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FOOD STAMP PROGRAM EFFECTS ON AVAILABILITY
OF FOOD NUTRIENTS FOR LOW INCOME FAMILIES
IN THE SOUTHERN REGION OF THE UNITED STATES

W. Keith Scearce and Robert B. Jensen

The food stamp program, as enacted into law
in 1964, was intended to improve the diet of
low income households, but whether the pro-
gram resulted in a nutritional improvement re-
mains a controversial question. Several studies
have evaluated the nutritional impact of the
food stamp program on participant
households. In general, the study findings do
not conclusively resolve the question of nutri-
tional improvement for participant families.
Studies of California families showed some
nutritional improvements among food stamp
recipients in comparison with nonrecipients [7,
8]. A study in Pennsylvania showed no nutri-
tional improvements, except in temporary peri-
ods of cash shortage [9].

Proponents of the food stamp program have
argued that the stamps have a positive impact
on the diet of low income families. The primary
objective of this article is to report empirical
estimates of the effects of the food stamp pro-
gram on the amount of selected nutrients pur-
chased by low income families in the southern
region of the United States.! A secondary ob-
jective is to analyze the effects of other socio-
economic factors on the availability of nutri-
ents for low income families in the South.

THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS

The relationship between expenditures for
{(or consumption of) commodities and changes
in income is embodied in economic theory in
the Engle curve relationship derived from an
income-consumption function. The theory of
consumer behavior is based on the assumption
that a consumer allocates expenditures on
commodities so as to maximize utility subject
to a budget constraint [10]. Normally the utili-
ty function is specified as:

(1) U=1(q,,q: Qs - .. qy)-

If the consumer has a specified money
income of M, the expenditure of the consumer
can be specified as:

N
(2) 2 pg=M

1=

The relationship of U, P, q; and M in the
theory of consumer behavior can be written in
the form of a classical programming problem
where the constraints are of the equality type.

Maximize U = f(q,, Q. . . Qy)
subject to

N
> Pg=M.
i=1
Tintner [13] added a parameter a, to the util-
ity function where a, is an expenditure for ad-
vertising and Bassmann [2] added more pa-
rameters. to the utility function. The utility of
Tintner-Bassmann’s type can be written as:

(3) U =1(q.q:. . .q,; &, a,,...a,)
or U = f(q,A) in matrix form.

Suvannant [12] used the Tintner-Bassmann
type model to specify the effect of changes in
income on the consumption of nutrients. In
this framework a, is defined as X,; where:

and

X;; = the quantity of the j* nutrient in one
unit of the i*h food item (j =1, 2,3. ..
mm+1lm+2...m+n)

q; = the quantity of the i* food consumed

X,; = the total quantity of the j*™ nutrient
obtained by the consumer from all
food items

The expected effect of an income change on the
elements X ; was also specified by Suvannant.
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Differentiating equation 4 with respect to
income yields

dx.Oj 0 N .
(5) M = M ( igl X;a;)
N q3®
=3 Xi' d%
j=1"" M
where
d9*

M = the change in q; with respect to a
change in income

if g% > 0 the i* product is a “normal”’ or
““superior’’ good
if 3‘11\14 < 0'the i*" product is an “‘inferior”

good
N g4
Because X;; > 0 in general the ; i ) Xigm=> 0
. . d*oj . .
implying that M < 0 which means that as in-

come increases the amount of nutrient X,
should increase. It will be rare but possible
N 49* ¢*oj )
that iil Xiign < 0, then g1 <0 which means
that even though income increases the total
amount of nutrient X ; consumed will decrease.
The latter case will occur only if the j** nutrient
is mostly available in inferior goods. As an
example of the latter case, the amount of yeast
consumed should decrease as the consumer’s
income increases because less bread is being
consumed at higher income levels. )
Because of the income transfer aspect of the
food stamp program, the authors hypothesized
that the program would increase the total
expenditures for food of low income families.
Also, the program should change the set of
food items purchased and normally would in-

crease I%I q; which would increase X ;.
i=1

Several other socioeconomic characteristics
of families such as family size, race, or educa-
tion of the homemaker, as well as participation
in the food stamp program, can act to shift the
Engel curve [6, 7, 9]. Therefore, the economic
model should include some of these other socio-
economic factors.

