel on the test on nutrition,~ihcome and. family size
. )

as\shan in Table 1, paée 44 and Figure 1, page 45. The ‘

amilies in each 6% the two strata haé knowledge of the
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basic four food’ groups and both had inadequate diets.
Q ’

Families in stratum 3xpent more for food yet had the most

. 1nadequate diet. - >
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'SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

. N - [3

S N . .. - .
S The purpose 'of this study was to investigate the re-' -

4 T e

1atlonsh&p between the level of nutrltlonal consumptlon and
the educatlon, income, and family size of selected familles

. 1 in the southwest sectlon of Atlanta, Geordia. The‘study

L was conducted in September and October of 1974. The sample

Y

- cons1sted of eighty-four families who- had annual 1ncomes

MY

.between $4,800 and $5,700 for four or mote members;,the

1 ~

" averade family size was five. The mean educationhal level of

’ 1]
» . N v

‘0 “all the families was 10. 93. The mean for stratum I was

10.8; for stratum 2, it was 11.2; and for stratum 3, it | .

Fad

“was 10. 8. Further analy31s of the flndlngs derlved from

9

this study were summarized as.follows.,

Hypothesis - oo : _ .
\ . . ! -e . . ' . [ Y
P . The hypothesis that the difference between ‘the mean o
of the two.strata, upper and lowex: Ul'— Uzhequaled zero

[ ]

agalnsf the altérnative hypothesls that it was dlffe(;ht

from zero in the areas of knowledge of nutrltlon, kno»ledge

.

of 1ncome, and knowledge of" famlly slze, was xejected .

at the .05 'level of confidence. Violation of the as-
- -' q‘} M .
; 4 .gu\sumption of normality in the t-test H. : UF - Uz = Q0 was 4

i}

g " . . ‘ - < '
K \,;' * ) . S 76 ’ 4 -,

F )T ey

» , . . « ]
nd N N an s ~




[P

for concern.

. Objectives

y

Analysis of data’ using the éearsoneProduct-Moment

.. . rd
Coefficient Correlation method sﬁowed'that théere was a

-

relatlonshlp between nutrltlon knowlequ 1ncome knowledge,

and knowledge of family slié/;etween the upper and lower

&

strata families in the study ‘The ana1y51s 1nd1cated that
the thre° yariables 1n tHe hypothesls considered to beﬁ
factors in the attainment of minimum adequate nu

~were more hlghly correlated w1th the -lack" of use of know-
ledge than w1th the lack of knowledge, and, with. famlly slze "

than with the amount of income. The most slgn1f1Cant

"

factor in' the attaigﬁent of,adequate levels_of nutrltlon

¢
-wvas not determined.

-
-

-]

Shobpiné practices of the families_re?ealed that,
whete iacome permitted, diets of the families were not
~different. That is, the dgets were not adequate in quallty
nutrltlon regardless of the food expendlture. Most diets
showed high levels of deviation,from that which is con- .
sidered aaequate. i

 The findings indicated that the possession of know- "’

ledge of dietary needs had no sicnificant impact on ‘the .

cholces of foods elther among those 1nd1v1duals with a hlgh

[EVY

' school educatlon,‘those with a- college education or those-

88

[
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having neither. Most of the interviewees stated that they

knew about the:basid'four food.éroups or a similar food
group, and they scored about the same on the nutrition
" *

' . knowledge test. Data in the study 1nd1cated that theve was

«

11tt1e relatlonshlp between education: and good food

choices. The checklist data supported the fact that the
families did not choose the correct foods for ail adeguate
diet. The habitaal'otoices of foods constituting the diets
strongly indicated that people select mainly what they enjoy‘
-and bas1cally those foods with which they were most 2
familiar. Sinoe there wereno immediate negative effects
recoéaisable to the indivjdual, he pays little or no
attedtion to the nutritional value or long-;anée effects

of his oﬁoices. S AN - -

Families with iaqomes below $5,400 spent 1ess money '
ttan the’;ecoﬁmended amounts for adequate nutrition. Some
families ;ith more.than $5,400 spent more than the recoﬁ-’

.mended amouotst Yet} all famiiies, on the average, had

inadequate diets. The dietary findings were’ 51m11ar among

\the families within each stratum and among all strata of

‘ families at all educational levels: The meanfgmount of

money sﬁent for food per family of five be; week was as
follows: , : : "' ‘ ]
4 , .

Stratum 1 . $33.29

Stratum 2 $34.43 - o
., Stratum-3 $39.08 :

’
N * v .

