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Preface

This bulletin documents the planning, operation, and evaluation of the Survey of
Consumer Expenditures, 1960-61, and lays the foundalion for planning surveys in
the 1970’s, It draws on experience gained over more than 8 decades by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics in interviewing American families about their earnings and
spending.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics and the U.S. Deparitment of Agriculture published
about 200 statistical reports and supplements and numerous analytical reports based
on the 1960-61 nationwide survey of urban and rural families. In addition, the Bureau
enlered a ncew phase ofdata disscmination by duplicating and selling magnetic tapes
of disaggregated data to universities and others having access 1o electronic data-
processing equipment. This greatly expanded the survey’s usefulness for micro-
economic research. Some description of concepts and methods accompanied euach
publication. Fees for magnetic tapes included a handbook descriking tape coatent
and format, as well as consultation with Bureau staff.

This bulletin repeats some of those statements op metheds, butl includes addi-
tional descriptive and tabuar materials. More significantly, it contains information
on sampling and other errors, and presents extensive comparisons of the survey
findings with data from other sources, principally the Bureau of the Census and Office
of Business Economics of the Depariment of Commerce. Also, it inciudes fecsimiles
of all questionnaires and forms used ininterviewing families. The principal purpose
of this bulletin is to provide a handbook that will stimulate ideas and programs for
continuing improvement of expenditure surveys.

Many people in the Office of Prices and Living Conditivns have contributed to
this report, both in its broad oulline and in its detail. Kathryn R. Murphy is the
principal author. Helen H. Lamale and Joseph A. Clorety, Jr., advised and counseled
Mrs. Murphy throughout its preparation and wrote the sections on family income dis-
teibutions and on aggregate Income and expenditures in chapters 9 and 10. Marvin
Wilkerson and Elizabeth Ruiz developed the sections on sampling, sampling errors,
and the weighting system. Alice Bigelow Curryand Nellie M. Covington prepared the
tables in the text and appendix B.

This bulletin is a testimonial to the generosity and interest of thousands of
American families who cooperated in supplying informeation requested in the Survey
of Consumer Expenditures, 1960-61. Their names appear nowhere on the survey
records. They spent hours helping interviewers construct a detailed acoount of a
year’s income and how they usedit. Neither the Bureau nor the Department of Agri-
culture will use or release data in a way that would permit identification of an
individual family.
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Chapter 1.

The Survey of Consumer Expenditures, 1960-61 was
the seventh major survey of spending patterns of Amer-
jcen families conducted by the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics. These periodic invegtigations rank among the

. pureau's oldest data collecting functions. Although they
~ pave changed in purpose and design since their incep-

tjon in 1888, all were based onthe premige that knowl-

% ‘edge of how families use their incomes is essential to

upgerstanding and solving mujor economic and sociul

: problems .

The need to revise the Consumer Price Index (CPI)
provided the immediate stimulus for the 1960-61 sur-
yey. The previous comprehensive revision of the
index was based on the DBureau's Survey of Con-
gumer FExpenditures in 1950. During the fifties,
familes’ real Incomes increased, extensive housing
‘developments surrounding major cities had been ac-
companled by growing proportions of home- and car-
owning families, and many new services and products
bad come on the market. These were some of the
pumerous indications of changes {n buying habits
that needed measuring to update the CPIL. In addition,
a large-scale survey would provide new detafl for
analyzing consumers’ purchases which totalled almost
two-thirds of the gross national product (GNP).

The Bureau reverled fo its pre-1950 practice and
spread the survey over 2ycarg, partly to hedge against

- the possible abnormality of a single year. Asitturned

out, fhe 1960-61 survey spanned a mild recession that
began in the first half of 1960 and reached its trough
in February 1961. Unemployment was high in 1961.
(See table 1.) Sharp cutbacks innew home construction
occurred in 1960, and homebuilding remained at & low
level in 1961. Although 1960 was agood year for sales
of new passenger cars, volume dropped sharply in 1961.
Expansion of consumer credit and mortgage debt out-
standing was restrained, partly because purchases of
major consumer durable goods were lagging. Never-
theless, the total picture was one of contimied economic
growth in 1960-61, but at a slower pace than in the
remainder of the 1960’s. Personal consumption ex-
penditures increased, even on a per capita basis and
after allowance for risingprices. The Federai Rezerve
DBoard’s industrial production index and the GNP also
continued upward.

Concepls, techniques, and publications for the Survey
of Consumer Expenditures, 1960-61, were planned to
provide maximum continuity and comparability withthe
Bureau’s 1950 survey, and also to trace the historical
and theuretical background of family expenditure sur-
veys from the eariiest European investigations in the
mid-19th century. The 1950 monograph summarized

Introduction

the extensive experimental work which contributed
to the development of methods for collecting and
analyzing the 1950 data. The present bulletin is a
sequel ta the 1950 monograph. Its purpose is similar
to that set forth in the earlier monograph:

“I'o use the 1950 study properly, the analyst should
know something of its background and recognize the
diversity of purposes it serves and the complexity
of the experiences if attempts to record. The pur-
poge of this mongraph is todescribe the 1950 survey
in its historical sefting and to summarize impor-
tant details of the technical and administrative pro-
cedures used in collecting and tabulating the data.
Some appraisal of the findings is included, but the
real evalualion must come from discerning use of
the data in speciflic analyses.”?

Historical Background

As part of a 5-year revision project for modernizing
the Consumer Price Index, Congress authorized the
Bureau to begin planning in June 1959 for a new ex-
penditure survey. The Bureau’s cornmaitment to intro-
duce the new series with the January 1964 CPI governed
the timing and numerous other aspects of Lthe Survey of
Consumer Expenditures (CES). This timetable called
for full-scale collection of CES data to begin early in
1961, following a lead city survey in 1960.

The Bureau hasbeeninterviewing American families
about their spending since 1888. For alrnost 75 years,
independently or in cellaboration with the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture (USDA) and other agencles, the
Bureau has conducted research on a wide range of
problems encountered in collecting and using such in-
formation, The diversity of this experience is sug-
gested by brief reference to the Bureau’ s major family
expenditure su.t”veys.3

The survey of expeunditures for the period 1888-91
wus made to study living costs of American workers
in connection with setting tarifls. Rapid changes inthe

I Helen H. Lamale, Study of Copswuer Expenditures, Incomes
and Savings— Methodology of the Survey of Covsumer Expenditures in
1950 {mobegraph), (Whaston School of Finmance and Commerce,
University of Penrsylvania, Philadelphia, 1959

2 1bid,

3  The subject of famlly 1§ving studies before 1935 has am
excellent bibliography in Studies of Family Living in the United
States and Other Countries by Faith M. Williams zed Carle C
Zimmerman (U.S. Depurtment of Agriculture Miscellancouws Publ-
cation No. 223, 1935), Miss Williams 2ppended a bibliegraphy of
comsumer expenditures covering 1946 or later years to her chapter
on "International Comparisons of Patterns of Family Consumption,”
1o Comsumer Behavior, Research on Consumer Reaclions, edited by
Lincoln H. Clark (New York, Harper & Brothers, 1958).




Table 1. Selecied ecomomic imdicators, United Stutes, selected yems, 199365

Total |Personal consumprion Consumer | Mortgage | Civihan Total Conswmper Privace FaCt—DT
gross expenditures cred:: debt out~ | unemploy - industriat price woufarm sales of
Year national Total Per capila, outstunding | standing ment production index honsing pHssCenger
product (billions) 1958 prices| (billions) | (billioms) | (percent) index (1957 -59=100) starts cars
(b lilons) {dollary) (1957 -59=100 {thousands)| {thonsands)
1949 ----ar---- $256. 5 $£176. 8 $1, 451 $17.4 562,7 S, 9 64,7 R3. 0 t,129.8 5,119.5
19530 --vemcen-- 284.8 181, 0 L, 520 21,8 72,8 5.3 74.9 83.8 1,908, 1 6,665, 9
195 —mccmmamae 28,4 200. 3 1, 508 22,7 82,3 3, 81.3 90.5 1,419.8 3,338.4
1957 o aaaa- 44,1 281, 4 1,683 45.0 156, 5 4,3 100.7 98.0 1,1/74.8 | 6,113.%
1988 -ccvare- 47,3 250. 1 1,566 45.1 V71,8 6.8 93.7 100, 7 1,314, 2 4,257.8
{959 amecmcmma= 483. 6 311,2 1,735 51,5 190, 8 S.5 105.6 101. 5§ 1,494, 6 5,391, 2
1960 -~ .--—--- 503, 7 325.2 1,749 56. 206, 8 5.6 108.7 103, 1 1,230.1 6,674.8
1961 mmemmmen-m 520. 1 235.2 1,755 58.0 226, 2 6.7 109.7 104.2 t, 284, R 5,842.7
1902 accmnca-a- 560.3 355.1 1,813 63.8 248, 6 5.5 118.3 105. 4 1,439.0 6,933.2
1963 ---c-oama- $90. S 375.0 1,868 7.7 274, 3 5.7 124.3 106, 7 1,582.9 7,637.7
1964 ~-m-mrmaan 632. 14 401, 2 1,945 8O 3 300, 1 S. 2 132.3 108, { 1,502.3 7,751.8
1965 <mccme--—- 684, & 432.8 2,044 90. 3 325.8 4.5 143.4 109, 9 1,450, 6 8, 305. 6
1966 -ccmnmamn- 749.9 A66. 3 2,123 97.5 347.4 3.8 156. 3 1132 1,141,585 8, 598.3
{967 —mmmmcmmam 793, 5 492.3 2,10t 102, 1 1370.2 3.8 158, 1 116,3 1,26K.4 7,436.%
196R ---r von- 865,7 536, 6 2,250 113.2 "397.5 3,06 165.5 121.2 1,483.6 [8,822.2
1969 =-mrmmae- 932.3 3576.0 2,293 122.2 4247 3.5 172.7 127,7 1,445.5 8,822.2
1
Preliunmuary,

SOURCE: Fconomic Reporr of the President, Trumsmitted o the Cougress, February 197U, Together With the Agaual Report of the
Council of Ecouomic Advisers (U.S, Goverament Printing Office, Washington, 1970); and Auvtomobile Manufacturers Association, Amomobile
Faces and Figwres (1969 Edition, Aulomobile Maaufaclurers Association, Inc,, Detvon, 1969).

price level at the close of the 19th century and during
Warld War 1 led to new large-scale urban surveys in
1901 and during 1917-19. These two surveys formed
the basis for developing the original Consumer Price
Index, then called the Cost of Living Index. The main
purpose of the Burcau's urban surveys for 1934-36
and in 1950 was to Tevise the “marketbasket” of goods
and services to be priced for the CPI,

In the severe and prolonged econvmic depression of
the 1930's, interest in consumer surveys expanded
from study of the welfare of selected groups to general
economic¢ analysis. To this end, the Bureau cooperated
with four other Federal agencies in the Study of Con-
sumer Purchases in 1935-36, which was undertaken
to show consumptilon of all segments of the population
in poth urban and rural communities. The Bureau also
collaborated with the USDA in a smaller scale nation-
wide survey of urban and rural families in 1941-42,
to obtain facts on which to base decisions for the givil-
ian economy during warlime.

Thereafter, the Burcau conducted a series of urban
surveys. Its Survey of Prices Paid by Consumers in
1944 covered a nationwide sample of urban families.
For each year from 1846 through 1949, the Bureau
collected information on consumer income and ex-
penditures in ] to 3 large oities. These surveys,
culminating with the 1949 Memphis Consumer Expend-
iture Survey, produced both substantive and procedural
results.

The Memphis survey, which was based an four equally
representative samples of 150 living quarters each,
was designed to serve ug 4 lest of various procedures
that might bc uscd in the nationwide urban survey for
1950. The principal tests pertaining to schedule design
and data collection are:

1. Diary (or account) vs. recall for reporting food
purchases (page 11).”

2. Interviewer- or respondent-recorded Sched-
ules (pages 14-15).

3. Question wording and design and content of
schedule (pages 19-20).

4. Interviewer revisits to balance accounts (pages
24-25).

Experimentation with publicity, supervision, editing,
and use of machine tabulating equipment was alsopart
of the 1949 pilot survey.

Collection of data

The importance of comparability with 1950 data and
the short time available to prepare for the 1960-61

4  Results of these Memphis tests were summarized on Lhe
indicated pages of the 1950 Methodology Monograph cited in foot-
wote 1,

survey led to basically the sume Lype of “{est” sched-
ule und methods used in 19507 that was the first large-
scale expenditure survey in which the Bureau used
machinc tabulating equipment to produce tabulations
ready for reproduction in published reports. The ex-
perimental work in that area grecatly expedited sched-
ute design and other plans for collecting and tabulating
the 1960-61 data.

The principal procedural features of the 1960-61
survey which were carried over from 1950 and carlier
experience will be discussed briefly.

Schedule or diatry (accaunt), Families rarely keep
complete records of their spending and savings: thus,
the basic choice of a method of collecting such infor-
mation was between the schedule and the accounts
method. The schedule method relies onaninterviewer
to record information supplied by responsible famlly
members from memory orpartial records. The alter-
native is to leave an account book or diary in which
famnily members keep a daily record of household ac-
counts with varying degrees of supervison and follow-
up by, interviewers.

Historically, the choice of methods has hinged oo a
variety of considerations. These include the length of
the recording period; whether the objective istoabtain
a complete stulement of family accounts or expendi-
tures for a single category, such as medical care or
housing: the availahility of records (e.g., income tax
returng, mortgage payment books, and department
store bills) which the respondent wmay consult; the
frequency and seasonality of purchases of various
goods and services; the literacy of the population; and
the uvailability of interviewers. Each method has ad-
vantages and disadvantages.® The accounl book method
has been used generally in Europe. In the United
States, the schedule melhod has been preferred for
large-scale surveys of annual expenditures and in-
comes of families, but it is recognized that more de-
finitive research and experimentation is needed tode-
terminc the specific areas where account keeping
could be used effectively.’

Split or complete schedules. The time and effort
required for cooperating families to give a complete
report of their annual income, expenditures, and sav-
ings suggest that the total list of cxpenditures might
be “split” into sepurate categories; e.g., housing,
food, clathing, etc. Thus, information for the separate
categories could be obtained from different subsamples
of fumilies. The category averages (mean) would then
be combined to obtain the cumyplete patternof expendi-
tures, representing all families. Proponents argue that
the reduction {n interview time would increase coop-
eratlon among respondents and would reduce the
response error caused by fatigue. Limited experi-
mentation in the use of split schedulesina BLS survey

in Indianapolis, Tnd., in 1945, showed that the refusal
rate was not reduced by usinga shorter schedule.® The
design of (he Indianapolis experiment did not provide
for a conlrol sample. Therefore, there was no basis
for statistical tests of the accuracy of the expenditure
averages obtained by the split-schedule method.

The USDA conducted a4 similar test of the split-
schedule technique, using a control sample. According
to a report based on that test: “It was found that the
split-schedule technique was open to considerable
field error. It required a larger sample than did a
complele schedule; il increased travel and supervi-
sory cosls.” For lhese and other reasons, USDA con-
cluded that this technigque “probably should not be at-
ternpted in a survey of a heterogenesous population,
especially {f interrelationships of several factors are
to be studled.”’ The split schedule also precludes
examining reporis for compleleness by comparing re-
ported expenditures and savings with reported income.

Glohal or detailed questions. Tests made by BLS
and USDA prior to the 1950 survey indicated that global
estimates of broad classes of expenditures were in
most cases substantially below totals obtained by
itemizing the detail of expenditures within the class.
Mare recent research by the Bureau of the Census'®
confirmed findings that a detailed probing question-
nasire was needed, particularly if small expenditures
are of significance. Use of a detailed guestionnaire
in effect presumes the use of the “check-listing”

5 After the 1950 survey, the Bureau had virmally no staff
available for research and collrcrion and tabulatiou ol mnformation
ap family expenditures.,

&  United Natiomws Statistical Office, Haadbook ef Household

Surveys: A Praclicul Guide for [nquities on Levels of Living, Pro-
visionu] Edition.  (Studies in Methods, Series Fo Noo 10, Umted
Nations, New York, 19¥64), pp. 53-54 and 137-139,

Lxtensive research on this and numcrons ather aspects of sur-
vey techaiques has been canducted in recent years as part of the
U.S. National Health Survey., The smdies huve been couducted
m cooperation with the U, S, Bureau of the Census, and the results
published by the U.S, Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare. See reports from the National Health Center for Health Sta-
tistics, Public Heazlth Service Publicatlon No. 1000—Series 1, Pro-
grams and Collection Procedures and; Series 2, Data Evaluailon
Methods Researcli. See also, Mcthodology in Two Califgrniz IHealth
Surveys, Public Health Manograph No. 70. These publications arc
for sale by the Superintendeut of Rocumemnts, U.S. Government
Priating Office, Washingron, D.C.

7 BLS and USNA experiments with the dlary and schedole
method have been mainly in collecting food data, Resudts of some
experiments with the two methods of obtatniog expenditures for borh
food and nonfood ilems 1o other countries are summanzed ini "Some
Problems :n the Measurcment ol Price Changes with Specirl Refer-
ence tw the Cost of Livaing—A Discwsion Gpened by Dr. S. ). Praus,”
Jownal of the Royal Statistical Society (Sertes A (General), vol. 121,
pt. 3, 1958), pp. 312-332

8 Jlamale, op. cit. (mouograph}, pp. 16-17. Scu also p. 24,

9 Burbara B. Reagan and Evelyn Grosman, Rural Levels of
Liviag in Lee and Jones Counties, Mississippi, 1945, and A Com-
parison of Two Methods of Dats _ Collection (U.S. Departmemt of
Agriculture, Agricullural Ioformatien Buwlletin 41, 1951), p. 3.

10 John Neter and Joseph Walsberg, Respomse Errors in Collec-
tion of Fxpenditures Data by Howehold Intervicws: An_Experi-
menta) Stody [Burean of the Census, Technical Paper No. 11, 196S5),
pp- 14-1S and 73-79.
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technique rather than “free-listing,” i.e., providing
blank space for writing in each item the respondent
recalls purchasing.!! The global and {ree-listing tech-
niques have obvious advantages if a short schedule is
desired. On the other hand, the growing use of elec-
tronic data-processing equipment favors maximumuse
of precaded checklists from which data can be lrans-
ferred direcily to punch-cards or other machine input
with a minimum of manual editing and coding.

Sequence of questious. The sequence of questions
is an {mportant consideration ina successful interview.
in the long history of family expenditure surveys, cer-
taio common-sense guidelines have evolved:

“Questions should be arranged logically if con-
fusion and misunderstanding are to be avoided. When
information is to be secured by the interviewer
method, the questions should be grouped sothatcon-
versation leads logically from one question to the
next. If general and specific questions are used, the
general ones should precede specific ones. The
apening question shouwld have human interest appeal.
If interest is aroused at the start, the respondent is
less likely to refuse to cooperate. The opening ques-
tions should be easily answered. . . .

Those on economic status, those that reflect on
the knowledge or ability of the respondent, thosc of
an Intimate personal nature are best asked after
rapport has been established wilh the inter-
viewers. . . ." 12

Adherence to these Uniled Nations guidelines is
evident in BLS schedules used for both the 1960-61 and
the 1950 surveys.!? Questions on living arrangements
and housing expenditures, which were recalled easily
or for which records frequently were readily avail-
able, were asked early to belp establish rapport be-
tween respondent and interviewer. Atthislime, income
from roomers, boarders, or rental property was re-
quested rather than delayed until the latter part of the
inlerview when questions on earnings and other income
were asked. Similarly, the concensus was that amounts
of debts outstanding were recalled more easily when
information was recorded on home mortgages, auto-
mobiles, and other goods and services purchased on
credif, rather than when assets and liabilities were
discussed generally at the very end of the question-
naire.!*

Classification and tabulation
The immense detail obtained in expenditure surveys

requires careful classification into a manageable num-
ber of major expenditure categories for analysis. The

importance of historical continuity has influenced the
Bureuu's classification system over the years. The
United Nations and International Labour Office have
worked toward sfandardization of classifications to
facilitate international comparisons.

In principle, the prevalling practice has been to
classify household expenditures according to the kind
of commodity or service, not accordingto the occasioy
or purpose of the purchase. To illustrate; all fuod,
whether purchased in connection with a wedding, at
schouol, or during a vacatiion trip, is classified under
“food” rather than “other expenditures,” “education,”
“recreation,” etc. In practice, it Is not possible to ad-
here strictly to this principle. Cos! of meuls may not
be shown separately in bills rendered [or all-expensa
taurs or by summer camps and resort hotels.!®

Present classifications bear a strong resemblance
to those suggested by Engel and other early students
of [amily expenditures. Changes in the scope andpur-
poses of the surveys, as well as shifling emphusis in
spending, have lengthened the list of major categories.
For instance, transportation, which had become the
third largest category by 1860-61, was included in
“sundries® prior to world War 1.

Historically, it has been customary to cross-classify
expenditure data by some indicator of family composi-
tion and by income or expenditure level. The BLS has
used annual family income as the primaryfamily char-
acteristic classification in all of its major surveys,
except for the 1934-36 period.!* However, a measure
of expenditure or consumption level is preferred for
some purposes, especidlly in countries where income
data are particularly difficult to obtain. Choice of
other famlly characteristics for classifyiog the BLS

' See p. 26,

1Z United Nations, op. cit., p. 135.

13 Schedules wused in 1960-61 are reproduced in exhibily,
pp. 117-21, Schedules used in U. S, Department of Labor surveys for
1901, 1918, and 1950 were rcproduced in Lamale, op. cft. (mono-
graph), appendixes B and C.

: 14 See also discussion of revislors afier survey In Cincinnati,
N

? 15 This classification principle has had geuncral Imermational
acceptance, See Umted Nauous, op. <., p. 103

However, the Japanese classify expenditires in two ways: By
uwe and by kind of commodity. Beginning in jJannary 1953, they
have classifed cxpenditures according to a we classification in
sumnmiog famuly 1ncome and expenditures. Prior to then, they
classificd expendinges according to 2 commodity classification.  hor
the sake of comparability between the two series, expenses of ome-
third the curent sample are reclassified monthly 2ccording to the
commodity classification. See Geopern) Report on the Family o
come and Expenditure Survey, 1946-1962 (Bureuu of Statustics, Office
of the Prime Minister, fapan), p. 34.

16 1n the 1934-36 study, the major clussilication was by tatd
anmual unir expenditures, called ccomomic level or consumption
level, This classification involved grouping Lhe families by oumbet
of cquivalent adult males, based on family-size scales for food,
clothing, and all other commodities, and determining the total ex=
penditure per equivalent adult. This, the economic level was de-
fined us the appual unil expenditwre for the family, i-e., ttz coor
sumption level. Sec Llamale, op. cit. (monograph), pp. 32-35.

expenditure data has varied over the years, depending
on the areas and population covered by the survey and
the purposes if is to serve.

Preliminaries to 1960—61 Survey

Two important decisions guided the Bureau in pre-
paring for {ts new nationwide expenditure survey. First,
the Bureau set up the Consumer Expenditure Survey
Advisory Committee, composed of experts from ac-
ademic and marketing research circles. Members
were chosen for the contribution they could make in
advising on consumer expendifure survey content and
coverage, sampling, evalualion and appraisal of the
reliability of the data, classification of expenditure
data, tabulations and publication, and methods of mak-
ing congumption data avatlable for researchpurposes.
The members wers:
Dorothy S. Brady, Chairman
Wharton School of Finance

and Commerce
University of Pennsylvama

Robert J. Lampman
Departinent ot Economics
University of Wisconsin

Ruth P. Mack
Nalionu! Burcau of
Economic Research. Inc.

Angus Campbell

Survey Research Center

(Alternate:  Ida liene Hess)

University of Michigan Joseph A. Pechman

The Brookings Institution

Robert Ferber

Bureau of Economic and
Business Research

Uriversity of llinois

Mabel A, Rollins
New York State College
of llame Feanouncs
Elizabeth Gilboy Cornell University
Department of Lcanomics
Harvurd Umiversiny Edwin H. Sonnecken
Maiket Plenmng Carpo-
ration, Division of

Communication Affiliales, Inc.

Sidney Holfander, Jr.
Sidney lloltander, Assocrates
Second, the Bureau decided to conduct a lead city
survey early in 1960 in preparation for the full-scale
field collection to be started in 1961. The lead city
swvey was concelved as a “dry run” for schooling
personncl in survey lechnigues and for obtaining cur-
rent experience in the administrative, operational, und
technical procedures in all phases of the survey, in-
cluding tabulation and utilization of the results.
The Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA)
of Cincinnati was selected for the lead city survey.

- Among the criteria for choosing a lead city were the

following: It should be reasonably representative of all
urban places in terms of population, industrial com-
position, income, and climate; it should be a city sur-
veyed in 1950 and preferably in the sample for the CPL;
and it showtd be close enough to the Bureau's Washing-
ton headquarters to permit observation and travel at
réasonable expense but without interfering with normal
Operalions of the field staff.

In addition to the sample for ho lend city survay,
the Bureau submitted to the Bureau of the Budget a
proposal to select a supplementary sample of Cin-
cinnali families for use in a series of experimental
studies related to the CES. The initial proposal, sub-
mitted in January 1960, included the following eight
projects:

Project 1.

lLong-range expenditure surveys. The major pur-
pose of this project was to develop a proposal for
maintai{ni{ng an expenditure survay program between
major CPI1 revisions. Emphasis was on experimenting
with alternative methods of (a) sampling, e.g., contin-
uous panel of the same families, partially overlapping
samples, and {ndependently drawn samples in succes-~
sive years; and of (b) data colleotion, e.g., abbreviated
schedules to idenlify the amount of detail on expendi-
tures, and income and savings needed [or classifying
families and estimating the leve) of total consumption
expenditures.

Project 2.

Long-term income. The purpose of this project was
to provide data for use in the analysis of the perma-
pent income hypolhesis as it relates to the quantity-
income elasticity technique, which is basic to the
Bureau's methods for deriving quantities speciflied for
some components of its standard budgets.’” It would
(a) obtain income of the same or similar families over
several years, and (b) test the possibility of obtaining
a 4-year record of income change in connection with
periodic expenditure surveys.

Project 3.

Annual food expenditure estimates. This project
wus designed to resolve differcnces between BLS and
USDA in the method of obtaining estimates of annual
food expenditures. USDA emphasized laking account of
seasonal variation in food purchases, and BLS was
concerned primarily with removing purchases of non-
food items in foad stores from estimates of food ex-
penditures.

Praoject 4.

Changes in assels and llabilities. Inconnectionwith
projects using an abbreviated scheduie of expenditures
(e.g., project 1), the purpose of this project was to ex-
periment with consolidating all questions on debts in
one purt of the schedule rather than distributing them
among the expenditures sections.

17 For an explznation of the quaatity-incume elastictty tech-
nlque, see Helen H. Lamale and Margarer S. Stotz, “The lnterim
City Worker's Family Dudget, " Mounthly Labor Rueview, Angust 1960,
pp. B02-80S.
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Project 5.

Weekly food expenditures and food consumption.
This project developed out of differences in the kind
of food data collected by the Bureau (expenditures)
and USDA (consuraption). It wus pruposed to test the
operational feasibilily of collecting food consumption
data along with a full-scale expenditure survey and
to compare the two types of data.

Projiect 6.

Nonresponse on expendifure surveys. This project
proposed anelysis of data collected on other projects.
The characteristics of matched supplementary and
primary sample families could be compared directly.
Hypotheses as to the effects of actual and assumed
nonresponse could be evaluated more fully than when
only actual alternate family data are availabte.!®

Project 7.

Where goods are bought. The purpose of this
project was o test the feasibility of recording the
percent of purchases families made in each type
of store or other ocutlet instead of only a check (v)
to indicate the type of outlet in which purchases
usually are made.

Project 8.

Rural nonfarm survey. The purpose of this project
was (v collect the regular consumer expenditure
scheduies from a small number of rural nonfarm
families in the Cincinnati metropolitan area to obtain
operational data in anticipation of extending the nation-
wide survey into rural areas.}!?

The pressures of other work in preparation for
starting the lead city survey in mid-May led the
Bureau to decide, lats in February 1960, to postpone
projects 2, 3, 5, and 8. Other experiments are re-
ferred to later in this report. 20

The CES advisory committee first met with the
Bureau steff in mid-April, about the time field work
started in Cincinaati.?’ Plans and objectives for the
full-scale pilot survey, as well as the experimental
projects, were discussed, and the questionnaires ex-
amined in detall. One of the committee’s suggestions
for utilizing the Cincinnati experience was thal the
Bureau prepare a form for questioning the interviewers
on their experiences with families in the Cincinnatl
sampie. Acting upon this advice, the Bureau obtained
from the interviewers numerous suggestions which
were helpful in revising the schedules and instruction
manuals, as well as insights into ways of enlisting

the famlly’'s cooperation on the initiul vigit. The most
important of these were Lo:

1. Stress the confidentiality of the data.

2. Sell the respondent on the interviewer’s sin-
cerity and integrity.

3, State at the outset that the schedule is not
brief, that it may take more than one intervicw,
but that the length and timing of the interviews
will be entirely at the respoadent’s convenlence.

4. Doint oul, il the respondent notes the size
of the schedule, that all parts are not applicahle
to any one family.

Actual interview time averzged 8 !, hours per as-
signment in the Cincinnati survey, compared with a
national average of 8 hours in 1950.%° Widespread
concern about the length of the interview, in terms
of its effect on the refusal rate and inaccuracy of
reporting because of fatigue, 43 well as the cumu-
lative effect on survey costs, added pressure to
shorten and simplify the schedules. Some sectiong
were eliminated; others were consolidated.

Major schedule changes would necessitate revi-
sions in machine programs, because the schedule
was precoded for transferring data to punch cards
for automafic data processing. The shortage of pro-
gramers and the tight time schedule for the nation-
wide survey resulted in a decision not to write a
complete set of programs for tabulaling the lead
city schedules. At this time, data from the Cincinnati
schedules were used for only one sef of preliminary
tabulations for Bureau use. Hence, the lead city survey
fell short of providing the full range of experience in
machine editing, machine tabulating procedures, and
publication of reports developed around machine
printouts that had been anticipated.

The CES advisory committee met again in mid-
October 1960, to discuss materials compiled by the
BLS staff from the Cincinnati experience. They also
considered proposals for tabulating the nationwide
data for publication, and alternatives for making it
available for more specialized research projects.
The committee’s suggestions will be noted in sections
describing procedures for the 1960-61 survey.>

18 For explauationof use of alternates, see pp, 14, 16, 25, and 12

19 See p. 7. ,

20 See pp, 17 and 24,

21 At the request of the Bureru of the Budget to avuid con-
Ilict with the Decenmal Censuws of Population taken for Apr. 1, 1960,
BLS did not begin field warlk on the lead city survey of approximately
300 families until mid-Apnl.

22 Sec lamale, op. cit. (monograph), p. 61.
2 See pp. 13, 17, 42, 43, and 69.

Chapter 2.

Multi-Purpose Survey

The 1860-G1 survey was plamned to collect inlor-
mation on annual family expenditures, income, and
changes In assets and liabilities. The primary pur-
pose was Lo obtuin detatled expendfture data to revise
the Consumcr Price Iodex for Urban Wage Earners
and Clerical Workers (CPI).' From the outset,
however, the Bureau planned to conduct a multi-
purpase survey of urban families generally, from
which information for families meeting the index
criteria ¢ would be selected. This broadened cov-
erage had been customary since thc mid-1930’s,
when the importance of consumer expenditure studies
for economic research and policymaking was recog~
nized. Specifically, the Bureau plunned to use the CES
data: (1) To continue work it had initiated in the
1940’s on the development of family budget standards
and intercity comparisons of living costs, and (2) in
a broad program of family living conditions studies.
Beyond these needs, the survey would provide data
to public and private users responsible for developing
economic and social policy and for marketing and con-
sumption economics research.

Largely on the basis of its 1950 experience, the
Bureau planned to resume its practice of extending
its infrequent large-scale surveys over more than a
single year. As already indicated, a longer period
presumably would imnprove the chances of obtaining
typical spending patterns.® Further, thistime spread
bad udmigistrative and operational advantages. It would
permit recruitment and traiving of 2 smaller number of
field supervisors who could be utilized over a longer
period.

After the urban survey was underway, the Bureay, in
cooperation with the U.S. Department ol Agriculture
(USDA), extended the 1961 survey to families living in
rursl areas. The primary objective of widening the
scope of the survey at this time was to obtain con~
sumer income, expenditures, and savings data for
rural families which could be combined with the urban
data to obtuinaveruges for ull United States consumers,
Thus, for the first time since 1941, information would
be available for a cross section of the population in
urban, rural nonfarm, and rural farm areas of the
United States; and, for the first time since 1935-36,
from a sample large enough to permit exlensive crogs-
classification of rural families. (See chapter 7.)
However, throughout the survey—in the design of
the sample and the guestionnaires, and in the pro-
graming and running of the inmitial tabulations—CPL
revision requirements and time schedules had priority
over other uses of the data.

Purpose, Scope, and Organization

Joint BLS—USDA Responsibility

About 73 percent of the families in the universe for
the 1960-61 survey lived in urban places, 21 percent
in rural nonfarm areas, and 6 percent in rurual furm
areas of the 50 States and the Dislrict of Columbis.
The CES classilication of families by place of residence
foliows the definitions adopted for the 1960 Census of
Population. The urban segment includes personsliving
{n incorporated or unincorporated areas of 2,500 popu-
lation or morc and in the densely settled (urbanized)
arens immediately adjacent to cities of 50,000 popu-
lation or more. The rural population, located outside
these urban areas, is subdivided into the rural-farm
population, which constitutes all rural residents living
on farms, and the rural-nonfarm population, com-
posed of the remaining rural population. A farm,
according to the 1960 census, is a place of 10 acres
or more from which the Bsale of crops, livestock
products, etc., (and governmenf furm program pay-
ments) amounted to $50 or more; or a place of less
thar 10 acres with sales (and payments) of $250
or more.

The BLS was responsible for collecting datu from
all urban residents. The BLS and USDA shared this
responsibility in the rural areas of Standard Metro-
politan Statistical Areas (SMSA's), and the USDA had
sole responsibility for interviewing rural households
in nonmetropalitan areas,

Considcrations  Affecting Sample Size

The selection of a new sample of clties* in which
prices of commeodities and services wouldbe collected
was part of the CPI revision project. Continued repre-
sentativeness of the sample for measuring national
changes in consumer prices was the overriding con-
sideration. A core sample of 50 cities for CPI pricing
was established as the maximum size consistent with
anticipated resources for continuing the CPI pricing

I TFor a detailed account of this revisian, sce The Consumer
Price Index: History and Techniques (BLS Bulletin 15}7, 1966).

2 See appendix A.

3 The outbreak of hostilities in Korea in Jume 1950 gave
an inflationary stimwux to an alrcady prosperows cconomy. Buyling
of consumer durubles, particuwlarly, expanded faster than imcome in
the second half of 1950.

4 Although the CPI sample consists of the wrban portiows
of SMSA's, as well as urban places outside SMSA's, cuslomarily it
iy referred W 48 the “city" sample and the selected localiues as
"eities, " This is partly duc to historical wage daling Irom periods
when CP! daly were collected in large cities eunly, and partly be-
cawse use of the termn "oty emphasizes the urban coverage af the
index.  The term Ucity” bs wed o this bulletin vo designate the
entire urban part of the SMSA.
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program. Analyses of expenditure data from previous
consumer surveys indicated a much higher variability
in spending patierns among small pleces than among
large cities. Conseguently, the CES resources avatlable
to supplement the regular CPI sample were allocated
to urban places with populations of less than 50,000.
The 16 additional small cities, plus the core sample
of 50 CPIl cities, regulted in a 66-area sample for
the urban CES,

The total number of living-quarter addresses® in
the 1960-61 urban sample was approximately 12,000,
An additional 5,000 addresses were allocated to rural
areas. The inclusion of 275 addresses inthe 1959 sur-
vey for Anchorage, Alasksa, made a nationwide sample
for the combined urban and rural population of ap-~
proximately 17,300 addresses. (See table 4, p. 25.)

A minimum sample size in each city was regarded
as necessary, because the Bureusu publishes individual
city price indexes and budgets for a number of major
areas. Samples for cities having individual CPI's
ranged [rom 250 to 625 assignment addresses. The
minimum c¢ity sample was 65 addresses. The distri-
bution of assignment addresses among the 66 cities
in the urban sample is shown in appcodix tablc B-1,

Determination of sample sizes for individual cities
was based on the cost of data collection and process-
ing, the city size, and the estimated variabllity In
the reported data. The 1960-61 allocution amoog
cities followcd the patiern for the 1950 survey. That
pattern, in turn, had been develeped from the Bureau’s
1934-36 study of Money Dishursement of Wage Earners
and Clerical Workers. Tabulations of 1934-36 data
collected in 42 cities provided cocfficients of varia-
lion in expenditures for major classes of gnods and
services within and between cities, which served
as guides in determining the size of the samples {or
the 1950 study.®

The sample of rural families wus to be large enough
and of a design that would provide separate tabulations
for families residing in (a) rural ponfarm, and (b)
rural farm areas. This subdivision of families in the
rural sample corresponded to the census classilica-
tions of demographic and ecenomic data which would
bave to be used in combining and analycing the CES
data. The total of 5,000 addresses in the rural sample
was divided about equally between the farm and non-
farm segmeants. A sample of 2,500 families in each
segment was considered essentially the minimum
necessary for publishing averages for (he census’
four broad regions, cross-clagslfied by the family
characteristics contemplated in the tabutation plans.
The rural farm sample was more than double the
size that would have been allocated solely onthe basis
of the population distribution.

BLS Organization for CES’

The Office of Prices and Living Conditions was the
center of BLS activities for the Survey of Consumer
Expenditures, Other parts of the Bureau provided
sigoificant support to the survey inadvisory capacilies
or in specialized operations. Chief among these were
the six regional offices, the then Division of Statistical
Standurds, the Divisian of Dutu Processing, and the
then Division of Publications.

Within the Office of Prices and Living Coaditions,
the added activities occasianed by the survey were,
with few exceplions, superimposed on regular func-
tions of the organization. ln general, the Washington
office was responsible for the planning and adininis-
tration of the survey; for malintaining liaison and
caoperating with the USDA in the rural segraent of
the survey; and for the review, tabulation, analysis,
and publication of informativn recorded in the field.

The field staff was assigned to administrative and
operational units established in cities In the survey
sample. These temporary offices were responsible
for collecting the information specified on the sched-
vles by persvunal interviews with families in the sam-
ples. Operations of the field offices and their rela-
tionships to the regional offices end the Washingion
headquarters are discussed in chapter 4.

The accompanying chart shows the organization of
the Officc of Prices and Living Conditions in April
1960, when the field staff was interviewing families
in the lead city survey in Cincinvati. Pressures built
up by a nationwide survey of this scope pervaded the
entire office. However, some divisions® had limited
coutinuing responsibilities, but their staffs served
generously in consulfative and advisory capacilics as
required. The Division of Consumer Prices and Price
Indexes and part of the Division of Living Conditions
Studies were in a sense cusloners for semiflinished
products of the survey—namely, CES data on machine
input tapes ready for (abulation and arranged to their
specifications. The staffs served on various com-
mittees and reviewed manuals and other instructional
materials to make certain that their requirements
were met.

On July 1, 1961—about the half-way point in the {ield
collection timetuble—a total 149 full-time positions
were budgeted for the CPI revision project, of which

5 TFor definltion, see p. 14.

6 See Lamale, op. cit., (mowmograph) pp. 84-85.

7  The orgamzation of the Bureau po longer corresponds 1o
that descaibed in Lhis chapter. One change was the establishment
of the Olfice of Data Collection and Survey Operations in 1967.
This change was to implement a recommendation that the Bureau
make a basic Jdistiuction between field dara collection and survey
operatiors; and program development, survey speciflcations, and
rescarch and anoalysis,

8 Indicared by shadiug ow chart 1, p. 10,

120 were filled. These positions were set up in the
Office of Prices and Living Conditions and in the field
as follows:

Brdgetved Filled

Total, full time ~ccemacas 149 120
Professional and supporting ------- 70 56
Secrion of statistical services -=---- 45 37
Field cv-oemoommmcm e oo 34 27

1n addifion to this full-time staff, it was estimated
that about 85 man-years of part-time employment,
also referred to as “daily rate,” would he necessary

fur data collection in the liscal year beginning July
1961.

None of the above figures included full-time or part-~
time posiiions for the CPL Revision in the BLS outside
the Offire of Prices and Living Conditions. These were
principally for machine tahulations and related work
in the Division of Data Processing.

In planning overall staff rcquirements for a nation-
wide expenditure survey, it should not be overlooked
that the USDA had staff in Washington and In the field
engaged in collecting and processing infaormation from
the farm segment of the CES sample.




Chant 1. Organization Chart, April 1960
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Chapter 3.

Customarily, the Bureau has seleoted samples of
coasumer units for expanditure surveys by probability
methods. For the 1960-61 CES, separate stratified
area samples were selected for urban areas, rural
areas in meiropolitan counties, and rural areas in non-
rmaetropolitan counties. A thres-stage sample design
was used within each of these three segments to obtain
a sample of consumer units representative of all
United States consumer units as defined for this survey.