Families are assumed to allocate available in-
come among many alternative and competing
goods and services so as to maximize satisfac-
tion. Income is the primary economic factor
that affects the amount of food purchases and
the nature of the food mix purchased by the
household. Therefore, income will affect the
amount of nutrients purchased. On the basis of
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Adrian and Daniel’s work [1], the authors hy-
pothesized that as income increases all
nutrients purchased by the family would in-
crease. Adrian and Daniel found a positive re-
lationship between income and calcium, iron,
vitamin A, thiamine, riboflavin, niacin,
vitamin C, protein, fats, and food energy. Car-
bohydrate consumption was negatively related
to changes in household disposable income in
all regions except in the southern region where
it was positively related to changes in income.
Because the authors’ study is confined to the
southern region, a . positive relationship
between income and all nutrients was hypothe-
sized [1].

The authors hypothesized that as the
number of members in the family increases the
family would increase the amount of nutrients
available to the household. This increase al-
lows all members of the family to be adequate-
ly nourished. If the available nutrients did not
increase with an increase in family size, the
available nutrients would have to be redistri-
buted among all family members. This situa-
tion enhances the chances of malnourishment
in the family.

The degree of urbanization (urban or rural
environment) is a factor that can relate to
several variables, some of which are (1) accessi-
bility to diverse types of stores providing a
wide variety of foods, (2) differences in the so-
cial, cultural, and economic environment such
as occupational opportunities and education,
and (3) the amount of information available to
the family [1].

On the basis of previous research it was hy-
pothesized that the rural households would
demand more of each nutrient than is demand-
ed by urban families because the rural families
generally utilize more body energy than fami-
lies in an urban area. Rural areas have a higher
concentration of farm families with a greater
physiological need for body energy than urban
families [1].

The ethnic origin of the family can affect the
nature of the food mix purchased and, hence,
the amount of nutrients available to the
family. The importance of this variable is com-
plicated by the interrelationship of race with
other socioeconomic characteristics of the fam-
ily. Therefore, no a priori hypothesis was speci-
fied about the impact of race on the availability
of nutrients to the family.

The female homemaker, if present, usually
does the food shopping for the family. A higher
degree of educational attainment by the home-
maker would generally indicate an ability to re-
late food purchases to nutrients available for
the family. Therefore, a higher degree of educa-
tional attainment by the homemaker was hy-
pothesized to have a positive impact on the nu-
trients purchased by the family.



Three criteria developed by Adrian and
Daniel were used to identify the stages of the
family life cycle: (1) the average age of children,
(2) the homemaker’s capacity for childbirth,
and (3) presence or absence of the housewife.
The family unit concept disaggregates the
family units into stages through which
families pass[1].

The average age of children in the family re-
flects changes in demand for nutrients as chil-
dren grow and develop The homemaker’s
capacity for childbirth is represented by her
age. A class composed of households with the
homemaker under 40 years of age and with no
children represent a family unit which has the
capacity to change by having children. A class
in which the mother is over 40 years of age
with no children represents a family unit that
is no longer in the child-bearing stage.

In households where the mother is not pre-
sent the father must purchase groceries for the
family. This type of family is expected to pur-
chase fewer nutrients than families in other
stages because of the general lack of
information by men in the United States about
housework [1].

DATA AND SAMPLE

The low income families analyzed in the
study were selected from respondents to the
1972-1973 Consumer Expenditure Survey com-
pleted in June 1974 by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics (BLS) of the U.S. Department of
Labor. The survey contains detailed informa-
tion on family expenditures, income, and other
socioeconomic and demographic characteris-
tics of the families. Carlson [3] gives back-
ground on the design and uses of the survey.

From the information provided in the Con-
sumer Expenditure Survey, 216 food stamp
participant families were selected for the
analysis. Table 1 reports the mean monthly in-
come of the food stamp participant families in
the BLS Survey. Also reported are the stan-
dard deviation and the calculated value of two
standard deviations above the mean gross
family income values, and the maximum net
monthly income allowed a family of a given
size by the national food stamp coupon issu-
ance schedule in 1974. Because the coupon is-
suance schedule allows for certain deductions
from the gross family income, certain families
were observed to have more gross income than
allowed by the maximum of the coupon issu-
ance schedule. The maximum net income
allowed from the coupon issuance schedule is
approximately 75 percent of the calculated

*The sample selection procedure may have eliminated certain

value of two standard deviations above the
mean gross monthly income of the sampled
BLS participant families.