_The: average amount.of'money spent foxr food by each family




in a week was $35.60. fThe average per capita expenditure °

s was $7.12, L o
’ Families with the lower incomes purchased more fruit
- and vegetables than famllles with the hlgher incomes. 1In

all the dlets, total servings of fruit and Vegetables were

1

o deep yellow vegetables. ‘Most diets werg low in content
on kilocalories because of’tHe low use of breads and

cereals. The low coOnsumption of milk indicated a shortage

in the d1et of the recommended ambunts of calc1um. '

Stratum 1 had less income per caplta and spent less per
caplta f r. food yet, they had better d1ets than ali

families in the three strata Both the mean annual and the

Y mean weekly expendltures for food for'most of the famllres

-

in this study were below the natlonal norm mean’ for the

United States. . o o

. ¢
-

ey

Conclhsien
It}appears that certain concepts that nutrition

educators have been fcllowing in teaching may need some

modification, for the final dnswers to the most contro-—

versial 1ssnes are still ‘not available. The results of -

i this study showed that some families in this research may

-

be poorly fed for reasons other than the shortage of money.
' The rélated literature and findings in this study showed

that many families do not know about or fully understand
’ ’ N da - ’ ‘

on

90

vell below that recommended except for the dark gr%en,and . v
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the' value of nutritious diets and that the food choicés
; they make do not supply adeduate nutrients.

A}
-

e | One of the most significant findings of this study
,‘ , . . ’ . ’ .
B ' ] was that the consumption of fruits and vegetables by :'r

fdamilies in all strata is deplorably inadequate. A com-
v AN . ‘ . , D
\ . parison of data on knowledge of nutrition, income, and .
. \1
’ L3 L3 L3 A' L] - *
. family size with levels of nutrition consumption showed

little relationship among these facets.. Families did not
. . apply what they knew about nutritign and money management;
when shopping for food, as shown in Table 7, page 57.

) . L
Further, this research indicated that knowledge of nutrition

and of income; in'general may not be as effective as it
could be in changlng the dletary behavior of’people. " Data
reported by other researchers 1nd1cated the same hlgh 1eve1s
of dietary deV1atlons-descr1 ed in thlS study. The
f\flndlngs suggested that it was not famllyyéize alone which in-
~ fluences the leje;:of nutrlent,adequacy in diets; 'it was not

,f _ ’ income alone, nor was'it the educational- level. All of

) . ":?2 these facets’ appeared ‘te be hlghly 1nterrelated T
'é£~ ‘}. ¢ The;anterrelatlonshlps ofbthese factors suggested that -
Do .more ‘money may not be the answer to better nutrltlonal -
VLo P practlces among the famailes in this study. Howeyer; femilies

‘ . ~.'.- . T . ¥
' P ._.,;n stratum 1 may benefit from having more money. Families

-

Iy .,’ \;' " 4 ' a" g »
) nutrition and'monex'management prxactices than those w1th,thc ‘
Ll ‘.I‘&‘*‘l

-

wuth the lowest per caplta 1nccme iaieared td.have better

hlgher 1ncome.- However,,lt\was recognized'that none of °
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L, the families received 100 percent of the recommended amounts
of'food " The low cost adequate diet developed for this study
could have been adequate if the expendltures for food were

100 percent of the cost and €he nutrients carefully

'

selected. - : ' .
, . . : ‘&
Using the nutritional standards set for this research,
] , . 4 o . Y - ¢
twenty-eight families could have. selected an adequate diet

‘without increasing their expenditures for food. Fifty-six.

of the families would have required,more money to purchase

“

an adequate diet. The lack of sufficient 1ncone to buy the~

proper food was recognized-.in this study as an important

. N \

constraint; however, in general, the higher the income of

the-family, the less adequate the diet was nutritionally:

Apparently the low income mllles had established a better

food purchasxng pattern than e other families. The diets

of .the higher 1ncome famllles could have. been adeguate if

the money had been wisely . spent for food The highest’
' #

consumptlon of milk, cheese, flsh; and poultryywas found in '

. .
'
- b .

famllles having the highest incomes. - . oo S )T: '

‘ Although there were families 1h this study who spent
encugh money per caplta to have had an .adegnate dlet, 1t .

T : must: be' remembered-that what they, obtalneé/uere ‘the bare

- _ ‘ neces51t1es of fdbd. Also it should be clear that food is

.

’:‘ : Just one element OL good nutrltlon, other necessltles for

life might be missing in the life of these families.