Urban Sample

The first stage in the urban sample was the selec-
tion of cities to he surveyed. At the second stage, 2
sample of living-quarter addresses wags obtained in
each ¢ity from the Comprehensive Housing Unit Survey
(CHUS) conducted by the BLSor from listings recorded
fn the 1960 Census of Population and Housing (pages
13-14). In the third siage, the CES samples were
chosen as subsamples of the housing unit addresses
obtained in the CHUS or census. This doublc sam-
pling procedure in each city was used because of
the small CES samples to be selecled.

Selection of cities!

The primary sampling units (PSU’s) were Standard
Metropelitan Statistical Areas (SMSA’s), as defined
by the Bureau of the Budget prior to the 1960 census,
plus individual urban places in the nonmetropolitan
segment of the United States. For New York and
Chicago, the PSU's were the Standard Consolidated
Areas, rather than the constituent SMSA’s. However,
in the collection and analysis of the data, the New
York-Northeastern New Jersey Standurd Consolidated
Area was divided into two subareas—New York,N.Y.,
and Northeastern New Jersey. The entire urban part
of un SMSA, including some small noncontiguous urban
places that were outside the “urbanized aresa,” was
included in the urban sample. (Sec also page 50.)

Tests? of the effectiveness of some of the more
obvious modes of slratification, such as reglan, size
of city, and climate indicated that no elaborate stra-
tification was justifiable for a sample ofonly 50 areas.
Region and size of city were selected as the most ef-
fective stratificatlon variables. The four census
reglons—Northeast, North Central, South, and West—
were uged for the areas. (See chart 2 page 12.) Thesize
stratification was of particular {mportance because of
differential cost factors in the pricing program to
maintain the CPI in different size cities. The measure
of size was the urban population on January 1, 1959,
23 estimated in Sales Management, the Magazine of
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Design of Samples

Marketing, published by Bill Brothers Publications,
since data from the 1960 Census of Population had not
become available.

Several possible size groupings were considered.
It was decided to retain the 12 largest SMSA’s then in
the CPI sample (tha A stratum) as certainty selec-
tions, that is, to represent only themselves. On the
basis of the population data then being used, the lower
limit for this stratum was described as being 1,250,000.
However, when 1960 population figures became avail-
able, the cutoff for the 12 lurgest areus in effect be-
came 1,400,000. For the other three population strata,
it was believed that commonty used size groups would
facilitate comparison with other data. The four size
strata were defined as follows:

A. SMSA's having a 1960 urban population of over
1,400,000.

B. SMSA’s with urban population of 250,000 to
1,400,000.

C. SMSA’s with urban population of 50,000 to
250,000.

D. Nonmetropolitan urban places with population
of 2,500 to 50,000.

Alasgka and Hawall posed speclial problems. Although
their urban population did not justify the allocation of
a sample city to each, their cities were so different
from cities in the other 48 States and from each other
that there appeared to be no alternative to making
each a separate stratum with & sample place for
each. Tbe urban population of Alaska is concentrated
in Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, and Ketchikan. On
the basis of probability praportional to urban popu-
lation, Anchorage was selected to represent Alaska In
the CPIland CES.? Honolwlu wus designated to represent
Hawaii, since ualmost seven-eighths of the State’s
urban population lived in the Honolulu SMESA.

The certainty selection of the L2 largest cities and
the allocation of coe sample place each to Alaska and
Hawaii left 36 cities to represent the B,C,and D urban
strata in the remaining 48 States. These 36 were
divided among strata on the basis of the relative im-
portance of their urban population, and the estimated
annual costs of operaling a pricing program in cities
of different size.

I  The selection of the city sample is described In greater
detail by Marvin Wilkerson in "Techuical Note—The Revised City
Sample for the Comumer Price Index," Mouthly Labor Review,
Cctober 1560, pp. 1078-1083, (BLS Reprint 2352.)

2 Analysts of varizoce techniques were applied o price
mavements for three different time periods for 25 items and groups
of items; similar aorlyses utiliced expenditure data from the 1950

CES. See Wilkersom, ibid., p. 1078,
3 See p. 28.
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An {mportant goal in sclecting the specific cities
was to achieve good regional dispersion. After con-
siderable consultation and experimentation, the BLS
declded to utilize the proccdure usually referred to as
“controlled selection.”® This pracedure involves the
probability selection of a sampls “pattern” from a set
oif patterns which have been purposively established
so that, taken as a group, they give to each primary
sampllng unit its proper chance of appearing in the
final sumple. Ench pattern is set up according to con-
trols, which may be as rigid as desired, to insure that
it satisfies selected criteria of proper distribution.
In selecting the CES sarple, coutrols were used only
on slze of cily and location, with the latter control
carried to the State (or group of small States) level.

To expedite thc work, the BLS established patterns
for each of the four regions of the country separately.
Briefly, the BLS procedure consisted of establishing
for each region a set of selection “patierns,” each of
which satisfled certain criteria of representation of
different sizes of cities, as well as being reasonably
well spread over the region. Probability values based
on population [actors were assigned to each paltern
and one wag selected by random means. Althougheach
pattern was set up purposively, probabilities were so
assigned that the entire set of patterns constituted a
probability system that retained the initially assigned
probabiiities of selection. These were proportional to
the size of the PSU as measured by urban population.

The Bursau also selected two aliernate city samples
in the event that an expanded CPI sample was desired
later. Apalyses of consumer expenditure data from
previous surveys indicated & much higher variability
in expenditure patterns among small places than among
large cities. Consequenily, the resources uvailable to
supplement the regular CPI sample were allocated to
the D stratum, permitting the sample size in this
stratuin to be doubled. Accordingly, the sample for
the CES included the 16 “D”® stratum citiesin the first
alternate sample as well as the 16 nonmetropolitan
places in the basic CI’1 sample,

Since CES interviews with urban families were to be
conducted in 2 years (in 1961, covering 1980 expend-
itures; and in 1962, covering 1961 dala}, it was nec-
essary to divide the sample into twobalanced subsam-
ples, each representing the United States urban
population. In thc 12 largest SMSA’s, data were col-
lected each year from half the sample of living-quarter
addresses. Cities in the B, C, and D strata were as-
gigned alternately to the two subsamples. Because of
a special price programio Alaska, the expenditure sur-
vey for Anchorage covered 1959. 7 The cities in the
CES sample are listed in appendix table B~1by stratum
and survey year.
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Selection of samples of consumer units

The samples of consumer units for the urban CES
were drawn as subsamples of living-quarter nddresses
enumerated by the BLS in the Comprehensive Housing
Unit Surveys (CHUS) conducted in each city® and io
the urhan part of each SMSA lateinthe year preceding
the CES field work, The housing unit surveys were
based on area hlock samples designed to give propor-
tionate representation to all poninstitutional living
quarters, including nontransient accommodations in
hotels and rooming houses. Because the CHUS also
wus designed for use in the CPI, the actual size
of the CHUS sample in an area was determined
primarily by the sample desired to measure price
changes {n rents for the CPl and by the proportion
of renters in the area, as estimated {rom census
data. The toial of approximately 130,000 addresses
of homeowners and renters enumerated in the CHUS
was many times larger than the CES sample: The
overall CES ratlo for urban places averaged 1 oul of
every 12.24 CHUS addresses. (See appendix table B-1.)

The CHUS covered the entire urban portion of the
sample SMSA’s including: (a) The central city or
cities, (b) the urbanized areas surrounding the central
cities, and (0) noncontiguous urban places within the
SMSA. Census maps showed the urban boundaries.
For urban places outside SMSA’s, the CHUS covered
only the city proper.

Slightly different procedures’ were used to sample
the three urban segments inside SMSA’s, A two-stage
design was used in the central citles: A probability
sample of blocks was chosen from Census Block
Statistics Books, and a subsample of addresses seleoted
within blocks. A classification of blocks by size was
incorporated in the design with varfable-block (and
within-block) sampling fractions for large and small
blocks (based on number of housing units) and for
apartment and nonapartment blocks.

4 This method was recomnmended at the initial mecting of
the CES advisory commirtee. It is duscribed by Roe Goodman and
Leslte Kish in "Comrolled Selection A Technique in Probability
Sumphing, " Journzl of the Amcrican blutisuical Association, Sep-
tember 1950, pp. 350-372.

For the 1950 survey, the Lalin Square technique had been
used 1o select the city sample. See Lamale, op. cil. (wowuograph),
ppe 4348, and Marvin Kogsw, "Selectioe of Ciues for Coosnmer
Expeundicnres Survey, 1950, Monthly labhor Review, April 1951,
pp. 430-436.  (BLS Reprint 2060.)

$ See lootnote 7, p. 38.

6 Becawse of the shortage of Lime, the BLS did not conducr
a CHUS in ull sample places with populatiom of 2,500 tw 30, 000,
(See p. 14,

7 Steps 1n selecting these samples are described in a pub-
lished paper by Marvin Wilkerson, $ampling Aspecs of the Revised
CPI (U S. Depurtmeut of Labor, Burcau of Lakor Statistics), Octo-
ber 1964, pp. 4-8. The Comsumer Pnce Index: History and Tech-
niques (BIS Bulletin 1517), pp. -40-42, contains more extepsive
excerpts from Mr. Wilkerson's paper than thase presented here.




In the urban fringe, a first-stage selectionafcensus
cnumeration districts (ED’'s) was made. Since consus
black statistics were not available for areas outside
central cities, the sampling of blocks (or segments)
and of addresses within blogks was based on BLS
ficld surveys using central sources or personal ob-
servafion. An apartment block- nonapartment block-
classification was used here also.

If there were only a few urban places outside the
urbuanized area of the SMSA, all were covered, using
the two-stage central city procedure. If these places
were numerous, a first-stage sample of the places
was selected with subsequent sampling of blocks
and of addresges within blocks.

Sampting {fractions for each stage were sslected
s0 that the entire urban part of the SMSA was samnpled
at a uniform rate; that is, the product resultlng from
the two or three sampling {ractions was uniform for
all strata within the SMSA,

All separate living quarters or housing units in
sample blocks were listed by address on BLS 2549.
(See exhibil A.) A housing unit was defined as a
group of rooms or a room occupied or intended
for oocupancy as separate living quarters by a family
or other group of persons living together or by a
person living alone. To be considered & housing
unit, the room or rooms must have a separate en-
trance and/or separate oooking equipment (either
installed or portable). Housing units in detached
or row houses; apartment bulldings; hotels and rooming
houses where more than half the units were rented
to nontransients; and in occupied trailers, houseboats,
etc., were listed. Units in public housing projects
were ligted separately for inclusion in the CES
sample,® buf units on military reservations or posts
were not listed.

To the addresses listed on BLS 2549, the indicated
in-block sampling ratio was applied. Living gquarters
that fell on the ratio were clasgified by type of
bousing unit, cccupanoy status, and a number of other
characteristics of the housing unit and occupaats as
shown on BLS 2549,

In selecting the CES urban sample {rom this
larger sample, punch cards coniaining CHUS data
were stratified by variables known to influence con-
sumption patterns, the most important being size
of family and income level. Specifically, each living-
quarter address was arrayed by type of unit and loca-
tion (l.e., in the central city or in the surrounding
urban area). The cuards were then sorted by race,
family income, and number of persons in the housing
unit. From theee arrays, a systematic selection was
made by choosing a random start and selecting every
n-th unit in the array, n being selected to givea
primary sample of the degired sfze (i.€., number
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of assignment addresses) for each c¢ity shown in ap-
pendix table B-~1. Then beginning with the unit {m-
mediately following the first primary sample unit,
every n-th unit was drawn for a matched alternate
sample of the specified size. For the largest SMSA’g
(stratum A), the maiched pairs of primary and al-
ternate addresses were divided into two subsampleg,
one subsample to be surveyd for 1980 and the other
for 1961.

For some of the smaller cities® (stratum D),
time did not permit a CHUS bhefore selecting the
sample for the 1960 CES. Therefore, with the co-
operation of the Bureau of the Census and observing
procedures respecting ceasus confidentiality restric-
tions, samples of addresses were selected from
enumeration schedules used for the 1960 census.
A double sampling procedure also was used to take
advantage of census information or family char-
acteristics. Briefly, a first-stage sample of approx-
imately 500 addresses of living quarters (housing
units and group quarters) was selected by starting
with a random number and taking every n-th address.
Census {nformation for each of the 500 addresses
selected was trunscribed to cards. The cards then
were arrayed, keeping housing units separafe fram
group quarters (such ag rooming and boarding houses,
but excluding dormitories, student nurses quariers,
etc.). Houslng unit cards were arrayed by race of
occupants, and group quarter cards were arrayed
similarly. Using a random starting point &nd a
sampling ratio to end with 65 addresses, the starting
point card and the next card were selected, and the
process was repeuated until 65 pairs of cards were
selected from the arrays of housing units and group
quarters.

Rural Sample

Selection of the rural sample followed similar
procedures. The first stage in selecting the rural
sample in metropolitan areas utilized all 34 SMSA’s

selected for the urban sample. In the second stage,
BLS conducted a Rural Housing Unit Survey (RHUS)
which consisted of a listing of housing unit addresses
in a stratified gampie of census ED’'s and a subsample
of smaller segments or blocks In the designated ED’s.
Each housing unit was vislted and classifled as farm
or nonfarm, and as to whether the family Included

8 Units in projects with "ad)uwsted rept, ™ t.e., rent adjusted
on the basis of tepant's income, and lower thap economic reut,
were included in the sample for the CES but not in the CPI rent
sample.

% See footmotes 5 and &, appendix table B~1.

a farm operator.!® In the third stage, subsamples
of rural nonfarm and rural farm housing unit ad-
dresses were selected from the RBUS listing by
applying a ratio based on census data for rural
farm and rural nonfarm households in each stratum.

[n the flrst sltage of the USDA’s design!! for
the rural sample in nonmetropolitan areas, counties
were grouped by State Economic Areas into 126
strata equal in weighted counts of rural farm and
rural nonfarm dwellings, as the sample of counties
was to be used for both {arm and nonfarrm house-
holds. For each stratum, the county was chosen
at random with a probahility proportional* to its
weighted count. Counties were selscted from 41
States. At the second stage, within each sample
county, a selection of rural segments wus maode
geparately from rural places (100 to 2,500 inhab-
jtants) and the open country. Addresses of all housing
unils in these segments were listed and classified
as farm and nonfarm. Farm operators also were
identified. In the third stage, subsamples of nonfarm
and farm housing unit addresses were selected from
the survey listings.

Definition of Consumer Unit and
Eligibifity Requirements

The survey was planned to represent a year's
income, expenditure, and saving experience of all
noninstitutional consumer units living in the United
States. All persons residing at a seleccted sample
address were eligible for the survey except for
pericds in the_Survey year that they resided In
military posts, camps, or regervations (except for
periods of 45 days or less for training with National
Guard or reserve units); o homes for the aged,
agylums, Jails, and similar “loag-stay® institutions;
or in forelgn countries (except on vacations or busi-
ness trips).

The family or consumer unit (CU) refers to: (1)
A family of two persons or more usually living
together who pooled their fncome and drew from a
common fund for their mujor items of expense, or
(2) a single consumer—wha is financially independent
of any family group. The single consumer (or one-
person family) may be living either by himself in
a separate housing unit; a8 a roomer in a private
home, lodging house, or hotel; or sharing a unit.

With rare exceptions, the members of a family
are related by blood, marriage, or adoption. Groups
of unrelated persons who share both income and
expenses seldom are found. In classifying persons
into CU’s, related persons living in one housing
unit were considered as one CU unless it was very

clear that some of the group, suchas married children
living with parents, kept thelr household finances
separately, Never-married children, regardless of
age, alwuys were considered members of the CU.
Even when there is an apparent separution of finances,
and the unmarried children pay a specified sum for
room and board, they usually do not pay prevailing
rates, have more privileges than generally are ex-
tended {0 a roomer, and sometimes are partly sup-
ported by or partly support the CU.

An unmarried child living away from home or at
school was considered a member of the CU if the
parents provided the major part of his support.
Other persons supported by contributions (rom the
family Income but not living in the housing unit
were considered separate CU’s. Foster children
(i.e., children for whose care the family is paid
by a welfare agency, parent, or other person, und
whose major expeunses for clothing, medical care,
etc., are not paid by the family) were considered
bearders.

If more than one family or single consumer lived
in a housing unit and shared household expenses but
did not pool their incomes, they were counted as
separate CU’'s. A family member working away from
home during the survey year but contributing regu-
larly to the pooled family fund and relurning home
a5 his work permitted was trealed ns a2 member of
the consumer unit unless he was living in a military
camp or reservation.

Interviews for the 1960 and 1961 CES were con-
ducted in the spring and summer of 1961 and 1962,
respectively. (See ftable 2, puge 20.) Interviewers
asked for expenditures, income, and Savings for the
calendar yecar 1960 or 196}, and recorded this infor-
mation for the family as it was composed during
that year, i.e., the “reconstructed family.”!Z In
about 7 of 8 cases ( appendix B-13), the composi~
tion of the family (or CU) did not change during
the survey year. The remaining families had part-
year members (i.e., persons who joined or left
the family during the survey year) because of mar-
tiages, births, deaths, military duty, or other reasons.
Income and expenditures for part-year membhers were
recorded for that portion of the year they were in
tbe family and were combined with information for
the full-year members of the consumer unit,

10 These classtficalions, which were an the basis of censws
definitions, rnabled BLS to refer addresses ot all households meeting
the census definition of farm operator or farm resident to the USDA
for inchwslon in the rwal sample, (See exhibit B.)

11 See Comsumer kxpenditures and [ncome, Rural Farm Pop-
wation, United States, 1961 (U, S. Department of Agriculture, Agn-
cultural Research Service, 1965, Consumer Expenditure Survey Re-
port 5), pp. &8.

L2 For u descniption of-.the efiect of this definition on family
size and income, sce pp. 52-54.
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Part-year consumer units, i.e., units containing
no member who met the ellgibllity requirements
for the entire calendar year, were included in the
1960-61 survey., Examples of parti-year consumer
units are a newly married couple, if both were
members of other CU’s during the rest of the sur-
vey year;'? or a family returning to the United States
after living abroad part of the year. Information for
part-year consumer units was obtained for special
analytical research,'! but was not included in the
survey reports.

Substitution Procedures

Ay explained earlier, 2 “matched alternate” was
drawn for every address in the primary or master
sample. Field supervisors assigned alternate ad-
dresses to the interviewers on the basis of Information
the interviewer had recorded on the hback of the
Household Record Form, BLS 2648A (page 116) used
for the address in the master sample. The alternate
assignment was used only: (1) If the interviewer could
not locate the address of the master assignment even
after additional identifying information had been ob-
tained from Washington; (2) if, after one visit, the
living quarters at the master assignment were vacant;
(3) if, after at least two visits, 1 or 2 days apart
and at different hours of the doy, the respondent at
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the master assignment was not at home; (4) the re-
spondent at the master assignment refused or was
unable to give enough information to complste the
nonresponse section (i.e., items 4 through 13) of
the BLS 2648-A.

The alternate was not used if: (1) The Interview
had progressed beyond the Housghold Record and
the respondent had answered some questions in the
basic schedule (BLS 2648DB); (2) the respondent had
answered {tems 4 through 13 of the Household Recordg;
(3) the respondent at the rmaster assignment was
ineligible; or (4) two CU’e or more were found at
the master assignment address, and a schedule was
obtained froro one of them.

The primary purpose of this “matched alternate”
procedure, which had been used in the 1950 survey,
was to cut down the high rate of attrition that is
typical of the complex consumer expenditure surveys
while maintaining the proper representation of famtlies
having specified characteristics. This does not reduce
any biss which may be associated directly witlh
nonresponse. '3

13 It should be moted that each person would have beew in-
cluded as a part-year member of these families for the part of the
year prior ro their marriage.

14 See p. S4. The distribulion of part-year consvmer umirs
by survey arca is shown in appendix table B-2,

15  For example, fawilies im which bolh hushand and wife
work may be harder o contact, cven afier repeated visits, than
those in which culy ene inember is employed. If Lhere is a tend-
eucy lor famidies of Lhe later type to be substituted for multi-
earner families, the response rate way be improved withoul a
correspaodiag reductior ol Lthe pomrespovse bias aslsing from dls-
similar corsumptiou patierns of the two groups.

Chapter 4.

Rcporting Forms

The repoerting forms {or the Survey of Consumer
Expenditures, 1960-61, were daveloped from the long
experience of both the Bureau and the U,S. Department
of Agrieulture (USDA) in collecting information on
family accounts. Revision of the three schedules
used in the 1959 pilot survey began immediately upon
cowmpletion of data collection in Cincinnati, Modified
formats used in the 1860-61 nationwide survey were
adopted after consultation with the CES advisory
commitiee, the Office of Statistical Standards of
the Bureau of the Budget, USDA, other government
agencies, and some private organizations planning
to use the CES results in their research programs.
Facsimiles of the principal reporting forms used
in the nonfarm survey * appear in exhibils D, E,and F.

Household Record Sheet — BLS 2648A

Interviewers used this two-page form to open all
interviews. Information recorded on it served to:
(1) Determine the family’s eligibilily for the survey,
(2) “reconsiruct” the consumer unit as it was com-
posed in the survey year, and (3) classify “non-
response” families by selected characteristics.

Annual Income. Savings, and Expenditures
Record -BLS 26481

This schedule was used for each eligﬂ.Jle consumer
unit willing to participale in the survey. Il forroed
the basic framework of the survey and underwent the
most extensive post-1959 revision. Revisions were
almed at shortening the Interview time, removing
ambiguities In questions and responses, improving
sequence and arrangements of sections, and reducing
the 2648R's bulk, R

Several types of questions were removed entirely
or cangolidated. Questions about the type and location
of stores at which families purchased various goods
and services werxe removed. It was decided that such
information, needed to select a sample of outlets {or
collecting price information for the CPI, should be
collected in a separate survey? in arder to shorten
the CES interview. So-ocalled “Standard Questions”
on the value of goods or services glven to or re-
ceived from persons outside the CU and changes in
amounts owed on ingtallment or other creditpurchases
were consolidated and appeared in only four places
on the schedule (e.g., on page 17) instead of after
each expenditure section. Unbound duplicates of some

Data Collection

sections of the schedule (e.g., clothing and automobiles)
were provided for interviewing large familles or
families owning more than two cars, etc., rather
than providing space in each schedule for maximum
anticipated needs.

In the revision, schedule content was expdnded in
only two places. Questions on seasonal variations
in food expenditures were added to the schedule in
section J, question 8, page 18, to assist the respondent
in arriving at a better estimate of annual food ex-
penditures. A question on family income 2 years
preceding the survey year was added in section W,
p- 58. On balanoe, the revisions cut schedule 26488
from 76 to 59 pages. All pages rarely applied to a
single family.

Questions on annual expenditures, income, and
savings in 2648 were grouaped in 23 major sections.
Information on family composition throughout the year,
living arrangements, and all transactions relating to
owned or rented housing—including receipts from
roomers and boarders—were recorded in the first
six seclions. Twelve sections on expenditures, in-
terspersed with four sets of “Standard Questions,”
followed. Detafled checklists 3> were used to oblain
expenditures for specific iteme inthe major categories
of fuel, light, and water; miscellansous household
expenses; housefurnishings and equipment; food; cloth-
ing; medical care; personal care; recreation, reading,
and education; transportation; and miscellaneous
family expenditures. The remaining five sections were
devoted to income from earnings and other souroces;
taxes, lnsurance, gifts and contributions, and savings.

Throughowt the design and arrangement of the
schedule, one goal prevailed. The phrasing and se-
quencing of the guestions were to enabie the inter-
viewer to produce complete and aoourate reports of
the {amily’s accounts, in tha shortest possible time
and with the minimum incunvenience to the family.
Hence, after obtaining a description of the family and
its living arrangements- -subjects easily recalled and

1 For the 1961 tural farm survey, the USDA used the House—
hold Record Sheet (2648A) and a modxied version of the Anoual
Record (2648B). The modifications comsisted of sdditions to the
housing secliens (o cover farm real estate; o the income sections
to obtain information on production expenses and asseis of farm
operators; and to the food sectiou o record detail om quantities of
home =produced food for familics estimating thar the value of such
food excreded $100, Codes far tubulating the additional information
were assigned so that in the final tabulations the nral farm, urban,
and rurd]l nonfarm averages were vompatible. The weekly food
schedule (2648C) was not vsed in interviewing farm families,

Sec The Consumer Price Index:  Hisiory aud Techuigues,
BLS Bulletin 1517 (1966), p. 60. ‘
1 Schedule 2648 contaimed abour 1,800 "line items," . e.,

items for which separate family expendltures could be abrained,
Op, cit., Bulletin 1517, . 46.
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generally reported freely—ihe intsrviewer moved on
to “shelter” expenditures * and related home financ-
ing data. This information is generally of two types:
(1) Recurrent payments, such as for rent, mortgages,
taxes, or utility bllls; and (2) irregular, but sometimes
large, outlays for home repairs or improvements.Al-
thaugh the homeownership sections contained difficult
conceptual distinctions, requiring painstaking training
of the interviewers ahout various types of mortgages
and insurance, ihe respondent usually was informed
ar could consult records about his particular housing
payments.

The section on housefurnishings and equipment was
the first of the detailed checklists that requested not
only total expenditures, but also quantities bought and
prices paid for numerous items. These detalls, re-
quested for homefurnishings and algo for clothing
items, were included to faoilitate recall and toprovide
specific quantity and price information needed to
determine CPI weights and the content of the BLS
budgets for different famlily types.

The section on food (J), which followed the housing
seotions, illustrates how the interviewing and recording
techniques were planned to overcome difficulties
peculiar to particular (ypes of purchases. For example,
a family’s arnual food expendliure customarily was
egtimated by the housewife, who recalled the usual
weekly or monthly expenditure and adjusted it to an
annual total, by allowing for variations because of
changing farily membership, vacations, holidays, and
other special occasions affecting the food bill. The
widening variety of merchandise in food stores of the
supermarket type leads to overestimates of food ex-
penditures beoause of the inclusion of nonfood items.
On the aother hand, underreporting may resuit from
failure to recall expenditures for food delivered to
the home or purchased in speclal markets. The BLS
and USDA collaborated to adjust Section J from the
comparable saction of the 1950 schedule. That version
had been designed to obviate shortcomings in earlier
sohedules, such as those mentioned.

Similarly, the section for recording changes in
family assets and Hablilities, other than those reparted
in the expenditures sectlons, was adapted to the special
problems in collecting such data. Repeatedly, in pre-
1950 surveys, respondents had been reluctant to divulge
thelir total assets or liabilities. Sinoe the Bureau
needed only the net change over the year in assets
and liabilities to complete the evaluation of the annual
family accounts, the Bureau concentrated onthe change
rather than the level of assets® to minimize the risk
of refusals to complete the schedules. The complex-
ities of estimating net changes accurately without
recording total holdings at the beginning and end of
the year had contributed to serious underreporting in
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previous surveys. A feature introduced in 1550 to
overcome the family's reluctance {o report total hold-
ings was thersfore repeated in the 1960-61 schedules.
The first page of section V, Changes in Family Assets
and Liabilities, was designed as a tear sheet on which
the family recorded the aggregates needed to compute
the annual chunges recorded on the facing page. If they
preferred, respondents could therefore tear cut the
first page of section V, complete it in private, and
keep it after they had reported the changes over the
year to the interviewer.

The growing number of employed wives and of
husbands who worked at more than cone job, as well
as the increuasing prevalence of stock ownership and
other sources of income through a wide range of
families caused the Bureau, {n 1960-61, to repeat
the 1960 practice of recording Income information
by family member and source.®  Some expenditures
also were recorded for individual members (e.g,
clothing, medical care, transportation, and meals
away fromn home), to provide sex and age detail
needed for the CPl or budgets and to improve recall.

Food and Other ltems Purchased in a 7-Day
Period —BLS 2648C

At the completion of the food sectiun on the annual
expenditure record, the Interviewer filled in sched-
ule C for CU’s regularly buying food to prepare al
home. This supplementary guestionnaire, involving
only 4 T-day recall, was designed to get Item detail
on food and related purchases in the week preceding
the interview. The approximate periods in which
schedule C’s were collected In each survey area
are shown {o appendix table B-2, page 82. The
Bureau used this detail primarily in deriving CPI
food weights.”

4 See Clomury, p. 207,

5 For estimates of the wealth (i.e., value of assers ynious
debts secured by these ussers) of individual consumers, see Dorothy S,
Projecror and Gerrrude S, Weiss, Survey of Financiul Characteristics
of Consumers, Bourd of Covernors of the Fedegal Reserve System,
Washington, N.C., August 1966.

& Eliaubeth Waldman, "Marital and Famly Characteristics

of Workers, March 1966, Mounthly lLubor Roview, April 1967,
pp. 29-30.
7 Op. cit., Bulletin 1517, p. 50. Mail collection of

zdditional information for seasonal adjustment af weekly food ex=
penditures 33 described on p. 27,

All averages ol 1960-61 food expenditures publislied Ly the
Bureau in i basic stauistical reporis on Consumer Expenditures and
lucome, 1960-61, refer to the amnual data recorded an section J.
The National Industrial Conference Board has published Bureau tah-
ulatiom of weekly expenditiees in 1961 and 1962 recorded on sched-
we 2648C for vowlarm lamilivs, classified by selected family
characteristics, in Expenditure Patterns of the American Famuly
(1965).

Other forms

In addition to the three forms used in questioning
the family, two other forms were prepared for
each CU.

A summary sheet, BLS 2648D, was developed to
allocate the various section totals in 26483 to the
expenditures, income, oOr asset/1labilities accounts.
Thus, the balance between the receipts and dis-
pursements as reported by the family was deter-
mined. The field editor filled in the *D” sheets from

the 2648B's turned in by the interviewcr. lnitially, -

schedule D was used by the [icld supervisor in
cvaluating the completeness and consistency of entries
on 2648B and In determining whether the schedule
should be reassigned to the interviewer to obtain
addlitional information from lhe family. (See also
pages 32 and 34.)

Assignment Record—PB 715, served adual purpose:
To furnish a record for cost accounting purposes of
the time required for completing and field editing
a schedule; and to provide information lor evaluating
the quality of the datn reported by the respondent.
The interviewer made entries on this form after
each visit to an assignment address.

Field Operations

Sucecess in a survey using the personal interview
technique requires workers who can enlist the co-
operation of a high praportion of the individuals or
families approached and who can record responses
with precision, speed, and accuracy. Therefore, the
Bureau made great efforts to select and train the
large staff needed for this key phase of the CES and
to see that the Washlngton headquarters and the
regional offices gave the field personnel ample and
sustalned support. .

Since the Bureau had had no funds for oonducting
expendlture surveys after completion of the 1950
operations, it approached the Cincinpati lead city
survey for 1959 with only a nucleus of staff with
field experience. The Branch of Enumerative Surveys
worked closely with the BLS regional offices in Boston,
New York, Atlanta, Chicago, and San Francisco® In
recruiting, training, assigning, and supcrvising the
staff neoessary for a nationwide survey. In Wash-
ington, these functlons were divided between the
Branch’s Section of Field Operations, which admin-
istered the field data collection for the CES and
other programs of the office, and the Section of
Technical Training. That sectlon ascertajned training
needs, developed training materials, and conducted
training courses. (See chart 1, page 10.

Staff requirements

Staff was needed at three levels of {ield operatio
outside the Washington headquarters: (1) Senior sur-
vey supervisors in the regional offices, (2) field
survey supervisors who set up and were in charge
of temporary oifices in each survey area, and (3)
interviewers, referred to as “daily rates” because
they were temporary employees hired looally for
a few weeks to Interview families in their city.

Senior Survey Supervisuors. The regional price
supervisor in each region assumed the added re-
sponsibilities of senior survey supervisor for the
CES. All had participated in the 1950. expenditure
survey either as senior supervisor or survey super-
visor. Since the field collection was to be spread
over 2 years and assistance was available from the
Washington headquarters, the senior supervisory staff
needed t0 be expanded {n only two regions.

Field Survey Supervisors. The only field super-
vigsors with experience in conducting a CES were
the few who had participated in the Cincinnati lead
city survey. Estimates of requirements for super-
vigsory steff were based on the decision to spread
data ocollection over 2 years (1961 and 1962) and
to begin collection as early as possible each year,
the production rate in Cincinnati, and the number
of assignment addresses in each survey area. (Sece
appendix table B-2.)

For technical and administrative reasons, it was
advantageous to begin data collection as early in
1961 or 1962 as possible. Technically, it was de-
sirable to interview families close to the end of
the survey year, 1960 or 1961, in order to reduce
errors of recall and to take advantage of most U.S.
families' preoccupation with income and expenditures
for income tax reports to be filed in the spring. Ad-
ministratively, an early start increased the number
of surveys or reassignments each supervisor could
handle in a4 year. Holding the number of supervisors
to a minimum and reassigning themn added to the
uniformity of the collection and field editing of the
schedules and reduced the cost of recruiling und
training field supervisors.

Tleld supservisors werse selected from three sources:
Staff regularly engaged in field collection of price
data for the CP{ and other BLS pricing programs
and who had particlpated in the CES in Cincinnati;
supervisors of the Bureau's Comprehensgive Housing
Unit Surveys conducted late in 1960; and new pro-
fessional personnel recruited by the, BLS regional
offices. New employeos were selected from U.S.

8 The Cleveland regionmal olfice was established afrer CES
{ield operations had begun; in July 1967 functions of the Cleveland
office were mawsferred o Kaunsas Civy.
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Civil Service Commission registers of persons who
had passed the Federal Service Entrance Examination
qualifying them at the GS-5 or GS-7 level.

Thirty-two supervisors were trained for the field
operationg that began early in 1961. Late in 1961,
15 new employses were hired and trained to replace

losses and to tmild up the supervisory staff for the
1962 collection.

The numbar of field supervisors for the 2 years is
summarized in table 2. In February 1961, temporary
field offices were opened in the largest SMSA's,
Thus, in Round 1, the entlre supervisory stalf was
distributed among 12 Stratum A clties (population of
1,400,000 and over) and 3 Stratum B cities (250,000
1,400,000 population). Five field Bupervisors were
agsigned to field offices in New York City (3) and
Newark, N.J. (2), with responsihility for 563 addresses
in the New York—Northeastern N.J. Standard Con-
solidated Area. Two supervisors were asgigned to
each of the other “A” and “B" cities which had sam-
ples of 187 to 250 addresses. (See appendix table
B-2.) Each supervisor set up a separate office and,
except for interviewer trailning, operatad independ-
ently, having complete responsibillty for half the
sample.?

Toward the end of April, the reasgsignment of field
supervisors 1o Round 2 cities began. This included
the remasining “A® and “B* cities, all “C” cities,
and 13 of the 16 “D” cities. In late June, three
Supervisors began third assignments in the remiin-
ing “D* cities. Only one Supervisor was assigned
to each “C” and “D® city which had samples of
160 and 65 addresses, respectively.

A similar assignment pattern was [ollowed for
the second ysear’s field operatlions. However, the
15 new supervisors had heen brought to Washington
for training late in 1961. Both staff and materialg
were in a grealer siate of readiness for the 1962
field operations than they had been in the previous
year. Thus, supervisors began opening offices early
in January 1962—about a month gooner than in 196].

Sixteen field supervisors remained throughout the
2 years and confribuled substantially to the contlinuity
and uniformity of data collection for the CES. The
majority of supervisors completed two to four sup-
veys each, but four conducted five surveys and one
conducted Six surveys over the 2-year period. Six
completed one survey. In 1961, two-thirds of the
supervisors were men, but in 1962, replacements
pulled the proportion down to less than half.

Local Interviewers. Historically, the BLS hasg used
local people as CES interviewers. The majority of
these short-time *“daily rate” workers have been
housewives or retirees. The number of “daily rates”
needed in each city was determined by the number
of survey assignments; the most effective supervisor-
{nterviewer ratio; and the productioarate in Cincinnati.

In 1960-61, the BLS used the same method of re~
cruiting “daily rates” which ¢t had developed in co-
operation with the U.S. Employment Services (USES) for
the 1950 survey, but on a wider and more successful

9 Ia 1950, assignmems were made to a team of voe super-
visor and one editor tramed ia Washingron. The maximum pumber
of assignments for onc-supervisor-editor tezam was 250. A siagle
term was used in all but 10 cities, where the sample was too large
for one leam (o complete the swrvey i an acceptable tiwme sparn,
See Lamale, opy cit. (monograph), p. o1,

Tuble 2. Spun of data collection petiod for 1960-61 CES urban sample,’ by population stratwm

2
Swvey year amd Date Number of—

population stratum Collection Survey Survey Field Assign-

began campleted sreas super- ment
v isors addresses

TOWL) 1960 = o m e e oo oL 30 5,848
Serztum A, Round | -—- - February 22, 1961 June 2, 1961 12 24 2I S(Y;'
Stratum A, Round 2 —=en- May 17, 1961 July 14, 1961 1 2 "lss
Seratum B, Round | --___ February 24, (561 May 5, 1561 3 6 75
Swatum B, Round 2 ——eav May 9, 1961 July 19, 1961 2 4 S00
Soratum C, Round 2 ~~-a- Moy 1, 1961 July 28, 1961 5 s 800
Stralum D, Round 2 cvmac May 4, 196! August 18, 1961 16 16 1,040
I k4
Total, 19613 ... el 40 6,085
Stratum A, Round 1 —eeee January 17, 1962 May 1 27

, y 10, 1962 13 z 2,74

Stratum B, Round 2 —---- April 5, 1962 August 14, 1902 6 12 l’ ;05
Stratum C, Round 1 ——ooe January 26, 1962 April 19, 1962 2 4 '320
Stratam €, Rouad 2 —ac-- April 24, 1962 »iy 14, 1962 3 6 480
Stratum D, Rownd 2 ----— Apri1l 1B, 1962 Aungust 28, 1962 t6 16 1,040

T

! Dofs oot wclude Ancharage, Alaska, susveyed i sprng 1960,
This laformation for andivaduul SUIVey Areas i3 shown in appendix table B-2,

) FOﬂCu.rrenlIy with the 1961 urban survey, supervisors also handled 465
gide SMSA's In the 1961 sawmple, distributed as follows:
Round [ (59) 20d Round 2 (107). Figures in this lable do not cover 27

SMSA’s in Strata B apd C in the 1960 sample.
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rural nonfarm assignments in-
Swawum A (172); Strutum B (147), and Stratum C,
1 rural ponfarm assignmencs inside

scale. In 1950, the USES Aptitude Test Baltery B-210,
consisting of five tests from the General Aptitude
Test Battery, was set up, and nurms for the batiery
were based on aptitude scores for four general ap-
titudes. These were: (1) General Intelligence, (2) verbal
ability, (3) numerical ability, and (4) clerical per-
ception.® The USES Test Battery B-210 had been
used by State and loczal employment offices for all
types of interviewing requests since 1950. The scoring
procedure had been refined in a decade’s use.

In advance of opening an offlce, the BLS regional
supervisor notified the local State Employment Service
of the starting date for the survey, the approximate
purnber of Interviewers required, and the estimated
duration of their employment. Also, the supervisor
asked the employment office to test applicants whom
the CES field supervisors could interview in the
first week of survey operations in a city. For ex-
ample, for the Cincinnati survey, the Ohio employ-
ment office was asked to supply 60 applicants for
interviews from whom the CES supervisors could
select 35 to 40 “daily rates.” Among other things
discussed during the interview were the applicants’
availability for 6 to 8 weeks, their willingness to
work irregular hours and their willingpess to travel
to specified addresses in the survey sample. There
were no speclfioc educational requirements for the

inlerviewers, but, because of the complexity of the °

survey, some formal education beyond the high sohool
level was desirable. Applicable types of experience
were socisl work, teaching, survey work, home
economicyd, economicsg, and statistics.

The rate of pay for “daily rates” was $14.48 for
and 8-hour day, or $1.81 an hour for each hour
worked. Interviewers were never required to work
more than 40 hours & week, but might work less
because of difficulties in scheduling appointments
with respondents.

Each Cincinnati supervisor had supervised only
six or seven interviewers angd had only 50 assign-
ment addresses. However, it was evident that they
cowld manage more interviewers.!! Balanced against
the supervisors' capacity was the knowledge that
there are measurable limits to the number of inter-
views that a field agent can handle successfally.!?

For 1960-61, supervisors in mos{ metropolitan
areags (Stratum A, B, or C) had betweep 80 and
126 assignments and were permitted to hire as
many as 16 interviewers. Hirings depended some-
what on the supply of qualified applicants, and most
supervisors started training classes with approxi-
mately 12 interviewers. In “D® cities, having 65
assignments, 5 to 7 interviewers were adequate.
Where there were two supervisors or more in a
¢ity, interviewers in the first oifice to complete

its assignment might be reassigned to another super-
visor so that more efficient use of interviewer time
resulted. On the average, supervisors gave 10.5 as-
signments to each “daily rate? interviewerin 1960-61.

The Burcau's long experience has indicated that
women usually are better quallffied than men for
collecting family purchase data (much of which is
obtained from the housewife). They also are more
available for short-term employment. In the 1960-61
survey, only about 10 percent of the interviewers
were men.