Selected families that met a specified low in-
come. criterion and did not accept the food
stamps were chosen as a control group for the
purposes of the analysis. A family was chosen
for the control group only if the gross family
income was less than 133 percent of the maxi-
mum net value allowed by the coupon issuance
schedule reported in Table 1.2 By this criterion,

TABLE 1. MEAN MONTHLY GROSS IN-
COME AVAILABLE TO FAM-
ILIES THAT PARTICIPATE
IN THE FOOD STAMP PRO-
GRAM ARRAYED BY NUM-
BER OF MEMBERS IN THE

FAMILY

Value of Maximum
Two Standard Income
Deviations Allowed

Number of Mean
Family Monthly
Members Income

Standard
Deviation

105.63 59.21 225 210
199.96 128.44 456 290

302.45 247.86 796 420

W N e

333.56 293.51 919 540
5 360.22 227.30 814 630
6 352.89 210.99 772 720

c

7 407.06 271.64 949 810

2The calculated value of two standard deviations above
the mean monthly income.
'he maximum net monthly income allowed for a family
to be eligible for food stamps in 1974.
°Seven or more members of the family.

1,144 families were chosen to represent low in-
come families with a high probability of being
eligible for the food stamp program but not
participating in the program. The reason for
these families’ nonparticipation in the food
stamp program is not known. Coe [4] suggests
that families do not participate because of non-
economic factors such as lack of information
and administrative practices of the
government. Table 2 reports the income distri-
bution of the participant and nonparticipant
households arrayed by number of persons in
the family.

The information provided by BLS contained
185 coded food items purchased for home con-
sumption. Many of these items were aggre-
gated expenditures (such as refrigerated
bakery products and total cereal and bakery
products) that provided little information for
the analysis. Therefore, 70 food items were

t families from consideration who had gross incomes below the maximum gross income

levels reported by participant families. However, the authors believed that at the upper limit of the income schedule the chances of selecting a family that was not

eligible for the program was greatly increased.
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TABLE 2. ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS AR-
RAYED BY PARTICIPATION
IN THE FOOD STAMP PRO-
GRAM, SELECTED ANNUAL
INCOME CATEGORIES, AND
FAMILY SIZE FOR THE
HOUSEHOLDS IN THE
SOUTHERN REGION OF THE
UNITED STATES

Number of Members in the Households
Annual Income

Ranges 1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 Total

Number of Food Stamp Participant Households

Less than $2,000 47 16 7 5 2 2 2 81
$2,000 - 3,999 7 28 o 10 11 6 12 84
$4,000 ~ 5,999 - 3 3 4 6 & 7 27
$6,000 - 7,999 - - 4 - - 5 10
$8,000 - 9,999 - 1 - 2 1ol 7

$10,000 - 12,000 - - 2 1 2 1 1 _1

Total 54 48 26 22 23 14 29 216

Number of Nonparticipant Households

Less than §2,000 168 125 49 34 28 15 2 421
$2,000 - 3,999 128 105 25 20 9 4 7 298
$4,000 - 5,999 - 63 45 22 15 14 15 174
$6,000 - 7,999 - - 35 40 26 13 9 123
$8,000 - 9,999 - - - 2% 38 6 12 80

$10,000 - 12,000 - - - - 10 15 23 48

Total 296 293 154 140 126 67 68 1,144

selected to represent a market basket of at-
home foods consumed. Details of the selected
food items are given elsewhere [11, pp. 114-
118]. Three criteria were used in selecting
items to be included in the market basket: (1)
the food items had to be the commonly pur-
chased, (2) an effort was made to include all in-
dividual items that 5 percent or more of the
families purchased, and (3) a monthly regional
average price of the food item had to be obtain-
able. Some food items could not be included in
the market basket because estimated regional
average prices were not obtainable.

To accomplish the objectives of the study,
the authors assumed that a regional monthly
average retail price of a selected food item
could provide a reasonable proxy for the price
paid by the families in the sample. Regional
average prices were calculated from monthly
BLS reports. The representative price was
used to convert expenditures on an individual
food item into a weekly quantity of food avail-
able to the family for the week [11, pp. 208-
227).8

To derive values of selected nutrients avail-

able to each family, the quantity of each food
item was multiplied by the amount of nutrients
in the food item and summed over all 70 foods.
The nutritive value of a given quantity of food
was obtained from the USDA’s Handbook 8
[14].

It should be pointed out that the calculated
amount of each nutrient is not the total
amount consumed by the family. The values
that were calculated are the amounts of nutri-
ents purchased by the family from the selected
market basket of foods.