»
B

" Family size may be expecteg to affect the per capita '

vy L]

[
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food hudget. Families with the highest income per capita

spent more money per individual. This perhaps suggests

that families take advantage of their relatively greater:

afflvence mainly to eat riore expensive foods. Family slze,
has.an rmportant bearlng on the functional use of.income.

for food purcHas1ng and consumptlon. Analysis of the data

-

1nd1cated that family s1ze was more related to income than

[y

to knowledge of nutrltlon or knowledge of income. This is

explalned by the fact that the average S1ze family wasifive
and the aVverage food expenditure per week per capita was

v

$7.12 which was sufficient to purchase an adeguate diet.

/Family size probably related closely to food consumption;

habits. : . . ;
H

Knowledge of nutrltlon appeared to have ;1tt1e to do
with dietary practlces. Usually it is expected that 1nd1~
v1dua1s relate that whlch they know to what they do,

however, overt nutrltlon behavaor in rglatlon to- knowledge
was:generally lOW‘ln "all three strata of families. Also,
allittle more money per family did not nake a significant °

(i ' —

dlfference in the dletary practlces of these families. 'The'“

results revealed that nutrltlonally adequate diets of these'

@

_famlllos depended on many factors whloh were unlque to them,

- AT

- ¥

. They varied not only in terms of 1ncome, but also 'in regard

N L
% ~/ i

'to money management, fam11y651ze, nutrltlon knowledge, and

?

other less ea511y 1dent1f1able'factors.
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,(\\ 4 X ‘ L ) ‘£ ’ ) , . . .
. Recdmmendations < '

¥ The analysis of the flndlngs in thlS }esearch dealing

K

w1th knowledge of nutrition, 1ncome, and famaly s1ze, and

>

nutr1t;onal~ponsumptLon revealed information which may be
“, :

' . A : . X
relevant for instructors engaged in develdpmental, cor-

rectlve, or preventlve prograns in nut rition. ‘ : ;ﬁ
: There appeared to b° a neesd fcr a dlrrerent approach ' S

- 1

to nqtrltlon educatlen. Educators, fcraexamole nlght : ‘; '
b

consider’ integrating nutrltlon ccurses.wlth other subjects

9 \

]
and styllzlng the presentatlon of nutrltlon 1nformatlon to

I3

1nd1v1&ﬁal oorsonal needs. Educatlonaludiscip&ines Such as

-

XFOC1al.s01ences, chemlstry, and blg;ogy may cbns1der"\n.-av ‘ | .

nqtrltlon education as aspart of thelr currlcula. Since’

food 1s,1nt1mately woven 1ntq the” fabric of  society, it is.

e

iﬁperative that educators redirect their priorities.to give '
more cons1deratlon to the aplecatlon of nutrltlonal khow= '

‘.ledge by all: people in all countries. . v

-

i A

“There is a need for more research in the Atlanta’\-\\N//A_\

communlty regardlng nutrltlon money management and i
) dletary behgvior, Tnerefore, the next planned step of thls

4 A

S —

research should be to use the flndlngs of thlS investi- . ° T

- “re -

gatlon to devrge content 1nformatlon and.methods of in-

» >

structlon 1n~nutr1tlon for these famllles. In addltlon, 1t

would be necessary to teach,the famllles, u51ng the devlsed

plan, 1ntegratlegtknowledge of nutrition, money management ,

» P

and family pl?nning iﬁformation,‘*An.evaluation of the‘plan

- L ’/
. B . . i .o :
¢ , . 1 . . . R .

wd

*

-
A
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"the ‘classes, implemented in the community, evaluated, .and

'Yeadily available to professions and to the public. This re-

84
- . - 14 "g i . - ¢

would be made on the bases of changes in behavior of the

famllles and comgared W1th a parallel study of the behav1or -

- -

. of famllles from the same populatlon who did not part1c1pate

in the educatlonal program. Plans for such a proble@ could
be devised in the college home écondmics classes, tested in

»

PO

. made ‘available for educational use by other educators.

Interdisciplinary teaching in the natural and social
scrences, in humanltles, and in home economics might be needed
to- solve problems of famlly health. In this age there should
be a high prlorlty on research significant to better dietary

habits.:

All ‘educators in various positions mugt help to increase

the usefulness of research findings bthaking them more

searcher proposes to publish a series of articles in the local

news media concerning the findings in this study and em-

/!

phaskglng the need for contlnued research and its appllcatlon "

-
for the solgtion of family health problems.
Educators must be among the f1rst to anticipate. and

recognize change, and, to weigh the capacities of the family

.

to meét new demands,“and to set new'directions for programs

\

of benefit to familfes." Nutrition educatlon might begin .