Training

The two levels of fleld supervisors met in Wash-
ington for training at intervals throughout the CES,.
Their training was planned around the following series
of manuals and other materiale developed for the
CES by the Section of Technical Training:

Training Guide Film Suip “Some llelpful
Inierviewers’” Collection Manual Guides (o [nterviewing™
Interviewers’ Work Book Flunnel Graph Board and
Interviewers’” Work Boak (Answer Characters {for use

Book) and Sample Schedules teaching fanly composition)
Field Edibing Manual Field Supervisors’ Manual

Senior Survey Supervisors. The regional super-
visors attended a briefing conference in September
1960 to discuss changes in survey procedures and
materfals on the basie of the Cincinnati experience,
and to delermipe and coordinate timetables for su-
pervision of the upcoming surveys. Following com-
pletion of field operations in the 39 survey areas in
the first year's program, senior supervisors returned
to Washington for a critique to evaluate the work of
the field supervisors assigned in their respeclive
regions and to apprazise the management of the sur-
veys in terms of production rates and the similarity
and dissimilarily of problems encountered by in-
dividual supervisors. Finally, they vreevaluated the
supervisors’ assignments or workload from the stand-
point of_improving supervision of interviewers,

10 For a description of the experimenta! results, see Beatrice J.
Dvorak, Frauces C. Fox, and Charles Meigh, "Tests for Field Sur-
vey laterviewers, " The Journal of Marketlng, M. 1, January 1952,
ppe 301-306.

1} Op the basis of earlier experlence, 1950 staffing plans
took inte cobsideration: “The training and review of the inter-
viewers’ work Is such that one supervisor and one editor canoot
operate efficiently with more than about 1S to 20 interviewers, "
See Lamale, op. cit,,(momnograph), p. 6L.

12 S¢e Lamale, op. clt, (monograph), p. 6l. In the 1950
CES, it was found rhat the time and cost of the firm few interviews
by & "daily rate" were high bur decreased very rapidly as the Inter-
viewer gained experience. Mimmum cost wag achfeved by the
fifth ioterview apd was mafimaioed through about the twelfth or
fifteenth interview, Thereafller costs rote, and tvhe interviewer's
efflefency und eothusizszo seem o reflect the strain of the Job,

1



Field Survey Supervisors. Prior to initiating field
work in 1961 and 1962, 6-week intensive trainiong pro-
grums for the survey supervisors were hald in Wash-
ington. They were instructed ino survey munagement
(e.g., the establishment and administration of offices
fn survey areas and the hiring, training, and super-
vision of interviewers) and in CES background and
methods (purposes, concepls, definitions, content of
questionnaires, interviewing techniques, etc.),

The training classes were conducted by six mem-
bers of the Section of Technical Training. All were
thoroughly famillar with the entire set of CES sched-
ules and trainlng muterials. However, becausea of the
length and complexity of the schedules, each member
specialized In selected subject matter segments of
the schedules, such ag all sections dealing with hous-
ing (sections B through 1). They were respongible also
for training the supervisors in these related sections.
To keep training olasses a manageable size and to use
the fraining staff efficiently, the supervisors were
divided into two classes that sturted a week apart.

The supervisors first were trained as if they were
to be Interviewers. The training staff followed the
deily program outlined in the Training Guide for pre-
senting the CES schedules, Collection Manual, and
workbooks. They tested the supervisors on various
sections of the schedules and on overall CES concepts.
The supervisors then were taught to conduct simi-
lar training classes for daily-rate interviewers whom
they would hire in each survey area. They practiced
using the Training Guide and other teaching aids by
conducting training sessions on selected sections of the
gchedules for their fellow supervisors. This was con-
cluded by a training critique. The last week In Wash-
ington was devoted to use of the Field Ediflng Manual
and the Field Supervisors’ Manual. The latter mapual
wag concerned with survey management, including re-
cruitment of interviewers, selection of field editors
from among the interviewers, determining interviewer
workload, maintaining the flow of schedules through
Tield editing and transmittal to Washington, and com-
piling the recordsto inform the regional and Washington
headquarters on the status of the survey in each area.

A critique onthe 1961 surveys wasg held in Washington
for the field survey supervisors, followed by a retrain-
ing session prior to their reassignment for the 1962
surveys.

Local Interviewers. The Washington training staff
stressed that a successful CES depended upon uni-
formity in training local interviewers, and they em-
phasized the responsibllity of each fleld supervisor
in achieving this goal. In survey areas requiring two
Supervisors or more who operated separate offices
for all other purposes, training was conducted as &
team project fo promote uniformity. The Washington
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training staff assigned related sections of the CES
schedules to each supervisor in the team for inter-
viewer training. These team assignments were based
on the evaluation of each supervisor’s interests and his
mastery of the related sections and demonstrated
abllity to teach them.

Supervisors trained approximately 1,200 inter-
viewers for the 1960-61 CES. (See appendix table B-3.)
The size of the tralning class ranged from five “daily
rates” in the “D” cities to 24 in the larger SMSA’s,
except the New York—Northeastern New Jersey area.

On the average, the local inlerviewers attended
seven consecutive 8-hour training sessions. In these
sessions, the fleld supervisors followed the pattern
of their Washington training and covered basically
the same material. They used the same Training Guide
and related materials to leachinterviewlng tachniques,
basic survey concepts and purposes, and to clarify
and interpret the content of the CES schedules. After
the interviewing was started, the field supervisor
selected one or more of the interviewers to assist
in editing the schedules before transmittal to Wash-
ington and gave thewn additional training in using the
Field Editing Manual.

Field training in each city was obsgerved and eval-
vated by either u member of the Washington training
staff or the regionanl senior survey supervisor.

Communications

Channels of official communicution were very im-
portant factors throughout the data collection phase
of the nationwide CES. Two types of communication
were necessary: (1) Publicity to inform local residents
about the survey and thue aid the interviewers, and
(2) the intercomrnunication of the local survey office,
regional, and Washington offices on survey progress
and problems.

Publicity was prepared for the news media. Com-
missioner of Labor Statistics Ewan Clague taped a
short description of the gurvey for use on radio and
television in each of the survey cities. The regional
offices arranged to have these broadcast just prior
to the dates when interviewers would begin calling
on families. The BLS regional directors also held
press conferences with the local newspapers, radio,
and television stations and supplied them official
press releases describing the survey.

A letter {rom the Commissioner was mailed to
each assignment address just before the interviewer
called. (See exhibit C, page 114.) The letter informed
the occupants that they had been selected for inclusion
in the study, gave the purpose and a short descrip-
tion of the CES, and requested their cooperation. The
Interviewer also carried & copy of the letter in case

the family had not received theirs or had not read it.
No sclentiflc study was made of the effectiveness of
the publicity. However, most interviewers reported
the letter was very belpful in identifying them and

gaining some response.
The major provisions for the commupications be-

tween the survey city offices and the regional and
washington offices were the Weekly Progress Report

(Form 142), the Question and Answer Form (PB 218), -

and the Narrative Reports. The progress reporf was
prepared and mailed each Friday. Lt provided & status
report on assignments, personnel, and survey costs.
Each weekly report was cumulative, so the final re-
port provided a complete accounting of assignments
and survey costs. The question and answer form pro-
vided a quick means for the survey supervisor (o
gel specialized assistance [rom Washington on prob-
lems or specilic schedules. Inreverse, the Washington
office could get clarification of schedule entries which
were inconsistent, incomplete, or not clear. The PB
218’s were kept in the folder with the family’s sched-
ule and became part of the permanent CES files.

Before closing an office, eaoh supervisor was re-
quired to prepare a Narrative Report cavering the
following aspects of the survey in thatarea: Effective-
ness of publicity, supervisor’s contact with logal of~
fioials, daily rate employees, and teohnical and admin-
istrative problems. '

Under “cifectiveness of publicity,” the superyisor
evaluated the publicity described above on the basis
of his personal observations, on those of his inter-
viewers, and on comments of respondents with whowm

he talked.
“Supervisor's contact with local officials” cavered

couperation received from the local police department,
other city oflicials, business and civic organizations,
and the local employment office. Before interviewing
started, supervisors were required to notify the police
department that the BLS was conducting a family survey
and to supply the names of interviewers. Freguently,
both the city engineering uffice and local planning of-
fices were visited to obtain information onassignment
addresses which interviewers could not locate. In many
areas, the CES field supervisor was the only repre-
sentative of the Department of Labor inthe city. There-
fore, the supervisor received many calls {rom organi-
zations and individuals interesfed in oblaining informa-
tion on a variety of Labor Department programs and in
knowing when CES results would be available.

In the section “daily rate employees,” the super-
visor reported pertinent information about the inter-
viewer which was not covered on the interviewer’s
personnel sheet. In the largest SMSA’s to be sur-
veyed In 2 years, these comments on 1961 staff were
particularly valuable for supervisors recruiting in-
terviewers for the 1962 round.
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“Technical and administirative problems” cavered
difficulties in obtaining office equipment or coopera-
tion of the building management; administrative prob-
lems wilh the interviewers, such as reasons for re-
leasing some interviewers early in the survey; flowof
work and editing problems; ete.

Quality control

Evaluation of the quality of interviewer training,
supervisory training, data recording, and {ield editing
was continuous throughout the survey. This was carrled
out in a variety of ways. Reglonal supervisors or
members of the Washington headquarters training
staff observed some parts of the interviewer training
done by the survey supervisors on their first round
of the 1961 survey. They evaluated the training and
provided assistance to the field supe'rvisors where
required.

The quality of survey supervision, interviewing, and
field editing was evaluated continuously by review of
the weekly status reports (Form 142) submitted to the
regional and Washingion offices, by systematic review
and evaluation of the schedules in Washington, and
by periodic visiis to field offices by senior staff
thraughout the survey. Field supervisors were re-
quired to transmit to Washingtuon completed schedules
in groups of 10. Staff in the section of Consumer Ex-
penditure Surveys promptly examined schedules sent
in by each supervisor ! and worked closely with the
Branch of Enumerative Surveys so that problem areas
could be clarified and correcied while the supervisors
and interviewers were still in the Survey area.

After completing review of schedules colleoted in
1961, the reviewling staif of the Section of Consumer
Expenditure Surveys summarized their records on
types of recurringproblems (e.g., automobile purchase
and financing). This staff also evaluated the supervisors
on their understanding of the schedule, their use of
PB 218’s, the number of schedules that were rejected
after review Lo Washington, efc. These quality evalua-
tions and the evaluation of the survey management
by the Branch of Enumerative Surveys were used in
the refresher training course for those supervisors
who contlpued in the 1962 survey. The same quality
control program was used fn 1962.

Timing and Man-Hours in-
the Field Operations

As noted in chapter 2, the Bureau was responsible
for collecting 1960-61 data al assignment addresses
in urban places and in the rural nonfarm segments

13 See discusslon of review procedures, pp. 29-33.
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of metropolitan areus. It is estimated that field opera-
tions (salaries of supervisors and interviewers and
travel costs) covered almost one-third of the total
$2.8 million '* spent by the Bureauof Labor Statistics
on the Survey of Consumer Expenditures in the fiscal
years July 1959 through June 1964. Prorating the $2.8
million over the sample of urban and rural nonfarm
agsignments for which the BLS was responsible gives
en average cost of approximately $225 for each assign-

ment and $275 for each usable schedule.
Daily-rate interviewer time on all phases of BLS

field operations averaged just under 20 hours foreach
assignment. The “daily-rale” hours for each assign-
ment averagad about the same as in the 1950 urban
survey, but the distribution among activities differed
as shown below:

Average houss
1960-611 19502

Total, daily -rate interviewersa-ooooo o 19.9 20.0
Training =-r-cmmmmm oo e el 5.2 3.8
[oterviewing family-----—--aa- 6.4 g,0Q
Edmuf, office consultation, elc 3.2 2,5
Teavel ——vmmmmncma e mccean 2.9 { 6.0
[0 e R R 2.2 )

! The number of hotrs spext for trainjng was taken from sup-
ervizors’ progress teports, and the distribution among other acrivities
fsora the lorm PB 715's (p. 197}, adjusted upward to cqual cost 2¢-
counting recards of total daily-rares’ hours paid for, us shown in
appendix table B-3,

2 Lamale, op. ci. (monograph), p. 61,

The “daily rates” spent less time in interviewing
the familles and fn fravel during 1960-61 thanin 1950,
but more in training and In office consultation, editing,
and other work in preparing the schedules for trans-
mittal to Washington. Average Interview time for each
assignment wes reduced from about 8Y, hours in the
1059 “lead city” survey In Cincinnati ang 8 hours in
1950 to less than 7 hours {n 1960-61,

Average hours for each assignment is a convenient
and useful unit of measurement, particularly for ad-
ministrative and budgetlary purposes. However, this
average length of interview covers time spent with all
families contacted, including those ineligible or not
willing or able to complete the schedules. Special
tabulations of {amilies who completed schedules have
been made for three citles and are summarized in
table 3 to indicate the interview pattern and lime
contributed to the survey by participating families.
The selection of the cities has no special significanoce.
The tlabulations were readily available !* for only a
few cities, and these three cover the range of small
and large places in different parts of the country. Ex-
cept in Boston, the greal majority of families spent
from 3 fo 7 hours with the interviewer who may have
called on the family as many as five times. A few
schedules were completed in @ single visit lasting
less than 3 hours. In addition to the interviewer's
skill, many factors affected the time required to obtain
o year’s recall of family accounts. A salaried worker
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living by himself in a furnished room, without a car,
could give a complete annual account quickly, and he

prubably would not be eligible for lhe weekly food

schedule. In contrast, respondents for a large home-

owning family having substantial income from various

sources would spend more time, spread over seversl

visits, to complete the annual and weckly schedules.

The interviewsr prabably would talk with the family

head, his wife, and others to obtain information {rom

the best informed member.

Some information on the relationship of length of
interview and response rate was obtained from un
experiment In data collection methods conducted in
Cincinnati in July 1960, just after completion of the
“lead city” survey. Anabbreviated schedule, composed
of selected sections and {tems in schedule 2648-B*°
was used to interview a subsample of families at ad-
dresses selected from the same sampling frame and
by the same methods as theleadcity sample. The con-
densed schedulc required about 4 hours to complete,on
the average, or roughly hal{ as long as the full sched-
ule B and schedule C used in the lead city survey. The
proportion of usable schedules was about the same for
both surveys—75.6 percent for the lead city survey
and 76.5 percent for the experimental abbreviated
schedule.

Table 3. Length of interview and number of visits with wrban fumilies
completing CES schedules, 3 cities, 1960 and 1961

Boston, |Florener, | Wichita,

tem Mnss.r Ala., Kans,,
1960 196t 1961
Average daily~rate hours per
aASSIgRINEl  ~m-emcacemmmmamnan 17.6 17,8 13,9
Number af assignment addsesses --- 187 65 250

Cowmpleted schedules:
Number as reported by field
SUPETVISOIS ==m=s-= - —cwwmemn 132 56 196
Percenr distribution accordiug
to length of imlerview and

number of visltg' ==aamoaecua - 100 100 | 100

Less thau 3 hours, {or :

2 VISIES cmemmmme e 7 214 25
Frem 3 to 7 hours, 1 thrangh

B L 43 70 366
From 7 to 10 hours, 2through

7 ViSH§ mmmmmmem e L 25 to 22
10 hours or more, 3 through

7 viSEg mm e | 20 7 7

! Covers only that hull of sample surveyed for 1960,
Includes 1 family visited 3 times.
Includes ¢ family visited 6 times,
Jucludes 1 family visited | time.

14 This covers costs in the field and in Washington for salaries,
travel, auromatic data processing, ond nonlahor and adminisative
costs, It wcludes prepuring the raw schedule data ready to be used
in the CPl revision, but does pol include other cost specifically
assignable to the CF revision. It does not cover salaries and
other ¢osts In preparing CES tabulations and publicetions afrer
June 30, 1964.

1S The information was compiled from field supervisors! sum-
maries of dald on PB 715's, The mumber of completed sclhiedules
was as reported by the field supervison, prior ra final review in
Vt’aslnnfl.cm, and muy differ from the number shown 1a other tables.

I6 See Project [, p. 5.

Chapter 5. Analysis of Sample Returns

Samples Assigned for lnterviews

All consumer units residing at the assignment ad-
dress were included in the survey. Schedules giving
detalled expenditures, lncome, and changes in assets
and liabilities were taken for all eligible CU’'s, deter-
mined on the basie of criteria outlined in chapter 3.

A total sample of 17,283 living quarter addresses,
with an alternate for each, was selected asthe sample
of assignments in urban and rural places. Thege ad-
dreBses produced an effective sample of 16,987 full-
year cobsumer units eligible for scheduling. Usable
schedule B’s were obtained from 13,728 CU’s, or
about 80 percent of the eligibleunits, The total usable
schedules included 1,956 gchedules for one-person
farnilies and 11,772 for fammilies of two persons or
reore. Comparabla summary information for the urban,
rural nonfarm, and rural farm segments of the 1960-
61 sample is shown in table 4.

A more detailed analysis of the returns for the
urban sample' is presented in appendix table B-4.
In the urban segment, 2,772 alternates wers substituted,
or 23 percent of the 12,205 master addresses. Among .
\he SMSA’s having populations of 250,000 or more,
this proportlon varied from a tenth in Atlanta, Ga.,
to approximately a2 third {n New York, N.Y., and
Hartford, Conn., (appendix table B-2). In a survey
aimed at obtaining data for individual cities, the
matched alternate prooedure is a more economical

method of achieving a reasonably balanced intercity
distribution than use of a larger sample for each city.

More than three-fifths of the 2,772 alternate ad-
dresses In the natlonwide urban sample were substi-
tuted, because (a) the Interviewer could not contact
a respondent at the master address (38 percent), or
(b) the unit was vacant (23 percent). The remaining
39 percent were substituted for families who refused
to give the minimum required to complete the House-
hold Record (2648A). Of the 13,661 urban CU’s
actually contacted Iin both the master and alternate
samples, 2,306 refused {o reporttheir family accounts,
but 707 of these in the master sample ocooperated
to the exient of completing the Household Record.
An additional 1,031 CU’s who started to give information
for the family accounts schedule (2648D3) were either
unwilling or unable to complete {t. No alternates were
substituted for these 1,738 CU’s.

The net effective urban sample of eligible full-year
CU’s, after substitution of alternates, totaled 11,970
unitg. About 79 percent of these furnished usable
schedules. The response rate was about the same
among families in small cities as in the largest
melropolitan areas, as the following olassification
by population stratum shows:

1 S;mlar deta:] is available for the rural nonfarm sample
inside SMSA's, but the USDA analysis of the rural nonfarm sample
outside SMSA's way on u somewhat dillerent basis. (Sre appendix
table B-S,)

Table 4. Summary of returns for the Consumer Expenditure Survey, 1960-61

: \ Usuble R
Effective sample schedules— egponse rate
Lo Assignment full-year
Urbanization 1950 1960-61 conmumer | Col.d+ | cold =z
and year addresses 7> o !

14 defipition | definition units col. b cel. ©

(a) (b) (c) (d) () 16))
Utban, 1960-61% ——voeeeov 12, 205 12, 524 11, ¥70 %, 176 75.7 79.2
Rural noufarm, 1961 =-e=aas 2,497 . 2,679 . 2, 636 2,285 85.3 86,7
Rural farm, 1968 —w--oomenn 2,581 2, 381 2,381 1,967 82. ¢ B2.6

Total, urban and

fural —=—-=--—oo=soo 17, 283 17,584 16, 987 13,728 78.1 80.8

Urban, 19507 ~oovmmmomenos 15, 180 15, 676 - 12,489 79,7 -

U The potential numsber of full-year copsumer units from whom a schedwe could be eoxpected after
alternate assignment addresses were substituted, It includes additional cansumer unils found 2t assigoment
addresses, but excludes ineligible aud part-year comsumer wuts, [t does oot include the ariginal sssignmemt

addresg where s subsdtute address was used.

2 Column (¢) differs from (b), because (¢) excludes vacant wnits and “no contacts” in the alternate
sample for which no further substiturion was posgible and a small number of vacant unlts aogd "uo coptacts™
wn the master sample for which it was nol appropriate to substitute altemates. (For detall, see appendix

table B-4.)

3 Includes Anchorage, Alaska, which was surveyed for 1959,
¢ Estimated by BLS on basis of response rate (82,6 percent) compured by USDA.
$ Helea H. Lumale, Study of Consumer Expenditures, Income and Savings—Methodology of the Survey

of Consumer Expenditures in 1950, p, 41.
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Population stratum

All wban
Area places A B C D

Total, eligible full-
year consumer wnits--- ({,970 5,464 2,7(5 [,552 2,239
Percent of total eligible ---  100.0  100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0
Usable schedules -~-—-- 79.2 768.9 78,1 80.5 80.3
lucomplete schedules-~- 8.6 8.9 g.3 27 7.6
Refisals - =-amcamnnaan 10.3 10.4 1,4 7.9 9.9
Rejected schedules-—--- 1.9 1.8 2,0 1.9 2,2

The percentage of usable schedules in each cily is
shown in appendix table B-2.

The proportion of usable schedules obtaloed {rom
the urban sample was somewhat lowar in 1960-61 than
in 1950. (See table 4.) For 1950, records are not avail-
able to make an analysis {nthe same detzail as in 1960-
61, but it is evident that the lugs attribulable to vacant
units was bigher for the 1960-61 perlod than in 1950
when the post-war housing shortage was still a
national problem. ¢

In addition to the full-year CU’s, the urban sample
also included 386 part-year familles, 293 of whom
gave usable schedules. (See appendix table B-4.) As
indicated in ohapter 3, the part-ysar schedules were
not Included in oomputing the survey averages but
some analytical tabulations®were made for this
group which made up 3 percent of the total 9,769 usable
schedules obtained {rom full-year and part-yearurban
families.

The largest category of part-year families—35 per-
oent of the total—was composed of persons who had
married during the survey year but had lived with
another CU prior to their marriage. The next largest
group—21 peroent of the part-year units—were indi-
viduals who left their families to become finanoially
independent. This would include a son, for example,
who got a job and moved inte his own apartment.
Another 13 percent had returned during the survey year
from military sexvice, an institution, or from living
abroad. The remaining 31 percent had joined or left
another CU during lhe survey year for avariety of rea-
sons, including married couples who separated or ob-
tained divorces.

Mail Questionnaires for Weekly
Food Expendirures

As Indicated earlier, schedule 2648C (see ex-
hibit F) was used during the interview to supplement
the information recorded oo annual expenditures for
food,* beverages, housshold supplies, and related
items purchased frequenfly. The detall of such items
purchased during the 7 days preceding the interview
was essential for determining the CPI weights for
specific items of food. 1t also was necessary to
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have some basis for ndjusting the weekly information
to represent annual expenditures for individual items,
because of the seasonal variation i{n food purchases.
Ideally, such informatiop is obteined by reinter-
viewing the coopereling families at quarterly or
more frequent intervals over a full-year oyole. This
was deemed impractical, primarily because of the
cogt of personal interviews.

Experimental survey in Cincinnati

Since it is cheaper lo collect data by mail than by
personal lnlerview, an experimental meil survey was
undertaken in the “lead city” of Cincinnati inthe spring
af 1961. The experiment wasdesigned: (1) To compare
response rates for famfilies previously interviewad
and for “pew” familles, and (2) to obtain guidance in
schedule design if it were decided to undertake an
extensive mail survey.

The new addresses, whioch were divided into two
groups of 150 each, were subsamples of Hving quarter
addresses drawn for experimental purposes at the
same time and followlng the same procedures used
in drawing the subsample of addresses visited for the
1959 CES in Cincinnati. (See p. 13.)

Three simplified versions of schedule C (Identified
as C1, C2, and C38), were tested. All were limlted to
the food and nonalcoholic beverages sections of sched-
ule C and requested only minimal information about
family characteristics, specifioaily the number of per-
sons in the family and the number of persons served
each meal in the previous weeak,.

@uestionnaire C1 listed only the 28 major food and
beverage categories (e.g., dairy produots) and left
space for the respondent to write in the quantity and
cost of each spacific 1tem purchaged.

Questionnaire C3 contained the complete cheoklist
of food and nonaicoholic heverages included in the basic
schedule 2648C.

Questionnaire C2 combined features of C1 and C3.
It had a partlal ohecklist of items and provided space
for the respondent to write in all purchases in some
categories (e.g., frozsn vegetables).

Questionnaire Cl1 was mailed to one subsample of
150 new addregses, and questionnaire C2 to the other
150. Questionnaire C3, which was most similar to the
schedule C used in personal interviews, was mailedto

¢ The decennial censuses of housing show that the natjonal
vacancy rate for available year=round sound housing in 1960 was
more than donble the 1950 rate. See U, S, Census of Housing
1960, United States Summary, Final Report HC(1) - 1, p. xxx,

3 These tabulations appear in The Concept of Parr—Year
Families in Consumer Expendinwe Surveys, CES Regearch Note
No. 1, U.S&, Burrau of Labor Staristics, Division of Living Con-
ditions Studies, October 1968, (mimeographed),

For a comparison of reported annual 2nd weekly food ex~
penditures, see p, GO,

183 families who were famillar with the schedule.
These families had cooperated when initially inter-
viewed in the spring of 1960, and they had not refused
to cooperate in & second perscnal loterview in which
schedule C was used to collect information on their
food purchases during a week In the period between
October 17 and Navember 18, 1960,

All three types of questionunaires were mailed on
April 30, 1961. Threc weeks later, when response had
practioally ceased, a followup inguiry was mafled to
all nonrespondents. The respanse for the three sched-
ules is shown in table 5,

Table 5. Comparison of response rates for three types of weckly food
schedules used in experimental mail survey, Cincinnati, Chio,
spring 1961

Number Percent of

of schednles schedules mailed

Scheadule Returned Total
Mailed ! ceturned | Usable

Total Usuble

Totalamevaw-a- 470 173 125 36,8 26.6
[l 145 49 37 13.8 25. 3
[ o 2 144 51 33 35.4 22,9
C3 ccmcvanienmrann 181 73 §S 40,3 30.4

1 Thirteen of the 483 schedules mailed were returned by the
Post Qllice.

On the basis of the response rates in the Cincinnati
experiment, it was deoided fo rely on mall question-
naires fo aobtain information for seasonal adjusiment
of weekly food expenditures needed for the C Pl welights.

Mail survey in selected cities

Successive mallings to families interviewed, rogard-
fog both their weekly food and other expenditures
(2648B), was the preferred way to collect information
for seasonal adjustment of weekly food expenditures.
The reason was that the annual schedule contained
family characteristics for evaluating the effect of non-
response in the mall reports, Although the Cincinnat!
experiment showed that previously {nterviewed fam-
flies returned the highsst proportion of usabie sched-
ules in the mail survey (the C3 groupin fable §) grave
doubt remained about the “slaying power”® of suchfam-
ilies over three quarterly mailing periods.

Therefore, a mail survey of seasonal food expend-
ftures was undertaken, using two types of samples:

1. CES {followup involved three successive mail-
ings to about 4,500 familles who had furnished weekly
food data on schedule 2648C when interviewed inthe
spring of 1961 in all oities in the 1960 CES sample.

2, Independent consisted of approximately 16,000
addresses selected from the residual CHUS sample
in 16 cities after the CES samples had been seleoted.
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Schedules were mailed to these addresses for only
one reporting periodinthe 12 months, October 1961-
September 1962. The sample thus consisted of 12
independent subsamples.

The schedule, BLS 2648CM, was the same for both
mail surveys, but the letters on the cover sheet dif-
fered. (See exhibits [ and J.) Form 2648CM was a
composite of the schedule formats used experimentally
in Cincinnati; the instructfons and questions on page 2
were {rom questionnaire C2 and the complete check-
list of items from C3. After each mailing in both the
followup and independent samples, a second request
was mailed to all families who had not refurned the
2648CM approximately 2 weeks after it had been sent.

Comparison of responses from the two types of sam-
ples showed that the CES f{ollowup group maintained
4. better rate of return than had been anticipated in
planning the mail survey. Te summarize, the com-
parison showed:

1. Over the entire period (October 1961-Septem-
ber 1962), the gross rate of return was about the
same from both surveys. IFrom every 100 sched-
ules malled, 38.6 were returned by families in the
foliowup sample and 39.56 from the independent
sample.

2. Famlilles previously interviewed in the CES
returned a higher proportion of usable schedules
(32.1 percent) than did families approacohed only by
mail 1in the independent survey (28.2 percent).

3. The rate of return of usable schedules varied
more {rom month to month on the followup than
on the independent survey. However, in all but
2 months, the rate of return was higher on the
followup than the independent survey. Returns were
lowest in the late summer months on both surveys.
Low for the followup was 22.4 perceni in Septem-
ber, and for the i{ndependent it was 28.2 percent
o August.

Weekly food expenditures collected from both types
of mail surveys were used for seasonal adjustments
in deriving food welghts for the CPL®  Plans for
collating famlily characteristics on the annual sched-
ule with weekly dala in the CES followup survey were
not accomplished, mainly because of the shortage of
PrUgraminers.

Characteristics of Families Coopemting
in Cincinnati

Tabutations of families in the three collections of
weekly faod data In Cincinnati are indicatlve of saruple

5> See The Coosumer Price Index: History and Techmigues,
BLS Bulletin 1517, p. SO,




attrition over approximately 1 year. Of the 227 fam-
ilies reporting weekly iood expenditures tv an inter-
viewar in spring 1960, 126 (about 56 percent) furnished
data when reinterviewed in fall 1960, and 49 of these
126 (almost 40 percent) returned a usable mnail ques-
tionnaire in spring 1961. (See appendix table B-6.)
The 44-percent loss between 1960 spring and f{all
interviews was divided about equally between farm-
ilies who were contacted but did not give a usable
schedule (25 perccnt) and those who were not reached
for reinterview because they had moved, were not at
home, etc, Nonrespandents to the spring 1961 mail
survey camnot be classified by the reason of non-
response.

Comparisons of characteristics of families coop-
erating in the three Cincinnati weckly food surveys
suggest that the loss in response was greatest among
the youngest (head under 25 years) and oldest (head
65 years or older) families, among one-person [am-
flies, among those whose heads had completed less
than 8 years of education, and among the nonwhite
population. The average money income after taxes in
1959 was $6,534 for the families still cooperating in
spring 1961, or ahout $1,000 higher than the 1959 in-
come for the 227 families interviewed the previous
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spring. The 49 familles cooperating for all three
periods reported higher weekly faood expenditures than
the families participatinginonly 1 or 2 weekly surveys.

This information ig presented as illustrative—and
not necessarily as typioal or representative—of the
differential nonparticipation that inay be experienced
over time among families with various characteristics.
The 227 families had cooperated in providing a {ull
account of their expenditures and income In 1959, but
those who could notor did not wish to contloue through
the mail survey resembhled the families who refusedto
be members of the M.S.U. Consumer Panel in Lansing,
Mich., in 1951-58.

6 "Studies of relusals [fo be panc! members/ iudicuted that:
{1) Housewives with lower education were more apt to refuse thau
houscwives with lugher educations, (2) high and low income fam-
thies were less cooperative than mediwmn mcome families, (3) sue
of family made po signilicant difference, (4) single person house-
holds aud "ull other" households were less cooperative than the
husband-wife or husbund-wife-children types, aud () older house-
wives were less likely w accept panel membership than younger
wives,” See G.C. Quackenbush and J, D, Shaffer, Callecting Fopd
Purchase Data by Counsumer Punel—A Merthodologica) Report on the
M. 5. U, Cunsumer Panel, 1951-58, Technical Bulletin 279, Machrgaa
Srtate University, Agniculiural Experiment Stavion, Deportment of
Agricullural Economics, East lansmg, Mich, (August 1960},
ppe 11-12,

Chapter 6. Prepararion of Schedules for Tabulation

Muaximum utilization of electronic data-processing
equipment was the criterion for virtually all decisions
in handling the CES schadules aflter they arrived
in Washington from the field. Briefly, programs
were wrilten for using electronic equiprnent at ull
stages of checking, editing, coding, computing, and
generating copy ol tabulations for the printer. This
required early and extended Involvement not only
ol stall representing all organizational subdivisions
of the Office of Prices and Living Conditions, but
also of the Bureau's Offioe of Systems Analysis
and Economic Growth, Division of Data Processing,
and the then Division oI Publications, and their
orgunizational counterparts in the U.S. Department
of Agriculture.

Precoded Schedules

The machine coding system for the 1960-61 CES
{ollowed the pattern developed for the 1950 survey.
The classification codes may be summarized under
three broad headings: (1) Family cbaracteristics,
(2) items measured in dollar values in family ac-
counts, and (3) information items.

More Lhan 40 characteristic codes, consisting of
1, 2,0r 3 digits, were developed to classify fumilles.!
Codes for a few characteristics were printed on the
schedule, (e.g., sex of family members in section A,
itetn 4). Programs were written {or mechanical coding
of approximately a fourth of the characteristics
(e.g., family ipcome after taxes and family size).
The remuinder, such as occupation and Industry,
were coded by the clerical staff.

The classlfication system for the family accounts
and Information items is based on a 4-digit section
code and a oorresponding 3-digit item code. The
code for each iter was either printed onthe schedules
or has been written an the schedules facsimiles in
exhibits E and F. 2

The first digit of the section code indicated the
major distinctions in the classification system, and
successive digits identified lower levels of sum-
murizatlon or item detail. Thus, a zero (0) in the
first diglt of a section oode indicated on information
ftermy, e.g., all items describing a family’s housing
pattern in section B.

Other numbers (1 through 7) in the first digit of
a sectlon code identiffed major categories of family
accounts as follows:
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1000 Incoine

2000 Assets and liabilities

3000 Expenditures for current consumption

4000 Ipsurance, gifts, and contributions

5000 Other ruoney receipts

€000 Goods and services recelved as pay or gifts

7000 Food received through public or private
asgistance

The following example {llustrates the upplication
of the coding system for famlily accounts:

Section
code liem

Expenditures for current consumption --=~ 3000

HOUSINE == mavm e e 3200
Tousefurnishings and equlpment - ----=- 3270
Houschold textileg ==mcauscacem o meamam 3271
Bedspreads ! ~--<-ocmmmn oo ommam 3271 038

! See schedule B, section I, item 57, p, 14,

Review of Schedules

Extensive mechanical tabulation of family expendi-
ture schedules was Introduced in the 1950 survey. That
experience, and awareness of the variety of inter-
related machine programs planned for the 1960-61
data, led to the decision to have all schedule 2648D’s
carefully reviewed in the Washington office prier to
the clerical editing or coding outlined in the Wash-
ington Coding and Editing Manual. This so-called
“professional review” was primarily to determine
the conformity of the entries to the survey concepts
and techniques. It also provided instruction for unusual
situations that were not covered explicitly in the
vartous manuals and training guides. This Wasghington
review was done in two stages; initial review and
detailed revigw.

Initial review

The initlal reviewer examined all 2648B's re-
ceived from the field (including those the field super-
visor classified as incomplete or for part-year

! The characteristic codes wsed tw clwssify families in the
General Puwrpose Tabulation Program are described on p. 46. The
complete family churucteristic codes were assembled for internal
nse and for Mmited digwibution in Swrvey of Consumer Expenditurcs,
1960-61, Classification Codes (revised December 1964 and wuh addi-
tions September 1965), Mimeegraphed, 31 pp. See also appendix
1able B-12.

2 The item reference codes were listed in nusmerciul order for
internal use und for limited distribution in Swevey of Couswmer Ex-
penditures, 1960-61, Coding System—Classification and Coding of
Item Dewil in schedule 26488 (Navewmber 1961, revised Octo-
ber 1962) Multilithed, 48 pp.
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families) to determine the completness and general
quality of the schedule and to detect problems re-
quiring detailed review. The initial reviewer ax-
amined each schedule B, section by section, giving
speclal attention to all notes made by interviewers
and fleld editors. At this point, the {nitial reviewer
removed schedules for part-year consumer units and
incomplete schedules. These schedules were filled
for further study, but were excluded from subsequent
processing of the sampte of complete schedules for
full-year consumer units.

The initial reviewer decided which schedules could
be sent directly for routine coding and ediling and
which should be routed for delailed review. Some
itams, with a hislory of reporting problems inprevious
surveys, were referred consistently to detailed review;
others were referred, if, in the judgment of the
initlal reviewer, they required additional attention,
Referral to detailed review was automatic for sched-
ules an which reported receipts and disbursements
were out of batance by more than 20 percent (page 12)
and for schedules with entries relating to: Business
use or rental of part of home; purchase or sale of
home or other real estate; membership in certain
types of plans for prepaid health care; business use,
purchase, or sale of autoraobile; reimbursement for
expenses for out-of-town travel; income from self-
employment.

The initial reviewer attached a list of questionable
sections and items, with a brief explanation to guide
the detriled review to schedules requiring detailed
review. Approximately 65 percent of the complete
schedwles in the 1960-61 urban sample were referred
for detailed review. A somewhai larger fraction
(77 percent) of the 1961 rural nonfarm sample in
metropolitan areas was referred to detailed review.
Possibly, this difference is attributable to large
numbers of automeatic referrals beosuse of the higher
incidence of self-employment and owmership and
business use of home and autos In rursl nonfarm
compared with urban areas.

Delailed review

The staff assigned to detailed review oonsisted of
four to eight persons, usually economists in grades
G8-5, GS-7, or GS-9. They prepared written in-
struotions for all ohanges to be made by the coding
and editing staff, including an explanativn of the
basie for the change. These tastructions (on a form
ldentified as PB 721), were reviewed by a super-
visory economist and became part of the permunent
reoord {iled with the schedule.
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As the detailed review progressed and procedures
for handling reourrent problems emerged, an in-
formal manuul was compiled for internal use to
standardize procedures and to have a centralized
record of decisions reached in review. All reviewers
contributed to compiling thls manual by submitting
written stalements and by participation in staff meet~
ings. These procedural statements supplemented man-
uals and training materials. used in the fleld or by
the Washington coding and editing staff. In developing
these speciallzed procedures, reviewers referred to
official tubles of real estate taxes; military pay
scales; income tax rates; and deductions for social
security or Federul retirement, etc., as guides (v
the reasonableness of entries.

Reviewers could request {ield supervisors to clarify
doubtful entries on individual schedules or groups of
schedules. To illustrate, the Washington staff ques-
tioned the lack of entries for real estate taxes on
schedules of humerous homeowners in one community.
The field clarified this by explalning that a homestead
exeraption law reduced or elimipated the tax liability
of many families. The field staff’s knowledge of
local situations and personal contact with Tamilies
was recognized, and unless there was a clear-cut
bagis for change, reviewers accepted the field editing.
As shown in appendix table B-4, Washington reviewers
rejected some 2 percent of the urban schedules be-
cause they had significant internal inconsistencies
which could not be reconclled by the combined efforts
of the Washington and field personnel.

Some examples will illustrate the types of changes
made in the detailed review. Sortlng out a variety
of business-connected expenses to obtain & “clean”
record of family expenditures and income accounted
for a substantial volume of review work. This in-
oluded review of reimhursed expenses in section Q.
The guidelines for the principal transfers and ad-
justments of busipess expenses are indicated in the
definitions of {ncome in the glossary (page 215).

Frequently, a family’s monthly home mortgage pay-
ment included principal, interest, taxes, imsurancs,
und other items. Respondents were encouraged to
refer to thelr personal records,? but some could
report only the total monthly payment. In the CES
classification, some items included in these monthly
morigage paymenis were conseidered expenditures for
current consumption (i.e., property taxes, interest,
property insurance, and FHA mortgage guarantee
ingurance} and were in the 3000 series of the section
codes. (See page 29.) Payments on the mortgage
principal, however, were oonsidered decreases In
liabilities in the 2000 series. The Field Editing

3 See p. 43.

Manual contained gwdes lor allocating these items
when the respondent was unable or unwilling to
furnish the detail. The field manual, however, did
not cover all contingencles, particularly for prop-
ertles bought, sold, or refinunced during the survey
year- The Washington reviewers were responsible
for decislons in these circumstances. .

Washington reviewers also were respounsible for an
apalogous type of distribution of combinations that
involved only expenditures, i.e., items classified in
the 3000 series. ! Often, families were unable to
separate expenditures for two items or more, other
than those for which entries of combinations were
provided specifically, ¢.g., children’s clothing in sec-
tton K-V, item 28. Allocations were made if the codes
of the combined categories differed in the second or
third digit of thelr section codes. With few excep-
tions, 5 no allpcation was made if the differences
were in the fourth digit only because of the time iv-
volved. Also, the allocation procedures were not re-
fined euough to warrant this detailed level of estima-~
tion. The wide variety of nonfood articles routinely
purchased in food supsrmarkets resulted in roany
instances of combined expenditures entered in section
J. Following the rule of allocating if the second or
third digits of the seotion code differed, a reviewer
might distribute an entry in section J of expenditures
io grocery stores amopg tbe following major expend-
iture categories:

Secrion Expenditure
code category

Food purchused in grocery stores =-- 3110 Fooud
laundry and cleaning supplies,

ele. -~~~ femme——mmmmmmmemm—a 3260 Houseliold operations
TOBACEO ===m-mmmmmmmmmemmmmma 3810 Tobacee
Alcolwlic beverages ~=vememnam-ua 3820 Alcebolic beverages
Toier soap, cleansing tissues,

T et L P E L LS P L 36eu Fersonul care

The allocations involved & detarmination of the
relative Importance of expenditures of the same
types as those In the combined group. In general,
the relative Importances were obtained from a test
tabulation of 1960 CES data for Detroit. ¢ Expendi-
tures at subcategory or section level for Detroit
families classlfied by [amily size aund income, were
used to compute the relative importance ratios. In
computing the ratios, certain income and family-
size c¢lnsses were combined to avoid computations
based on too few families In a cell.