STATISTICAL MODEL

Hassan [5] discusses three criteria that
govern the choice of the functional form of an
economic model: (1) the existence of an initial
level of income below which the commodity is
not bought, (2) the existence of a satiety level
which provides an upper limit to the expendi-
ture on the commodity, and (3) whether or not
the adding-up criterion is satisfied (i.e., the
sum of the parts should equal the total).

The double logarithmic function gives an in-
come elasticity that is directly computed and
constant throughout the range of the curve.
The function has an upward curvature if the
elasticity is greater than one, and a negative
curvature if the elasticity is negative. The
function does not have a satiety level nor does
it satisfy the adding-up criterion. The function
always passes through the origin, which im-
plies that some quantity of nutrient is pur-
chased for every income level. Because of the
ease of interpretation of the income elasticity
and the theoretical nature of the function to be
estimated, the authors believed that a double
logarithmic function would be the appropriate
functional form for the statistical model.

The regression model used to isolate the ef-
fects of food stamp participation as well as
other socioeconomic factors on the availability
of the purchased food nutrients is:

Yi= o +BI"+BS +5P+BR+
By + BE; + BE; + B,E, +
ﬁlOLl + ﬁuLz + ﬁ13L5 + ﬁuLs +
ﬁ15L7

where

Y; = log of the quantity of nutrient i
available to the family from a
market basket of 70 foods (i = 1
= calories of food energy; 2 =
grams of protein; 3 = milligrams

*Conversion of the expenditures for the food item i into a quantity of i available to the family involved dividing the expenditure for i by the monthly average price of
iin the southern region. Although the authors recognized that there is some price variation across the southern region in a given time, they believed that this method

did not skew the results.
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E4 =

L1-L7 =

L2 =

L3 =

L4 =

L5 =

L6 =

L7 =

“The development of the family unit variable follows that of Adrian and Daniel {1).

of calcium; 4 = milligrams of iron;
5 = international units of vitamin
A; 6 = milligrams of vitamin B1;
7 = milligrams of vitamin B2; 8
= milligrams of niacin; 9 = milli-
grams of vitamin C)

log of intercept

log of income

log of family size

a dummy variable representing
participation of the family in the
food stamp program

degree of urbanization (the zero-
one analysis of covariance tech-
nique was used; U = 1 if urban, 0
if nonurban)

race of the household members (R
= 1 if black, 0 if nonblack)
education of the homemaker; edu-
cation classes were coded by us-
ing the zero-one format:

1 if homemaker had completed
some high school, 0 otherwise

1 if homemaker had graduated
from high school, 0 otherwise

1 if homemaker had completed
some college, 0 otherwise

1 if homemaker had graduated
from college, 0 otherwise

A zero value of all variables E1
through E4 was assigned to a
homemaker with less than a high
school education.

stages of the household in the
family life cycle; the seven dis-
crete family cycle stages were rep-
resented by using the zero-one
dummy variable format:*

1 if no children present and house-
wife 40 years old or younger
(Stage 1), 0 otherwise

1 if housewife present and average
age of children under six years
(Stage 2), 0 otherwise

1 if housewife present and average
age of children ranged from six to
less than 12 years (Stage 3), 0
otherwise

1 if housewife present and
average age of children ranged
from 12 to 17 years (Stage 4), 0
otherwise

1 if housewife present and average
age of children over 17 years
(Stage 5), 0 otherwise

1 if no children present and house-
wife over 40 years of age (Stage 6),
0 otherwise

1 if housewife absent (Stage 7), 0
otherwise

The classification Stage 3 was omitted to avoid
singularity.

The third stage is expected to be a stage of
high nutrient consumption. Stages in which
the homemaker is not present or in which chil-
dren are not present are expected to have a
negative sign (i.e., B,,, B4, and f,; are expected
to be negative). Families in Stage 4 with the
children between the ages of 12 and 17 are ex-
pected to purchase a greater amount of nutri-
ents than families in Stage 3. Therefore, it is
hypothesized that f,,>0. Insufficient
information is available to specify a priori hy-
potheses about the sign of the coefficients esti-
mated for Stages 2 and 5.