" with_ preschool tralnlng and contlnue throughout life. Similar

studies could be conducted w1th famllies in other geographigalm

areas to get a more universal picture of the probklems of

- ’ \

I v
. N 3

. N o - ’ '

3 ' . 95

. Pl ’,\‘ . N “ - .
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the poor.
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SURVEY ; .

"
IS -

I '.
The pjfpose of tke survey, is to make initial Ttontacts

-

with families to enlist their cooperation in a restarch

-~ L4

7’
<

' study. . ’ ’ -

7 .

DIRECTION: Please f£ill in the blanks with the
* appropriate information. ™

e

¢

&

~.1. Name of famiiy membel

' 2. -Address of féhiiyigembef' ‘ o

T

-
i L4

3. Telephone number where family can be reached - -

)4.4»§umber of c¢hildren in the famiiy

5. Can we interview you in your home for this| study?

What séediai dayz .. ., . What specigl time?

reo. .y ¢







INTERVAEW NUMBER - ' . S T e
DATE OF INTERVIEW _ ‘ ’ : L _
TIME OF INTERVIEW' __-. Began AM. .o PM. - Cx

' o0, Ended AM. . PM. .
Statement: ‘ ‘ ) . } ,

qur codpeyation with ao educational research project, conducted by an Atlanta Home

Economlst', will be'greatly appreciated. All interview information received is confidential. - )
'+ No names will be used. -t . . .
Y . N “ '

. The purpose of this study is to determine the relationships be;weéh nutritional requirements, R

A

N fanriily income, and family size of a selected group of families living in the Southwest area of *

Atlanta, Géorgia. The information from this resedrch . reveals .'some "types of food problems '/

fac8d by parents. The researcher seeks to iderrfy some comperable facts, from which methods
. . . e t X , »
of approach can be developed for better (lvays to meet the nutritional nzeds of families.

» . . .

The researcher is particularly interested in obtaining your're;_sponses to some questions, .

Bécause of youk experiences, as a parent who is concerned with the growth and development

N ¢

of children, yoy were chosen to participate in the study.




Genera! ln.ormatrdn .

.

.

1. How many members are there in yc;fr family?

. How many are children?

2. How much of your weekly or monthly income do you
‘spend for food? )

S

3. About how much of your weekly or monthly income is this?

" T sofin
1/3 of it?
1/2 of it?

L]

Does the amount of money spent for food’ mclude soft dnnks

+or soft drink mixes?

o .
]
o

If the answer is *“Yes"”, ask question no. 5

\

.Yesd No O . Sometimes O "

10. Do you know about the Basic-Four food groups?

5. About how rrany cartons or p=ckages of soft drink m:xes
- do you buy each weekd > . .
6. Do you buy items other than food in the food market?

If the answer is “Yes", ask question no. 7 ) T

7. "Is the costeof these items included as part of your weekly )

'expend:tures for food?

8. What arq some of the items you buy and about how much
do you spend for them? .

~ : v
. -

Do you have animals for whom you purchase animal food?

M. Do you know about the information and services of any
family planning clinic in your neighborhood of the City -
of Atlanta?

~

)

&

Cartons_.__.. Packages

YesEl .NoD SometlmesD '

[

f ’ . [ <
~ -
P B
.

. Yes. NoD ~Somgtimes O

.

ITEMS & S AMOUNTS

" Yes0 NoO'. Otherc: .

YesO~ NoO ~

. 1
t s

. . kY

¢

Yestl NoD cherC




“ .)‘

Drrectrons For staterents below, please check {x) in one (1) column the answer best descnbmg

youfknowledge, . .- - '
- Meaning of Code |
J : ‘ 4 S . .SA - Strongly Agrée
\‘ -, 5 » N ‘A - Agree = <
g . e N - Neutral - ¥
* - . <
' . oL N D -~ Disagree -
. 2 [ v ‘ .

R 4 . . M SD - Strongly Disagree .
“KNOWLEDGE OF NUTRITION' RN s gy Thaaree _
Lo . SAA N D SD