Another category of problem schedules requiring
detalled review was “sharing families.” ’ These
were families or individuals living inthe same housing
unit who were financially independent (l.e., did not
pool their incomes), but each paid for part of shared
food purchases and possibly other shared household
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expenses. The Callection Manuai instructed the inter-
viewers on u few sharing situations. However, these
rules did not cover the numerous variations inarrange-
ments for sharing expenses encountered among {am-
ities surveyed. In general, the presence of sharing
familles did not affect computations of average expend-
itures per family (computed by dividing aggregate ex-
penditures by number of families). However, qucstion-
able price and quantity data resulted if, for example,
half the price of a stove was reported on twe sched-
uleg. The reviewer tailored instructions for shared
items to fit the sifuation as realistically ag possible.
No counts were made ol sharing familles, but ii is
estimated that 8 to 9 percent of the nonfurm familles
shared their food expensesg or had boarders (reported
in section F-I).

Account balancing difference

If families kept complete household agcounts and
reported them accurately to BLS Interviewers, the
soheduwles would balance; i.e., total receipts would
equal fotal disbursements. The long history of expend-
iture studies has shown that such accounting perfec-
tion is almost never attained. In early BLS studies,
the difference between income and expenditures was
shown ag n surplus (savings) or deficit (dissavings).
In its 1934-36 survey, the Bureau began its current
practice of oomputing savings from reported changes
in assets and llabllities and introduced the concept
of “balancing difference” to represent the discrep-
ancies arising [rom the inability of families to recall
exactly every financial transaction of the year.®

The halancing difference isconsidered positive when
reported receipts exceed disbursements and negative
when dighursements are larger. Although both negative
and positive differencesare found among the schedules,
excessas of disbursements predominate, historlcally.
The balancing differences for average groups of fam-
ilies tend to be negative. The computation of the bal-
ancing difference is illustrated by the following aver-
ages from the report for all urban families in the
United States in 1960-61:

4 Combined expenditures were transierred to section X of
Schedule B during the coding apd editing. Ou schedules reviewed
i 1961, combined expenthtures were retumed to rhe revirwers for
allocation in the fust step of machine screeniug, (Sve duscussion
of program 1401-D, p. 34.) In 1962, 1o reduce the yolume of
panchcard corrections, combiued expenditures listed iu section X
were remrned for allocarion after coding und editing but before the
data were punched.

5 For technical reasons assaciated with the machive program,
allocations were carried to the fourth digit for about 20 items.

In the 1960-61 CES, 3.3 percent of the usable wban schedules
required allocation of combined expenditures.

é Dewrolt was the major CES ciry used to test programs amd
the first for which a set of machine tabulations was completed.

7 Famliies were classified as sharing if they amswered "Yes"
to section J, item S,

8 lLawale, op. cit. (monograph), pp 21-27,



Raceipts Disbursements
Income after taxes =--- $5,900  Expendftures for curreat
+ ComsuMIPIONn —-—v-m=an $S5, 350
Other money recefsts ~- 82 .
3 Personal 1nsurance -----= 324
Decrease m Asse(s == === 897 Bl
. Gifts 2nd conlriburions -- 303
loereuse in hiabilivies -- 862 +
Increase in aggels~------ £, 423
Totul - omemeem 87,747 +
Decrease w habilities--- 5t4
Tortal ~—- cocceoen $7.954

Account balanciug dxfference, 7,954 - $7,747 = 5207

The “percent bulancing difference” is the percent
the dliference is of receipts or disbursements, which-
ever is the larger. Thus, the averuge balancing dif-~
ference for all cities in the 1960-61 urban sample
was -2.6 percent, i.e., -$207 - $7,954 = -2.6. The
comparable average for cities in the 1950 sample
was -2.8 percent.’

In most of the Bureaws expenditure surveys con-
ducted in the 1930's and 1940’s, schedules were re-
jected if the balancing difference exceeded a stipulated
nercentage. In the Memphis pilot survey In 1949, an
experiment with the “revisit to balance” lechnique was
conducted. Records of changes in the original entries
weze kept in order to analyze what items were chaaged
and the amount and frequency of the chunge. “The
Memphis tes{ clearly indicaled that the balancing dif-
ference reflects reporting errors in all three of the
major culegories—income, assets and liahilities, and
expendilures—and cannot be assigned to any one cate-
gory correctly, It also pointed up the danger of placing
too much emphasis on a balancing criterioa in the
editing process.” '°

Use of the balancing difference in the 1960-61 survey
followed the practice introduced in 1950. Sizable dis-
crepancies were considered clues to the presence of
errors in Incomes, expenditures, or assets and liabil -
itieg, but no balancing difference percentage was
specified as allowable or disallowable ug such.

In the 1960-61 Survey, the initial caloulation of the
balancing difference was made by the ficld editor on
BLS 2848, line 32. A large difference signaled pos-
sible errors or omissions (page 19), and was used to
guide interviewers on revisits to the family tofind the
source of error. Similarly, a high balancing difference
alerted Washingion reviewers to reexamine the sched-
ule and all explanatory notes. For example, a note {n
section D1 might explain that the family used an inher-
ttance for the downpaymeat on their house. If there was
na reoord of the inheritance on the “receipts” side of
the family accounts, the reviewer would write instruc-
lions to enter the amount of the downpaymentas an in-
heritance in T-19 to bring the schedule into better
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balance. A distribution of approximately 3,200 sched-
ules collected in 22 cities in the 1960 survey shows
that ahbout 7 out of 10 of the schedules accepted ag
ussble after review in Washington balanced within
plus or minus 10 percent. (See table 6.) Qu the majority
of those with a larger balancing difference, disburse-
ments exceeded receipts. This is in line withthe usual
survey experience of the BLS and others. People tend
to underreport their income.'! Moreover, In the
Bureau's expenditure surveys, the primary emphasis
is on a complete and reasonable recard of family ex-
penditures. If these conditions appeur to be satisfied,
the standards for completensss of the savings and
Income record are less rigorous. On schedules having
notes giving some basis for estimating income or
changes in assets and liabilities, these ltems were
estimated in the Washington review. For example,
if only take-home pay was recorded in section S-1,
item 8, gross earnings could be approximated by
adding deductlons from pay estimated from tables
for income tax and for social security rates.

To summarize, the balancing difference was one of
several criteria used in the Washington review to de-
termine whether schedules transmitted from the field
as complete were usable, whether they required some

Table 6. Distribution of urban funilies completing usable schedules
in the 1960 CES, by percent of account balancing difference

Complete and
Accouut baluncing usuble schedules
df( e v v
erence (percesty Number | Percent
TOta] m e mm e e 3,188 100.0
+20.0 apd OVCF =---smeeea oo 68 2.1
+15.0t0 +19,9 —vmei o eaciamma oL 6l 1.9
+10.0 0 +§4.9Q ~mmmee L. 140 4.4
45,010 8.9 mme el 403 12.6
Ot0+4, Y —om oL 605 19.0
Total receiptz greacer than
disbursenyeuts ~ - = o s oo e e 1,277 40. {
D60 <49 mmmm e e e e 614 19, 3
25,00 9.9 e .. 563 17.6
10,0 t0 14,9 —cmmme e e L 324 10, 2
15,010 -19,9 cemmme L 174 5.4
-20.0 and over =-meeooo oo 236 7.4
Total rrcerpts less than
disburements ae-eoa Lol ___ 1,911 59.9

! The balancing percent for each schedule represents the dif-
ference herween the total receipts and the total disbursements, d:-
vided by the Jarger of those twe umounts.

Compiled from records for 22 survey areas in the 1960
CES sample,

NOTE: Because of rounding, sums of individuu! ftems may
not equal roeals.

9 Lamale, op. cit, (momograph), p. 27.
10 Lamale, op cit. (monugraph), p. 25.
Il See pp. 31 and 59,

adjustment, or whether they should be rejected. Some
schedules were relected, even though they showed a
low batancing difference, i the schedule had incon-
sistent entries, the respondent had resorted (o
«gstimates” for numerous items, fumnily and business
acoounts were inextricable, or if there hadbeen insuf-

ficlent probing, unsatisfactory explanatory notes, or

other evidence indicating a lack of care or Interest in
preparing the schedule. The balance vf some schedules
was improved by estimating income, assets andliabil-
itieg, or other money receipts, when the reviewer
could determine the nature and approximate size of
the missing item. Such estimates were made on only
about 50 of the approximately 4,200 usable schedules
from the 1961 urban survey. Mauy more schedules
that were oul of balance by 15 percent or more were
accepted and tabulated if the schedules had acomplete
and reasonable account of expenditures, and the re-
viewer could not pinpoint the cause of the lack of bal-
ance as sufficlently serlous to warrant rejecting the

schedule.

Manual Editing and Coding

Despite extensive use of printed codes and of prq—
grams for mechanical editing and coding, svme cl.erl—
cal editing and cading of the schedules was required.
The Washington Coding and Editing Manual contained
specific Instructions for these operations. One of the
first steps in this editing was to carry out the
Washington reviewers’ instructions on PB 721's. The
manual also specified clerical verilication of some
field computations.

Priority was given to coding and editing the annual
schedules, 26488, but the manual also contained In-
structions for the weekly food schedules, 2648C,
which were coded and edited as received from the
field witbout the intensive review giventothe 2648B’s.
The coding and editing of schedule C entailed adjusti.ng
quantities apd sizes of many items to standard um‘fs
{e.g., quarts, pounds) to permit mechanical summaljl—
zation of data and to provide meaningful price/quantity
relationships for the CPI revision and other tabulations.

Transfer of Data to Punch Cards

All information inside the héavy black lines of sched-
ules 2648B and C was transferredto 80-column punch
cards. Rleven types of cards were used for schedule B
and three types for schedule C. Anaverage of about 200
input punch cards were used for each family (160 for

schedule B und 40 for schedule C). Most information
was recorded for the family asthe spending unit. How-
ever, each family member was assigned 4 code (sec-
tion A, item 1), starting withthe head ag number 01 and
other members as 02, 03, etc. Wherever the “Family
member No.” (FM No. ) was shown on the schedule
(e.g., sectivn K, Clothing, or section S, Family Earn-
ings), information was punched for the individual mem-
ber and could be combined for the family group.

Computer Editing, Coding, and

Summarizing Programs

Compiter editing, or screening, followed punching
and was the final series of steps in getling the raw
punched data ready to tabulate. Typically, reports that
were indicated as questionable on the computer print-
outs underwent careful human review, and decisions
were made for resolving questions. Specifically,
screening of the schedule B data involved manual reviel“zl
of the listings produced by three machine programs
(relerred to as 1401-1R, 1401-2R, and 1401-D). These
programs provided checks onclerical computations and
on coding and punching errors, as well as consistency
checks on the reasonableness of the entries for individ-
ual schedules. Sowme errors were “flagged” mechani~
cally, i.e., they had assigned error codes that were
prinled in specific card columns on the machine ouF—
put listings. The 1401-1K programn included approxi-
mately 25 such errur codes. Others were detected
manually; these required systematic comparison of
machine input and output data for all schedules to
determinc the presence of errors. The principal phases
of screening schedule B data are described briefly.

Screening and coding of family characteristics

Program 1401-1R was used for screening five types
of characteristic cards, containing data from the sec-
tions of schedule B indicated below:

Card 10. Farily characteristics, section A, col~

umn (m)

Card 11. Individual family member character-

{stics, section A, columns (b) ~ (1)

Card 12. Housing characleristics, section B, col-

umn (b)

12 1pitial programs for mechanlcal processing of the CES data
were weitten for 1BM 0G50 equipment which used puncheards oaly.
Data for the (irst 20 cities in the 1960 sample were screened on
the 650, Menauwhile, lute in 1961, the Bureau added the [EM 1401
computer, and the programs were rewriren for this more advanced

"hardwrre" that could wse magaoelic tape. The screening resuits
were similar, but ouly procedures onthe new equipmentare described.
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Card 13. Facilities included in rent, section C,
column (b)

Card 14. Autamobilecharacieristics, section P-1,
column (b).

After extensive testing and experimentation, the
1401-1R program was used to:

1. Check the validity of tha characteristics codes

2. Check the puaching of cards 10 and 11 by com-
paring “hash"'? totals punched in card 10 with totals
from card 11 for each family

3. Compule 12 averages or machine codes

4. Test the consislency of certain codes

5. Test for missing cards or duplicate cards

6. Move 20family characteristic codes inte family
member cards (card 11) in the output deck.

Detalled instructions were prepared for detecting
and correcting mechanically “flagged” and other
errors. A few exumples wlill illustrate how Lhe screen-
ing program was used to detect errors.

Error codes flagged invalid codes for sex (only codes
1 or 2 were valid), marital status (codes 1 through 6
were valid), eto. Error codes also appeared if the sum
of weeks at home and weeks away from home, or weeks
working and not working, wasgreater than 52 weeks for
any family member listed in section A.

Error codes indicated inconsistencies inthe housing
data. To iilustrate, if a stove, refrigerator, garage,
etc., was checked as included in the rent in section C,
an error code appeared if the same item was not
checked in the list of facilitles avaitable in the housing
unit in section B.

Manual screening (t.e., without maghine codes to flag
errors) of the 1401-1R listings was used to verify cleri-
cal coding of occupation and to determine consistency in
certain items listed, e.g., marital status and sex codes
or housing tenure and rental or market value of occu-
pied housing. To illustrate, in husband-wife families,
the listings were scanned to make sure the husband was
coded male and the spouse, female,

Screening data from schedule B, with its meny
interrelated items, was a ploneering operation that
took advantage of the rapid advances In electronic
data-processing techniques after 1950. To a degree, the
choice between mechanical and manual screening of
{amily characteristics was detsrmined by expediency.
Some consistency and other checks initially planned to
be done mechanically were done manually, because pro-
graming them would bave delayed getting the 1401-1R
program operational.

The characteristioe coded !* mechanically by pro-
gram 1401-1R included: (a) Education of each fammny
member, (b) family size based oo the average number
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of persons in the family during the year, (c) fumily
tyre, (d) age of each family member, (e) market value
of owner-ocoupied bousing, (f} monthly rent paid by
renters, and (g) change In housing occupancy during
the year.

Checking dollars values on schedule B
against schedule D

A computer program, referred to us 1401-D, pro-
vided the basic check of the punching of dollar values
from schedule B against the balance sheet, schedule D,
This 1401 computer program obtained about 100 totals
from the dollar values punched from schedule B
and had error codes to flag mismatched cards (i-e.,
cards thut did not match the list of valid codes) or
misfiled cards (i.e., cards out of numerical sequence
{n the coding system). Clerks compared the 1401-D
listing and schedule D line-by-line, checked dis-
crepancies against schedule B, and wrote instructions
for card corrections. This combination of manual
and mechanical checks detected a high proportion
of punching errors, invalid item codes, and alsc some
errors made in the field or in subsequent processing
of the schedules. On schedules colleoted in 1961,
allocations of combined expenditures were inocluded
with instructions for card corrections on program
1401-D, but in the follawing year, the allooations
were made before the schedules were sent for
punching. (See p. 31.)

Summarization and tests for reassonabicness
of expenditures

The next program (referred to as 1401-2R) sum-
marized each family’s expenditures to major group
levels-and computed the percentage of each group to
total expenditures. It further summarized the family's
accounts to higher levels—intal receipts and total
disbursements. At this stage, the totals and subtotals
for individual families were developed to correspond
with the summarization tables designed for publica-
tion. (See appendix table B-9.) On the basis of this
summarization, the 1401-2R program also developed
the following famlily characteristic codes:

(a) Family income before taxes
(b) Famlily income after taxes
(c) Savings
(d) Income-savings ratio
(e) Family member income
I3 "Hash" rorals sre sums of codes or other items for checking '
purposes only; these totals may be mezaningless,

14 Sce also p. 29 for description of primelpal family charac-
terigtic  codes,

|

The 1401-2R program also printed two typesof arror
codes or “flags” for screening the individual family
records. First, for housefurnishings (saction I) and
clothing (section Kj), error codes flagged items for
which expenditures did not equal the product of quantity
and price, with a 5-percent allowance for sales tax. If

such errors had been introduced in punching, they were °

corrected routinely. However, if fleld entrles were in-
consistent, despite field verification and editing, it was
difficult in the 1401-2R screcning in Washington to de-
lecrmine whether the errorlay inquantity, price, or the
field multiplication. To minimize questionable price-
quantity data in calculations for the CPI, the following
rules were followed in screening these errors:

a. If the difference between total expenditureson
the schedule and the machine-computed product of
quantity times price plus tax was greater than the
cost of an additional unit, the expenditure on the
schedule was accepted and price and quantity were
deleted.

b. If the difference wasless thanthe costof an ad-
ditional unit, all three entries (quantity, price, and
expendifure) were accepled.

The second type of error code compared the
family accounts with predetermined “tolerance lim-
its” on: (a) The quantities and prices of housefurnish-
ing items (section I) and clothing (section K), and
(b) the proportions of total expenditures reported for
tbe folluwing 11 major categories of goods and
services:

Lower limit Upper limit
(in percent) (1 percent)
Food -veemvmrmmr e 10.0 50.0
Sheller ~——-ssmmmamammmcmcccccaaaaa 5.0 30,0
Fuel, Ughst, refrigeration,
anUd WHLEr - — - =~ ——sm—mmmmmm—a e ] 15.¢
Howehold operations ----ceereo-crnn 1.0 15.0
Howseturnishings and equipment =-=-=-= 1.0 20.0
Clothing and clothing services-wae--- 1.0 25.0
Tr2osportalion —==---am=n=m=m==-ar- 0 30.0
Medical ¢are —mveemmm e mmm e e 1.0 10.0
Pesonal care ===—=--mmmmmemmmmrm—mm 1.0 5.0
Recreation, reading and
educalion ~~=mmsmmccmmcmm———————— 0 20,0
Other (including alcobol and
1OhACEO) ~mmamammmanm e am cmmmm—— 0 15.0

These tolerance limits had been determined on the
basis of experience in the 1950 family expenditure sur-
vey. They were reviewed after preliminary tabulations
became avallable from the 1959 Cincinnati lead-city
survey and the 1960 Detroit survey.

“Flagged” amounts were compared withthe schedule,
and, agaip, punching errors were corrected routinely.
If the schedule had notes that housefurnishings or
clothing items had been purchased second-hand, al
wholegale, etc., thig explanation was noted on the list-
Ing, and the entries were accepted. Occasionally, the

price tolerance “flag” caught anitem miscouded because
it had been written on the wrong line (e.g., ski hoois
listed as “rubbers and boots® rather than as “special
sport shoes”). Such miscoding was corrected, but gen-
erally the flagged itemn was sccepted after review,

Schedules flagged because the distribution of expend-
itures fell outside the tolerances were reexamined to
establish the cause for the deviation, e.g., an elderly
couple living in a mortgage~free home might have
atyplcal distribution of expenditures because of large
medlcal and funeral expenses. At this final stage of
screening, before the individual family records were
approved for tabulation, particular attentlon was given
not only to “flagged” schedules, but also to those
having large differences belween income befare and
ufter taxes, to those having low incomes (inciuding those
with negative incomes from business losses), 1o those
having unusually high incomes, or to those having large
gifts or other money receipts. In brief, this screening
was used as an opportunity for alinal pretabulation re-
view ol the schedule B data, Including changes intro-
duced in the Washington review, coding, and editing.

In retrospect, both BLS and USDA participanis were
disappointed somewhat inthe computer soreening of the
CES data. Primarily, these operations had not reduced
the clerical load or speeded updata processing as much
ag antlcipated. Expectations may have beenunrealistic.
Further, & mammoth sereening program was under-
taken without benefit of the “dry-run”, using the Cin-
cinnati lead-oity schedules as originally planned.
Nevertheless, CES experience would seem to warrant
endorsement of the [ollowing evaluation:

“ ... it is obviousthat we have just saratched the
surface of the potential of computer review. The
buman review of enormous masses of data is not
only inefficient, but is so deadening that it constructs
a vicious circle resulting often {n the overlookingof
some very significant errors which would have been
detected by any well~consfructed compuler routine.
it also quite often results in the underutilization of
highly experienced clerks who have developed a ‘feel’
for the data which should be focused on figures which
have a high probability of error. The develapment of
an integrated man-machine screening logic has the
effect ol designating humap roles which require
truly human skills, and mechanical processes which
require unfeeling machine capabilities. Thus, it can
be of advantage to data quality, cost reduction, ma-
chine utilization, and perhaps most importantly, the
dignity of the human being."'*

15 Walter J, Stuart, "Computer FEditing of Survey Dura—Ftve

Years of Experience in BLS Manpower Surveys,” ‘M
American Statistical Assoclatlon, June 1966, p. 383.
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Chapter 7. Tabulation and Publicacion

The initial tabulations from the 1960-61 survey were
directed towards determining expenditure weights for
revising the CPL. Therefore, priority was given toav-
eraging family expenditures for each item of consump-
tion goods and services purchased by wage-earner and
clerical-worker families in each metropolitan areaor
nonmetropolitan place in the urban sampls. Such
“Index” families ' pumbered 4,860 of the total 9,476
urban consumer unifs giving usable schedules. How-
evar, earliest plans specified that the BLS should de-
sfign and publish tabulations covering all families (re-
gurdless of index status) in each sammple urea. These
city tabulations were the “building blocks” to be com-
bined with population weights to abtain regional and
U.S. urban averages. This program, later extended to
include results of the rural surveys conducted incoop-
eration with the UUSDA, is referred to us the General
Purpose Tabulustions Program. Its objective was to pro-
vide tabulations to serve the great majority of needs
for consumer expenditure data, as demonstrated {rom
expserience with earlier BLS and USDA surveys.

To release maximum information promptly and eco-
nomically, the publication program was built around
photo-offsets of printouts of standardized machine
tabulations designed for use as capy for photo-offset re~
production. Success in such a program requires inte-
gration of data collecting, coding, tabulating, und pub-
lishing plans as early as possible. The Bureau's
experience using machines in tabulating its 1950 data
for publication by the Wharton School aithe University
of Peansylvania greatly facilitated the 1960-61 opera-
tions. Under its General Purpose Tabulations program,
the Bureau issued 182 reports aod supplementis (ex-
hiblt K). These, plus 15 USDA rural (arm reports using
the same table formats, contained nearly 6,300 pages of
machine tabulations.

Classification of Items

In its General Purpose Tabulations, the Bureaucon-
tinued to classify items inlo groups according to the na-
ture of the goods and services rather thanthe purpose
for which they were used. (See page 4.) Definitions of
groups and subgroups of {tems, as used inthe General
Purpase Tabulations, appear at the end of suppleent 3
to each regionat and U.S. report. Selected definitians
irom Supplement 3 are reproduced in the Glossary.
The item classifications for 1960-61 and 1950 are gen-
erally comparable; differences are listed inappendix A.

Compurtation of Averages

The averages and percentages in all tables were
based on all familles ineachclass, whether or not they
reported receipts or disbursements for a particular
item. Averages were celculated by dividing the aggre-
gate amount of income, expenditures, or savings by the
total number of families inthe class. Since all averages
for a class were based ona commondivigor, they were
addilive.

The percent of families reporting was obtained by di-
viding the number of families reporting the specified
item of income, expenditures, or savings by the total
numbher of families in the class. Average amounts for
familics reporting a specified item canbe calculated by
dividing the average for all families by the correspond-
ing percent of families reporting.

The urban sample for each SMSA or otherurban place
(i.e., the primary sampling unit) was designed to be
self-weighting, and tabulations in the individual cily re~
ports are unwelghted summaries of all usable sched-
ules. Averages were shown for all classes of families
for which any observations were asvailable, eventhough
ounly one reporting family fell in aclass. This practice
of eliminating no information had been adopted in 1950.
In publishing results of earller surveys, ¢ it hadbeen
customary to eliminate from labulations zll averages
bused on fewer than three or four obscrvations, or to
combine classes until a sufficient number of observa-
tions for reliable averages was attalned.

Before publishing data for indlvidual metropolitan
areas, any schedule representing an entire clags in a
tabulation was reexamined to make sure that nothing
published would permit identification of the respondent
and violate the Bureau's pledge of confidentiality of the
information he furnished. For guidance to users of the
data, the number of families included ineachclass was
printed in every tabulation of the city reports, and it
wag agssumed that analysts would recognize the limita-
tions of averagas computed for small numbers of fam-
ilies. An advantage of this procedure was that the in-
clusion of all observations in the tabulations allowed the
analyst to regroup the data for his particular needs
without loss of {nformation and thus make maximurm use
of the data. Each report carried the warning that partic-
ular caution was required inusing averages for families
at the extremes of the incoroa scale. These averages
were based on small numbers of families that might

differ sharply {n their gpending patterns.
r

For critcria for "ladex” fumilies, sce appendix A, p. 77.
2

The 1950 sirvey was the fisst inz whuch printouts of machine
tabulutions were used for copy for photo-offsct reproduction. Use of
staandardized muchine primouts s more elficienr if the tables are
published without modaficutiumn.
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Content of Statistical Reports

In November 1962, the Commissioner of Labor Sta-
tistics and the directors of the BLS regional offices
neld press conferences to release simultaneously re-
ports vn 1960 spending and income of families in the
urban parts of the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area
and of a major SMSA ineach region. Earlier, stalf {rom
the regional offices had met in Washington for briefing
on these reports and on the Buregau’s averallplans for
making CES dala available.

Each “oity” repori? conlained brief unalytical and
interpretative text, definitions and statements on meth-
ods, and tables presenting averages for major compo-
nents of {amily accounts for consumer units classified
py five characteristics: Fumily income after taxes,
family size, age of family head, occupationof the head,
and housinp tenure. Supplement 1 to eaoh of thess Te-
ports presented the same information classified by four
additional characteristics: Education of the head, race,
family type, and pumber of full-time earners. These
characteristics are described on pages 46-51.

In supplement 2, data for eight-family characteris-
tics in the above summaries were cross-classified (two
variables) with each of the selected oharacteristics,
as follows:

Loca-
tien
Fam- 2nd

In- Ily size of Occu- Ten-
come Age type place pation we Race

Family gize == ===a== X X X X - - -
Age of head ~—---—- X - - - X X
Occupation of

head -v-m--vre—v- X - - - - X X
Education of head -- X - - - X - -
Rate ————~~=-a-v--- X - - - - X -
Number of full-

[ime exrners~--- -~ X - - - - - -
Housrng tenure ----- X - - - - - -
Fumily type -=----- X - - - X - -

The standard table format used in the basic teports
and supplerents 1 and 2 is reproduced in appendix
table B-9.

Supplement 3 presented in detail the components of
consumer expenditures, income, and changes in sav-
ings, which were summarized in the basic reportsand
supplements 1 and 2. To {llugtrate, the category “auto-
mobile transportation” wus broken down into 10 sub-
groups of expenditures. These detailed tabulations
provided data for consumer units cross-classified by
family size and incomo afler taxes and by family size
and location of the family’s residence inside or out-
side SMSA’s.

In addition, the BLS has published Clothing for Urban
Families: Expenditures per Member by Sex and Age,
1960-61 (Bullelin 1556). This bulletin is unigue in the

1960-61 report series in thal it presentsdata for indi-
vidual family members. In all other reports, the aver-
ages cover the entire family as an earning and spend-
ing untt.

Weighting Data to Uniced States
and Regional Averages

No attempt was made to have the urban samples pro-
portionate or self-welighting except within each SM3A
or urban place. Because the Bureau published Con-
sumer Price Indexes for more than20individual areas
or cities, a minimum sample size ineacharea ! was
regarded as desirable. To describe the spending and
saving of all fam{lies inthe United States, data from the
various CES samples were combined to regional and
U.S. levels.® Aside fromn dilferential sampling rates
for strata representing the urban population, unequal
overall sampling rates were used for the urban, rural
nanfarm, and rural farm components. To compensate
for disproportionuate ssmpling and for response differ-
ences, a system of weights based on the 1960 Census
of Population was used to summarize information for
each of the three urbanizations and for the entite
population.

Population adjistments

As a first step in deriving the weights, adjustments
were made in the census totalof persons in the popula-
tion on Apr{l 1; 1960, to correctfordefinitional differ -
ences between the Census and the CES universe. The
institutional population and on-post military personnel,
which were not included inthe CES, were deduoled from
the census population. The CES data apply to thc fuli
survey vear, and family size i{s measured in year-
equivalent persons. Therefore, the census total on
April 1 was adjusted {o take account of births, deaths,
and net civilian migration during 1960. For the United
States, the net effect of the adjustments was to lower
the population total from 179,323,175 to 177,391,360.

Procedures for adjusting the 1980 census data in
general paralleled those employed in 1950 and arede~
scribed briefly.

1 These were designated as advapce reports to distinpuich
them from tLe subsequeut regional and U.S. reporis In the publicz-

tion series BLS Report 237 - . For u complete list of repors,
see pp. 203 -4,
See p. 8,

The sumple was aotdesigned to provide tabulationsby State.
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Births. The census count on April 1 includedinfants
born indJanuary, February, and March, and could not in-
clude births occurring after April 1. CES counted all
infants bornin 1960 inproportion to equivalent full-year
family membership during 1960. Adjustments for
births were based on Vital Statistics of the United
States, 1960, Volume I, published by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. This publication
showed live births by moath. Total live births in 1960
were adjusted for length of family membershipin 1960
by applying the [ollowing ratics lo the estimales for
each of the 12 months: Japuary 12/12, February
11/12, . . . December 1/12. The resulting estimates of
full-year equivalent infants under 1 year of age were
comparable tu the “under 1 year of age” in the CES.

Deaths. Full-year equivatent family membership of
persons who died during 1960 was estimated from vital
statistics records by analagous procedures.

Military Personnel. The Department of Defanse esti-
mated that an average of 1,020,000 military personnel
lived on-post during 1960. They based this estimate on
the number of quarters avallable and average size of
family for military personnel—+4.0 persons.

In 1850, when the military population increased
sharply because of the outbreak ot hostilities in Korea,
it was deemed necessary to adjust for this change.
During 1960, the military establishment changed very
little, and in view of the basls for the estimate, it was
decided not to make any adjustment for ohange in the
number of military living on-buse. (Had such an ag-
justment been undertaken, the total civilian population
would have been reduced by about 21,000).

Institutionalized Persons. The Bureau of the Census
estimated 1,897,106 inmates of institutions.® This
total was accepted as the best estimate of institution-
allzed persons who were excluded from the CES
universe.

Net Civilian Migration. Because of cbanges in the
data available and in survey coverage, minor differ-
ences from the 1960 procedure were necessary for this
component. Net migration figures no longer ars com-
piled. Accordingly, the arrival (i.e., admitted for resi-
dence) data for 1960 supplied by the lmmigration and
Naturalization Service were acoepted as the basis for
calculation. An sstlmate of 83,005 full-year equivalent
members was computed by procedures analagous to
those used for births and deaths. Onthe basis of immi-
gration and smigration figures for 1948-57, the esti-
mated number of emigrants was slightly more than 10
percent of the pumber of immigrants per ysar. This
factor was applied to the arrival data adjusted to full-
year equivalent membership, reducing 83,005 to anes-
timated net immigration of 74,005.
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Recapitulation, The effects of these adjustments are:

Census count ay of Aprif 1, 1960 =mvooammoanas oo 179,323, 175
Kirths:
Less birehs January, Februaty, and Macth —wm-oae -1,024, 936
Plus full-year equivalent [xmily membership
of ntunts born in (960 —cmmmacmaa___ e ———— +2, 261,791
Deaths: ’
Less denths April through December —--c—cocaman -1, 23S, 398
Plus full-year cquivaleut farmily membershap ’
of prrsons who died 1 1960 cccoe oo ooooo__ +909, 829
Military: ’
Less estimated on-post rmilitary personne! —------ -1,020, 000
Institurionaliced persans:
Luss institutionaliced persons ---am--o o commmalo -1,897, 106
Migration:
Plus estimaved aet civillan migration -~ cwemmeaoa 174,005
Adjusted 1960 population total mma-emaeo o .- 177,391, 360 -

The total adjusted population was distributed among
the sampling strata in accurdance with the distribution
of the unadjusted population. The adjusted 1960 popula-
tion was used as urban weights for both 1960 and 1961.

Computation and upplication of weights

Weights were computed for 67 urban strata; including
Anchorage, Alaska, which was surveyed for 1959 (ap-
pendix table B-8). Slnce all SMSA's having urban popu-
lation of 1,400,000 or more were surveyed, each of
these largest SMSA's wus assigned its own adjusted
population. The remainder of the adjusted urban popu-
lation was divided equally among the sample of smaller
SMSA’s or other urban places in each regional city-
size stratum. This assumption of equal area weights
within a size stratum wug derived directly from the
sampling operation itself. As 2 result of using the
method of probability proportionate to size (page 13),
the sample cities represented equal numbers of their
total regional city-size stratum.’

Rural nonfarm weights were computed for 42 strata-—
34 SMSA’s and a farm operator @ and nonoperator
stratum for each of the four regions. Since farm oper-
ators were sampled at ahigher rate than nonoperators,
adjusting the nonmetropolitan universe estimates was
nécessary to compensate {or the oversampling of farm
aperators. Thereafter, the weight calculations were ex-
actly the same as those for the urban segment.

& 1,8, Census of Population: 1960, General Population Char-
acteristics, Uniied States Summary. Fmal Report PC(1)-1B (U.S.
Ruwrean of the Census), po 157,

For a single year such as 1961, the city weights differed
from the 1960-61 weights, tince cities surveyed In that year carried
the entire weight for thelr respective region city=size stratem in the
1961 rabulations. [n combining 1960 and 1961, each year's sample
represented approximately half of the adjusted population, The 1959
data for Anchorage were weighted {nto the combined 1960-61 tab~-
ulation for the West and the United States, but mot into the tabu-
lations for 1960 or 1961,

A farm operator in the rwal noufsrm sumple did not lve
on a farm but operated one clsewhere,

The 1ural farm sample was desgigned to be self-
welghting within regions. To take care of differential
response rates, weights consistent with those used in
weighting the urban and rural nonfarm sample were ap-
plied to the rural farm averages for the four regions to
obtain U.5. averages.

The estimated number of families or CU's in the uni-
verse were the ultimate weights. These welghts were
estimatad by dividing the adjusted population in each
sampling stratum by the average family size for the
stratum s determined from the survey. Altogether, the
stratum weights totaled 55,306,253 CU's in the universe
for the United States. The effective weights (“blow-up”
or “expansion factors®) were the estimated number of
CU’s in the universe represented by each usable sched-
wle in & sampling stratum; they were obtained by divid-
ing the estimated number of CU's in the universe for
each saropling stratum by the number of CU’s in the
stratum for which there were usable schedules. The
expansion factors averaged 4,029 for the universe of
urban and rural families (55,306,253 + 13,728 usable
schedules).

Data for selected urban areas inthe Northeastillus-
trate steps in deriving the 1960-61 expansion factors.

Ad- Aver- Esti- Num-
fusted age rnated ber Expan-
1960 family Clls in of usable sion
popula- (CU)  universe sched~ factor
tion size (1 = 2) ules (3 « 4)
(n (2 ) (4 (S
Boston, Musy==~u- 2,408,725 3,0 802,910 208 2,995, ¢
Buffalo, N,Y----- 2,760,695 3.2 R62,717 190 4,335.2
Hurttord, Conn--- 2,760,695 3,3 836,574 175 4,780. 4

The estimated number of CU’s in the universe, the
number of CU’s giving usable schedules, and the ex-
pansion factors for each stratum are summarized {n
appendix tables B-7 and B-3.

Weights were applied mechanically. Preferably, all
weighted tabulations should have been obtalned by ap-

plylog expansion factors to individual famlly data, ag-
gregating the results to the desired level, and dividing
the aggregates by the corresponding number of CU's in
the universe. For avariety of reasons, thig method was
not followed for tables in the basio summary reports
and supplements 1 and 2. Tabulations for individual city
reports, based on self-weighting samples, were made
before the weights had been computed. Also, they were
run on an IBM 650 machine usingcards, shortly before
BLS replaced the 650 with computer equipment using
magnetic tape. Adding weights to the cards would have
been cumbersome. Since the city tabulations were
available and because of the pressure to produce re-
glonal and U.S. urban summaries promptly, weights
were applied 1o the city averages rather than to indi-
vidual schedules in the urbar sample. This procedure
required multiplying the number of CU’s ineachfamily
characteristic clags of the city tabulations by the stra-
tura expansion factor and then by the average expendi-
ture, income, etc. for the class. The regionaland U.S.
averages were obtained by dividing the sum of the stra-
tura aggregates by the number of conswmer units in the
universe for the class.

Since City averages had notbeenprepared inthe for-
ma¢ needed for supplement 3, aggregates for supple-
ment 3 were obtained by applying the stratum expansion
factors to tae {ndividual family records. FFor these and
other reasons associated with variations in the machine
programs for rounding and applying the weights,
weighted averages in supplement 3 may differ slightly
from those in other publications. Headnotes in the re-
ports alert users to these discrepancies 1in the

tabulations.’

9 Distributions of families similar to those in appendix table
B-10 were included with each copy of the Supplement 3 so that
uscrs could sce the acmal aumber of individual family reports on
which published estimates far the universe of families were based.
Each such table carried the followivg caution: '"Parricular care i
required ju using the averages based on small pumbers of famalies
which may differ sharply in thelr spending prrierns, "
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Chapter 8. Reliability of Information

The accuragy of statlstics obtained from any sample
survey is affeoted by two kinds of errors: Sampling
errors, which result from conducting a partial, instead
of a complele, enumeration of the population under
study; and nonsampling errors, which oceur whether
the enumearation is partial or complete. Nonsampling
errors include bath; (a) nonresponse errors, i.e., the
failure to obtain full cooperation of a1l units appraoached
in a survey relying on voluntary cooperation; and (b)
response errors, {.e., either accidental or deliberate
ingeccuracy in reporting or recording information.
Techniques for measuring and controlling sampling
errovs have reached a relatively highlevel of develop-
ment. Measurement of nonsamplingerrorsisinacom-
paratively elementary stage.

Sampling Error

The Bureauoriginally planned a rather complete pro-
gram of error computations relating to sampling errors
both in individual city data and in regional and national
averages. Limitations of personnel and computer fac{l-
ities, however, pravented implementation of this pro-
gram. A shorl-cut method of computing error estimates
for the urban CESdata was substituted. This procedure,
which was similar to that used in the computation of
sampling error in the CPl, compared estimates for
“palred” cities.! The basisfor pairing citles was sim-
ifarity in stratum size and geographic location. This ap-

proach is a variation of the commonly used “ultimate’

cluster” procedure for estimating sampling error. No
suitable pairing was possible for either Anchorage or
Honolulu. Since Anchorage carriediessthan 0.1 percent
weight in the CES and Honolulu about 0.3 percent, their
ornission couwld unot sigrnificantly affeot the results.

Tabie 7 shows the list of pairings for SMSA’s and
urban places in the CES. The list includes all cities
surveyed in either yesar, and is applicable to estimates
of error for the combined 1960-61 tabulations. A com-
parable procedure for the 1960 and 1961 tabulations
would require pairing only cities surveyed for those
particular years.z This pairing would be somewhat
difficult for straturm B and C citles, since only five of
each size group were surveyed each year. Thus, such
pairings as the following would be required for 1960 B
cities: Buffalo-Indianapolls, Dallas-Atlanta, with Se-
attle left uopaired. Similarly, in1961,C pairings would
be Lancaster-Green Bay, Durham-Baton Rouge, with
Bakersfield unpaired.

Between-city variances were computed using alj
cities, because of an uneven oumber of cities in each
survey year. These same variances can be used for
1960 and 1961 individually, Adjusting the weights to take
care of the half sample of cities. It might be argued thag
since the estimates for a single year are tnade from
half the cities, the widely separated pairings are ap-
propriate. It should be remembered, however, that jt
was necessary to collapse strata {or the 1960-61 puir-
ings. Since the half sample is used for an individual
year, the cullapsed strata are, infact, the actual strata
used for separate years. Conceptually, the collapsing
for 1960-61 would cause some overstatement of the
samgpling variance, since the collapsed strata are
larger Lhan those effectively used. Since in any single
year only one city was actually surveyed in each col-
lapsed stratum, the conceptual overstatement is non-
existent. To collapse strata further would he to rein-
troducc this overstatement.

Most pairings involve comparisons between 1960 and
1961 data. For each of the 13 largest SMSA’s (stra-
tum A), the half samples for each year were paired.
This procedure presumably would include any trends
from one year to the next. Althoughthisis appropriate
for 1960-61 nverages, the sampling error for a single
year perhaps would be overstated. This method, how-
ever, appears to be Lhe most acceptable of alternute
expedients.