RESULTS

The primary research objective was to ex-
amine whether families that participate in the
food stamp program purchase greater amounts
of nutrients than families with similar socio-
econmic characteristics that do not participate
in the program. The estimated coefficients for
each of the dependent and independent vari-
ables of the nine equations, the standard error
of the estimated coefficients, and the level of
significance of the coefficients are shown in
Table 3. A one-tail t-statistic is used to report
the level of significance for the independent
variables of log of income, log of family size,
food stamp participation, urbanization, educa-
tion of the homemaker, and Stages 1, 4, 6, and
7 of the life cycle variables. The a priori hy-
pothesized sign for each of the variables is dis-
cussed in the preceding section. No a priori hy-
pothesis was made for the sign for the race
variable and life cycle Stages 2 and 5; there-
fore, a two-tail t-statistic is used to report the
level of significance for thése variables. The es-
timated coefficients for the log of income vari-
able in the nine equations are all positive with
the exception of vitamin B2. The coefficient for
vitamin B2 is negative but not significantly
different from zero. The family size elasticities
are positive and five of the estimated nine are
greater than one.

All of the estimated beta coefficients for par-
ticipation in the food stamp program by a
family are positive except for vitamin B2. The
null hypothesis that food stamp participation
has no effect on the purchase of the selected
nutrient could not be rejected for vitamin B2,
niacin, and vitamin C. The authors conclude
from this analysis that participation in the
food stamp program, if all other factors are
constant, significantly increases the amount of
six of the nine nutrients examined.
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TABLE 3. RESULTS OF MODEL I, ENGEL CURVES OF SELECTED NUTRIENTS AVAIL-
Independent Food Energy Protein Calcium Iron Vitamin A Vitamin Bl Vitamin B2 Niacin Vitamin C
Variables {calories) (Grams ) {Milligrams) {Mi1ligrams) (1.U.) {Milligrams) (Milligrams) (Milligrams) (Mil1igrams)
N = 1360
Intercept 5.7462% 3.2444° 5.3204% 1.69318 4.5716° .4120° 2.2071° 2.82218 2.1037°
(.6628) {.4837) (.6874) (.3958)  (.8155) (.2811) (.5888) (-6092) (.5825)
Log of Income .4418° .3166° .3687° .3036° .5773% .1593¢ -.0069 L22309 - .2851°
(.1111) (.0811) (.1183) (.0663) (.1367) (.0471) (.0987) (.1021) (.0977)
Log of Family Size 1.13998 1.0787% 1.1583% .9754% 1.2859° .9684° .8932° .9798° 1.1531°
(.212n) (.1552) (.2206) (.1269) (.2617) (.0902) (.1889) (.1955) (.1869)
Food Stamp .2877¢ 25029 36309 L2434 .3651¢ 217099 -.038 1052 1295
Participation (~1964) (.1433) (.2037) (.nm (.2416) (.0833) (.1744) (.1805) (.1726)
Urbanization
Urban -.2614¢ -.0958 -.1653° -.0843 -.0516 -.0803° L0467 -.0759 .0505
(.1513) (.1104) (.1569) (.0902) (.1861) (.0641) (.1344) (.1390) (.1329)
Rural?
Race
Black 0587 0090 -.2693¢ -.0069 _.2299° 0358 _.1851° .0380 - 1198°
(.1516) (.1106) (.1572) (.0904) (.1865) (.0643) (.1347) (.1393) (.1332)
Non-Black?
Education
Some Grade School?
Some High Schoo .05 0.0963 -.0566 -.0981 L0515 -.1378¢ -.0192 -.0639 -.1122
(.2103) (.1535) (.2181) (.1254) (.2588) (.0892) (.1868) (.1933) (.1848)
High School Graduate .2683° a6 .3622¢ .0756 48639 L0162 .1693 .1155 4731®
(.2137) (.1560) (.2217) (.1275) (.2630) (.0906) {.1899) (.1964) (.1878)
Some College ..35150 -.1685 - 0095 -.2675° -.0886 _.1050 54469 129? 1687
(.3335) (.2432) (.3459) (.1989) (.4103) (.141) (.2962) (.3065) (.2931)
College Graduate 1428 .3045 5675 .1186 .5985 .0656 .6028° 4489 .6134°
(.4922) (.3592) (.5105) (.2936) (.6056) (.2087) (.4372) (.4523) (.4326)
Life Cycle .
Stage 1 L0184 L0532 36110 .2856¢ -.0597 .25514 -.2493 0952 .3657
(.3741) (.2730) (.3880) (.2232) (.4603) (.1586) (.3323) (.3439) (.3288)
Stage 2 - .qa559 -.3265¢ -.3328% -.3681° -.3233 -.22619 -.1024 -.3263¢ -.1881
(.2503) (.1826) (.2596) (.1493) (.3079) (.1061) (.2223) (.2300) {.2199)
Stage 32
Stage 4 .0838 1351 1918 1378 313P .2522° .5670° .5559° L2856
: (.2529) (.1886) (.2623) (.1509) (.3112) (.1072) (.2246) (.2328) (.2222)
Stage 5 0558 .0381 .0206 .0300 .2741 .0408 -.0475 k .1509 L0678
- (.2924) (.2134) (.3033) (.1744) (.3598) (.1240) (.2598) (.2688) (.2570)
Stage 6 7588 .6503% .6630° .6676° 1.0056° .5604° .3235° 71198 71238
(.2750) (.2007) (.2852) (.1640) {.3384) (.1166) (.2443) (.2527) (.2417)
Stage 7 -.4791 -.1316 -.0876 -.2422 -.0622 .0159 -.0077 -.2972 L2483
(.4609) . (.3217) (.4572) (.2630) (.5424) (.1869) (.3916) (.4052) (.3874)
R RI3N .1825 .1401 .2095 .1268 2Nn9 L0916 am J151