. W S «e. %.2 3.4 85
- 12 The health of pregnant woman determines'th2 baby s b=altn -0 .0 a CJ- ) L’J -
13 lnfants have a better chance of survival if the mother is well
nourlshed throughout pregnancy ’ 0
- :;:14 There is somé fuel in‘every foog. | o )
' ‘lE} - Fhe mam food seurces of energy {fuel) are starches sugars \ J ‘
__.and fats. These foods do not build tlSSUGS‘ A a.a o .o0. o ;|
‘16 The bést sources of’ protems are meat, eggs, and mrlk Drv T N
Jeans and peas are the next best sources‘of F profeins, C o o y0 .o o
T7 The pfotein vglue of cereals breads, and vegetables canbe ' - ¢ B
mcreased by combining, them with mitk or eggs. ) oW o a g
= 1& Meat/vegetable stews provide a hughly. nutrltuous L I o
con'ibmatlon of food protern. s - o 0O O o0 g o
-=a9," Whether you are young or old itis a good thing fo have.‘ “ i
d .~ milk in the diet. . Y o040 08 o
A . . ‘ . . N M B
2. Milk i is a.good source of calc’hm e . ] " O o0 o w
21 One good reason for eating dark green vegetables is for .
— . thejri iron, eontent. -, : _ . .0 o a .o o--
22, Aldeep yellow vegetable (carrots, sweet potatoes) can be -
used for a 1 dark-green vegetable in g meal, and give thesame o ,
good source of: “Vitafin A. - - O oo aoa T,
23. Tomatoes can be usécl in ﬂ1e place of branges, grapefruats . ' St
or tangennes in adlet . 3 > .0 0o.c o
24, One way to' make sUre of getting Vitamin B in the diet is.to ) . -
~“use regularly bread and, floyr made from whole grain or L
enriched flour, -, . R N R = T
26; When you eat a varletv of foods you are pretty sure of ge.ttmg . .(: . .
the vitamins and mlnerals yot need. T, .0 o o 2 3 *




. 28 Large quantities of.starchy foads and suga{s are not good
for one’s health. s . \ o

ey

]
]
]
]

27. Body muscles, blobd, bones, glands,"nerves, skin arz made
up basically of proteins, C o o a o

\ . Lot .
28, Proggin is needed for body maifntenance and/or growth from .
the beginning of pregnancy to the end of life. . .0 0.0 0o 0

1
3

< " 1, . i \ N S
KNOWLEDGC OF INCOME
'293.. If you were gnven $50.00 to spend as you wish, you sheuid -
spend ail of it. S c

(I}
a
]
]

30. The bast way ‘to shop is to use a#food plan and a shoppmg list. O o o o o
3 31. A W|se shopper checks the dnfferent storas before maklng

daéu;nons on what to buy . . , .0 G‘ O o o
32 You can cut dowd on cost of food if you reduce the - ' ' oW
quantities of meat, fish, or poultry by one-third and increase ©
the amount of white potatoss and cereals by one- fourth and . ,
still have-an adequate dlet \ ‘ O o o @a. o
- 33, Layﬁe yvell-fkshed pouitry provndes more meat per pound . . . ” .
,*. than smaler onas (chickens, turkeys, etc.) . R O o o o o !
34. Cheaper cuts f(chuck roast) of meat may "have more lean and _ .
. less fat than more expensive cuts {T- bone) and-often give you T W
md're far your monay. ) . oo o a - o+ .
'35, ‘You should consider. the cost of bone and fat’ when,buymg . . '
meat. ) R 'O O o o o
36. Grits, oatineal, and ¢ream of wheat are good food buys bacause ‘.t
they make nutritious teals, ' o@ O oo '
KNOWLEDGE OF FAMILY SIZE - | , . T '
37. -As ,’(amsly size.increases and children grow older the food bill X i
‘ increases as do other fmanc1al commltmehts of the fam,ﬂy O 00 o o
- 38. The spacing of children is smportant to the family’s health .
and Wwell-being. , t O O 40 o o
39. Children should be spaced two years apart.’ 5 .o o'o o o
. 40. You can be a'better parent ty one or-two childrerf than'you « ° ) -
can to four or five, . O 0-0 00
. ‘ ~ . \
: A 106




41.
42.
43.

45,
46:

47,

49,
50.

51,
52.

53.°
aborted

52,

55.

56.
. they use birth control.

) would be ’Planned Parenthood’”

_" .

People can éxercise control over their childbearing practices.

People are morally obligated to limit their family size. =

Size of family is important - determlnlng the nutrmonal

_ status 2hd health of the famxly

Family income should be used in determmmg how large a’
fatnily should be.

\ ’

A rapld mcrease in population leads to a shortage of goods
and arise in prices.

-

‘The standard of hvnng of the people in a country depends on,
the total national income and the populatlon of that country.

An example of a famxly planning clinic in your nelghborhood

s ~

Family plannlng should be used to make demsuons about
yodr family size. .

Family-planning should be taught to all children.

Is it all right for couples to do something to keep from getting

14

pregnant or to keep from haying more children than they Want7 O

Every woman should have as many children as she wants.