In the actual coraputations, which were performed
with electronic computers, the averages for each ex-
penditure item, group, subgroup, etc., had the val-
ues X, and szfor each pair of cities. It was necessary
to derive an appropriate measure of the sampling vari-
ance for each stratum before computing the sampling
variance for summary estimates acrass strata. The
variance for the i-th stratum, ai, is computed as
follows:

(1) TIn paired cities,

RNt
I 2

(2) In stratum A cfities, which represent only
themselves,
2

_ 2
(X, X))
C, ™ ——_——
i 5

E Marvin Wilkerson, "Measurement of Sampling Error in the
Consumer Price Judex: First Resulls, " 1964 Proceedings of the Busi-
ness and Economics Section—American Statisticel Asociation (Washe
ingron, D.C.), pp. 220-230. See ulsa The Cousumer Price Index:
History und Techmgues (BLS Bulletin 1517) pp. 2R-20

2 See appendix gable B-2,

Table 7. Puirings of SMSA's and other places in the 1960-61 CES urban sumple for computation of

sampling error

Stratum Paired SMSA's or ciues ) Region
[

A | Boston, Muss, ) Northeast
New York, N.Y. () Northeast
Northeastern New Jersey (1) Northeast
Phitadclphia, Pa, (1) Northeast
Piissburgh, Pz, (1) Northeust
Clucugo, 1, o " North Central
Cleveland, Ohio (1) North Ceperul
Deuwroit, Mich, (1) North Central
St. Louis, Mo, (v Narth Centrul
Bultimore, Md, (n South
Washington, D.C. () South
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calil. (&) West
Sa2n Fraucisco-Qaictand, Calif, " West

p? Hartford, Conn, Buftulo, N.Y, Normheast
Duyton, Chio Indianapolis, lol North Cenurad
/Ballas, Tex,7 Wichice, Kans, _ North Central
Dallas, Tex. JWichna, Kams,/ South
Atlauty, Ca. Nuashville, Tenn. South
Denver, Colo, Seattle, Wash. West

¢t Lancaster, Pa. Portlaud, Mune Northeast
Champaign-Urbana, N1 Cedar Rapids, lowa_ North Central
Green Bay, Whs, Cedar Rupids, lowa/ Nerth Central
Durham, N.C. Ortands, Fla. Sonth
Austin, Tex, Baton Rouge, La. South
[Rustm, Tex/ Rakersfield, Cald., West

n? Southbridze, Mass, Athol, Mass. Northesnst
Kingsten, N.Y, Burlington, Vi Northeast
Milville, N.]J. Lewistown, Pa, Northeast
Findlay, Ohio Cambridge, Ohin North Ceutrut
Logausport, Ind. LaSslle, il North Ceuneral
Niles, Mach. Menasha, Wh. North Central
Crookston, Mipn Owawonnz, Minn, North Central
Devils Lake, N, Duk. Manhattan, Kans, North Centrul
Martinsville, Va, Grelffin, Ga, South
Unien, S.C. Sebrug, Flu, South
Florence, Als, Cleveland, Teuu, South
Vicksburg, Miss. Okmulgee, Qkla, South
Mungum, Okla. Reserve, La. Sowth
McAtlen, Tex. Gainesville, Tex. South
Orerm, Uiah Gallup, N. Mex, W st
Klamuth Falls, Oreg. Bureka, Calil. J West

1 Half samples Jor {960 and 1961 paired.

2 LEach city in the first column is paired wath opposite city in wext column. Cuwy in bruckews /[T _7 is
used in special pairiug Lo compute variamce estimates for ather efty in pair.

Il the average stratum expenditure is represented
by X {, and the weight for the strutum by W, then
the United Statesurban average expenditure and sample
variance wauld be:

and

No division was required for the United States, since
the sum of the welghts was 1.00. For the regional esti-
mates, however, the cumulated values were divided by
the sum of the stratum weights and the corresponding
Squares of these weights. The population weights used
In combining the variances were uniform for all items.
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Lrror estimutes are presented inappendix table B-11
for miscellaneous items, groupsofitems, total expend-
itures, income, and net changes inassets and liabilitles.
For the Unitad States, the sampling error (one gigma)
for total expenditures for currentconsumption was $46,
or 0.9 percent of the total expenditures estimate of
$5,393. Money income after taxes had aslightly higher
sampling error, $59, or 1 percent of the average
($5,890) for all families. Major groups of expenditure
items, such as total food, housing, clothing, transporta-
tion, medical care, personal care, recreation, reading,
and education had smaller absolute errors, but except
for food, they had slightly higher relalive errors. Items
infrequently purchased, such as washing machines,
small appliances, etc. showed higher relative errors.”



This was also frue of clothing for boysand girls in the
16- and 17-year age group and for children under
2 years, in which the samples of family members were
small compared with those inother age categories. The
largest relative error, 16.8 percent, was for net
changes In assets and llabilities. This value canbe ex-
pected to vary widely Inboth plus and minus directions.

In spite of the rough method of estlmaling error,
the results appear to be reasonable. The total na-
tional sample for the vrban CES was 9,476 schedules.
Stratification by region, and particularly by city size,
has improved considerably the efficlency of the CES
sample. This factor would partiully offset the losses
due to cluster sampling elsewherc lo the design.

Regional error estimates areless re iable than those
for the United States and should be us.:d with caution.
They tend to be considerably higher in both absolute and
relative terms, with the southern and western regions
above the Northeast and North Cerntral in almost all
categories of current expanditures. Sampling variabil -
ily in money income after taxes was similar to that of
total expenditures for sll regions exceptthe Northeast,
where between-cily income differences were pro-
nounced in spite of groupings by cily-size and geo-
graphic proximity. These groupings, however, pro-
duced less variability in total expenditures for current
consumption—$81 compared with $150 for income—
since higher income families saved more, and lower in-
come families often used past savings or increascd
their liabilities to meet living expenses.

Plus and minus values inthe cily averages influences
the standard error for netchanges inassets and liahil-
ities. In regions where the between-city differcances
spread across plus and minus values, the lowest nu-
merical average will produce the highest variability.
This is shown by the sampling error of $67 in the
Northeast, where the average net change was $89. In
the North Central region, the sampling error was §48,
and the average net change $326.

Chiaracteristics of Nonrespondents

Nonresponse i& an unavoidable feature of eny sample
survey relying on voluntary cooperation. After various
tests to determine whether any significant bias rasulted
from nonresponse in the 1950 expenditure survey, it was
decided not to attempt to introduce adjustments for non-
response in the basic 1950 tabulations. 3 At the first
meeting of the advisory committee on the 1960-61 ex-
penditure survey, the treatment of nonrespondents was
discussed. Amang other considerations, it was pointed
out that any adjustments for nonresponse introduced {n
the basic distributions would affect the comparability of
the extensive cross-tabulations ptanned for the 1960-61
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expenditure survey. Although adjustments were ruleg
out ag impractical, * plans were made to use a House-
hold Record (exhibit D) to obtainlimited informationon
the family characteristics of nonrespondents for com-
parison with families furnishing usable schedules.

Earlier, it was noted that 73 percent of the urbun
consumer units eligible for the CES In 1960-61 fur-
nished usuble reports. (See page 25.) The remaining
21 percent was composed primarily of consumer unitg
who refused to supply any information for the detailed
schedule 2648B, and those who started but did not
complete schedule B. The net nanresponse, after sup-
stitution of alternates described on page 16, iz sum-
marized below:

Some informu-
tion obtained

Master  Alrernate on family
sample sample Total characteristicg
Refusals ---aooamo—o 707 522 1,229 1, 109
lncomplere schedules-- 833 198 1,031 1,031
Rejecred schedulas --- 187 47 234 234
No comtact? ~~ramnn 80 248 328 154
Total —-vemaeaaa 1, R07 1,018 2, 822 2,524
Vucapr ugily ~~=~--=-- S 223 228 -
Net (aial amm—acacaaa- 1,812 1,238 1,050 -

1 See footnote S, appendix table B-4. If Lhe fumily a1 =n
a2iternure address could not be reached, the terviewer attempted
to complete the nonresponse seclion of the Household Record (excepr
for gnestions on rece and Income) by talking with a neighbor, laad-
lord, of apartment manager.

Characteristics of the nonrespondents and the fam-
ilics who gave usable schedules are compared in ap-
pendix table B-12. Eptries on the Household Record,
2648A, were not uniforinly complete, accounting for
the varfation in the number of nonrespoadents on which
the distributions by characteristics are based. Infor-
mation an family income was obtained least frequently,
both because of the family’s reluctance to discuss in-
come and because interviewers were instructed never
to ask olhers about the family's inoome. The partial
income information (from slightly mare than baif the
nonrespoundents) suggests that nonresponse was great-
est among families having the lowest and the highest

3 See lamale, op. cil. (monograph), pp. Y4-95.
¢ (o surveys of family expendiwures io the United Kingdom

and Capada, pe artempt has been made to adjust for differesces ~=7f "

in the [amily characteristics of nonrespondents, partly because thewr
aharacteristics camnot be ascertuined fully., See Family Expendi-
ture Survey Report for 1964, Ministry of Lzbou:m%?%ﬁs)’
p. 31; and Urban Familv Expenditure 1959, Dominion Bureau of
Stanstics, Ottawa (1963), p. 8,

The section describuwg adjustments for nonresponse in the Cur-
rent Populatior Survey, states: '"We do mot kaow of any unbiased
ot even comsistemt wmethod of making adjustme ots for nonresponse.
The magnitude of the biases resulting from the adjustment prece-
dures used in CPS are moL known . . .," The Currcat Population
Sutvey—A Report on_Methodology, Techuical Paper No, 7, U.S
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Washingron, D.C.,
{1963) p. S3.

fncomes. Such differences would be offsetting, had the
combined usable and nonresponse income distribution
peen used to adjust average family expenditures. How-
ever, schedule A contained vnly a global question on
family income. The generally lower amounts reported
on global income questions, compared with the itemized
income guestions in schedule B, are discussed in
chapter 9.

Response  Errors

Among families participating fully and givingusable
schedules, inaccurate reporting is a source of error
despite continued research in schedule design and in-
tensive training of interviewers. Such inaccuracies re-
sult from memory errors, misunderstanding of a ques-
tion or reluctance to answer it, and incorrect entries
by the interviewer. Study of various aspects of response
error hag alonghistory.® Inrecentyears, numerous
large-scale validation studies (i.e., checks of survey
data against records of financial institutions, hospitals,
etc.) have been carriedout. ¢ Unlike sampling error,
however, little theory on whigh to buse estimates of
response error has been formulated.

Utility record check

Because of the Bureau's policy of not putfing the
family’s name on any CES records, opportunities for
validating a family's report have been limited. How-
aver, in connection with research on CPI weights
for fuels, BLS enlisted the cooperation of the Cin-
cinnati Gas and Electric Compuany to obtain gas and
electric bills for customers identified by address in
the 1959 CES in Cincinnati. The comparison of CES
entries and utility records was restricted to 133
residential customers paying for gas and/or electric-
ity, who had lived at the same address throughout
1959, and were identifiable in utility recorde. 7 Only
45 of the 133 reported separate expenditures for gas
and 46 (including 1 using boltled gas) separate ex-
penditures for electricity. The remainder reported
expenses for gas and electricity combined. For the
133 families, expenditures for gas and electricity
reparted to the CES averaged 4 percent above the
utility billings, with detail by type of fuel as follows:

Percent of
Average AVEerdge
aanual 2mount
exponditure Lilled by
teported utilicy Coeflicient
Uulity to CES company of correlation
Cas only (45 families)~~~=~-= $150 98,7 . 5030
Electricity only
(46 fapnlies) ~=macmmnnmaas 84 105.0 . 7888
Combined gas and
elecicily (133 families) -- 206 104, 0 . 4868

L All comelations are significrot st the S percent level,
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This generally favorable comparison of overall sur-
vey averuge expenditures is in line with results of
gimilar validation of utility bills for 1947—48.% As
would be expected, averages computed from reports
for subgroups of familles (e.g., classified by family
size) differed from the utility records by wider margin
than the averages shown.

Use of records

Ta reduce memory errors that are inherent in
any survey depending on recall, interviewers were
trained to encourage respondents to consult records
in answering questions on schedule 2648B. Space
was provided in the lower half of form PB 715
(exhibit H) for the interviewer to record afler each
visit whether the family referred to records (such
as receipts, canceled checks, income tax returns,
gavings passhooks, etc.) for selected categories of
family accounts.?

The PB 715%'s were not edited nor were they pre-
pared for machine tabulation as originally planned,
but rccords from 18 survey areas throughout the
United States were hand tabulated and summarized
in table 8. Crude and incomplete as these measures
are, they show that the majority of families con-
sulted records fur those areas of family accounts
in which it was customary either to bill the family,
or to require the family to keep records for income
tax or similar purposes.

To {llustrate, table 8 shows that dpproximately
one-holl to two-thirds of the femilies reporting pay-
ments for mortgages, taxes, or insurance referred
tc some kind of record, and similar proportions ccn-
sulted a W-2 form or other records in reporting
income. On the other hand, fewer than one-{ifth ol
the families referred to records of expenditures for

5 See Lamale, op. cit, (movograph), pp. 95-98, See also
John Neter and Joseph Waksberg, Response Errors in the Collection of
Expenditures Dars by Household Jrterviews: An Experimenta) Study,
U.S. Department of Commerce, Burcau of the Census, Technical
Paper No, U1, Goverament Pruming Office, Washington, 12.C. (1965).

6  See papers and discussion on "Recent Research on Response
Errors, "' 1965 Pyroceediugs of the Sociul Staristics Sccrion, Amcerican
Scaristical Asoctavon, Philadelphia, Pa., Sept. 8-11, 1965, Amer-
1cau Staustical Assocration, Washington, D,C,, pp. 181-197,

Also, Lawrence D, Haber, "Evaluating Respouse Error iu the
Repuriing of the Income of the Aged: Benefir lpcome, " 1966 Iro-

ceedings of the Social Statistics Secuion, American Stalistical Asso~
ciution, Washingten, D.C., pp., 412-419,

7 A wtal of 235 families and sivgle coosurners an Cincionati
furnished wuble records of their 1959 expenditures and income,

8 lamale, op. €it. (mmowograph), pp. 141 ff.

9 The Bureau introduccd this type of report in the 196Q-61
survey at the suggestiou of the CES advisory council, It was mod-
¢led pn forms used in stucdles of comsumer savings carried out by the
later-University Commitiee for Research on Caonsumer Behavior,
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food 'Y or for expense when traveling. Such expendi-
tures are accumulated over the year in “dribletg”
and “dabs,” and the small proportion of families
consulting records for them is consistent with inter-~
viewers' reporly that slightly more than one-tenth
of the families kept a budget which they consulted
during the Interview. Table 8 also shows that the
use of records for a given category of information
varted little by city-size stratum. This cousistency
is of interest, since it reflects interviewing tech-
nigues and observations of numerous persons calling
on families fn various lLypes of urban places through-
out the country. However, such information—even if
tabulated for all consumer unils—is no ruore than
suggestive of the accuracy of response. Another pos-
sible analytical use of the PR 715’s—not explored —
would be to corretatc use of recerds and the number
and length of visits to complete the sohedules.

10 for comparison of anmmal snd weekiy food expendlrures,
reported ou scliedule 26488 and 2648C, respectively, see p. 66

Procussing  Errors

Review procedures and checks instituled in the
field and Washington offices to minimize processing
errors have been discussed in chapters 4, 6, and 7.
Preparation of statistical reports for each city re-
sulted in another thorough review of the tabulations
of unweighted family data, and provided a final op-
portunity to correct the data on punch cards. This
intensive unalytical review, and subsequent review
of regional und U.S. tabulations, concentrated on
classifications of families by the 10 characteristics
selected for publication. (Sce page 37.) The Bureau
also sold magnetic tapes containing selecled CES
data under arrangements discussed in chapter 11.
Servicing users of these tapes has uncovered some
mistakes in family characteristic codes that BLS
had not used in its tabulations. When informed of
questionable data on the fapes, the Bureau staff has
attempted to track down the explanation and extent
of the error. Periodically, BLS notifics all organiza~
tions having the tapes about errors, problems in
programing, etc. encountsred by other users.

Table 8. Percentage of urban famifies ® using records in reporting specified (ypes of information for the 1960-61 CES

Urban

Population stratum

Type at information United SMSA, SMSA, SMSA Urban places
Stater 1, 400, 000 250, 000 ~ 50, 000~ 2, 500~
and ovor 1, 400, 000 250, 000 50, 000
Strupim A) (Stratum By (Steatum C) Stratum
Percent of “applicables" z referring o records
M age:
OTLZAGRS -~ v e v e e e e e ceamm—on 59 62
rig, < 2 S3 62
Un_!xues ------------------------------------------- 39 41 33 37 .
Major appl1ances =- ~—=mmacmmmo o L. 17 19 16 -T.B '
Food ~~mmme e e . 18
------------------------ 1K
Medical expenses —mwmmacoma oo mma el L. 33 ;g 9 3 3
Automobile expenses ~-mmmmmmommm ol L L 36 38 ;: > 3
Ot —of~home -city expenses 3 —~=cemmmmmmna o aomiooo_ 12 i { ' H
Farmily facome - emomcammm e a L 63 64 53 4 o2
W-2 (income-rax withholding faPm) emmmm e 57 63 3 % o
Tiuxes And INSWANCE  ==maamma o e emmammcomae el 53 51 Z; ot %
Assets and liab{litles ~m- - ccommmmomn L. 32 33 .20 :(8) o
29

1

Based on indorniation {rom a a 2,7 76 a i a (] CES sc ule
peroximately 2,700 o} the 9,476 whban families and swngle ecousumers furnisht 3

| ng usable CES schead .

Infﬂ mation rccorded on fon] PB ;X.S wWAas tabu]aled for {a.“illes m 18 Su_wey aredy >elcc(‘:d rron] eaLh Clw ; l :

~stze stratuin @nd geographic region.

z . iy .
The perceptage of families for whom a specified type of wlormution was applicable who referred o receipls or other records in

reporting it

* Scetion Q, schedule 264KB.  (See cxhibit E.)

Chapter 9.

One approach to gaging the extert and nature of
errors In sample surveys is to compars survey re-
sults with information from independent sources. The
feasibility of thls method of evaluating the CES
resuits depends on the existence of independent
statistics oo family characteristics, income, speuding,
and saving for broad population groups. At best, such
comparisons are limited by differences in timing,
coverage, classification, definitions, and techniques
of the various studies. The 1960 Census of Pupula-
tion provided the sampling {rume for the CES,! and
it is possible to compare distributions of families
according to various characteristics as obtained in
the CES with those in the 1960 Decennial Census
and the Current Population Surveys (CPS) of the
Bureau of the Census. Comparisons of aggregate
income, expenditures, snd savings have been made
with the Department of Commerce's Office of Busi-
ness Economics (OBE) estimates from the National
Income and Products Accounts.

Differences in Definitions

All family characteristics serfes jn the preseat
comparison cover the c¢ivilian noninstitutional popu-
lation in urban and rural areas, plus military per-
sonnel in the United States living off post. In defining
the income-receiving unit, the 1960 census also in-
cludes 211 military persomnel on military posts, and
the CPS and OBE cover military personnel living
with their families on military reservations, all
of whom are excluded from the CES.?

In each series, a distinction is "made between
persong Hving as members of a family and persons
living by themselves. These differences in definition
areg outlined below:

1960 Decennial Census

Families include: Two persons or more living
together and related by blood, marriage, or adop-
tion, plus:

Unrelated individuals Include: Persons living alone
or with persons to whom they are not related,
including military personnel on post and unmarried
children living away from home while attending
school.

Comparisans With Data From Other Sources

Current Population Survey

Femilies include: Same as 1960 census, but in-
cluding children away from home at school, plus

Unrelated individuals include: Same as 1960 census
but excluding the students and military personnel in
barracks on post.

Office of Business Economics (consumer unit, Or
families and unattached individuals)

Families include: Same as CPS, plus

Upattached individuals include: Same as CPS uu-
related individuals.

Burean of T.abor Statistics (all consumer units, or
all familias)

Familles of two persons or more inolude: Usu-
ally related and usually living together who pool
their income und draw from common fund for their
major items of expense, plug

Single consumers: Persons living alone or with
others with whom they do not pool income and ex-
penditurcs.

The most inclugive decennial census data that are
relevant for comparison with the CPS, OBE, and CES
distributions of families (including one-personfamilies
or single consumers) relate to income distributions.
The decennial census income distributions show tbe
following totals: *

Famulies and unrelated individuals---- 58, 305, 007
Famili€s ——~evcmmemmmmancm o mam e 45,128,393
Unrelated iadbviduulg —---memmmmeoann (3,176,614

The campllation in table 9 shows thal the several
series agree very closely with respect to the total
number of families of two persons or more. Differ-
ences in the totals of families and single consumers
combined are attributable to the larger number of
unrelated individuals who were counted as separate

I see chapeer 3,

2 See Family lucome Distriburion Statistics Published by Fed-
eral Agencics, Offfee of Statistical Standards, Bureau of the Budget,
Statistical Evaluatiou Repurt No. S (Dcecember 1964), pp. 1U-11,

3 1960 Census of Population, Val. }J, Charactedstics of the
Population, Part 1, U.S, Summary, table 95, p. 1-225. Small
verliations in ounmbers of lamilies and individuals are ‘explaimed
maiwly by whether the information was based on the complete count
or the 25apercent or S=percent samples of rhe 1960 census,
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units in the decennial census,* and to distinctions
between whether the individual was living in 4 house-
hold or in group quarters.

In 1960 census usage: °

An unrelated individual is either: (1) A member
of a household who is living entirely alone or
with one person or more all of whom are not
related to him, or (2) a person living in group
quarters who is not an inmate of an insfitution.
Unrelated individuals who are household heads are
called “primary individuals.” Those who are not
household heads are called “secondary individuals.”

Group quarters are living arrangements for institu-
Lional inmates or for other groups countaining five
persons or more unrelated to the person in charge.
Group quarters are lacated most frequently in
institutions, lodging and boarding houses, mititury
and other types of barracks, college dormitories,
fraternity and gorority houses, hospitals, homes
for nurses, convents, monasteries, and ships. Group
quarters also are iocated in u house or an apart-
ment in which the living quarters are shared by the

person in charge and flve persons or more un-
related to him.

Census detail® for “unrelated individuals” is as
follows:

In houscholds

---------------------------------- 10, 434, 328
Primary wdividual = =-a-eoeaooo 74990, 505
Secandary individual 2,437,523

In group quarters ~-ooo e 4,901,676
Institutivn~onmle - -~ ____ 1, 8R6, 967
Other = v oo 3,014,709

Roumung or boarding houses 633,732
Milirary barricks -=-emomooooeooos 867,803
College darmitory ~---=-oocooaaiio g29,112
Lastitution—resident staff -----auoaaao__ao .~ 90, 511
1S e T S —— 593, 551
Total unrelated individuals, except inmares ~- 13,449,037

By definition, tbe CES universe includes all unrelated
individuals 1n households and part of these in group
quarters—specifically those in shared apariments or
houses and in rooming or boarding houses. The es-
timated tetal of 55,307,000 eonsumer units falls about
midway between the decennial census totals for fami-
lies and unrelated individuals on which the distribu-
tions In table 9 are based. The CES total is below
the larger census figure which includes all of the
on-poet military and counts students in dormitories
as unrelated individuals. 1t is somewhat higher than
tbe census total of 53,024,000 farmnilies and the “pri-
mary individuals” in households. The latter totzl is
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D.C. 1966,

results became available,

charactesistics and for classificarions of oo arm
tional characteristics,

conoeptually closer to the CES definition of fota)
consumer units, which alse would count as separate
units for at least some of the “secondary individualg”
in households and some Iiving in group quarters, such
as rooming or boarding houses. The CPS total of
$6,336,0007 familfes und unrelated individuals as of
March 1961 also falls between the twa fotals from
the degennial census.

Distributions of Consumer Units
by Characreristics

The BLS and USDA selected 10 famlly character-
istics for classifying families in the General Purpose
tabulations eof consumer expenditures, fncomes, and
savings. CES classifications and codes and compari-
Sons with census data for eight of these farmily char-
acteristics are shuwn in table 9.° Comparable census
data are not available for the other two character-
istics—money income after taxes and number of
full-time earners. lNowever, a special analytical com-
parison has been made of the distribution of census
income and CES money income before taxes. (See
page 51.)

Family size

Differences in definitlons of the family and in the
period to which the family composition referred are
very important when comparing the CES distributions
with those of the decennial census and the CDS. The
time period to which the family composition relates
is the date of the interview for the 1960 census and
the CPS (in April and March, respectively). The CES
measure of family size is the number of equivalent
full-year family members. It 1z an average obtained
by dividing 52 weeks into the total number of weeks
during which both full- and part-yeay members be-

longed to the family, recorded in section A, {tem 8(m). ?

4 See U,S, Department of Commerce,
Income Distribution in the Unired States,
1960 cenzus monogra ph),

Burean of the Census,
by Hermar P, Miller (a
Govermment Printing Qffice, Washington,
pre 183-185,

See sowrce cited in foolnote 3, PP LV and LIX,
& Compiled from 1960 Census of Population, Val. I, Charac-

teristics of the Population, Part I, U.S, Sumnwmegn tables 181 and
182, pp. 1444 and 1-453, -

This detail is bated on "sample data® and the total may

differ from irformation derived from g complete —count heasts, (See
P LXXXIX of volume cited in

this foutnote. )

This toral was adfusted upward ightly after the 1960 cepsus
See foornote I, table 9,

Sec also sppendix table B-13 for greater detail for these
families by, addi-

7

8

Unless otherwise noted, this and similar references mre 1o

sectfon, line, and column in BLS 264BR, reproduced in Exhabit E,

Table 9. Comparison of farily cliuracteristics data from 1960-61 CES and other sources. total urban and rural United States
Fanules and single consumnees Fumities of 2 pessous or viore
- ! Consmpe: | 1960 Decennial Census} @« e o Consumer L0 Curre(fl_
LES‘ Churdctenstie F—xpcndn.urcb Families | Populution|Expenditures D i | Population
o Survey . wnd Survey! Survey ccenmid Swvey!
196061 Tot. primary 1961 196061 Census 1961
individuls
- 4,
Eszimared number (10 taousands) m---acewamoaaa 35, 307 ZSB, 3056 353, Q24 56,135 46, ‘_?17 4;312? 4.),3 4:/3';5
Average size (mean number of pesANS) - ---— - 3 - 3.38 3.36 3.0 . .
Percent
Fm”yT:::f ________________________________ ©100.0 Z100.0 7100.0 F1o0. 0 - - -
R 15.2 22,6 150 19,3 - o "
2 ; S 84,8 57,4 85.0 80.7 100, 0 100,0 100.0
2 2 PcoNonr. -------------------------------- 30,1 25.3 27.7 26,4 35.5 32, /‘ 32.7
SP SOMIS == m = m oo 17,9 16,7 18.4 16,9 21,1 21,6 20, 9
: 4}’5:‘0"5 T 16,2 15,4 17,0 16,5 19,0 19,9 20. 4
. ) o LT 10.5 0.0 £0. 8 10,5 12,3 2.8 13,0
E 2 :::::Z:i or more 10, 2 10, ! 1L 10, 4 12,0 13,0 12,9
Race: 0 o n 10100 o
Total 1000 Z2100.0 100, 6 100, 0 100, 0 100.0 .0
1 Wit o 85,3 80,7 90, 3 89,7 §9.7 90, 6 90, Z
e -
2 Negmo --- 9.6 } 10.3 0,7 10,3 } ff 8.3 } o,
3 |OWier ~mmmmmmmmcvemmmmmmm——e oo aam oo 1L - - - . .
van"f' o e e 100.0 - 9100. 0 - 100,0 | '2100.0 -
1 Owner ki 57.1 - 61.9 - 60,4 65. 1 -
2 R encer 39,0 - 38,1 - 3:. i 34,6 :
3 Other 3.9 - - - .
Years %I‘)::lucazion of family head: 100L0 X '3100.0 i 106.0 14100.0 .
-------------------- : 5 - 35,0 39,2 -
1 8 years ar 1@88 merv - mamammmcmmm— e ema oo 16. 5 - Zt‘).ll: ) e iz -
2 9 Uuough 12 years (high school) -v—v—o oo . --- 43. 1 - lu. N - 16. : PP -
3 |13 through 16 years (college) —ammmmoommmmanan- 16.4 - } . - o3 } . -
4 GCver 10 yeun (postgraduate) =emacoocomooon 4. - - .
e ox‘-rfmlily o 100.0 | '%100.0 | 'é100.0 | 8 100.0 100.0 | 7100.0 8100.0
Al m e o e e . . )
! Under 2; YBAMS mmmmoomemmmmmme e aaaaan --- 4.8 27.0Q 5.1 6.0 4.9 25,5 1:. ;
2 [25 10 34 yrars 18,5 - 18.4 18,3 :o.; s 1.9
2 35 to 44 years 22,1 20,9 22.1 2L 2 4, . Z.l. .
4 |45 w0 34 years 19.7 15.2 20,4 20.3 20,9 36.7 2L, 6
S S5 to 64 yeurs 15,9 - 16.5 10,0 14,8 13—5 13'6-
6 (651w 74 years (2.1 16.9 12,1 } i7.5 10.; . } .
- 4 - 4, - -
7 75 years nd Over =ae--m-amemmsmmmcmne e 5.9 S,
Occup'ﬂrmnl of family hed: 160.0 - 3100.0 - 100,0 | '8100.0 | '%100.0
1G] B e DR L TR .
Employed— " - 12.0 - -
0 a_ Selfwemployed «-vo-ammmmmmmccnmaaan II.O_ - - PP X y
t b. Salaried professional, technleal, etc, 15.0_ - - 25;. : 1 -
¢, Subtoral (8 1 b)--anvmmmmmmmmmaao 26.6 - f:: X luhs lll:s )0:7
2 d, Clerical und sales ll:)g - “14.-5 i 16- : s o1
3 e, Skalled = =neeemeao- N - .o B 123
4 fo Semlskilled —-~~==n-- Am e A ——— 14,1 - 14, > - 15,5 -;6-(7 s
S ) Unskilled ~ommmmmmm e e o 13.2 - iv, 9 - 12,8 1281 .
P ou e - .2 3 -
[ h. Occuparion not reported ==--=====mmaaa 2 - 2;39 N o - A
7 i, Member of armed forces —v--cocoonen .8 ~ (13 i o 219
8 Retired mmeeormoo s oo eeaaamaaaas 13,7 - 24,3 - > } . .
Y Qthars nat workiug —========m=mcocamoeo o 5.9 - - - N

Sce footnotes ut end of table,
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Table 9. Comparison of family characteristics duta from 1960-61 CES and other sources, total urbun and rural United States— Continued

Farilies and smgle consumers Familics of 2 persons or mvre
CEs i _ Comumes 1050 Decemaat Census Curent Consimur Cusrent
code Cldruacterntic Frpenditures tumitics | Population |[Expenditures ’960_ Popilation
Survey Toral and Survey ! Survey Decexial Survey !
196061 primary 1961 196gag1 | Cemsus 196(
indivaduals
Percent
[Family type: |
TOLRL ~=~m-—-—wmmememmammcmamemaeaoo 100.0 | ¢°100.0 & 16100.0 | 2'1uo,0 100,60 { 71000 | 2lu.o
Hishand and wife ~memcamecmooooooo oL /5.9 68.0 74,7 70.3 85,3 %7, 8 87.2
ALl other - - - oo 4.3 32.0 25.3 20,7 10,6 12.2 12,8
Locatou:
7 100, 0 - 22100.0 - 100,0 | £3100.0 -
Insade SMSA™S - - - oo cmmeaacmiia e 63.7 - 64,5 - 63,6 63.9 -
1 Central city or CILISYy © —-—-—mm——cmmmmmas 32.7 - 34,9 - 30. 6 32,7 -
2 Other citivs with population of
50, 000 O QeI mmmmmm o oo ool 3.4 - ) - ERE l -
3 Pluces wirn population under 50, GOU 20, 5 215
m wrbamized are@ ~mc - e el 17,3 - ; - 18.6 J -
4 Pluces with popuiation of 2, 500 to 50, LOU
outside urbanized ayes —--------—ccaacs 4.0 - 2.5 - 4.2 2.5 -
5] Aura] nonferm - ce e S.6 - 5.8 - 6,1 6,2 -
7 Rural facm ==eamma-ao—o B TP L0 - .8 - ./ iy -
Outside SMSAYS mommmiv e 36.3 - 35.8 - 36.4 k(-0 -
S Urban places with popularion of .
2,500 15 50,000 —cmmmmm i5,1 - 14.4 - 14.4 14,0 -
8 Rural nomlarm - - - mmmmm e o 15.5 - 15.2 - 15,8 15,6 -
9 Rusal {arm ==ssemcmmmee oo --- S.7 - 5.9 - 3 6,5 -

income of Families and Persous tu the Unired Ststes: 1960, Cuvweut Popufation Repovts, Consumer Incowmie, Series P-60, No, 37
Junuary 17, 1062 (U5 Bureau of the Census). Income it Jor calendar year 1900, but charaeraristics of favailies and individuals are as
of March i961, Subseyuently, the pumber of CPS famulies was revised upward from 45,435,000 to 45,456,000 und of unrclated individuals
trom 10, $00,000 10 11,081,000 (Series P-00, No. 47, Sepr. 24, 1965, p, 3). ’
¢ Based on uwnber o1 tamilies and of all varelated mdividuais except inmates of institutions Census ol Population: 1960, Unired Staiey
Summary, Genenl Social 2nd Economic Characteristics PC(1), 1C, (U.S. Bureau ol the Cunsus) rable 95, p. 1-225,
3 DBased ou uumber of hanscholds (i.e. primary fanmlies und primary individuals), 1960, Families, PCi2)
4A (U.S, Bureau ol the Census) p. x1in. ’
4 Dased ou umumber of familics, Source, footnote 3, p. 21,
5 Distribulion of families by size from Census of Population:
(U.S. Burcau of the Ceusus), p. 1-465,
The number of full-year equivaleut pemons comesponding Lo the 1-digit CFS fanuly swe code iz Code | = 1,0 persons 2 = 1,1
10 2.9 persons; 3 - 3.0 to 3.9 persons, 4 = 4.0 to 4. Y pemant, 5 = 5.0 to 5.9 persons; 6 = 6.0 persoms or more. )
7 Scurce, footrote 3, p, 11,
R Sowrce, faotmote 1, p. 27,
% Based on number of occupied housiny wiits (honsehoids). Census of Housmg:
1 (U.S. Burcau of the Census), p. XXVH,
Source, foulnute 1, p, 25,
11 Source, footnote 8, p, 1-403.
12 Based on numher of families, Source, [oownote 3, p. 37,
13 Rased on mumber of heads uf houscholds, Sowrce, foutnote 3, p. 195
members of the Armrd Forces with crafiemen, foremen, and kmdred worken.,
1% Based on numbes of families, Sowrce, footnote 8, p. 1-470,
;Z Bused on imber of fannhes amd unrelated individuals, Source, foomose R, p, 1-594,
Based on number of heads of households, Sowce, fomnote 8, p. (-444.
'T Based on number of famlies. Source, foornote 8, p. 1-463,
18 Based on number of familics, Source, foolnote 5, pp. [-610 and 1-G11.
19 Sowrce, footnote I, p. 30,
Based un number of femilies and wnrelated individuals.
2l Source, footnate 1, p. 20.
§§ gased on number of hesds of houseliolds. Cenmus of Population: 1960, Sice of Place, PC(3) 1D (UL S. Burean of the Ceansus), pp, 1-3.
ased on gumber of famnlies. Sowce, foowote 22, pp. 10-12.

Census ol Fupulation:

1260, United States Summary, Detailed Characteristies, FC(1), 1D

1960, United States Summary, Final Report, ey,

In the distribution by occupatioy, the census classifird

Seurce, foolnote X, pp. 1-45% and {-463.

NOTE: Bccause of rounding, sums of {ndividual rtems may not equal totals, Daslies indirate comparable data not available.

a8

The average number of equivalent full-year f{aiuily
members wus rounded to one decimal place and con-
verted to the one-digit code for family-size class
shown In table 9.

As already mentioned, the correspondence in data
from the three sources is closer when the compari-
son is oonfined to families of two persons or more,
and the differences in distribution of these families
hy size are in the direction expected from definillonal
difference. The CES splitting of related family mem-
bers on the basis of their economic independence re-
sulted in a greater number of families and relatively
more small families and fewer large ones than the
decennial census or CPS.

Age of family head

In the CES, age and several other characteristics
were recorded for each family member, but families
were classified by the characteristics of the family
head. In husband-wife families, the husband was con-
sidered the head. In other types of {amilies, the per-
sun recognized as the head by other family wembers
was 80 designated.

Age was recorded on the CES schedule (section A,
ftem 5) as number of years at the end of the survey
year. If the respondent did not know or refused this
information, the interviewer estimated age of family
members. The comparatively minar differcaces be-
tween the CES and census distributions in table 9 are
consistent with differences in family definitions. For
example, elderly persons living with their married
children would be counted as a separate consumer
unit in CES if they did not pool their income and ex-
penditures with those of the younger unit.

Years of educulion of f:m.\ily head

The number of grades completed during or be-
fors the survey year in schools offering an elemen-
tary or high school dipioma or a college, university,
or professional school degree wus entered for eaoh
family member on the CES schedule (section A,
item 7). Persons giving no information on the extent
of their education were classified as having “8 years
or less.” Education beyond 4 years of college was
recorded as 17 years, regardless of the number of
years of post-graduate work. Attendance at specialized
business, trade, vocational, and similar schools was
noted on the schedule but notcounted in the “years
completed.” The census defines years of school com-
Pleted similarly.
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Occupation of family hcad

The occupalion of each family member was entered
on the schedule when income f{rom euach job was
recorded in sections S-1 or S-II. The occupation of
the fumily head was based on hig major oceupation, i.e.,
the occupation at which he was employed for the
greatest number of weeks in the survey year, or,
if equally long on two johs or more, the occupation
which paid the highest earnings. If the head was
retired (as indicated by retirement Income in sac-
tion T or notes in section A, iterm 17) and also had
some occupatioh, the occupation was coded only if
the earnings were greater than the retirement in-
come, Family heads who had no income from em-
ployment in seclions S—I or S-IT and na evidence of
retirement were coded as “Others not working.”

Occuputions were classified in a three-digit code
according to the 1960 Census of Population, Alpha-
betical Index of Occupations and Industries, except
that the self-employed (including businessmen, farm
operators, professionals, and artisans) were sepa-
rated from salaried managers, officials, and pro-
fessional workers. Members of the armed forces,
living off base, were classified separately. In de-
riving the one-digit code for occupation of the family
head, clerical and sales workers were combined.
Wage earners were regrouped and identified by
degree of skill: Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred
workers were identified as sgkilled; operalives, as
semiskilled; and private household workers, serv-
fce workers, and laborers, as unskilled.

Comparisons of CES, census, and CPS distribu-
tions by occupation of the head (table 9) are affected
by differences in the time references and labor
force status used In the classifications. The de-
cenniul census distribution for families and single
consumers refers to the job held during the week
for which employment status was reported; the cen-
sus distribution of familles of two persons or more,
however, refers to the occupational distribution of
the “experienced civilian labor force,” comprising
the employed and the experienced unemployed. The
distribution for heads of families from the Current
Toputation Survey (CPS) referred to the oiviliap
job held during the survey week. The CES classi-
fication, as noted above, was based on employment
experience throughout (he survey year.

Race of family head

The interviewer recorded the race of the family
head oun the basis of observatlion, not by direct
questioning (section A, item 18). The one-digit code



classified the family heads In three groups: White,
Negro, and other. “Other” included Japanese, Chinese,
American Indians, and all other. The racial distri-
buliuns of families in the CES sample and in the cen-
sus are very similar.

Housing tenure

Entries on the family’s tenure during all of the
survey year (section B, item 3b) provided a one-
digit code in which families were classified as
owners, renters, or other (i.e., owner part-year,
renter part-year) “Owner” included owner-occupants
ol cooperative apartments. “Rentar” iucluded con-
sumer units receiving rent free. The census recorded
occupants as owners or renlers at the time of the
decenniel census. The CES and census definitions
of a housing unit were generally comparable (page 14),
but the census classified rooming or boarding houses
which had five or more roomers as group quarters
and thus excluded thera from the count of occupled
bousing units. This, coupled with previously noted
differences between the census' household and the CES
consumer unit, would tend to explain the somewhat
lower proportion of renters in the ceasus than in
the CES distribution in table 9.

Fanily type

CES families were classified in seven types on
the basgis cﬁ the relationship of family members and
the age ofiffie children of the head. Entries of relation-
ship to heid (section A, item 2) were combined into-
a one-digit code, as follows:

Code Cutegory

Single consumer

Husband and wle only

Husband end wHe, owp children, no other persons in family
Husbard and wife, own children, ather relutives

One purent (hezd), owu children, no other persons n famfily
Ome parent (head), own children, and other relatives
Husband and wife, po own children, other relatives

Husband and wife, uwo own children, others not related

Al ather

WO NANMAWN

“Own” children were sans and daughters of the head,
including stepchildren and adopted children.

Families composed of a husband, wife, and one child
or more, but no other personsg living with the family
(code 3 above), were subdivided into three groups,
agcording to the age of the oldest child as recorded
in section A, item 5. Codes for “relationship to head”
and “age of children” (appendix table B-13) were
combined into lbe following one-digit “family type”
oode:

Famlly Relation- Percem
type ship of CES
code head code Category faundies

1 2 Husband and wife only -=-~-—cau ... 225
3 Buwsband and wife, awn children oulys

2 Oldest chfld under 6 years - .v--c-- 1l.4
3 Oldest ciuld 6 through 17 years —---- 25. 6
4 Oldest child 18 years aud uver —~vnu- 10,3
s 4, 7, 8 Al other husband and wife famulies -~ -- 6.1
6 5 One parenr, own children only —-----a- 5.1
7 1, 6, 9 All other famalies, fnchuding

siugle consumers w---eeao- L. 19,2

The seven classes in the CES distribution have been
combined into two broad classes for comparison with
census data for families including both husband apd
wife and for all other families in table 9. Comparable
census data for age-of-children subgroups are not
available. The nearest approximation is CPS daty on
the proportion of husband and wife families with
Children under 18 years of age. CPS data for March
1960 showed that at least 58 percent of husband and
wife families had some children under 18 years of
age.'® This was in the CES range: About 48 percent
of the CES husband-wife families had children all
under 18, and the inclusgion of families whose oldest
child was 18 or over ruaised the CES perce_ntTf
families with children to 62.