Note: Standard errors of the estimated regression coefficients are in parentheses.
®Omitted to avoid singularity.
bSignificant at .20 level.
Significant at .10 level.
dSignificant at .05 level.
“Significant at .01 level.

The amount of income of the family and tein, 43 percent more calcium, 26 percent more

other socioeconomic factors also affect the
amount of nutrients purchased. A base family
unit with 2.8 members and a monthly income
of $400 was chosen to evaluate the effect of
food stamp participation on the purchase of
the nutrients. Using the Recommended Di-
etary Allowance (RDA) as established by the
National Center for Health Statistics of the
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare as a base criterion, the authors con-
clude that food stamp participants purchase 31
percent more food energy, 27 percent more pro-
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iron, 38 percent more vitamin A, and 18 per-
cent more vitamin Bl than nonparticipant
households.

Results indicate that urban low income
families have a lower level of purchased
nutrients than rural low income families. In
general, the beta coefficients for the urban
variable have a negative sign for the low
income population. Only food energy, calcium,
and vitamin B1 are significant and each beta
coefficient is negative.



The sign of the black race variable differs
among equations. The coefficients for calcium,
vitamin A, vitamin B2, and vitamin C are sig-
nificantly less for the black families than the
families in the omitted category.

The level of education of the homemaker in
the low income families affected the purchase
of nutrients in a positive manner. The omitted
category is the housewife having some grade
school. Note that if the housewife has com-
pleted high school the purchased amounts of
food energy, calcium, and vitamin C are signifi-
cantly increased. Also, the coefficients for vita-
min B2 and vitamin C significantly increase if
the housewife from the low income family has a
college education. These results indicate that
higher levels of education of the housewife in
low income families will significantly increase
the amounts of food energy, calcium, and vita-
min C purchased by the household.

CONCLUSIONS

A regression model that incorporated the
participation of the family in the food stamp
program with other socioeconomic character-
istics of the family made possible the separa-
tion of the various components having an
effect on the amount of nutrients purchased by
the family. With all other factors held con-
stant, the analysis indicates that the food

stamp participant families purchased a greater

. amount of food energy, protein, calcium, iron,

vitamin A, and vitamin B1 than low income
families with similar socioeconomic
characteristics that do not participate in the
program.

One limitation of the study is that a market
basket of food items was used to estimate the
nutrient levels rather than the total amount of
all foods consumed. This limitation resulted in
most of the calculated nutrients being lower
than the recommended dietary allowance as es-
tablished by the National Center for Health
Statistics. However, food stamp participant
families in the southern region of the United
States purchased 31 percent more food energy,
27 percent more protein, 43 percent more cal-
cium, 26 percent more iron, 38 percent more
vitamin A, and 18 percent more vitamin B1
than families with similar socioeconomic
characteristics that did not participate in the
food stamp program. These results are consis-
tent with results reported by Lane [7] for a
California study.

The increase in the purchase of the six nutri-
ents by the food stamp families supports the
conclusion that the food stamp program has a
positive impact on the diet of participant
families in the southern region. Without the
food stamp program, participant families
would have less food energy, protein, calcium,
iron, vitamin A, and vitamin B1 available for
consumption.
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