Itisall rlght fora waman or man to be operated on to
prevent pregnancies, ' &
b Y

Sometimes it is necessary for a woman to have a pregnancy

A baby born \1‘oo soon can ruin the hopes and dreams ofa
man gr woman - ho rnatter how much they love each others
and the baby.

Fanily planning is a human right - the right to make
common sense of our lives, the right of every child to be’
wanted, and the right of mothers and fathers to ‘have the
chlldren they are able to nourish and care for.

Families can have babies when they are ready for them - if

167
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.. GENERAL INFORMATION | - . N e '
"+ 57. What do you thihk You need to have to provide for your family_ ' . .
' bettér héalth '(‘other than 2 monsy)? {Check items desired. . . o |
C el ' . ... Betwrfood markets + . . ' o
, . L . Nutritien knowledge - ' N
: ’ o, . How to spend money : . -
: ) How to buy food . :' —
‘ o . How to cook ) - ‘ '
g How to plan meals
L Birth Contro! information N
? . .
i , Other ‘
" BB. Tell us the last grade you completed in school. 1
¢ ' » ° s ‘
N . . . \ i ) h "

. Thank you for responding to the questioris and statements. There should be a follow-up on

' thisata lager date. We hope something good will come out of it. ~
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" . cHECK LIST

\

\

Three Day Food Intake

" Directions: Please check, in the apprariate column, the foods
listed. At the end of the third day,

2

stamped envelope..

your family were served each of the days
please mail the check list in the selfﬁdressad and

_

BASIC

FOOD GROUP

v NAME OF FOOD

- THURSDAY
1ST DAY

FRIDAY
2ND DAY

SATURDAY
3RD DAY

~COMMENTS

IS

Meat, Fish
Poultpy &
Alte:r tives *

Boldgna .
Beef

Chicken .

Fish

Giblet * p
Ham ’
- Kidney

Lamb

Liver

Pork Chop

.. Pork Roast

.Spare~ribs

“* Turkey

Veal
) Weiner
Other ..

\

7

/“\

Yellow ~
.Vegstables

4

i

o

-

Acorn Squash
““Butterndt , »
sSqugsh. .

Carrot

. Swéet Potato -, .|.

> Yellow Corn

Dark-Green-
Vegatables

Bell Pepper
occoli . .
go&ards s
Kale o
Mustard

& Spinach. '

-Turnip
Uther

Other
Vegetables

&

Blackeye Pea
Cabbage ' - .
Celery

t




BASIC
FQO

.

NAME OF FOOD

THURSDAY

1ST DAY

FRIDAY
2ND DAY

SATURDAY |

3RD DAY

COMMENTS

Vegcstahlas
(Cont'd.).

’ a

Other ~~~=_) Corn (White)

Field Pea
Green Bean
KidneYGBean
Lettuce

Okra

Peanut

Pork & Bean
Red Bean
Sdn)rﬁer Squash
Tomato ©
White Potato
Other

~

“Citrus Fruits
and
Juieeﬁ_

Grapefruit
Grapefruit Juice
Lemonade -
Limeade-
Orange

" Orange Juice

Tangerine
Tangerine Juice

.

Other
Fruits
and
Juites:

Apple

Apricot
Banana .
Blieberry
Cantéloupe
érap,e

Peach

Pear

Pineapple
Plum

Prune
Strawberry
Watermelon
Other ‘

L -

-

~Egg




BASIC
FOOD GROQUP

s [ THURSDAY
,NAME OF FOOD ¥ 1ST DAY

FRIDAY
2ND DAY

SATURDAY
3RD DAY

COMMENTS

Dairy
Products

i Cheese

T

Dairy Queen

N

Ice Cream

lce Mitk

Miik

Yogurt .,

Other.

Breads
and

yeals
o

‘ Spaghétti

‘ White Bread

Biscuit

Brown Bread

Cereal {Readyto
Eat)

Corn Bread’

Grits

Macaroni  ° T

Oatmaal

. Pancake .

 Rice

Roll-"

Waffle

Other

. L et i N

<
*pd

14
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CHAhT 2

FOOD GROUPS, THEIR EQUIVALENTS AND NDTRIENTS
‘ SUPDLIED

rood Group Food Equivalent , Nutrient
and Amount and Amount .Supplied

*

——

Meat Flsh, Poultry 1 Egg - :

and Liver . 8 0z Milk - ¢ Protein
1 0z (28 Gnms) ‘ -1 0z Cheddar Cheess . B-Vitamins
- Milk . e T ) : .
"8 0z (235.Gms). - = 1.5 0z Cheddar-Cheese - Calcium;

) ' 3/4 1b Cottage Cheese Protein .
.1 pint Ice Milk. " and B-

1 Plnt Ice Cream Vitamin

Frults- Citrus . Tt ‘
A 0z Orange Juice = . 4 oz grapefrult Uuace Ascorblc
(114 gms) . 1 medium orangé. Acid,
“ 1/2 grapefrult - Vitamnin A
';' 8 oz tomato gulce o and Iron

. ‘. a

‘4 0z Other Fruits: = 1 apple, pear, ‘banana, -B-Complex
" (114 gms) ot peach . .. Vitamihs
S , o . 1/4 canteloupe oo &
15 large éherrles

2 plums .