Location and size of place

At all stages of CES sampling, census definitions
and boundaries relating to Standard Metropolltan Sta-
tistical Areas (SMSA's) and to degree of urbaniza-
tion were followed. Except in New England, a stand-
ard retropelitan statistical area is a county or group
of contiguous counties which contains at least one
city of 50,000 inhabitants or more, or “twin cities”
with a combined population of at least 50,000. Con-
tiguous counties are included in an SMSA if, accord-
ing to certaln criteria, they are essentially metro-
politar in character and are integrated soclally and
economically with the central city. Central cities
are those appearing in the SMSA title and are the
largest city or cities in the SMSA. Definitions and
titles of SMSA's are established by the Bureau of
the Budget. '!

In general, the urban population comprises all
persons living in urbanized areaz and in places of
2,500 inhabitants or more outside urbanized areas.

10 Household und Famfly Characteristics: March 1960, Cur-
remt Populurion Reports, Population Chazracrermistics, Series P20,
No, 106, Javuary 9, 1961, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau
of the Census, p. 16. This report did not show the proportwn of
hushand-wife }amilia with the husband 65 years apd over who had
children upder 18,

1) Census of Population: 1960, Selected Arvu Reporrs, Stand-
ard Metrovol#tan Staustical Areos, Final Report IC (3)-1D, U.S.
Depantment of Commerce, Bureau of the Ceususy, ppy vill-x,

The population not classified as urban constitutes
the rural population. An urbanized area contains a
central city or cities, as well as the surrounding
closely settled incorporated places and unincorporuted
areas, referred to as the urban fringe. In most cases,
urbanized areas are smaller than SMSA'’s and are
contained in SMSA’s.

The CIS and census distributions by locuation or
place of residence in table 9 matoh closely.

Number of full-time carners

Each family member in the CES sainple who worked
35 hours or more a week, 48 weeks or more during
the survey year in a wage or salary occupation
(section S-I, items 4 and 5), or was secli-employed
at least 48 weeks (section S-TI, item 3) was counted
as a full-time earner. The number of full-time
earners jn a family was given a one-digit code,
and families were distributed as follows:

Fomiliex Families of
and single 2 persons
Code Category comsumers  or mare
a No full-time earners ---------- 30,8 25.2
1 1 full-time earuer ---=--meaea_ 57.5 61,1
2 2 full -time eatners v-cemmmmaann 10. 8 12,7
3-0 3 full -time earuers or more -~--- .8 1o

No comparable census data are available. The de-
cemnial census classified families by the number of
persons in the labor force (employed or unemployed)
in the week prior to the census inquiry. The Current
Population Survey cross-classified families by the
number of earners and money income in 1960; the
oumber of earners included all persong in the family
who earned at least $1 from wages, salaries, or
self-employment. '

Family income before 1uxcs

A comparison of the 1960-81 CES distributions of
families by income before taxes with those from the
Census Bureau’s decennial census and CPS and from
the OBE national accounts {s shown in table 10.
The estimated number of families and average income
for each series are alsc shown. Additional compari-
sons with oensus urban data and for the 1950 CES
are shown in appendix tables B-14 and B-16,

The CES distributions of income and the averages
and sggregates based upon them, dilfer significantly
Irom those published by the Census Bureau and the
OBE. Numerous studies have been made to identify
the reasons for these differences and to measure
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the effect of eaoh contributing factor.'® Recognition
of the fact that none of these sources was gpecifi-
cally designed to provide family income distribulion
statistice is essential to understanding the differ-
ences and to proper interpretation and the use of
the {ocome statistics from each source. Of the three
household surveys, the 1960 Census was designed as
a demographic survey; the CPS to obtain current
labor force data; and the CES to obtain detailed in-
formation on the level anddistribution of family ex-
penditures. The OBE family income estimates and
size distributions were derived from the national
income accounts, reflecting the concepts and defini-
tions appropriate for that system and utilizing data .
from tax refurns, household surveys, and other
sources. Thus, for each series the definitions and
proocedures used in collecting and summarizinog the
income data, it varying degrees, were dictated by
the broader studies of which they were a part.
The differences observed in the income distri-
butions and averages shown in table 10 are the net
effect of variations among the sources in the def-
inition of the “family,” l.e., the income-receiving
wnit and the time reference used in determining
ita composition; in the definition of “income” and
{ts time reference; and in the completeness of income-

reporting.

Family definilion. The 1960 census, CPS, and OBE
use essentially the same demographic family defini-
tion. As explained at the beginning of this chapter,
variations in the coverage of on-post military per-
gonnel and children away from home at school ex-
plains, ip part, the higher total number of families
in these series than obtained by use of the CES
economic family definition. The CES definition which
resulted in a greater number of families of two
persons or more hut relatively more small and
fewer large f{amilies than in the other serles, also
cantributed to variations among the series in the
leve) and distribution of income. However, these ef-
fects cannotbe {solated from those resulting {rom time-
reference factors,

lZSL‘L‘ p. 29 of source cited in footnote 1, table 9.

13S5ue wbie footnote references,  Alse, Family Incowne Distri-
bution Statistics Published by Federal Agencies, Office of Statistical
Standerds, Bureau of the Budget, Statistical Evaluativn Reporl No, §
{December 1064), reprinted in The Americun Statistictan, February

1966, Val. 20, No. 1, pp. 18-23;
Lenore A, Epstein, Measuring the Slze of the Low-lpcome

Population, in Studies in lncome and Wealth, No. 33, Published by
the Natioval Bueau of Economic Research, Inec,, New York, 1960,
uand other volumes :n this series; Lamale, op. cit. (morograph),
PP 107 -113;

Edward C. Budd and Dapiel B, Radner, "The OBL Size Dis-
mibution Series: Methods and Tentauve Resulrs for 1964, " American
Economiuc Review, May 1969, pp. 435-449; and

The Distribution of Personal Income, Joint Economic Committee
Primt, 8Rth Congress of the United States, 2ad Session, December
1964, Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1965,




Time refereuce. The time period to which the
composition of the family and its income refer,
relative to the date of the interview, differs signi-
ficantly among the series and contributes both to
differencas in the estimated pumber of families and
in the income levels and distributions. The 1960 oensus
and CPS define the composition of the farmily as of
a point in time (April and March, respectively) and
record its income as of the preceding calendar year.
OBE estimates families and their previous year’s
income as of Decembher 31. BLS “reconstructs” the
family as il was composed throughout the calendar year
preceding the dule of the interview and records the
income which each [amily member received while
they were in the family or consumer unit. **

The CES reconstruction procedure retrieves a con-
siderable amount of income which is excluded from
the census data and provides moxre appropriate income
estimates for use in analyses of family expenditures.
However, since the family size is hased on full-year
equivalent membership in the family, the reconstructed
families may be fractional in size i.e., full-year fami-
lies with part-year members, or part-year families.
Families having more than 1 full-year member were
classified as “families of two persons or more”
for the CES income summaries.!S Ta be classified
a8 “indlviduale not in families,” the CES One-person

’; See discuspion  p. 15, and Epstem op. cit. pp. 167170,
1> Consumer unim ranging in sice from 1.1 to 2.4 were classi-
fied as 2-person famlies. (See table B-13.)

Table 10. Comparison of distributions of families by income before taxes from 1960-6} CES and other soarces,

total urban and rural United States

19502 Consunier Current Office of
" Fxpenditures | Population Business
Income before taxes | Decennial e i
c Surveys, Surve); Economiecs
entus 1960~61 1961 1961°
Families ot 2 persons or more
Estimarted nwmbher (in thousands) ---wa-a--—ao_o 45, 149 46,917 46, 34} 46, 190
Percent distribution, total woameaa oL 100.0 100.0 00,0 100.0
Under $1, 000 5.6 1.4 5.0
$1,000-S1, $99 7.5 6.5 7.7 7.5
$2,000-%$2, 999 8.3 2.0 8.7 6.7
$3,000-83, 99y 9.5 9.8 9.4 8.9
$4, 000-%4, 599 11.0 11.0 10.5 10.5
$5,000-85,999 - 12,3 12,2 11,7 11.3
$6, 000 -37, 499 -- 30,7 16,1 31.0 16.2
$7,500-89, 999 - - - 17.8 - 17.58
$10,000-%14, 999 10.5 12.0 11.3 13,5
$15,000 and over 4,6 4.2 4,7 7.9
Average:
MEAN oo 1§5,976 $6,813 $6,616 $7,797
Median —-—cemmm e e es 5,663 - 5,737 -
Individuals not in families
Estimated number (in thousands) ----~~vmvaraao 13,171 8,390 11,163 11, 100
Percent disriburion, toral - cco mmammaaaoao 100.0 100.0 100, 0 100. 0
Under §5,000 ~-—---mveemm e e 37,6 16,5 32.4 3
$1,000-81, 999 -<veeun 20.8 27.9 22,0 35,6
$2,000-82, 999 ---oeooo- 12,0 15,4 12,6 19.1
£3,000-83, 999 9.5 13.1 9.7 16,5
$4,000-%4, 959 7.4 5.5 7.9 11,9
$5,000-85,99Y 5.0 7.4 6,0 6.8
$6, 00057, Sy S 4,8 7.0 5.2
$7,300-§89,999 - .. - 3.6 - 2.7
$10,000-614,999 ._..____ 1.8 1.4 1.5 1,5
$15,000 apdouver - .. _____________ - .4 9 7
Average:
MBan -—=- - e e e 132 351 £3,070 $2,734 $3,321
Medidn -e-mmeem o oo 1,597 - 1,755 -

See foomotes ar end of tahle.
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Table 10. Comparison of distributions of familics by income belore taxex from 1960-61 CES and other sources,
total urban and rural United States—Continued

2 Consumer Current Office of
1 1958 Expenditures | Population Business
Income before taxes Decennlsi Surveys Survey - Econaraics
Census 1960-61° 19614 | 1961
All famifics und indhividuuls
Estimated ouraber (1a thousands) ----=--ceccmvem S&,320 55, 307 57, 504 57, 290
Percent distribution, total ==--===-=~-m-an—ano- 100.0 100.0 100,0 100. ¢
Under $1,000 - - mcmr~vmmmmmmm e oo e 12,8 3.7 10.4
$1,000-81, 999 10.5 9.8 10, 5 12.9
$2, 00032, 999 9.2 10.0 9.4 a1
$3, 000-§3, 995 9.5 10,3 9.6 10.3
$4,000-34, 953 10,2 10, 8 10,0 10,8
$5, 00055, 999 0.7 ti.4 10, 6 10.5
S0, 000-$7, 499 25, 1 14,3 26,1 14,1
37, 500-$9, 959 - 15,6 - 14,7
$10,000-814, 999 -~mmnacmcmammmmcmmmmaan 12.0 10,4 9,4 1.1
$15,000 and over -------o—--omeonmoo—emne - 3.7 4.0 6.5
Average:
MERG = mcmmmam s oo oo oo ammemmmmmmma 155, 896 $6,246 1gs, 896 46,930
Median =mmmmmmemmme———————————— o amom o= 4,791 - 5,000 -

I As defined by each agency. Decennlal census, CES, and CPS (Curvent Fopulatien Survey ) duta are
family money income; OBE dara are fumily persoiril income. Mean incomes lor tamities and unrelared in-
dividuals for decennial census and CPS are from Hesman P. Miller, Income Distribution in the United States ~
A 1960 Census Monograph (U1, S. Demartment of Commerce, Bureau of the Census), table 14, p. t1 and

wble 11-3, pp. 4346, The OBE {961 average (meun) [amily wopey income wrs 36,626, according to

Miller, op. cit,

2 Census of Population: 1960, Sourccs and Structure of Family Income. PC(2}-4C (U.S. Bureau af

the Census), tables ! and 6,

Frequency distributions derived from wnpublished wbulations, For unweighted distributions al lainilies
wn weban, raral nonfarm, and total nomfurur CES sample by income beforc taxes, see appendix luble B-13; for
weigited distributions of nonfsarm farailies, see eable 11,

Income of Families and Persons in e Umted States: 1961, Cwrenr Populalion Reports, Consumer

Incemc,

Series P-60, No. 39, February 28, 19632 (U.S. Deparuneat of Commerce, Burean of whe Census),

p. 18; and Trends in the Income of Families and Persons in the United Sraies, 1947-1964, Technical Paper 17

(Burcau of rhe Census), p. 171,

S Jeaunette M. Flerwillinmg, “Size Diswribution of Incowe in 1963," Survey ol Current Business, April

1864, pp. 5-6; und Miler, op. cit

NOTE: Because of roundiug, sums of individual Stems may not equal totals.

families had to have lived as single consumer units
throughout the survey year. Families withno fuli-year
wmembers were classifled as part-year f{amilies and
excluded from the CES statistical summaries, al-
though individual members of part-year families were
included as part-year members of full-year families
if they had had that status jor part of the survey
yoar, and the full-year family was in the sample.

The net effect of thewe time and definitional dif-
ferences was that the 19860-61 CES reported more
multiperson [amilies, but a significantly smauller
percent of such families at the lower end of the
income distribution than were reported by the 1960
censue and CPS: 7.9 percent under $2,000, compared
with 13.1 and 12.7 percent, respectively. The CES
average (mean) income for multlperson families was
$6,813, compared with $5,976 for the deoennial census
and $6,616 for CPS. These comparisons in table 10
refer to all urban and rural families; a similar com-~
parison for urban families is presented in appendix
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table DB-14. As compared with the OBE, the CES
percent of multiperson families with incomes under
$2,000 was about the same, but the CES average
income of all multlperson families was substantiully
lower, primarily because of the OBE definition of
income as discussed on page 54.

More importantly, however, the CES reconstruction
procedure resulted in an estimated 8.4 million full-
year single consumer units, compared with about
11 million in the CPS and OBE and over 13 million
in the decennial oensus. Furthermore, as expected,
the proportion of CES one-person families reporting
incomes under $1,000 (18.5 percent) was very much
smaller than the census and CPS showed for indi-
viduals not in families, 37.6 and 32.4 percent, respec-
tively. The average income for CES single consumers
was $3,070, compared with $2,361 for the census and
$2,734 for the CPS.

The exclusion of part-year families from the CES
and their inclusion in the other series conftributes



to these differences in the distribution of families
by income, but the specilic effect is practically im-
possible to quantify. In the 1960-61 CES, information
was collected {rum part-year families but not in-
cluded in the statistical sumunaries.!®* However, ap-
pendix table B-~1% provides a suinmary of the charac-
teristics of such families in the urban sample, in-
cluding their average income before tuxes for that
part of the year when they existed as independent
consumer units.

In general, part-year units were about 3 percent
of the total usable schedules obtained from full-
year and part-year urban [amilles in the 1960—61
CES. On the average they existed for hulf of the
year; contained 1.7 persons compared with 3.1 for
full-year familles; were headed by u person 29 years
old, compared with 47 years for head of full-year
familles; 2nd had fncome which averaged $2,740 for
26 weeks, compared with $6,691 for 52 weeks for
full-year fumilies. They were classified in five cate-
gories of reasons for their part-year status. More
thun one-third were couples married during the year,
both of whom had previously been members of other
consumer units. About one-fifth were persons who
set up one-person households during the year. The
remainder was made up of consumer units that formed
or broke up during the year, returned from mili-
tary services, or were outside the survey coverage
during part of the year.l?

Income definition. Varlations in the definition of
“Income” which also contributec to dlfferences in
the Income levels and distributions in the four series
compared in table 10 may be summarized as follows:

Wages und salaries, mclud-g@w Included in all series, but in CES
Ing commissions, bonmuses, <—A¥e nct of occupational expenses,
and tips, brfore payroll de- apd i OEE are met of employee
ductions. contributlons to socinl secumiy.

Net income from sclf-em- Included in all, bw iu OBE are
pleyment in business ar pro- net of conrributions to social ses.
fession. curicy.

‘Income other than eamingsr
From rent, ioterest, divi-
dend, social security, pen~
,sions, disability imsurance,
trust funds, private and pub-
Hc assistance or other gov-
¢rumental payments, aund
regular  conwibutians from
persons aurside the family.

Inclnded in al), but in ORE fnter-
personzl transfers, such as a2limony,
contributions from persons owtside
the family, etc., are excluded,

Other moncy receipis, such
8y igheritances, lump-sum
settlements, gifts, receipts
from sale of assers (B,
house), and withdrawal of
backdeposits or money bor-
rowed, etc.

Excluded from all,

Nommunuy {tems, Exctuded from ceosus, CPS, and

CES except hut food and housing
received ag pay is aocluded in CES;
OBE jucludes wages received in
kind, nee reatal value of owner-
occupied horoes, an allowance for
the return on the value of a per-
san's cquity an Life inswance, and
value afservices of banks and other
tinancial itermecdisries rendered
to persons withoutspecific charges.

Essentially, the census, CPS, and CES use a
family money Income definition, and the ORE uses a
family personal income definition in their income-
distributions. The Inclusion of nonmoney items in
the OBE series resuits in the major portion of
the difference between the OBE and CES average
incomes. '#

Completeness of income reporting. Of the three
household surveys, the CES achieved more complete
reporting of income than the decennial census or
the CPS both in 1960—61 and in 1950, This bas been
attributed to the facl that the CES ohtainped: (1) A
detailed report of {ncome by source for each income-
receiving member of the consumer units, and (2) a
complete account of receipts apd disbursements from
each unit which permitted internal consistency checks
and refurn visits to the family to clarify and compleie
reports. The decennial census and CPS used much
less detafled questioning and recorded only totals
for broadly defined types of income, e.g., wage and
salary, nonfarm self-employment, etc. The 19680-61
CES average annual income of ali families and indi-
viduals was 8 percent higher than CPS, and the CES
estimated aggregate income was 5 percent higher,
(See appendix table B-16.) These are Ssomewhat
narrower differences than were observed in the 1950
CES covering urban famllies, for which the compara-
ble percentages were 11 and 7 percent, respectively.

Since the OBE reports of total money income used
in the family persopal inoome series are obtalped
from records of business and government transac-
tions, they are the most complete record of aggre-
gate family money Income available, However, the

16 In derlving the populadon weights used n the nationz] and
reglopal statistical summaries of Lhe 1960-6! CES (see p. 37), the
estimated number of CU's in the universe remlted from a conversion
of the to1al noninstitutional population (Including members of part-
year familicsy in 1960 to “equivalent full-year familfes.” When
these cstimated numbers of CU's are used as muliipliers with aver-
age family expenditures w© obtain aggregate income znd expendl-
tures, there ig an implicit agsumption that the average incomes and
expenditures of part=year units are the same as chose of equivalent
full-year families, Thus, for example, aggregates so devived would
be overstated for clastes of expenditures for which part-yesr units
spend less than fulleyear ucits and understated for the opposite zitu=
ation, The effect with respect 10 income averages and aggregates
would be similar,

17 The Concept of Parr-Year Families in Consumer Expendi-
tae Surveys, CES Research Note No. !, October 1968, (Avuilable
on request from the Office of Prices and Living Cooditions, BLS.)

18 See also pp. SB-SY.

OBE persounal income distributions sare based on
tapulations of Federal tax returns and other source
data which may contribute to over- and under-
statements in these estimates.

Family income before und after faxes

In the preceding comparison families have been
distributed according to their total income bhefore
deductions of income taxes, because the decennial
cenpsus and CPS household surveys ask only far
before-tax income. The BLS introduced the “efter
tax” or “disposable income” refinement of income
to classify familles for expenditures analyses in re-
ports based on its Survey of Prices Paid by Consumers
in 1944." The Bureau's previous survey had shown
that in 1941 the average wrban famfly paid income
and other personal taxes of $37 on a before-tax
money income of $2,409. Rural nonfarm families
paid $11 on income of $1,311.°° The shift to the after-
tax copocept followed the increase in Federal income
tax rates early in 1942, shortly after the United States
entered World Wur . Income after the deduction of
income aod other personal taxes was considered a
better classifying variable because such taxes reduce
the amount of income the recipient is free to use asg
he sees fit.

The spread between before- and after-tax income
widened [n subsequenl expenditure surveys, as family
incomes climbed. Also, State and local governments
turned increasingly to lncome taxes as a source of
revenuc.

Tabulations from the 1960—61 CES provided for the
first time a comparison of spending patterns of
families classilied by their total money income and

the income remsuining after payment of income and
other personal taxes. The shifting of families between
income classes was greater in the higher income
classes, but the boxed figures in table 11 show that
throughout the income range the majority of families
remained in the same broad income class after tax pay-
ments were deducted. This explains, in part, theclose
correspondence of the before- and after-tax “pairs”
ol expenditure distributions in each successive lacome
class, shown in appendix table B-17.7' This table of
spending patterns of the estimated 51,795,000 nonfarm
families and single consumers, classified on the alter-
native income bases, is presented tofacilitate relating
the Bureau's periodic copsumer expenditure infor-
mation to distributions of families by income before
taxes complled by other agencies.

The comparison of consumer spending patterns re-
lated to before- and after-tax classes indicates that
within each broad income class throughout the entire
income range:

1. The level of average income and total expendi-
tures for current consumption as well as the level
for each subgroup of expenditures, is higher for
the after-tax group of familles than for the cor-
responding before-tax group, but

2. The percent distribution of tolal expenditures
among the major categories are very similar for
each pair of hefore- and after-tax groups.

19 See Wanime Food Purchases (BLS Bulletin 838, 1945), p. 25,

¢0 See Family Spending and Saving tn Wurtime (RLS Bul.
letin 822 1945), pp. 73 aud 102,

2zl Migor differencesbetween the distributions for tatal {amilies
in table 11, and the percentage dQisiributions of families at the top
of appendyy table B-17 result from the inclusion of rhe 1960 seg-
ment of the entire urban sample ip table B-17, while table 11 in-
cludes only the 1961 scgmem,

Table 11. CES fumilies cross-classified by income beforc and after taxes, all ponfarm families and singe

consumers, United States, 1961

Money income before taxes

Money focome Toral $3,000 | $5,000 | 87,500 | 510,000 | $i5,000
after tases Under o o o to and
$3, 000 | ¢4 999 | 7,499 | s5,0959 14, 999 over
Percent distributiou
— —
Total ~=accoaaooo 100, 0 [ 22,7 20. 1 25,7 16.6 11,1 1.8
A
Under 33,000 - -~------- 24,2 1.5 - - - -
$3,000 10 $4, 990 —ocuos 23,9 1,1 5 ai 5.4 - ¢) -
$5,000 10 $7,499 ——---- 28,4 - i1 8.0 *) -
$7,500 to $9, 999 -——--- 14,1 - - - C&al 5.5 -
$10,000 to $14, 999 ---~ 7.4 - - - - La.2! 1.8
$15,000 and over ~----- 2.0 - - - - -
$ A

! The apparenr inconsistency of income after vaxes bewy ligher than before tTaxas may be explained
by rhe fact that past of the tax paid i Lhe survey yeur and tax refunds in the survey year are based an

wcome recerved 1n carlier years.
Less than 0.05 perceut.

NOTE: Becawse «f rounding, swms of individual frems may not equal lotals.
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Chapter 10.

Reconciliation of Aggregates From

CES, OBE, and Other Sources

The CES furnishes the only complete compilation
of family expenditures that periils comparisons of
how different sizes and types of families living in
different localities use their income. As stated earlier,
the CES statistical rcports show this information
43 average expenditures per family for different
categories of goods and services. However, for such
purposes as forecasting the tax yield of excise or
saleg taxes or thc consumer market [or 2 product,
or for distributing the Office of Business Economics
(OBE) natianal aggregates of consumption expenditures
among regions or smaller areas, users® may wault
to convert the average expenditures per tamily into
totals or aggregates for specific types of families.
Frequantly the next slep is to compare the estimated
CES ftotals with aggregates from other sources.

Aggregate Incomc, Expenditures,
and Savings

The National Income and Product Accounts, com-
piled by OBE, include eslimates of aggregale income,
expenditures, and savings, which are more nearly
appropriale than othet independent estimates for comn-
parison with aggregutes derived from the CES. How-
ever, major differences in concept, coveruge, and
method require a number of adjustments of both OBE
and CES data to facilitale a comparison.? Despite
these adjustments, cermjidiilerences remainand their
effects cannot Le measured in reconciling the two
sets of data. Within the relatively narrow residual
differences, however, u comparison provides a rea-
gonably sound basis for evaluating their validity and
gives clues to the pature of reporting errors in the
CES data. * '

One dilference {s that the relevant OBE data relate
to the entire personal sectar of the natlional econ-
omy.‘ In addition to the CES universe, the national
accounts include transactions of ponprofit organiza-
tions, inmates of institutions, and military personnel
on post. OBE data cannot be adjusted to eliminate
completely these sources of noncomparability, the most
important of which are the expenditures of non-
profil organizations.

Another difference is that for OBE purposes imputed
values for certain iterns provide & better estimate
than exclusive reliance on money receipts and dis-
bursements. The most importent imputations are:
(1) Rental value of owned homes, and (2) services
furnished withoul payment by financial intermediaries.

. 5
‘estimates

In both cases, the OBE and CES concepts and deii-
nilions differ so fundamentally that no basis for
comparison seems valid.

Derivation of aggregates from CES averages

Determining the most appropriate method for ex-
panding the CES uaverages per family into national
aggregatas to compare with OBE aggregates involved
reconsideration of three procedures followed in de-
veloping the weighfted averages published for the
1960-61 CES and described in chapler 7. In brief,
they were whether to use: (1) The comhined 1960
and 1961 samples of urban families; (2) the esti-
mated total of 55,306,000 consumer units in 1960 as
weights; or (3) the distribution of consumer units
by income after taxes as determined in the survey.
The unadjusted survey aggregates in tables 12 and 13,
developad by multiplying published survey averages
by 55,306,000 consumer units, reflect the earlier
declsions.

In terms of comparison with OBE data, these
procedures involved aclual or potential biag. Failure
to take into account the increase in number of
consumer units from 1960 to 1981 clearly would
understate the survey aggregates. To the extent that
average incomes, expenditures or savings changed
significantly between 1960 and 1961, the survey
aggregates might be over- or understaled. More-
over, anly urban data were available for 1960, which
would require estimating the proportion of OBE
aggregutes appropriate for the urban segment. A
cleancul 1961 comparison seerued preferable. The
comparison of 1930 survey dalu with independent
snd evaluations of the 1960-61 gurvey

See chapter [1 for uses oY CES daca.

Prablems aof cowmparing the OBE time series and the CES
o< section data are anulyzed and ducussed 1n detail by H, S,
tlouthakker and Lester D. Taylor w ch. G, "Evideuwce from Lhe
1960 -61 Household Survey,” of their book Consumer Demsand in the
Uorted Steres (sccond and enlarged edirion), scheduled for publicu~
tion by the Ilarvard University Press, Suwmnmer 1970,

For a summary of earlier comparisors and a detalled re-
port on the comparison of the 1950 BLS survey with independent
sources, see lamale, op. Cit. (momographl, pp. 113-136.

% OBE’s officin! "detcriptions of Lhe perrincnt segments of na-
tional scconnts relied on in this comparison are published by the
U.S. Department of Cemmerce un the Simvey of Current Buziuess,
August 1965, pp. 6-22, and us & series of supplements lo the Sivey

2z

of Cumrent Business under the following tities: National l[acome,

1954 kdiden (1954), U.S. Income and Ourpur (1958}, Ihe Narionul
Income and Product Accoums of the United States, $1929~1365, Sta-
tistical Tables (1966).

5 Llamale, op, e

(monograph), pp. 107-113,

suggested that the CES distribution by incame classes
might understate consumer units at the extremes

———mEEEEEEEE

of the income distribution, egpecially in the higher

ncome ¢lasses.

Table 12. Comparison of income, expenditures, and changes in savings as reported in the 1960-61 CES with estimates based on CES reports
adjusted by Office of Business Economics income distribution of families and unrelated sndividuals, total urbun and rural United States

. Percent distitbuzion
C ategory Average per CU ol expendinres Angregare (rmillions)
1960-b1 1oh11 , Unadiusred]  Adjusted Ditference
Unudjust ed Adjusted
unadiusted adusted (U (A) (N - (U)
Vioney ineome before £axes -—--- ~-----—- $6, 246 237,054 - - 4345,425 | $395,054 549,629
Other moaey FCCCIPLS ~v==mmmccmrmnacaancn 81 96 - - 4,405 S, 380 685
Money income after taxes --------———--- 5, 557 6,181 - ! - 307,362 240, L7R 38,818
Exprnditures for current comsumption,

O W 5.u%A 5,398 100. 0 YOO, 0 379,457 302, 289 22,792
FOGA wmmrmmmmmm e mmommmme e 1,234 1, 201 24,4 23.9 68,274 72,205 4,021
Alcoholic beverages -----~---—-~cawa- 78 &3 1.5 1.5 4,306 4,627 32t
TObACCO ======mnecmmmmmmama -- 71 n2 1.8 1.7 5,032 5, 141 109
Sheliar ==-o---—m--mrim o mmmaan 658 1 700 13.0 13.0 36,398 39,175 2,777
Qther real esSLate ==—emammmmaa——cne- o 6 8 .2 ! 338 453 s
Fuel, light, and refrigeration ----=aco- 249 262 4.9 4,9 13,787 14, 0806 899
Household operations ~=~anam--vovram - 288 3i9 5.7 5.9 15,954 17,860 1,906
Houge{urnichings and cquipment =------ 266 279 5.3 5.2 14,095 15, 652 957
Clothing, clouung materiuls, and

HETVICES - wmmmmmemmmmmmmanmm m———m 518 570 10,3 10, 6 23,673 51,949 3,276
Transponalion 770 813 15. 2 15,1 42, 581 45,545 2, 964
Medical care 340 265 6.7 6.8 18, 802 20, 152 1,650
Personal care 145 : 154 2.9 2.8 8,034 3, 601 567
Rucrestion, reading, and cducavonm ----~ 298 3z2 5.0 6.1 16,443 18, 605 2,162
Miscellaneous - =-wo---——-mw .acm-omas 111 129 2.2 2.4 6,132 7,244 1,012

Gifts und conuibutions ~-macemmmmmmam—_ - 280 320 - - 15,490 17,923 2,433
Personal insuUrance ~=--—---e-- cmee———-oo 299 330 - - 16,523 18,463 1,940
Net change m assels aud habrliies ----—- 109 386 - - 10,993 21,614 10, 621
Accouant balancing difference =a=macaooo—- : -186 -156 - I - -1v, 28/ -8,744 1,543
|
1 Adjusied ta (u) exclude 1960 urban dasa; (b) reflect increase from: (96U o 1961 in estimated number of consumer wnits (from
55,306,000 to 56,003,000}, and (c) reflect CBE dicribution of {amilies and unamached individuals amouy wmeome clusses,  See owex,

2p. S6-3R.

2 Exeludes sccupational expenses (averaging $3Y) and includes gifis of cash from persons outside the cunsumer unst (averaging $46),
which account for difference in average momey income belore taxes from that shawn in table 13,

NOTE: Because of rownding, surns of indrvrdual ilenmss may got equal totals.

The specific decisions affecting derivation of the
CES aggregates can be summarized pbriefly. The in-
crease in the number of households from March 1360
to March 1961, as measured in the Current Popu-
lation Survey,® was adjudged the most reatistic esti~
mator of increases in consumer units from 1260 to
1961. The increase of 1.26 percent applied to 55,306,000
cousumer units resulted in an estimate of 56,003,000
units—an addition of 697,000.

The decision to exclude the urban data for 1960
rested primarily on considerations of presenting a
clearcut comparison for 1961 and svoiding the poten-
tial source of error moted above. OBE data for the
entire population indicated that from 1960 to 1961
per capita disposahle personal income increased

2.4 percent; personal consumption expenditures, 1.3

' 87

percent; and personal savings, 22.7 percent. The
CES averages per urban family showed increases
of 2.2 percent in income after taxes, of 0.2 percent
in tutal expenditures for current consumption, and
of 44.1 percent in net changes in assets and lia-
bilities. Although the change in CES estimates of
total expendilures was clearly within sampling error,
as were changes in most of the major components
of expenditures, it appeared that including the 1960
data would tend to understate the incomne and savings
aggregales. (See appendix table B-11.)

6 Heuscholds snd Familles, by Type: 1965, Current Popu-
lution Reports, Populution Charucteristivy, Series P-20, No. 140,
July 2, 1965, U.S. Department of Commerce, Burcau of the Census,

p. 4




Table 13. CES 1961 estimates of average and aggregate family moncy income before taxes distributed by source of income and compnred
wilh estimafes derived from OBE National Accounts, total urban and rural United States

Consumer Expenditures Survey estimates Family money income estimates
] 1 2 ilrom Office of Businesx
Source of wcome Unudjusred - 1961 Adjusted ~ 1061 Kconomics data - 1961
Average Aggregare Percong Average Aggregare Percent Average Aggregsie Perecnmt
mcome mcome of toral income weome of total mcome wcoms of totul
(per famiiy)| (millions) income  |{per family}l (millions) sncome |(per famliv}| (milliony mcome
Monry income before taxes,
tolal ammememmmm e 36,286 [$352,045 100.0 37,047 $334, 649 100, 0 36,097 |$383,0645 100.0
Wage und salury enrnings“—» 4,743 265,633 75.5 5,145 288, 118 73.0 4,727 270,792 70.6
Self~employment and
business income - --~----- [31. 3¢ 35,195 108 963 §3,952 13.7 764 43,78 1.4
Income from rent (in-
cluding roomers end
" boarders) -==-=rmmm-mom-o 84 4,704 1.3 95 5, 304 1.3 112 6,408 .7
Military pay, ullotments,
pensions, etC ====c-m---- 80 4,470 1.3 81 4,554 1.2 19 6,792 1.8
Interest - ---mvmmanm—ae - &1 1,5%6 1.3 a8 5,470 1.4 258 , 14,755 3.8
Dividends ~====-=====---- 98 S, 488 L.6 149 8,347 2.1 237 13,594 3.5
Incorme from a1l other
EQUICES P===mm=mmmmmmm - mm - 518 25,015 8.2 516 28, 904 7.3 480 27,523 7.2
Estimaled number of famihes
and single consumers
(thousands) ====w======umu-- 56,003 - - 56, 003 - - 57,290 - -

I Averages as ceported in the survey before deduction of aceupational expense (rom wage and salary earpings aod excluding gifts of

cash from persorn outside Lhe consurper unil.
the 19€1 sutvey universe,
Sce foomate 1, r1able 12,
3 Family personal income cstimate of the OBE, adjusted to
data furnished by the OBE,
CES estimates include food and remt recelved as pay; OBF

Aggzregates ure reporied averuges multiplied by the estimated number of consumer units in

the CES family monecy income definition, Derived from unpublished

Includes farm and nonfarrn nonsnoney wages,

5 lncludes income [rom public unemployment und social security benefits and pensions; private pensions and retirermnent benefirs;
privale inswaunce annuines and trust funds, public social assistance and private velief; coniributivms for support fram persons outside the
family, including alimony (CES only): and all income nau elsewhere classified.

NOTE: Because of rounding, surns of individual itemit may not cqual total,

The OBE distributiéfiof consumer units by In-
come after Federal tax liability, as shown ino table
14, was substituted for the CES distribution. The
OBE distribution is integrated both statistically and
definitlonally with the personal income series in
National Accounts, as explained in the f{ootnote to
table 14. Although this total includes imputed in-
come, no substitute for after-tax income was avail-
able. (See pages 53-54.) CES average values for all
families were classified only by income after taxes. 7
The OBE and 1961 CES, and 1960-61 CES percent
distributions of income before taxes are compared
in table 10.

Tffect of adjustments to CES

Table 12 summarizes aggregates of the CES data
for major components of family saccounts, before
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and after adjustment. The adjustment of the caompon-
ents of expenditurcs does not alter the percentage
distribution significantly, but the increases in
dollar terms, shown in the last calumn, are sub-
stantial.

Although conceptually distinct, the three adjust-
ments were performed in a single operation. How-
ever, during consideration of the problem, calcula-
tions were made separalely to appraise the effect
of each adjustment. These calculations are shown

{n table 15.
Clearly, the substitution of the OBE income dis-

tribution was the dominant factor in the adjustments -

shown in table 15. For income and expenditures,
taking account of the increase in consumer units
was consgiderably more important than restricting
the urban data to 1961. The reverse was true for

T Average experditures for all monfarm families, classified
by income before taxes, hagsed on the 1960-61 CES, were published
by the Naticnal Industrial Conference Board in Expenditure Patterns
of the American Family, New York. (1965). See also table B-17,

Tuhle 14. Comparisun of CES gnd OBE distributians of families by
income after tuxes, 1961

Percent of famulies and
unutrached individualg
lncome after Laxes Office of COI‘.lsumer Expend-
Business itures Sucvey
Economies

1961 ! 1961 1960-61
Total --—-ccermmmmacwooo 100, 0 100, 0 100.Q
Under $2, GO0 13,7 14,2 13.9
$2,000-%2, 399 10.0 11,0 . r
$3,000-%3, 999 1{, & 1.5 1.8
$4,000-54, 950 12.1 12.6 13,3
$£5,000-85, 999 11.7 12.7 12,7
$6,000-%7, 459 14.0 15,2 151
$7, 500-89, 99y 12.% 13.7 13,4
$10,000-$14, 999 .- w_._____ 2,6 7.2 6.8
$15,000 and aver ----cmaomaaaan 4.6 2.0 2.0

1 Family persoual income ufrer Federal individual income tax

liability. OBE derived aggregate famuly personal income from per-
sonal income by muking two sets of subtractions, the lire for the
pemsonal {ncome of iustitutions and the second for the pemsoudl in-
come of the instintional population.

The fermer cousists of propery Income of nonprofil nstitu-
tions—religious arganizations, nonprofit schools and hospitals, chari-
table and welfare orgamiwtions, und other nooprofit orgerizations
serving individuals—of transfer paymeuts (grenms and gifts) te such
institutions fron: government and business (net of wansfers Ly non-
profit rmuitutions to fundividuals), apd of the wndistributed income
of private trust, peusion aud welfure funds.

The meome of the institut:onal population asnsists of the m-
come of military personnel ou post (mer of family allowances und
allotments) and of the income of the civilian institurional population,

SOURCE: Income Distmbution in the United States, By Size,
1044 -1950 (U.S. Depastment of Commeree, Office of Business Ec—
onomics, 1953}, pp. 1718, Distmbution far 196! from Jeapnette M,
Fitzwilliams, "Sy.e Distribution of Income in 1963, Survey ot Cw-
rent Business, April 1964, p, 10,

Table 15. Effect of adjustments on aggregates of majur components of
1961 CES family accounts

Effect of adjusting lor—
Total Qllice of
ota Business Locrease
Category ad]ust- Lovnomicy in can- FExclusion
ment fncome sumer of 1960
distri~ wnirs urtran
butiocn
In millions
lacome after taxes --- Qaa, 816 £32,897 | $3,899 | sz2,0m0
Expenditures - - =a-an 22,792 19,693 3,510 412
$avings e cmmmmeens 10, 621 8,795 Lo0 1,666
Percent distribution
lncome after tuxes —-- 100, 0 84.8 10,0 2
Expend\ru:es --------- 100.0 &0, 4 15,4 -1,8
Savings ~acooa oL 100, 0 §2.8 1,5 7

net changes in savings: The very substantial dif-
ference between the averages for 1960 ($152) and

Se

e —————— |

1961 ($219), an increase of 44 percent, prabably
uverstates the actual gain. Per capita personal savings,
as decrived by OBE, rose 23 percent from 1960 tu 1961.

Although OBE data reflect savings of the total popu-
lation (including on-post military and the institutional~
ized) and are derived as a residual subject to varicus
reservations,® the discrepancy suggests that the CES
data overstate the actual increase.

Although each year’s urban sample was designed
to yield reliable national estimates, use of only half
the total sample obviously increases the sampling
error. For savings as for all other components,
hawever, nonsampling errors (in reporting by re-
spondent, recording by the interviewer, processing,
etc.) may be of greater importznce than the sam-
pling error.

A number of relatively minor adjustments of either
the OBE or CES data might have enhunced compara-
bility of the two sets of data. Some involved esti-~
mating OBE data not avatlable publicly and possibly
introducing unnecessary error. For various minor
survey components, the possible improvement did
not warrant the onerous hand calculation of adjusted
survey aggregates. In terms of the large aggregutes
involved, the additional possible adjustments appar-
ently would not have reduced or increased discrep-
ancies between the two sets of data significantly.

Fuinily money income before taxes

Table 13 provides a comparison of the OBE esti-
mate of family money income by source wilh the
CES average and aggregate income before taxes by
source, as reported in the survey and after the ad-
justments described for tuble 12. For this compari-
son, the OBE provided unpublished data for two
adjustments of thelr estimates of personal income
before taxes Lo agree with the CES definition of
family money income. The first involved primarily
the elimination of income received by nonprofit or-
ganizations and such military pay as would not
accrue to civilian families covered by the CES.
This adjustment reduced the OBE personal income
estimate for 1961 {rom $417,377 million to $396,992
million for family personal income. The second ad-
lustment eliminated all nonmoney (imputed) income
except farm and nonfarm nonmoney wages to conform
with the CES definition of family money income before
taxes which includes the value of food and rent
received as pay. The 1961 OBE estimate of family
money income obtained by this adjustment was $383,645
million, including $1,970 million for nonmaney wages.

8 For 2 more thorough discussion of the two estimutes of
chunges in savings, see pp, G5-66,



The survey estimate for food and rent received as
pay was $1,512 million.