' 10 1arge strawberrles

4 LY

’

.

Vegetables -1/2° tb 2/3 N e
- yellow = 1/2 to 2/3.: cupsb
! L

Leafy green or deéep ' Mustard green .§ " ‘Iron;

yellow Thrnlp greens s Iodine, .
4 oz to 6.0z . Spinach * J*f . Calcium,.
; ] i . Kale - ° N Vitamin A

Colilards - ) . Ascorbic

" Punpkin : o Ac1d

éweet Potatoes e

utternut squash

Sweet green peppers

Cakrots ~° .

Broccoli. '




Y 2 oz (56 gms)

‘CHABT 2~-Continued

v

Food -Group

and” Amount’«

-~

Food'Equlvalent
and Amount

“

"w

- .Nﬁtrient

" Supplied

Other'vegetables
4 oz -
(114 gms)

Breads and Cereals

%

Eggs (56‘gﬁs)ﬂ
Potato, '1 medium.
g

L]

.\

v

= 172 cup .
. .Beets |,
Cabbage v
Green beans
‘. ° Green’peas - . .
Sauerkraut
Tomatoes,
Yellow turnips
Rutabaga .

~

2 ' .. -

-

= ‘1/2 cup cooked grits
- 1/2 cup cooked rice
1 slige enriched
bread - . .
medium ruffin
graham‘crackers
medium biscuit
saltine crackers

U

medium sized baked
potato

1/2 cut mashed potato
'1/4- cup baked beans
1/3 cup corn ,
1/3 cup‘corn '

= 1 oz meat
! 8 oz milk:

.« /| 1oz cheddachheese'

2 oz bread or cereal,

N

(2" square) cornbread

oo -

B-Complex

-+ o)
\
o

S—cdmplex

. Vitamins,

Calciym, and

‘incomplete

protein ’

o

Y

P}otein
fat,
Vitamin A,
and Iron

Kcal, cal- - -

c1um, and

Ascorbic.
acid

Kcal, Es~
sential

and Ascorbic
ac1d




]
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L

.a

Food Group-
and Amount

. Food Eguivalent

and Amount

] X

Nutrient
. Supplied

Salt pork or bacon. =
3 oz (84 gms) |

LTS

-

peas and beans
cup (raw)

Uy .

ot fs

tablespoon mayonnaise

tablespoons salad = -
" dressing
tablesgoons ~french
dressing -
tablespoon salad oil

Kcal

i

tablespoon margarine or

butter

cup skim milk :
oz meat -

’

Particularly—
incomplete f
protein and
B-Vitamin

Y E

L . v
.

N . w
LS BN ot . »
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.o TABLE 14°
. . “ . B .
. ! ‘ ’
| THREE-DAY FOOD INTAKE OF MEAT, FISH, POULTRY,
AND ALTERNATES FOR EIGHTY-TWO FAMILIES

Food ‘ s Thursday Friéay Saturday f'l‘of:al |
7N , : Sexved
Bologna ‘ 5., 5 2 12 .
Beef ' \ 18 6 . 16 4;*E;
Chicken Rt 19 7° 49 "
Fish = 6 28 4 38
Giblets - 3 .2 1 1 4
CHam 6 0 3 2 - EETI
Liver - . 3 - 4 AT
Pork qﬁops) io ' '9 ’ 7 ' 26
Pork Roast ' ( 2 ’ 1 o 3 ' 6 .
Spareribs L L ‘ 3 £ 9 : - 13
Turkey N o 1 1 @ 0- 2
Vgal',l 0 1 2 3
Weiners e, 2 26 35
Other ' - 2. 3 - 2, 17- .