The adjustments of the CES data tended to bring
the OBE and CES distributions of 1961 income by
source closer together. The net effect was to reduce
the proportion from wage and salary earuings [rom
75.5 to 73.0 percent, compared with 70.6 in the OBE
estimatcs. The survey proportion from self-
employment and business income, Lhe second larpest
component, was raised from 10.8 to (3.7 percent,
comparcd with OBE’s 11.4 percent. The adjustments
increascd the levels of CES interest and dividend
income although the relative importance of these two
sources of income in the survey estimatcs was still
substantially below the OBE sstimatas.

The CES unudjusted average Income per family
of $G6,286 was 6 percent below Lhe OBE average of
$6,697. After adjustment, the CES average was
$7,047, or 5 percent higher than the OBE average.
The survey averages for two of the three major
souwrces (wage and salary earnings; and income
from social security, pensions, etc.) were equal
to or higher than the comparable OBE averuges
both before and after adjustment. For the third
major source (self-employment and husiness income),
adjustments shifted the CES average from 11 percent
below to 26 percent ahove the OBE estimate for
such income.

AdJustments to the CES increased the average
income from dividends from $98 to $149, and from
interest from $81 to $98, but the income from these
sources was still only half of the OBE average
dividend and interest income.

The comparisons of the aggregate income estimateg
derived from the CES and OBE averages, shown
in table 16, are affected by the difference in the es-
timated number of consumer units in 1961 as defined
for the two sets of data—356,003,000 in the CES
and 57,290,000 in the OBE. The OBE uses the cen-
sus definition of “demographic” family, while the
CES uges the “economic” family definition.’

The differences in the CES and OBE uggregates
of income in 1961 exhibit the same pattcrn as was
abserved in the 1950 CES and in earlier BLS surveys.
There 1is rather close agreement for the major
sources after allowance is made for differences in
definitions and coverage, but the survey estimates
are supstantially below the OBE estimates for income
fram rent, interest, dividends, and military pay,
etc. Part of the understatement in the CES rental
income may account for the overslatement in the self-
employment and business income component. Although
some attempt was made to eliminate military pay
which would not be received by families in the CES,

9

See discwsrwon p. 45,

Table 16. Comparison of CES and OBE Natiumal Accounts cstimates of average and-aggregate [amily moncy income by source of income.

1961 und 1950

Taotal uban a::d rural United States - 19061} Urban - 1950°
Difterence berween Bureau of Labor Statistics and
’;é: o Percent: Consurner Office of Business Economics aggrezates
. ~ Expenditures Survey of Percent: Consumer Perceal: Consumer
Source of inwome Office of Business Expenditures Survey of Expenditres Survey of
Economics Aggregate (mulhiom) Office of Business Office of Buswess
Econpmics Economics
Unadjusted! | Adjusted ¢ | Unadjusted Adjusted® | Unadjusred)| AdjustedZ | Unadyusted Adjusted
Consumer | Consumer Consuaer Consumer Consumier Consumer Consumcr Consumer
Expenditures |Lxpenditures | Expenditures | Expenditures | Expenditures | Expendinwres | Expenditures | Expenditures
Swrvey Survey Survey Survev Survey Surveys Survey Survey
Mouney incomne before raxes,

Wl cmmme e 94 105 $-31, 600 $-+14, 004 92 103 88 24
Wage aid salary earutugs -- 100 109 -5, 159 +17,326 98 100 93 95
Scelf-employment and

buswess incomne ~-------- 8y 126 -5, 586 +10,171 87 123 92 12
Income from rent (Including

roomers and boarders) - --- 75 85 -1,704 -1, 104 73 83 50 55
Military pay, allotments,

pensions, etg ----------- 67 68 -2,322 -2,238 66 67 82 80
Interesy ---c-ac- R 31 38 -10, 219 -0, 285 31 37 21 26
Dividends ----------~—-—- 41 63 -8, 106 -5, 247 40 61 37 S5
[ncome from all other

BOULCOE === s oo oo 10R 108 +1,4%6 +1, 381 105 105 95 106

Estimuied number of familles
and single consumers ------- - - -1, 287,000 8 - -1, 045,000
1 ]

L Derived from tshle 13,
2 Lamale, ou. cit., pp. 129-130.

the adjustment may not have been sufficient. The
CES and OBE estimales [or inlerest and dividend
income are substantially closer in 1961 than in 1950.
The 1961 CES adjusted estimates were 37 and 61
percent, respectively, of the OBE estimates, while
in 1950 they were 26 and 55 percent.

Regrouping of expenditure calegories

Adjustments of personal consumption expenditures
(PCE) required for optimura comparahility with the
CES estimates for each category shown in table 17
are: '?

Cawcgory Linc number

food 1, footnote !, minus 4 and ¢
To exclude feod furnisned government (ancluding mulitary} and
comrmercial empluyews, aleoholic buverager, and tabaceo,
For comparabiiity, the CES esumares were adjusied 1o ex-
clude meals us pay und to mctude foad produced and con-
sumed on farws.

Alcoholic beverages 1, fvolnyle 1

Tobaeco [

7, munus 13 and muwus 1/3 o 14
and 15 combined

Clothing, clotking materials,
and services

To exclude standard clothing issued to military personncl and
to wansier estimated expense for laundry sent out andinr clean-
ing and dycinz to housecheld aperarions,
Snelter, fuel and
refrigeration

ligh, 23 plus 14

The OBE housiag compoueut 1s made up ol:  Space-renral
value of owner-occupied nonfasm dwellings (line 22), space
rect of tepant-occupied woalarm dwellings including Iodging
houses (line 23}, remal) value of farmhouses (lime 24), and
other, 1. e., transient hotels, motels, cluby, schools, and In-
stitutions (line 25),  Spsce rent covers the living quarters,
heating, plumbiag, lighting fixtures, erc., but excludes fur-
nitnre, stoves, refmigerators, fuel, and utilities thar may be
included 1 contract rent.

The CES housing component iccludes expendimures for con-
tract rcor by tenamts of all kinds of living quarters and e
expenditures of owuers for current consumption items, such as
taxcy, insurance, interest on morigage, and reparws and re-
placements. Morguge principul puyments, cash purchases and
down payments, and expenditures for improvement, are not
classified us expunditires but as savings (i, e, , changes in assets
or habiuhties).

The basic deftmniom ol expenditures for owncr-occupied hons-
ing in the two scrs ¢f dara are so different that there 1s no
basis for compuring estimated aggrezares. However, stncn the
OBF. definition of rent for tenant-occupied quarters differs froru
the CES defintlion primarily in the treasment of fuel and uril-
ities, a comparison is wiade for real (Lwe 23) plus household
utilitres (line 34).

Lodgiug our ol home ciry as

Housefurmshings and equipment 27, 28, 29, 30, 31

Howehuld operations 1/2 of 14 2and 15 combined, plus
32, 33, 39, 40, 41, and 84 (flow-

crs, seeds, and patted plants)

61

Medical care 42
Pemonal cure 18
Transportation 60 plus 1/3 of Bl (wheel goods,
boaw, aircralls, etc. ) plus 1/4 of
99 (forrign travel) plus line S of
table 3.3 (motor velicie licenses)

To meclude estimate of airerafe, boats, elc.; al Lransporturion

snvolved 1 personal foreign travel; and of motor vehicle {i-

cense 1eces,
Recrearzon, reading, and
education

77 plw 93, plus 1/% of Y9, minus
1/3 of 8%, uod minus R4

To include esrtmare of recreation invelved in personal foreign
vavel; and to trausfer estiwate af aircraft, hoars, ete, to
rransportation, and flowers, seeds, and potted plamts to house-
hold cperatious.

Miscellaneow §3, 5S4, S7, S8, 59, and lhoe
25 of tuble 2.1 (:nterest pand by
consumers)

To include interest paid by consumers.

Of OBE’s $335,152 million total personal consump-
tlon expenditures, $51,075 million or 15.2 percent
were excluded. In addition to the exclusions indicated
above, totalling $1,354 milllan, other accountsdeemed
noncomparable with the CES estimates were:

UorAl
(tu
Line uuruber millions)
Lines 22 apd 24, rental value ol owned homes ---  $34, 498
Lines S5 and 56, services furnished without pay -
ent by Mnancial intrrmediaries and expenses
of haudling i€ IMSUFAOCE =—— = -~ m e eree e &, 001
Line 37, expenditures iade by religious and
welfAre ACtiVINIeS cmeemmmmmem e e e m e maaa ~n 4,920
5/8 of hue 92, lorerzn travetl and other, wner,
which wig assumed to be government aud
bustnessy truvel, with no effort w net for re-
minances to foreigners versus expenditures by
toreigners in the United 5tates cmcceaaccoooaooo 1,296

The two items not included in PCE by ORE bul
equivalent to items fncluded in CES total expendi-
‘tures add $8,465 million to PCL: Interest paid by
consumers, 37,624 million, and motor vehicle li-
cenges, $841 million. The tolal (in millions) for com-
paring PCE with CES is therefore $292,542 (i.e.,
$335,152 less $51,075 plus $8,465).

Comparisans of expenditures

For obvious reasonsg, agreement of two independent
estimates usually is accepted as tending to validate
both as approximating the true values involved,
barring compensating errvors. In the present case,

1 yniess otherwise specified, line numbers refer ta table 2, 5,
The Naciona! Income and Product Accounts of the Unired States,
1925-1965, Stutisticu! Tubles.




such errors could have had little effect, since most
components for which fulrly wide differences were
found were relatively small percents of the aggregates.

Table 17 presents the salient data for major ex-
penditure categories. The first five columns relate
to the 1961 comparison. The remaining columns refer
to the 1950 comparison and are divided into two
parts; before and after OBE revisions. The pre-
viously published'' ratios of CES to OBE aggregales
employed OBE data as reported in the 1954 edition
of National Incowme. Subsequently, OBE revised the

1950 data several times; the 1958 revision ln par-
ticular resulted in very large changes, especially
for food. Recomgpuled ratios [or 1950, substituting
OBE’s revised estimates for 1950, are shown in
the last two columns of table 17.

The 1950 CES covered only the urban population,
but it was such a large proportion of total popula-
tion (about 67 percent of all consurmmer units) that
comparison of 1950 and 1960-61 rativs of CES to
OBE aggregales casts cousiderable additional light.

i1 Lamale, op. cit, (wmonograph), table tf, p. 126,

Table 17. Comparison of CES and OBE National Accounts estimaics of aggregale expenditures for current consamption, cxcluding owned

housing, 1961 and 1950

Toral urban and rural Unites States, 106] J Urban, 1950
Peccenr: Consunier
- Expenditures Susvey of Perceut: Consumer Expenditures Swrvey ot
Aggregate (millions) Office of Business Office of Pusiness Economics
Econamics
Categor FC&.J:m:lmur s Before Office of After Offtce of
sony ped sare : Business Econgmxcs Rusiness Economics
Survey Oftice of revisions sevisions
astimaLes Business
Econowmics | Unadjustedy Adyusted (Unadjusted | Adjusted )Uuvadjusied | Adjusted
1960-61 - 1961 estumates Consumer | Consumer | Consumer | Consumner
unadjusted ! lhd_\ustedz 19613 txpendi- | Expendi- | Expendi- | Expeud-
1 nues tures tures tures
{ J Surycy Survey Survev Surve
. F _ SWrvey
Expenditures for current cou-
sumption, excludrig owned
housing, plus gnods and {
services given w persous
outside faily sa——v==n=n-- $264,052 | $284, K46 | $292, 542 90,3 97,4 (5 ~ - -
Expenditares for current .
comn}(pnun ------------- 259,591 250, 009 29¢, 42 88.7 Ys.? 95. 3% 6. 6 (") ()
Food " ---v==- B - €8, 751 72,799 70,774 97.1 102.9 108.3 110. 1 121.1 123.1
Alcoholic beverages ----- 4,306 4,627 10, 805 39.9 42,8 37,5 38.6 8.5 39.4
TobaCCO mmmmmmmmammmen 5, 032 S, 141 7,248 69, 4 70.9 71.2 760, 2 74.0 | 749
Nented dwelling, fucl,
tight, andrefrigerarion -—,’}% 28, 244 29,012 26,102 ( 108.2 11,1 103.6 1031 102.1 1045
Lodging out of home
CilY —m=nmcmmmmm e e 1, 940 2,522 1,817 | 127.9 . 166.2 () - - -
Household upuretions - ~--- 15, 954 17,860 16, 964 94,0 108, 3 &9, 9 98,5 89.9 98.5
Howscfuraishings and
equipmenl -—--m=mmm-an 14, 695 15,652 18, 581 79,1 84.2 923 95. 8 83,9 87.1
Clothing, Qothing mate-
rials, and services 28,673 31,949 32,796 87.4 Y7. 4 92,9 97.8 88.9 53,6
Trapsportation --======»= 42, 581 45, 545 43, 586 97.7 104.5 7. 4 100. 9 91.9 95.1
Medicul care ===-== 18, 802 20,452 20,321 92. 9 100. 6 109. 2 112,0 103.2 105, 8
Personal care -==——e=a—av 5, 034 8,601 5,792 13K.7 £48. 5 171, 7 175, 7 160.3 164.0
Recreution, reading, aad
aducation ~—~--~sememon 106, 443 18, LUS 22,412 83.0 6.4 90,9 £6,4 v1.0
Mascellageous ~m=ceom v 6, 132 7,244 14, 642 1.9 49.5 5¢.2 54.7 45.8 49,9
Goods and services given o
person< owside famly -~—- 4, 401 4,837 * - - (6 B - - -

Averages us roported for 1960-61 in CES multiplicd by the atimated mumber of comumer units—55, 306, VX,

See foomote I, lable 12,

% From The National Jncome and Product Accuunts of the United Mtates, 1929-1965 Statisuca! Tables, a Supplement to the Survey

of Cusrent Bisiness, adjusted to copnform with CES coverage and deffnilions. See vexi, pp. 56-58.

? Lamale, @

git,, p. 126. These ratios were based on ORF (there rejerred o as NID) esttmates published in 1954 National

Income Edirion of Survey of Ciurrent Business. (See tource for dewails of derivauon.)
Developed from 1950 data reflecting revisions in [958 und 1966 as publwshed in source cited In lootnole 3,

Not included in 1950 ¢oinparison.

[
7 Daia nat Aavailable to re-calculate total expenditures for currenr comsnmption of wbdn consumer wnis.
8 Survey estimares exclude meals as pay and include value of food produced and consurmed on {urms.

Y QOBE inclndes such expendftures w respective categories; CES esumates were made only for tetal,

NOTE: DBecause of rounding, sums of individual items may uot equal total,

Becuuge available data do not provide a basis for
estimating total expenditures of the urban popula-
tion in the OBE accounts in the same manner as
Lamale estimated them, her estimate ($111,534 mil-
l{on) was retained so that no change in ratiao for the
total is shown aftcr OBE revisionof National Accounts.

Gifts of goods and services to persons outside the
{amily were not taken into account ln the 1950 com-
parison, primarily because the CES data could not
be allocated among OBE categories of personal con-
sumption expenditures (PCE). The same difficulty
applies to the 1960-61 survey data. Neveriheless,
such gifts (unlike gifts of cash) are included in PCE
by OBE which uses data that make no distinction
petween purchases for family use and for gifts to
other familles. Accordingly, CES gifts of goods and
gervices—%4,461 million unadiusted and $4,837 million
adjusted—have been added to the survey total expendi~
tures, increasing both the unadjusted and adjusted
ratios to OBE data by sbout 2 percentage points.
Again, data available did not provide a basis for
calculating an adjusted aggregate for 1950, preventing
addition of gifts to the earlier comparison.

Because gifts are relstively more important for
some cafegories of expenditures (clothing, house-
furnishings, food, tobacco, and alcoholic beverages)
than for others, it ig unfortunate that these expendi-
tures cannot be allocated among the various CES
components as they necessarily are in the Nationul
Accounts. To some extent, therefore, CES estimates
for each component are understated by the amount
of these gifts.

The CES estimate of total 1961 expenditures, ex-
cluding gifts, falls more than 10 percent short of
OBE on an unadjusted basis and 4.3 percent after
adjustrment. Each is sumewhat lower than the corre-
sponding 1950 ratios. locluding gifts, the 1961 CES
estimates are 90.3 percent of OBE unadjusied and
37.4 percent adjusted. On the assumaption that the
adjusted data constitute the beiter estimates of the
CES aggregate, such close correspondeace with the
OBE estimate indicates that the survey covered
virtually all consumption expenditures of familles
g8ince, a8 pointed out earlier, OBE includes non-
profit organizations and persons not in the CES
universe.

The adjusted CES aggregates are within 5 percent
of the OBE aggregates fur food, clothing, medical
Care, and transportation, and barely pver this ori-
tarion for household operations. The survey aggre-

. gate for fuel, light and refrigeration, not shown

Separately in table 17, but itemized in appeondix
table B-18, was 102 percent of tbe OBE data. These
¢camponents were 67 and 71 percent of the OBE and
CES totals, respeoctively.

The 1961 CES adjusted food aggregale is 2.9 per-
cent higher than OBE. For 1250, BLS was 10 percent
higher before OBE revised its data and 28 percent
higher after revision. OBE reduced {ts figure for
1950 by about $5 billion on the basls of the 1954
Census of Retail Trade, which indicated that use of
annual retail sales figures as an extrapolator was
faulty becausc of shifting proportions of food and
nonfood items sold {n food stores.!? That the CES
estimate is substantially closer to OBE in 1961 thun
in 1950 no doubt reflects considerably greater effort
in the 1960-61 survey to agsist respondents in dis~
tinguishing befween food and nonfood expenditures in
food stores. Like all other components, of course,
differences in the two aggregates for foad cannot
be explained fully; and it cannot bs assumed that
differences result only from weaknesses in the sur-
vey data. As OBE indicates in all major reports
on its national income and product accounts, weak-
nesses in data available to them and the highly com-
plicated estimating procedures required throughout
their computations may result in considerable error.

‘Transportation {s another component for which the
1950 comparison was affected significantly by an OBE
revision in 1958. At that time, OBE changed its
ratio for allooating personal and business use of
automobiles from 70-30 to 83-17, respectively.}?
The change affected automobile purchuases, gasoline
and motor oil, repalrs, eto. For 1950, this increased
the PCE transportation aggregate by about $1.5 bil-
lion. For the comparison of the two sets of data,
it reduced the CES/OBE ratfo from 100.9 to 95.1.
For 1961, the adjusted CES transportation aggregate
is 4.6 percent higher than OBE. Although reasomns
for the difference caanot be quantified, several are
koown. For example, OBE inoludes only the gross
margin on sales of used cars, whereas BLS rellects
tétal expenditure for purchase of used cars. Also,
presumably OBE does not include trucks in PCE;
BLS would reflect expenditures for their purchase
and operation to whatever extent families reported
they used trucks for camping or other nonbusiness

transportation.
1t seewms only fair to point to medical care as

an example of close agreement in the aggregates
in the face of fundamental differences between CES
and OBE coverage and definltions. The CES gives
the out-of-pocket expense of private households for
health insurance premiums and medical care goods
and services not covered by insurasnce. The OBE
component s defined as the value of medical care
consumed by the total population including institu-
tionalized persons and care paid for by insurance.
Claims are netted {rom prermiums paid for insurance.

12 1,5, Income and OQutput, p. 76.
{3 Ibid., pp. 80-82,
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Similar but less weighty reservations might be
noted for the other components showing small dif-
ferences between OBE and adjusted BLS aggregates.
Consideration of expenditure categories showing sub-
stantial differences (all exceeding 156 percent), how-
ever, seems more {mportant,

Housefurnishings and equipment aggregates from the
CES fell shart of OBE data signiftcantly for 1950,
especially after the OBE revisions. The 1961 CES
dala indicale a larger discrepapcy, the ratio being
84.2 percent of OBE compared with 87.) percent
for 1950. A partial explanation {s that OBE Includes
all sales of stoves, refrigerators, wushers, und sim-
ilar appliances in its housefurnighings uaggregale.
For dwellings in which any of these appliances or
other furnishings are included in the contract rent
or in the sale price of a house, the CES house-
furnishings aggregate would not reflect thelr cost.
This was a factor in 1950 and probably a more im-
portant element in 1960-61 bhecause of the trend
toward built-in kitchen and laundry facllities. In-
directly, it could account for part of the apparent
overstatement of rent in the CES aggregate for rea-
sons noted earlier in the definition of conlract reut.
Another consideration, mentioned in the discussion of
gifts, is that housefurnishings are an {mportant
category of gifts which are not reflected in the CES
expenditure aggregates.

Also, the housefurnishing and equipment group is
affected mare seriously than ather components by
exclusion of dutua for expenditures reported by part-
year counsumer units {rom calculation of the CES
averages.'® Special tabulations of part-year units
(about S5 percent S$¥hom were couples married
during the survey year but who had been members
of full-year consumer units prior to their mar-
riage) indicated that the inclusion of all part-year
units would have increased the aggregutes for house-
furnishings and equipment by 2.5 percent but would
have added only 1.4 percent to tofal consumption
expendib.xres.’s'rhere is a more subtle survey prob-
e if sither the bride or groom purchased house-
furnishings while still living with parents prior to
marriage. Such expenditures might have been com-
pletely unknown to the parents (i.e., the full-year
unit) or lorgotten by the time they were interviewed
for the CES.

The ndjusted CES aggregate for recreation, reading,
and education is 83 percent of the 1961 OBE aggregate.
Both the unadjusted and adjusted BLS aggregates
for 1961 are apprecisbly lower than corresponding
data for 1950. Adjustments listed on page 61 -show
aliowances for some differences in the CES and OBE
recreation, reading, and education category that could

be identified. However, the greater problem of recon-
ciliation in this component prabably lies in the spend-
ing by nonprofit organizations for library, educational,
and other cultural activities that OBE includes ln
its personal comsumption expenditures. On the other
hand, toys, books and magazines, records, and photo-
graphic equipment are popular gifts, and, for reasons
stated earlier, gift items could not be iocluded in
the expenditure categories in deriving the CES ag-
gregates. Further, the CES “Miscellaneous” category
includes ali-expense tours, fees for camps, and allow-
ances to children, which unquestionably contalned
some spending for recreation that could not be dis-
tinguished and quantified in the family accounts.

The (wo sets of data differ radically for five
relatively minor categories, which makeup only 10
percent of the CES and 14 percent of the OBE ag-
gregates. They are personal care, alcoholic bev-
erages, tobacco, ludging out of home city, and mis-
cellaneous. Except for lodging, which was not shown
separately in the 1950 comparigon, both the magnitude
and direction of the differences are quite similar for
1950 and 1961.

Unguestionably, household surveys here and abroad
consistently find that families tend to underreport
expenditures for alcohol and tobacco. The under-
reporting of alcohol probably is related to the over-
reporting of food away frowm home in the CES aggre-
gate. (See appendix table B-18.) In the CES, if
families could not separate the cost of food and
beverages when eating out, the total was recorded
as expenses for meals. In general, huowever, nothing
can be added to Lamale’s'® exhaustive treatment of
survey techniques for collectlng expenditures for
alcohol. There is the additional consideration that
the OBE data may overstate such expenditures.
Their estimates are based on tax records, which
permit no differentiation between purchases by con-
sumer units eligible for the survey and by individuals
or organizations outside the CES universe.

Persanat care, for which the original 1950 com-
parigson indicated the survey aggregate was 76 per-
cent higher than OBE, remained 64 percent higher
after OBE’'s revisions. For 1961, the comparable
figure was down to 48 percent. Personal care con-
sists of both supplies and services; and {he reporting
of toilet soap, toothpaste, and other personal care
supplies could be affected sharply by the change in

M see pp. 53 and 102 for definition and classification of
part-year comsumer unili. In effect, the part-year units are io-
cluded in the weighting system, which was applied to averages fof
full-year units only,

15 This comparison was devcloped in CES Research Nete
No. 1, cited in footnote 17, p. 4.

16 Larmale, op. cit. (monograph), pp 124 aod 137-141.
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handling food store sales referred to earlier. How-
ever, Lamale had found that the 1950 BLS estimates
for personal care supplies and for personal care
services exceeded OBE by about the same per-
centages,'” and the same phenuvmena were observed
in 1961. The CES was 45 percent more than OBE
for supplies and 53 percent more for services.
The higher CES aggregates for services might be
attributed partly to tips. Families included tips in
reporting their personal care expenses, but tips re-
ceived by employees would not be included in receipts
of barber shops or beauty parlors reported in the
Census of Retail Trade and similar sources used by
OBE in deriving their estimates.

For both the CLES and OBE, “miscellaneous”
iz a catchall for {tems that need to be included
in comparing the respective total expenditures. Re-
grettably, the components of the two miscellaenous
categories differ markedly. About half of the $14,642
million shown under “mlscellanecus” for ORE in
1961 is nonmortguge interesi paid by consumers.
(See page 61 and table 17.) In the CES, however,
finance charges for installment credit on automo-
biles and other consumer goods were reoorded in the
purchase price and would be classified as expendi-
tures for transportation, housefurpishings, etc. Only
interest on personal lcans was in the “miscellanecus”
category of CES. Approximately one-fourth of the
OBE “miscellancous” consisted of expenses for legal
gservices and for funerals and burials. These are
also classifled as “miscellancous” in the CES but
such expenditures necessarily are underreported in
household surveys to the extent that they cannot
include consumer units thal disappeared because of
death during the survey year or prior to the survey
in the following year. Many legal fees would be part
of settlement of estates!® and, unquestionably, non-
profit organizations are responsible for some of the
legal fees and also of charges for bank, brokerage,
and investment services combined into the “miscell-
aneous” categury for OBE. To summarize, the “mis-
cellaneous” category is f{ncluded to complete the
accounting of consumer expenditures In both sets
of duta, but for a variety of reasons the CES aggre-

- gate fulls far short of the OBE total.

Saving

Reconciliation of the CES aggregates of saving
with independent estimates ig8 even more difficult
and less deflpitive than the comparisens of income
and expenditures. As Lamale!® pointed out, saving
data in BLS expenditure surveys are of secondary
importance. Her observations on surveys through
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1950 are equally pertinent to the 1960-61 CES.
Savings, measurcd as net change in assets and lia-
bilities, are obtained primarily to supplement the
expenditure data. Individual classes of saving were
defined and grouped to agree with family accounting
practices to facilitate reporting and balancing the
family account of receipts and disbursements. Partly
to avoid incumplete schedules from families who co-~
operated in reporting detalled expenditures but were
Teluctant to disclose their financial position, the CES
schedule did not require the detailed and specialized
treatment desirable for a2 high order of acecuracy
on saving.

Personal saving, as estimated by OBE, is a re-
sidual obtained by subtracting personal outlays from
disposable perscnal income. The residual obvicusly
poses the same definitional and other problems of
reconciliafion that have been discussed in the pre-
ceding sections on expenditures and income. OBE's
estimate of personal saving in 1961 was $21,151 mil-
lon, compared with the adjusted CES aggregate of
net change In assets and liabilities of $21,614 miilion.
(See table 12.)

Lamale carried the apalysis of saving as reparted
in BLS expenditure surveys through 1950, compating
them with data from independent sources including
the Federal Reserve Board (FRB) Survey of Con-
sumer Finances for 1950. The Board of Governors
of the Federul Reserve System has published a
technical paper that includes a comparison of saving
aggregatas derived from the 1960-61 CES and (rom
FRB's 1963 Survey of Changes in Familly Finances
with the FRB’s flow of funds data for 1960~61 and
1963. The FRB comparison is reproduced in appendix
table B-19. In her analysis of this table, Projector
slated:

“. .. With respect to the total of saving in the form
of increases in assets, both sets of survey data are
in good agreement with the flow of funds aggregates.
However, as has been found in comparisons before,
the cowmponents that make up these totals are in
such substantial disagreement as to suggest that
the agreemcat of Lhe totals is accidental. Saving
in the form of additions to demand deposits and
currency and savings accounts was $12 billion in
1960 and $18 billien in 1961 according to flow of
funds estimates. The Survey of Consumer Ex-
penditures average for 1860-61 results in an ag-
gregate of less than $1 billion. In 1963 demand

17 Lamale, op,_cit. (mouogreph), p. 125,
18 See "Cnher money receipts, " Glossury, p. 215,

19 Lamale, op. ¢it. (momogruph), pp. 130-135. See also,
"Who Saves?” by lrwin Friend and Stanley Schor i Proceedings of
the Confereuce on Consumyption and Saving, cdited by Irwin Friend
and Robert Jonrs, Wharton School of Finance aud Commerce, Uni-
versity of Penmsylvamia, FPhiludeiphia (1960),




deposits and currenoy and savings accounts in-
creased by about $27 billion compared to the Sur-
vey of Changes {n Family Finances estimate of
$13 billlon. In buth cases the absolute discrepancy
1s of the order of $14 to $15 billion, but the rela-
tive discrepancy is much greater for the Survey
of Consumer Expenditures,

On the debt side the increase of $17 billion shown
by the Survey of Consumer Expenditures is in
close agreemept with the increase shown by flow
of funds data. The debt Increase of $14 billion
shown by the Survey of Changes in Family Fi-
nances Is $11 billion less than the flow of funds
flgure. In particular tbe Survey of Changes in
Family TFinance data for debt on automobiies and
olher consumer durable goods are In substantial
disagreement with flow of funds figures.

On the basis of this comparison it is difficult
to argue that the data on asset changes from one
survey are preferable to those from the other.
On the other hand, the comparigson indicates that
debt on consumer Gurable goods was underreported
in the Survey of Changes {n Family Finanoes.” 20

Projector’s finding that the most substantial dif-
ference between the BLS survey aggregates and flow
of funds estimates is in the demand deposits and cur-
rency and savings accounts is consistent with all pre-
vious appraisals of the Bureau’s CES change ingaving
data. In view of the vast differences in the concepts,
coverage, and metha - underlying the two gets of
estimates, there s T€al guestion as to the meaning

and relevance of such comparisons with respect to
the desgign and methods of future household surveys.

Other Comparisons

In addition to the comprehensive comparisuns of
CES and widely used statistical cumpilations of the
Department of Commerce, a few comparisons for
selected calegorles are presented.

Annual and weekly food uxpenditures

As noted in chapter 4, detail of weekly expendi-
tures for food prepared at home was collected pri-
marily for derivation of CPI food weights. However,
limited comparisons of the average weekly fotals
and the published annual average food expenditures
can be made.

The annual estimate developed from the weekly
expenditures was ahout 9 percent higher than the
reported annual expenditures for food prepared at
home. (See table 18.) Some of this difference is
inherent in the derivation of the two sets of data.

20 Dorothy S. Projector, Survey of Changes in Family Fi-
wances, Board of Gavernors of the Federal Reserve Systems, Wash-
ington, D, C., November 1968, pp. 6-13, The author po:nts out
that somec of the discrepancies between survey estimates and the
flow of funds aggregutes used for comparigon result from differences
in concepts and coverage, In mast of the flow of funds statistics,
estimotes [ar the household sector are derived as residuals rather
thap made directly; that is, the amounts attnbuted to houscholds
are whar is left after sublracting estimates for all other sectors [rom
totals for the entlre cconomy. Moreover, in the flow of funds ac-
counts, the bousehold sector ‘covers the activities of personel trusts
and of nonprofit organizatrions, which are excluded from the survey
aggregares shown ia table 12,

Table 18. Comparison of smneal expenditures for food prepared at home, a3 reported and as estimated from

weekly expenditures by families in the 196061 CES ponfarm sample

T Average expenditures for food Ratio, anvual
Percent distribution prepared At home estimate for
ekeepi
Housekeeping familles hf.::"lf;i:a
House - All annual expendl-
Family size A{)' keeping fammlies tures of ail
families families | (annurl) | (Weekly) [Col. (d) x 52 families
Col. (e) =(c)
(a) (b) () (D) (e} (n
Taral --cevmmammeraan 100.0 100. 0 $1, 006 $21.17 $1, 101 1.09
{ person! coemcoammaam e 17.4 14.3 378 9,00 468 1.24
2 peTSONS ~ -~ == ---asemm=-ms 28.6 28.9 833 16, 47 856 1,03
3 PeTSORg == ~- === = - —mam 17.9 18.7 1,887 22,52 1,174 1.08
4 PersOnS - - <m—=mmmmmm=-ee= 16.2 16.9 {, 290 26. 46 1,376 1.07
5 persons Of MOre —--=-----= 20.0 21,2 1, 495 30. 40 1, 581 1.06

1 Jncludes families of 1.0 to 1, 9 full -year equivalent persans, but 91 percent had only 1.0 peison through=

out the mnurvey year,

SOURCE: Exupenditures Patterns of the American Family, frepared by the National Industrial Conference

Board, based on a survey conducted by the U. S. Deparument of Labor, New York (1965}, pp. 17 and 25.
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The annual data are averages based on all familles
and sSingle consumers in the nonfarm sample. The
schedule of weekly expenditures for food prepared
at home were collected only for housekeeping fami-
1fes, that 18, consumer units having at least onoe
member eating 10 meals at home during the week.

About 96 percent of the nonfarm CU’'s in the CES
sample were housekeeping familles. (See appendix
table B-13.) Adjusting the annual average for all
families o represent expenditures for housekeeping
families ($1,006 - 96.3) raises it to $1,045, or with-
in 5 percent of the $1,101 estimated from the weekly
reported from housekeeplng families. Table 18 shows
that “all familles” (column a) include a larger per-
centage of one-person families than housekeeping
families (column b), and the disparity between the
two averages is greatest (24 percent) for these small
families, many of whom eat most of their meals in
restaurants, eto.

Another consideration {s the time lag of the weekly
data and the generally rising food prices during the
CES. The weekly reports covered food purchases in
the week preceding the interviews which took place
several months after the end of the calendar year
covered by the annual data. (See appendix table B-2.)

Housing and household durables

Ih addition to the homeownership comparisons in
appendix table B-9, a further comparison of the pro-
portions of family with home mortgages is possible.

Io its survey of consumer wealth and saving as of
the end of 1962, the Federal Reserve Board found
that 57 percent of all consumer units reported equity
in owned homes and 33 percent of the total reported
mortgage debt.?' In the 1960-61 CES sample, 57 per-
cent of all CU’s were homeowners and 34 percent
reported paying interest on home mortgages.

In the same report, the Federal Reserve Board
reported that 73 percent of all consumer units owned
at least one aulomobile and 27 percent reported
automobile debt.?? Seventy-six percent of the CES
families reported that they owned cars and 24 per-
cent that they had purchased or were making pay-
ments on cars during the survey year.

Ownership of televigion sets, radios, and & limited
number of household appliances reparted in the CES
gample compared very favorably with data obtained
by the Bureau of the Census from larger samples
of households. (See appendix table B-20.) The cor-
relation between the two sets of data was especially
cloge for food freezers, clothes dryers, air condi-
tioners, and television sets. 2’

2l Dorothy S. Projector and Gertrude S, Weiss, Survey of Fi-
napcial Characteristics of Consumers, Baard ol Governars of the
Federal Reserve System, Washington, D.C., 1966, p. 10.

2 bid., p. (1,

2} Thomas R. Tibbeits, "Expending Ownership of Howehold
Equipment, " Monthlv _Labor Rcview, October 1964, pp. 1131-1132,
Also published as BLS Report 238-7 {£964).




Chapter 11.

Because the CES 1960-61, was a multipurpose
inquiry, the results were tabulated and released in
a variety of forms. The purposes can be divided
{nto two broad categories: (1) To provide the basis
for revising and expanding BLS statistical measure-
ments, and (2) to make available maximun infor-
mation for broader types of analytical and policy
determination purposes both within the BLS and
alsewhere.

Updating BLS Statistical Mecasures

Consumer price index

The Bureau's primary use of the 1960-61 consumer
expenditure information was for another of its peri-
odic revisions of the Consumer Price Index. Although
the survey covered a cross-section of ull United
States consumers, the index reflects spending patierns
of urban wage-earner and clerical-worker consumers
only. Top priority was given to tabulating expendi-
tures of “index” families to obtain a new sample
of items representative of the kinds of goods and
services these families bhought in 1960-61 and to
derive expenditure weights for the new list. lnfour-
mation on inveniories of household durable goods
and prices paid for selected items was tabulated to
develop pricing fifications and to supplement
expenditure data in determining the weighting pattern.
Uses of the expenditure data for the revised index
(introduced in the January 1964 CPl report) are
described in greater detail in the BLS Bulletin 1517,
The Consumer Price Index: History and Techniques.

Family budgets

The Bureau used additional special tabulations of
the 1960-61 expenditure data for selected groups of
urban consumers to revise and expand its work in
deriving budgets for different standards of living.
Such budgets measure the total costs or amounts
of income required to maintain a specified level
of living (e.g., intermediate) according to prevailing
standards. The survey data, along with other {nfor-
mation, have been used to translate a generalized
concept of an Intermediate budget and budgets lower
and higher than thut level into lists and quantities
of commodities and services which can be priced.
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Uses of Survey Data

Prices collected In selacted urban areas throughout
the United States in the fall of 1966 were updated
and annual costs of the budgets at three levels were
calculated at spring 1967 and at spring 1969 prices.
In addition to their use as a measure of income
adequacy and changes in the standard of llving, they
provide a hasis for compuring intercity or place-
to-place differences in living costs. Revised budgets
for two types of families—four-person, hushand-wife
family which has two school~age children and a re-
tired couple—are described in a series of BLS bul-
leting and articles.!

Since it has not been feasible to prepare sepa-
rate budgets for the many different sizes and types
of families for which they are needed, the BLS and
others have used expenditure data to derive “family
equivalence scales” for estfmating budget costs for
other famlily types. Following techniques developed
to utilize its detailed 1950 expenditure survey data,
the BLS made special analyses of income and food
expenditures reported by urban familiesinthe 1960-61
survey to update {ts “scale of equivalent income.”
The scale assumes that families spending the same
proportion of income on food have attained equal
levels of living. When applied to costs of the City
Worker's Family Budget, this scale provides the
basls for estimating budget cousts for (amilies of
different size, age, and type. Concepts and methods
of the latest revision of fhe scale are disocussed
in another bulletin on budget research.?

Availability of Data for Other Purposes

Statistical reports

Dublications based on the Bureau’s General Purposse
Tabulatione Program and comparable rural farm re-
ports published by the USDA’s Agricultural Research
Service (chapter 7) were designed to provide family

! See Three Stundards of Living for un Urban Fumily of Four

Persons, Spring 1967 (BLS Bulletin 1570-5, i969), and “"Measuring
Retired Couples' Living Costs in Urbau Areas," in Momhly Labor
Review, November 1969, pp. 3-16, See also Three Budgetws joi 2
Retired Couple in Urban Aress of the United Stales, 196768 (BIS
Bulletin 1570-6, LA70).

2 See Revised Equivulence Scale for Estimnuting Equivalent
Income or Budger Costs by Fammly Type (BLS Bulletin 1570-2, 1968).
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accounts fabulations that botb agencies’ experience
had indicated were needed most {requently. Despite
this extensive publication program, the Bureau re-
celved numerous requests for additional information.
A variety of arrangements were devised te permit
maximum use aof the data, compatible with the Bu-
reau’s resources of etaff and facilities and with its
pondisclosure regulations.

TFor requests that could be filled from unpublished
machine tabulations, the Bureau arranged through
jts regional offices to provide photocopies of tubles
at a nominal cost. In general, this service made
available for the urban segment of each of the
34 metropotitan areas in the sample detail similar
to that published in supplements 2 and 3 to the
regional and netiongl reports, described on page 37.

At the request of the National Industrial Confer-
ence Board, the Bureau alsc made some special
tabulations which combined for the total nonfarm
family universe some information that the BLS and
USDA had published for the urban and rural ncofarm
segments separately. The NICE planned their tabu-
lations fo supplement BLS publications and issued
them? in two reports, the first entitled, Expendi-
ture Patierns of the American Family and the second,
Market DProfiles of Coonsumer Products. The NICB
volumes concentrated entirely on expenditures, which
were shown in somewhat finer detail than in the
Bureau's supplement 3’s, and with different family
characteristic clasgifications. They also Inciluded pre-
viously unpublished data on weekly expenditures for
slmost 200 items of food, beverages, tobacco, and
household supplies recorded on BLS schedule 2648C. *

Magnetic tapes for efectronic data processing

Difficulties and delays in completing its General
Purpoge Tabulations Program demonstrated that the
Bureau had neither staff nor computer facilities to
undertake special tabulations of the survey data
as originally contemplated. The desirability and the
problems of making disaggreguted family expenditure
end fncome information available {or microeconomic
analysis were discussed with the CES advisory com-
mittee, the committee for the Preservation and Use
of Economic Data of the Social Science Research
Cowncil, and other groups and individuals. Varlous
means of disseminating data were considered—
including supplying the records on magnetic tapes
to a university-affiliated service center which would
tabulate the data as requested.

Ultimately, the Bureau decided to prepare a Gen-
éral Purpose Tape containing seleoted information
for each of the 13,728 urban and rural consumer
Units giving usable schedules. Since BLS had no
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funds for such work, the sale of each tape had to
cover all costs (o the Bureau in preparing and serv-
icing the tape. Purchasers of the setof three standard-
length (2,400 feet) reels of magnetic tape were pro-
vided binders of descriptive material on use of the
tupe, and expericnced staff was made available for
consultation.