PR




N

TABLE 15

I -

THREE-DAY FOOD INTAKE OF MILK AND.MILX PRODUCTS
AND EGGS FOR ALL EIGHTY-TWO FAMILIES

b

[
“

Food | . . Thuréaay_. Friday Saturday - Total.Served

." ]

Eggs : .30 . 22 33

Dairy Products ' ' ' ’

-

. Cheese . S8 7 5
'Dairy' Queen " 1l 0 ] a
Ici) Cream - 2 4 “10
Ice‘.i\di‘lk T ‘. ‘4‘ - .. 3 . 2 )
' Milk L a2 24 19

1
B
N

“Yogurt | -0
‘Other i R RN S T

. %
S -

92
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. = TABLE 16 - O‘/ , ?
T THREE-DAY FOOD'INTAKE OF VEGETABLES FOX ALL '» C
e, s ' EIGHTY-T?‘O FAMILIES- ' ;
. . - 2 - b . . - .
Food RS ‘Thursday Friday Saturday Total Served
o .-Yellow and Dark .. ' - Lo e ' -
Green Vegetables , |
Acoin,squash. .. 1 P 0 0 1
‘Carrots . 7 ‘2 jo 9 -
Sweet Potatoes . 23 10 . AN 39
Yellow corn ° 22 R 1 .. 46
Bell pepper R 1 -2 5 . 8 - ‘
Broccoli o T -1 1 2 °
Collards, . ® 31 . s 10 36 :
-Kale, : g .1 0 2
 Mustard "\ 2 - T 2 0 '3 A
Spinach .~ ./, 5. 4 4 - 13
Turnip Greens /(i?._ls--f .14 9 - 38
. Other . 0. . 4 1 5
OthérQVegetables —_— o R C
»Blackeyed peas 12 8 13’ 31
.Cabbage 6 13 ~10 29 :
;' _Celexry . . 6 w2 e 2 b o . ’
- White. corn - 2 ‘6 1. -9 o
) Field peas S O 2. 4 7
~ | . Green beans ! A -3 ‘5° 17 .
"~ Kidney beans- O .2 3 6 ’ )
“Lettuce ///H + 13 4 . 6 23 .
. -~ Okra o . '5 5 - 6’ 6. -
.- .. . Peanuts 3. 2 - 2 7 :
- " Pork and beans 4 - .5 ¢ 16 - 25
’ “ Red beans 0 .1 2 .3
Summer .squash 2 . 0- 1. .3 )
., Tomatoes G 14 12 6 32
. -~ 'White potatoe'é\ 9, . 2 17 50
L)
"Other 5 - [L 0 ) 6
" : S ' . . .
el ey T, T " ' Y et v
. . .- Y . . ' * b ’L A




./ ' o :
"\: " TABLE 17 \ - . 1

mTHREE-DAY FOOD INTAKE OF FRUITS AND JUICES FOR
he - . - ALL EIGHTY=TWO FAMILIES .

L * ’

Food , Thursday Friday . Saturday Total Served

Citrus fruits and

juices . '
Grapefruit = 4 B 1 10
Grapefruit juice 4 2 2 - 8
Lemonade T 11 9 - 4 24
Limeade 2 4 3 9
‘Orange 10 7 .5 22
. Orange juice - 12 8 10 30
/ . pe N . . '
‘Other fruits and - ‘ , '
juices -
Apples 11 14 ‘s ) 21
Apricots . ¢ .0 1 1
Bananas 4 . 6 4 14 '
Blueberries 1 1 0. 2
Canteloupe -2 1l 2 5
Grapes 3 1 "4 8
. Peaches, - 6 4 1 11
. Pineapple 2 . 0 1 -3
Pears 2 0 2 4
Plums .0 1 0 N
Prunes ~ 0 1 1 Z -
Strawberries .0 ~ 0 1. 1
Watermielon & .~ o 0 1 1.
. ~ - - s
- " ¢
‘ A 3
| ¥ 125




L TABLE 18 -

' * THREE-DAY FOOD INTAKE OF BREADS AND CEREALS FOR ’
ALL EIGHTY~-TWO FAMILIES ‘

. ~ :
' >

7

. | Food . Thur;day Ffiday’ Saturaay Total Served
" Biscuits : 8 o1 10 29
Brown Bread - 3 ' T 1 , | 8.
’Cereal'(R to eat). 1s - 13 ; 12 | . 40
Cornbread - - £ 43 "33 2 102
Grits ' Yig 15 - 13 . a4 X
Macaroni ' 4 1 . ‘4 9 ' . ; ‘
Oatmeal: . S} 1 1 3 ‘
Pancakes | ’ 1 2 5 -8
Rice  |{. ‘ 10 L7 1 27
. Rolls 6 T s L7 18
Spaghetti _' 2 21' -4 ' 7 : -
Waffles - P 0 : : 0 1
White bread 33 29 36 98 d
) M
- \\ ' -
126 °

™ 115

hH