Before undertaking this experiment in making its
basic records avallable for others to analyze with
clectronic data-processing equipment, the BLS pre-
pared a prcliminary proposal on the content of the
General Purpose Tape. This proposal was oirculated
by the Bureau in unswer to inquires, and by the Social
Science Research Council and the Federal Statistics
Uscrs Conference. Aftler reviewing comments on
this preliminary proposal, the BLS determined the
content of the General Purpose Tape. In the tape’s
final form, the item detail was nearly doubled over that
proposed initially, more family characteristics were
included, and records for consumer units ln rural
areas were added with the USDA's cooperation. As
is customary in all its baslic data collection opera-
tions, the BLS had obtained the CES information
from each family with the understunding that the
information would not be made available outside the
BLS In a form that identified the family with the
data. Observance of the Bureau’s nondisclosure rules
restricted the amoaunt of detail that could be included
on the tape; for citles which have populationg of
fewer than 50,000 the city idenlification code was
deleled.

Early in 1970, 28 universities and business or-
ganizations had purchased the tape. In addition, BLS
made avajlable coples of the master tupes used by
BLS and USDA ({n their tabulation programs to six
Federal agencles on a long-term loan basis for the
cost of preparation. These agenoies agreed to enforce
the Bureau's nondisclosure regulations and not to
make the tapes avallable to others.

Analytical reports

Historically, expenditure survey data have been
used with other ecomomic and demographic data
to describe and evaluate the living conditions of
American familieg and to compare the eoonomic
status and consumptlon patterns of various groups
in the population. Such Interpretative reports of the

3 The NICB supplied machine programs which the BLS ran
on a reimbursable cost basis with the understanding that the dala
would be mede avuilable w others.

4 Although inttially inchxled in its General Purpose Tabula-
tioms Program, the BLS tubulated this weekly information from sched-
wle C (p. 177) ocnly in the form and to Lhe extent needed for re-
vising the CFI,



1960-61 findings, prepared by BLS staff, were published
in BLS Report Series 238 (page 205). Some of these
reports evaluated changes thut had occurred since
the Bureaw’s previous large-scale survey in 1950
and probed for fundamental changes in family living
arrangements, in prices, inpopulation movements, and
other ecomomic and demographic developments that
have influenced farnily spending and are road signs
to future trends. Other reports, prompted by in-
tensified interest during the 1960’s ln lmproving the
lot of the poor, discussed the analytical methods
appropriate for using the 1960-61 expenditure data
to define poverty and to describe the level and man-
ner of Mving of the poor. Approaching the defini-
tlon of poverty from the consumption side focused
attention on the limitations of current money income
as a measure of the total resources of families in
the low-income classes.

The Agricultural Research Service (ARS) of the
Department of Agriculture also augmented its series
of basic stetistical reports on expenditures of rural
farm consumers with a number of aunalytical reports
covering both urban and rural families. Many of
these appear in its quarterly publication, Family
Economics Review. ARS also used the family ex-
penditure reports to develop a series of estimates
of the cost of raising a child {rom birth to age
18 years.®

Uses of Data Ourside BLS and USDA

Publicatlon of stagistical reports, initlated in the
fall of 1962, was completed In the summer of 1966.
Delivery of magnetic tapes began in 1865; the ma-
jority went to other Federal agencies or to univers-
ities. These data dissemination methods give the
BLS less specific knowledge of uses of the CES
than would have been the cage if the Bureau had
established a central service to provide apscial
purpose tabulations. However, the price of tapes
{ncluded consultative services that gave ELS staff
some “feedback,” and they have agcumulated somse
information on planned or completed projects using
the 1960-61 CES tsbulations or tapes which are
sumrmAarized below.

Economic analysis

Family expenditure surveys provide the sole source
of fnformation for benchmark estimates of many
components of personal consumption expenditures used
in estimates of the grogs national product. The
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1960-61 expenditure data for an extensive list of
items (concentrated in the areas of housing, trans-
portation, recreation, and such services as eappliance
repairs, moving apd storage, and postage) were made
available in advance of publication to the U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce, Office of Business Economicg
(OBE), for their latest comprebensive benchmark
revision. Results of this large-scale effort were
summarized in un article, “The National Incore ang
Product Accounts of the United States: Revised Es-
timates, 1924-64,” in the August 1965 igsue of Survey
of Current Business. OBE also has underway a fea-
sibility study of the use of regional detail from the
1960-61 CES to distribute their natlonal estimates
of personal oconsumption expenditures by State. This
would complete the extension of a major comgonent
of the patfonal income and product accounts to a
roglonal basis.

In addition to using CES data in its national and
regional estimates of personal consumptlon expendl-
tures, the Department of Commerce obtained un-
published CES detall for individual retropolitanareas
and smuller urban places for several special re-
search projects to assist in pelicy formulation and
evaluation. Among these were studies of the demand
for passenger transportation inthe Washington-Boston
corridor as part of a broader investigation requested
by the Congress on the feasibility of high-speed
rallway facilities along this corridor. Anather use
wag to develop improved estimates of the secondary
effeots of Area Redevelopment Administration ac-
tivities on various communities throughout the Nation,
information also regpested by the Congress.

The U.S. Treasury Department relied on family
expenditure detall for two major projeots. The Internal
Revenue Servioe (IRS) used average expenditures of
families classified by income and family size Inlts
1964 revision of the “Average State Sales Tax Tables”
which taxpayers may use In flling individual incomeé
tax returns, Forms 1040 and 1040W. These tables
reduce the taxpayer’s burden of itemlizing and sub-
stantiating sales tax deductions and provide standards
for IRS agents in auditing. The second project was
undertaken by the Treasury's Office of Tax Anal-
ysis (OTA) following the 1964 excise tax hearing
before the House Ways and Means Committee. OTA
obtained CES data in advanoe of publication to im-
plement a suggestion made at the hearing that Treasury
undertake studies of consumption of taxed litems
by families of different income levels. The expen=
ditures surveys also have potential value ia Treasury

5 Jean L. Pennock, “Cost of Rajsing a Child,” Family Eco-
nomics Review, March 1970, pp. 13-17.

6 This work is wow under the new Department of Transpor
tation, which also is using CES data as backgrowund for its study of
the probable relative costs to families of the use of electric motef
vs, intcrnal combustion engize automoblles,

T
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gtudies of proposals for other types of taxes, e.g.,
negative income tax.

Privately sponsored studies of national taxes using
{nformation from the 1960-61 surveys included: Eco-
nomic Aspects of the Social Seourity Tax and Tax
Burdens and Benefits of Government Expendltug
by Income Class, 1961 and 1965, published by the Tax
Foundation, Inc. (1966 and 1967, respectively); and
Joseph A. Pechman, Federal Tax Policy, published
by the Brookings Institution (1966).

The Bureaw’s data have been used In formulating
models for consumer demand. The National Plannipg
Association, under contract with the Offioe of Emer-
gency Planning, Executive Office of the Fresident,
originated a personal oonsumption model using 1950
CES deta to compute regressions of expenditures
on incomo for groups of related items by family
size. 7 They used the 1960-61 data to make the
regression analysis necessary to check the preliminary
equations derived from the 1950 analysis. The Battelle
Memorial Institute also used the Bureaw’s 1950 and
1960~61 consumer expenditure studies to develop
projections of consumer spending.®

In his book, The American Economy to 1975: An
Interindustry Forecast,® Clopper Almon, Jr. cited
use of two basic bodies of data: The 1960-G1 survey
lo determine the effect of income increases on con-
sumption; and the tlme series in OBE’s natlonal
accounts to determine the influenoce of prices, the
rate of growth of {noome, and other trends.

The Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
Board regards the CES as a basic source for its
profected studies of consumers’ ability to use con-
sumer cradit to purchase automobiles and household
durables. In a related area of inquiry, the National
Planning Asgoclation was applying CES data to the
question, “How much can a nonfarm family at a given
income level afford to pay for shelter?”

. Other articles and books that h}ave drawn exten-

sively on survey data include:

Carolyn Shaw Bell, Consumer Choice in the American
Economy, New York, Random House, 1967.

Marguerite C. Burk, Consumption Economics: A
Multidieciplinary  Approach, New York, John
Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1968.

Betty G. Fishman, Economic Effects of Internal
Migration - An Exploratory Study, West Virginia
University (Morgantown), Bureau of Business
Research, Business and Economic Studies, Vol. 10,
No. 4, June 1968, '

Elizabeth Gilboy, A Primer on the Economics of
Consumption, New York, Random House, 1968§.

lester C. Thurow, “The Optimum Lifetime Dis-
tribution of Consumption Expenditures,” Amer-
ican Economic Review, June 1969, pages 324-~30.
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These uses, though diverse, had In commor a
national or regional orientation. Individual eity data
have been studied in connection with similar eco-
nomic problems at the State and local level. These
Included studies of tax structures by State tax com-
misslong, projections of retall sales under various
assumpticns, plans for urban renewal, and justifica-
flons for grants under programs of the Office of
Economic Opportunity and other Federal agencies.
Local utllities have used expenditures for telephone,
gas, und electricity by families at different incoms
levels in hearings before public utility commissions.

Individual areca data also have been referred to in
gtudies of pay differentialg. For example, the U.S. De-
purtment of State referred to data for Washington,
D.C., in reviewing its cost-of-living indexes for
overseas personnel.'® The CES also was cited as
a source in Geographical Wage Standards for Re-
classification of Work Looations in the Telephone
Industry, a report prepared by Robert R. Nathan
Assoclates, Inc., for Communications Workers of
America, AFL-CIO, January 1965.

The potentlal of CES area data in a relatively
new field of economic analysis—the costs of air
pollution—is being explored. For example, Hslen H.
Lamale presented a paper, “The Uses of Consumer
Expenditure Data in Alr-Pollution Cobtrol,” at g
seminar held at American University (Washingion,
D.C.) with the support of the U.S. Public Heaith
Service. !

Sacial welfare research

Many social welfare research studies have used
family expenditure data—both at the national ang city
level. Foremost among these are projects of the
Social Security Administration and the Welfare Ad-
minigtration in the U.S. Department of Health, Edu-
oation, and Welfare (HEW). Expenditures for rnedical
care and spending patterns of the aged and of low-
{ncome families with children have been especially
relevant in HEW studies. Also, the Social Securily
Administration used tabulations of transfer payments

7 Eleapor M. Soyder and ). Harvey Edmonston, "Personal
Consumption Model,” NREC Technica? Report No. 15, Natfonal
Planniog Amociation, Washingron, D.C., Qcrober 1963,

Joseph W, Duncam, "A Framework [or Forecasting Socioe
Economic Change, " Battelle Technies]l Review, Vol. 15, Sep-
tember 1966, pp. 12-13.

? Published hy Harper & Row, New York (1966).

10 v, S, Deparument of State Indexes of Living Costs Abroad
(Excluding Quarters), " Labor Develoepmens Abroad, Ociober 1966,

17,

11 See The Economlics of Alr Pollution - A Svmposium, edived
by Harold Wolowun, New York, W.W. Norton and Company, Inc.
(19663 pp 115-26,




o e—————————— I —

and taxes from the CES tapes in a study of the re-
distributive effeots of old-age income assurance
programs for a Joint Economic Committee com-
pendium. '? )

The Office of Economic Opportunity’s far-reaching
attack on poverty multiplied uses of CES statistics
as both Washington policymakers and local planning
organizations sought objective criteria for defining
and measuring poverly. One such study!3 undertaken
for OEO was to construct poverty cut-off levels that
take into account slze of family, farm-nonfarm dif-
ferences, aud age of the family head. Another was
Eleanor M. Sayder’s, Measures of the Dimensions
of Poverty in New York City. This paper was part
of a larger study which the Urban Medical Economics
Research Project conducted on the indigent and their
relation to planning and financing health services in
New York City. The New York City Department of
Health and the Urban Research Center of Hunter
College jointly sponsored this project. The Community
Council of Greater New York also used New York
City CES tabulations for revising its standard budget.

The National Council on the Aging reported ex-
tensive use of CES information, and Sidney Goldstein
drew heavily on it in two articles: “Changing Income
and Consumption Patterns of the Aged, 1950¢-1960,"
published in the October 1965 issue of Journal of
Gerontology, and “Urban and Rural Differentials in
Copsumer Patterns of the Aged, 1960-61," in Bural
Sociology, Septernber 1966. The California State Schol-
arship Commission found the survey helpful in a study
of student aid. The U,3. Department of Agriculture
used the individual city reports to compare cities
under consideratiom;,testing the Food Stamp Plan.

Markeling research

Expenditure Patterns of the American Family, pub-
lished py the National Industrial Conference Board
in 1985, exemplifies the value which business groups
attach to the BLS expenditure surveys lor marketing
ressarch. The foreword to this 175 page report, fi-
nanced hy Life magazine, contains the following
appraisal:

“Based on a broad naftionwide survey conducted
by the Buregu of Labor Statistics of the United
States Department of Labor, it (the report) pro-
vides a statistical proflie of how America lives.

. There are market demand statistics for some
700 individual products and services. For many
years to come this book will be an indispensable
source of Information, bouth for observers of the
gocial geene and for those sections of the business
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community that are involved in any aspect of
marketing consumer products and servioes.”

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce based an article,
“Preoview of Your Markets in ’75," on the CES ang
data from other Federal agencies. This article ap-~
peared in the November 1964 issue of Nation’s
Business.

The Stanford Research Institute (SRI) made exten-
give uge of the survey data in Upper Income Fami-
lies, a report published by its Long Range Planning
Service for industrial and financial cllents. The SRI
also used CES individual area rfeports in projections
of retail trade Ln specifio communities.

The Super Market Institute, Ine. of Chicago oited
the expenditure surveys In A Guide to Source Ma-
terial for Store Location Research.

The U.S. Department of Commerce has used-{amily
expenditure data to estimate inarkets for particular
commodities and for selected groups of consumers,
To illustrate, they have studied trends In clothing
expenditures for what they may reveal about the
market for textiles. Andrew I. Brimmer, whila
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Commerce, drew upon
the CES for a speech on “Economic Trends in the
Negro Market”® before the WNational Agsociation of
Market Developers. A Guide to Negro Marketing

lnformation, issued in 1966 by Commerce’s Business
and Defense Services Adminisiration (BDSA), shows
expenditurc trends based on the 1950 and 1960-61
CES tabulations. Facts for Marketers, a regional
compilation of marketing information for major metro-
polilan areas, also issued in 1966 by BDSA, includes
summaries of famnily spending paiterns jor individual
SMSA’s in the CES sample.

A chapter on “Fact-Finding about Consumers” in
a book of readings on marketing entitled, Consumer
Bebavior and the Behavioral Sciences—Theories and
Applications, !4 includes data from the CES which
the author characterized as “a true benchmark survey.”

Advertising agencles, newspapers, and other busi-
ness firms have used the published CES reports.
Some also have indicated interest in the CES data
for market analysis through their purchases of the
General Purpose Tapes or photocopiss of tables,

12 Benjamiu Bridges, Jr., "Curreut Redistributional Effects of
Old-Age Income Assuwrance Programs," Old-Age lncome Asurance:
A Compendium of Papers an Problems and Policy Issues in the Public
and Private Punsion System, Joint Ecomomic Comiitee, U.S. Con-
gress, Part II: The Aged Topulation amd Retirement Income Pro-
grams, 1967, pp. 95-176,

13 Elliot Wetiler, Determinution of Poverty Lines and Equiv-
ulent Welfare, Research Paper P-277, lastitute for Defense Aualyses,
Seprember 1966, p. 23.

1¢ Edited by Sreuart Henderson Britt and published by Jobn
Wiley and Sans, lmc., New York (1967).

Consumer information and counseling

Newspapers, magazines, and institutional publica-
tions have drawn {reely on published CES reports
for material on popular-style articles about typical
spending and saving patterns of American families.
Sylvia Porter referrsd repeatedly to BLS reports
10 substantiate observations in har syndicated column,
“Your Money's Worth.”

The Pittsburgh National Bank Initiated a new com-
puler service called “Family Money Profile” in 1966.
Families were invited to fill out 2 confidential appli-
cation giving monthly income, age, family size, and
occupation. Computer analysis, based on CES aver-
ages lor similar families in the TPittsburgh area,
prepared a guide to spending and saying for the
individual family. The bank provided this service
“to encourage greater restraint and prudence in
borrowing and spending.”

Changing Times—The Kiplinger Service for Fami-
lies published several articles based on information
from the 1960-61 survey. Typlcal of these were
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“Why You Feel Pinched” in the November 1964
issue and “How Much to Raise a Child?” {g the
February 1965 issue. In the April 1967 issue of
Changing limes, Kiplinger offered on a nationwide
scalé a computer analysis of CES data to prepare
individal farnily spending guldes similar to those
introduced by the Pittsburgh National Bank. Also,
a Kiplinger book, Make Your Paycheck Pay Your Way,
organized as 4 handbook for a [famlly budgeting
program, included family expenditures in selected
cities in the CES sample to illustrate typical spend-
ing patterns.

Uses listed n this ohapter are illustrative rather
than exhaustive. They suggest the variety of users
and range of inquiries that are served by the Bureau’s
periadic surveys of consumer expenditures andincome.
The Bureau hopes to cxtend its analytical and pro-~
cedural studies based on the 1960-81 survey and to
follow closely the results of research undertaken
by purchasers of magnetic tapes containing the dis-
aggregated CES data.



Appendix A.  Comparability of che Survey of Consumer Expenditurcs in 1960~61 snd in 1950

Gnides for camparing surveys of consumer sxpendltures for 1960-61 and for 1950—Continued

f_' Sucvey of consumer expendituresz, 1960-61 Survey of conswmner expenditurcs, 1950
Esseutially data from the 1960-6) and 950 expend- (CES) (ce9)
fture surveys are comparable. In designing the codes - l
and planping the tabulations {or the 19606 CES, com-

’ Sire and coverage of the sample
parability with 1950 was a prunary consideration.

The lollowing comparison is reatricted to data com-
piled from Schedule Z648B for the urban gcgrnent of the

1960-61 wample and published 1n BLS reparts in Series 217

Cumplete and usahle questionnaires werc obiained from Complete and usable Interviews were obtained from LZ,489 fam-
9.4/6 famllics and single consurners in the A7 SMSA's or tileg and single consumers wn Lthe 91 survey cities sclected vo

and the Supplements | d 2 t] : other urban places (including Anchorage, Alaska, surveyed be representative of all urban pla.ces_ in the U.S, Th? sample
these Iimi\sp,P it may be aa_‘;gume‘z l:ﬁfed:lipc;-:;; tthllhm for 1959) selected 10 represem all urban places in the U. 5., allows for rabulation by community (city or urban Areaj, cross-
suTveva are comparable except as nuted below. e twe aud from }, 367 rural farm and 2, 285 rural nonfarm families classified by 1mcume and {amily characterisatics,

The_:omparison dues nol cover clagsification godes
not used in the 1960-61 published rcports nor the detail
published in the Supplement 3’'s., In general, the 1950

data were published wa greater detai] than appcars im the
Supplermneant 3’ a.

L

and single consumers selected 10 represcnt the entire rural

population. The national sample was degagned to permit tab-
ulation by region, degrer of urbanization, and SMSA, crosgs-
clagsified by tncerne and vther family rharacteriatics.

Area sampling methods were used in the selection of the Arca sampling methods were usod in the selection of the

Aurvey
survey faumnlics. famlilies.

‘ Guldee for comparing aurveys of consumer ¢ ~enditures tor 1960-61 and fur 1950 Survey repart forms
|
5’_ Survey of consume{ce;pendimres, 1960-61 b Survey of consumer expenditures, 1950 The schedule forms used In tntervicws weare: (&) "Household Hhe schedule forms used were: (a) "Houschold record" form
f 'S) l (CES) record” [orm for determining eligibility of the consumer tor determiumng the eligihllity of the eansumer unit, (b) expend-
| unit and recording minimum {nfermation for noarespondents; 1nure schedule carrying dctailed yuestions on family campast~
| _ Agencies rrsponsible (b) deralled questionnaire for obtainlag an annual record on tion, incame, expenditures, and savings in 1950, () schedule
| family composition, housing arrangements, expenditnres, covering items of food, household supplies, tohaccci. )drugg and
U.S. Deparument of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (urba incorne, and savings: and (c) schedule with detailed listing of personal care purchased (n a 7-day period, and (d) schedule
faradlies and rural nonfarnu {amilies lying inside SMS&\'(s) ?n U.5. Deparument of Lubor, Buresu of Labor Stausiics, itermsa of food and beverages, household suppliez, tobacco, similar to that deseribed in "¢ which was left with respond-
caoperastion with U. S. Deparumnent of Agriculture, Agricultaral aud personal care purchased in 7-day period prt-cedilng - ¢nt for sell recording.
Research Service {rural farm families and rural nonfarm tecview. Facwvimilea of these and other forms used in the
families oulside SMSA' 5),

survey are shown (n cxhibits, pp.

|

Purpose of atudy

Collection methods

The primary purpore of the sucvey of urban farmlics was 10 . Reapondents furnished information voluntarily durwy prrsonal Sarae as in 1960-61.
coliect wuformation an farnily pm"/chascs nended to revi:¢ the P‘;;If:ls;ss.WEre the same ae fer the 1960-61 sarvey of urban intervigws in their humes.
Burcsu's Consumer Price Index. Ay was true in 1950 and
earlier surveys, the data meel many other needs, pasticu-
larly io analyses of the rclationshlp betweon level of LUving
aad gemeral ccomomic and soclal conditions.

Definitinng of larnily and honschold
! The 1961 coverugr was extended to rural areas so that {ur the

- (N \
first ume since 1941 information was available on spending The fanily, or consumer unil {(CU), reterred fo: (1) A group Samc aw in 1960-61,
habits for a cross-section uf the total nenmastitucional popu- of people nanally living together (including childrea tempo~
, lation in urban and rural agreas of the U.S.

rarlly away from home at school or collcga) who poaled thelr
incume and drew from a commen fund for lheir major
itemns of expensc, or (2) a peraon whose incorie and expendi~
tures were not pooled with others, wheilher living alone or in
a household. However, never-married children Livang with
Nature and sizc of the universe g:rz:::’alg{:ys were considered as members of the

T .

Civillan neainscltutional populalion laving in the ll.‘S, (ineiuding [Clvilian neminstitutional poputation plus off-post military per- The household consists of all persons residing in the sample Samc as in 1960-61,
Alnbaka and Hawaii} plus military persoane] nat living on poats sanuel living in urban aren’ of the conterminoua U. S. Living quarters. Ia addition to family merabers a bousehald
or baacs.

may contain boarders, ruomers, guwents, or paid help.

Etigability requirements for welal sarnple
Survey peoriod

The calendar years 1960 and 1901. Urban paris of all of the

lafnrmation was recorded for the family as composed in the Same as o 1960-61 for full-year unirs.
12 largest SMSA' s were aurveyed in both years with data

The calendar ycar 1950. Also food purchases in a 7-day period survey year, incladuig part-yedr members. Family mem-

> in the apring of 1951, (The total collection pariad esxieaded bers were not ¢ligible Iur periody in the survey year that
collected from half the sample of [amilles vach year, Half from January through May 1951, with inlerviewa o mast cities

they lived in rulitary cainps, posts, or reservations; in in-
of the rernainiug sample of amaller SMSA’ & and urbau places furing the period February through April. ) ) B sttteiiona; abroad (rxcept on vacation, ete.): or were mem-
was surveyed each year, i.e., for 1960 and (961. The rural bers of another CU,

farm and nonfarm sample was surveyed fovr 1961, Also, foud

purchases 1n a 7-day pariod were collected at the titne nrban
and rural nonierm families were 1ntcrviewed in the spring—

summer of 1961 and 196Z. USDA did not collect weekly foad
purchases from rurzl farm lamilles. (The coliuction perca

‘Fo qualuly as a full-year consumer nnit, the family must in-
¢lude at least one memher who waa eligible over thu entire
5¢ weeks of the survey year.

A Part-year consumex units, i.e. those with no full-year mem- Any farily identified on the "Household Record" {orm as haviag
extendea fram late February through mid-August 1961 and 4 ber, were wmterviewed on thelr expenditures, income, eic., au fnll-yeac member was not eligible for further Interviewing.
from Jaauary through August, 1962 see rable 2, 2 20).

for thac part of the survey year thoy were eligible, bui their
schedules were used only {or special amalytical researeh and
were nol included in the basic tabulations of cornpletr and
uzable schedules.
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Cuides {01 comparting surveys of cousurner expenditures for 1960-51 and for 1950—Continued

Survey of conswner expenditures, 1960-0}
(CES)

—

i

Survey of consumer expenditures, 1950

(CEs)

Metropalitan arens in areas {n urban samples

In 1960 and 1961:
RPaluimore, Md.
Boaron, Masg,
Chicngo—Northwestern ladiana Standard Consolidated Area.
Cleveland, Ohio.
Los Anygeles—Long Beach, Caltiornia,

New Yark—Northcastern New Jersvy Standard Consalidated
Area.

Philadelphia, Pa.=N.I,
Pfrrsburgh, Pa.

St Louis, Mo, =IiI,

San Francisce—Oualkland, Cualif.

In 1960

Atlanta, Ga.
Indianapohis, Ind.
Portland, Maine.
Scattle, Wash.

In 1961:
Rakersfield, Calif.
Hariford, Conn.
Wichita, Kans,

|

|

Same av in 1960-61.

Classification ol cites in nwrban sainple

B. 1. Geographic tegion.

A. Primary sampling unit (PSU). The SMSA 1n the metro-

politan segment of the U. S, and the individual urban
place over 2, 500 population in nowungtropolitan areas.
Includes entive urban parl of SMSaA.

NOTE: The urlrau part iz usually slightly more extensive
than the urbamzed urea, cncompaseing 3ome small nun-

contigevus urhan places not incleded 1n the urhanized
area.

Seuth, and West.
2. Gity size. Four papulation zice strata:
A. SMSA's of over 1,100,000 population.
B. SMSA '« of &50,000—1, 400, 00D,
C. SMSA's of 50, B350, V00,
D. Urban places- 500—>0, 000,
3, Placcs inside SMSA' 3.

was selectrd:
Central city av cities.
Other cities of 50, 000 and ovur,
Cltles uader 50,000 3n4d unincorporated placey in
urbanized area.

Sinail nrhan places of £, 500-50, 000 uutaide urbanized

area.

Four major regions as detined by
the Burecau of the Cenyus: Northeast, North Central,

Coded by poputation fromn Listing
vf BLS block nurnbers in CI{US [rom which CES sample

T

Primary sampling umt (M5U). The census urbanized arca
for all places af 50,000 or more and the individnal urban
plate (over 2,500 papulation) lor smaller places.

1. Gevgraphic cregion., Three regioaus az defined by RLS:
Norla, South, aud West.

Z. City type. Threr types as defined by DLS:
Large city. Generally central elty and olher eitirs
with popunlation of 50,000 and over.

Suburb. Ciues and other trban places with population

below Y0, 000, predominantly residenhial, within easy
cormrautiug distance of large city.

Sinall efry. Cities and places urbanizcd areas, with
populatian of 2,500-50,000, not close to a large retail
markeling center.
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Guides tar Lomparing surveys ol consumer expenditures tor 1960-61 and for 1950—Coulioued

Survey of cansnmer expenditures, 1900-61
(CES)

Survey ol consumer expenditures, 1950
(CES)

|
Differences bolween 1960-61 and 1950 1n iamily characteristics used as

classifyine variables tn 1260-61 yeaneral purpoac tabulations
<

(For complate 1960-6) codes, see table 3 13)

Incame after taxes;
1. Highest clnases:
$10,uuo—sl-x,999}

15 D00 and ovar.] TAY be combined

Occupation of bead:

1. Meinbers of Armea Ferces (not living an militasy pust
or reservation) coded separately,

2. Ocecupation not reported.

3. Retived {including partially retited).

4. Others not working.

Tenure:
1. Owner all year,

2, Renter all year
1, Other, i.e., OWNner part of yuar, renter part of year,

2 and 3 may he combinsd into "Renter all oc part of year, "

Fanuly type:
1. Husband and wife, own children, no other persons in
family,
Qldest child 617 years.

2. All other husband and wife {amilies (includes husband
and wife families with or without owa children but with
elher persons in {amily).

3, One pacent (the head), own children only.

4. AV other farniliea (includes 1-percon families).

2 would Le split between 2 and 4 in 1950, dependwng on
whether any persons nnder 18 were wn famitly.

Z, 3, and 4 In both years may be combined o inclode all
familes oxeccpt those composed af hushand and wife and
husband and wife and own ¢hildren oenly.

A.

Income after laxes:
E. Highesl class.
$10, 000 and over.

Occupation of heads )

1. Mewmbery of Armed Forces (not luiving on military post ar
reservation) ncluded with skilled wage ecacners.

2.

5.%Combinkd into ''Not ganfully ernployed.!

4,

Tenure:

1. OQwner all year—shuown scparately for 5 classes accord-
g o year home bought, but may be combinerl.

2. Owner end of year, reater earlier.

3, Renter at end of year (includes reulers all yedr and
renters at end of ycar who were owners carlier).

2 aud 3 may be combined wate "Renter all ar part of year."

Family type:
1. Husband and wife, no other adulia in family
Oldext child, 6-15 May be combined; assume
Oldest child, 16 or 17 differvnce between '"'no vther
adults' and ""no other per-
sona In family"” not signifi-
cant.

2. Al ouier (includes families with children with other
acdulte preseut and may finciude other lypes of fatallies
not classified elsewhere},

2. One parent (the head), cldest child under 18,

4, Other adults only (18 and over), no children of any age
(includes l-pecson familics).

Codes were the same in both surveys for lhe followlng fanmily charactextsvics:

Family size
Age of family head
Educativn of family head

Race

Number of full-tame earners

Eligibiity for Consumer Price Index {(CPY)

CP! families {Z ur mare persons, but alss includiug l-person
families;. Cnteria:

1. At least | (arnily member {FM) earning wages and
galaries 1a [ullowing occupational groups: Clerical
or salcs; ¢raftswen, operatives, or kindred workers
service workers (except hongehold) or laborers;
enlisted personnel in Armed Forces.

2. Teotal incoine from above occupations equal to at least
one-half total lamily income belore taxes.

1. At least | FM cmployed al teast 317 weeks w survey
year, reguerdlesas of occupalion.

CPI tamulies {2 or more persons vnly) Criteria:

1. Farnily head whoge longest employment in 1950 waa in
same occupatlondl proups as in 196V-61.

2. No restxrwctiou on sonrces of income, hul families whose
otal 1950 wncume after taxes exceeded §$10,000 were
exrluded.

3. No limitatian, except fanulies whose heads weres unem-
ployed cntire survey year were excluded.
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Guides [or commparing surveys of consgumer cxpenditures (or 1960-61) and for 1950—Continued

Survey ot consumer expenditures, 1960-61
(Cry)

Survey of vunsumer expenditures, 1950
(CES)

Summary calvgories used in generai purpose tabulations

(tor complete 1960-61 summary categories, bee page 99 )

Personal insurance: A

Includesr disabllity income insurance (i.e. protection
apainst loss of income because of disability) when not
part o) a general health policy; and other persounal winz-
aurance, excluding comprelicusive (homeawners' policies).

Houving, tolal: B.

Includes expeusuy On real cstate not uged for fasnily busi-
ness and not occupled or rentsd.

Clothing, clothing matcrials, and services: c

Includes all apparel and (ootwear.

Medical care: D.

"'Prepaid care' dacs not Include disability income in-
surance. See "'Personal lnaurance,"

Reercation: E
Voes oot include athlette clothing or shoes for participa- '
tion 1a sports. See "Clothlng.

Other expenditures (muiscellaneous): F

Does nat inciude expenses on real eslate not used for '
family budiness, etc. (see "Housing"); and does not in-
clude other persunal ingwrance (s¢e ''Personal insur-
ance''}.

Peraonal insurance:
Excludeg disahility income 1asurance (sce '"Medical care

below); and other personal tnsurauce (sce "Other expend|
mires, jescellaneous'). :

UHousiug, total;
See “Other expenditures.'”

Clothung, clothing materials, and servicos:
Excludes athletie clothing and special athletic shoes.

""Reereation. " See

Madical carrn:

e .
Graoup plans and (nsurance’ inciudes dirahllity income
tnsurance.

Recreatton:
Includes athletlc clothing and snoes.

Other expenditures (miscellaneous):

Includea raxes, interext, InsuUrance, maintenancy, etc. on
real estate not used for lamily business and not occupied
or reoled, and nther persomal myurance.
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Appendix B. Supplemenrary Tables

B-1. Summary of samples from Comprehensive Housing Unit Survey
used in selecting 1960-61 CES urban samples
Prpnlation stratum, 1 s ! | Separate Sampling Asoc;gnmenl. Aslsignmemg
SMSA. or ather urvey | Block living ratiy Bd, resses veduining
urban place yrar l uua ctur Py for CES in CES aliernate
I[ addresses sample addresses
United States. tolal urban - e 12,205 2,772
Arens with CES =zaraple selected trom
CHUS -~ 130,726 11224 10 645 2,405
Other areas *12,000 1.560 367
Straturm A-SMSA }, 400,000 and aver—
Baltimore, Md 1960--61 422 G, 127 1:16. 34 375 86
Doston, Mass 1960-01 276 3,459 1:9,22 378 114
Chicage, ) T 1960~61 418 4,087 1.8,18 5Q0 03
Cleveland, Oluo — 196061 255 4,554 1:12. 14 375 60
Detrnit, Mich - 1260 -61 &56 8.078 1:21.54 375 7
Los Angelea-Long Beach, Calif o —— 1960--61 235 5.041 1113 500 95
New York. N. Y -- 196061 430 3,786 1:5.95 625 200
Northeastern New Jersey’— ——————————— —_— 1960~01 95 1,256 1.2,.92 500 131
Philadelphia, Pa 1960-61 472 7,039 1-18. 717 375 80
Pittaburgh, Pa R '60--61 291 5,031 1:13.42 1728 7t
St. Lours. Mo——- i760-61 3nz 4,445 1:11.86 375 37
San Francipeo-Oukland, Calif — ——mnae 1960-51 288 4,280 110,44 375 107
Washington, D, C - 1960=61 473 3,627 1:9. 67 375 71
Stratum B-SMSA 250,000-1.400,000—
Atlanma, Ga - 1960 292 4,04) 1:16.17 250 25
Bulfalo, N, Y- -~ 1960 220 4,091 1:16. 3¢ ¢50 &4
Dallas, Tex -- 1960 225 3,437 1:14. 09 ¢50 30
Indianapolis, lud - 19560 256 4,406 1417, 62 250 24
Searttle, Wash ———— 1960 338 5,231 1:20. 88 250 33
Dayton, Ohio : 1961 385 4,453 1-17.83 250 61
Denver, Colo g S 1961 254 3,481 1:13.93 260 59
Hurlora, Conn £ il 196! 240 3,060 1:12.25 250 87
Hoswolulu, Hawaii----- 1961 319 3, 698 114,76 25Q 78
Nashville, Tenn ——-mmmammmmen o o 1961 102 4,079 i'16, 30 250 39
Wichita. Kans —mmen 1961 2.8 3,522 1:'1e .09 250 57
Stratuwini C-5MSA 50.000-250, 00—
Austin, Tex - 1960 117 1,121 1-7.00 L60 29
Cedar Rapids, Iowa — 1960 180 2.5517 115,98 160 24
Champaign-Uirbana, Memeomiiime e 1960 88 1,293 1-7. 83 160 34
Orlundo. Fla---- 1960 229 3,472 1.21. 87 160 316
Porlland, Mazine - 1960 116 1,547 1:9.83 140 38
Bakersfield, Calif 1961% 236 41,057 1:10. 32 160 31
Baton Rougre. La 1961 146 1,659 1:10.40 160 38
Durham, N.C 1961 88 1,245 F.7. 76 160 25
Green Bay. Wis - 1961 146 1,843 1:11,.52 160 40
Lancaster, Pa 166} 230 2,063 1:12, 89 160 EYA
Stratarn D-urban places 2,500-50, 000
(in CPI) B
Devils Laks, N, Ddk 1960 LS 15
Findlay, Ohio - -- 1960 65 1z
Kingston, N. Y tn60 65 26
Klumath Falla, Oreg 1960 65 R-1
McAllen, Tex —-=— 1960 65 1%
Nites, Micl —— 1960 05 6
Union, S.C e s 1960 65 la
Vickshurg, Miss 1960 65 14
Crooksilon. Mian 196} 68 646 1:9. 94 (3 12
Fiaorence, Ala e 1961 125 782 1:12. 02 65 10
Loganypor:, Ind - 1961 74 769 1:11. 81 65 17
Mangum, Okla 1961 109 780 1z, 00 65 7
Madrunsvitle, Va 1961 55 aNs 1.6.45 b5 16
Millville, N.J - 1961 84 951 1'14.63 65 18
Orcem, Utah ———- 1961 86 1,545 1:23.77 65 17
Southbridge, Mass 1961 ig 342 1:5.26 &5 22
Anchorage, Alaska 1959 241 1,744 l 275 69

See fnotnnres at end of table,
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B-1. Summary of samples from Comprehensive Housing Unic Survey

used 10 sclecting 1960-61 CES urban samples—Continued

f Separatle " Assigrunent | Aesignments
Populatinn stratum, ! Survey | lli)ving Samp!!ng add%esses requiring
SMSA, or ather yaar Block quarter rnun‘s sin CES alternate
wrban place E addresses? for CE dample addresses
Not in CPL*®

Burlington, Vt-. ——— 1960 1 65 12
Cleveland, Tenn---- 1960 65 1G
Gailup. N.Mex 1960 &R 13
Griflin, Ga R R 1960 65 11
LaSalle, (Il e 1960 b5 12
Lewisiown, Pa-—- 1960 63 17
Owatonra, Minn 1960 &5 13
Rvserve, La e 1960 65 8
Athol. Mas 1961 H €35 13
Cambridge, Ohwo 1961 65 19
Fureka, Calif --- 1961 : 65 729
Guinsviile, Tex - 1961 65 20
Manhattan, Kans 1661 i 65 Y
Menasha, Wis 196] ’ 65 13
Olunulgae, Okla - 1961 . 65 14
Sebring, Fla - 1961 65 25

! Ctasaified on basis al estimnaled urban population as of Tan. 1, 1959.

? Includes unirs in public housing projects,

’ lncludes Aunchorage. Alaska. surveyrd for 1959,

* Dges not iuclude $8Y uddresses im Ausarin, Tex., and 802 addresses in DBakersBield, Calil., which were seleclud (o

dugment the CHUS after the CES sumple was drawn; alan does not include CHUS addresscs for 8 cities lisred in foownoie Y,
The CES sample for each Stratuwus J) cily nol in the CPI. and for those CP! citles listed in foowmote 8 waa a aubsample
of 65 addrcasns drawn from a sample of appraxunately 500 addresses per city selected from records of the 1960 Census of
Housing and Population.
Staadard Cunsolidated Area, Chicago-Northwestern Indiana,

7 Standard Consolidated Area, New Yock-Northeastern New Jersey.

% In Stratum D ciltes in the CP). but for which the 960 CES sample had been drawn from Census rcrnrds_. it 1ater was
necessacy Lo conduct Gomprehensive Housing Unit Surveys to obtain samples for CPI rent pricing, The total of 5,289 living
quarter addresses oblained in the GRUS for these B cifies was distributed as follows. Devils Lake, 557, Findlay, 685,
Kingston, 646; Klamath Falls, 713, McAllun, 71]; Niles. 734; Union, 648. and Vickshurg, 587,

Qrern is neaw classified by the Dureau of the Hudgel us part ol the Prove-Orem SMSA, bLul was not
CES sample of cities was selected.

at the time the
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B-2. Summary of data collection in individual survey areas in che 1960-61 CES urban sample

i 1 Usable
i Year Date Agei Asaigo- Part- sched- |Rezponse
Region, SMSA | or other survey c = — Assgign- ment year ules, rale
Collegc~ Survey ment Tequiring) .
urban place <on- tion com- ladaresses| alter~ |CUnZYmMeEr fll-year ¢ (percent
fancted units cunsumer | usable) ?
began pleted nates
- umis ‘ .
United States ' 11,930 |2,703 | 356 9,342
Norcheast . . ) 3,460 945 89 2.677
BosLon, Mass K 1961 Feb. 22 | Apr. 2! 188 48 4 111 7.2
1962 Jau, 206 | Apr. 3 187 66 10 137 72,1
New York, N. Y 1961 Feb. ¢8 | June 2 313 93 8 212 &5. 6
1962 Jan. 26 | Apy. 25 Ry P o7 1n 236 75. 2
Northeastern New Jersey .o . .. 1961 Mar. 2 | May 15 250 58 4 168 64. 9
1962 Jan. 27 | Apr. 10 250 73 5 188 70.9
Philudelphin, Pa 1961 Mar. 3 Mavy 4 188 9 5 iss 74,7
1962 Jun. 26 | Apr. 20 187 51 Z 158 79.8
Pittsbuzrgh, Pa cemmomee oo 1961 Feb. 29 | Apr. 18 188 25 5 154 78. 9
1962 Jan. 30 | Apr, 17 187 46 5 170 84. 6
Bultalo, M. Y N 1961 May 23 July @ 250 84 & 199 73. 0
Hartiord. Coan —— 1962 Api. 19 | July 10 250 87 3 175 &6, 8
Portland, Maine 1961 May 3 July 7 160 38 4 135 84,9
Lancaster, PA coim e eeae 1962 May 9 June ¢3 160 iz 3 151 90, 4
Burlington, Vi - ; 194} May 12 | June 28 65 12 [ 52 76. 5
Kingston, N, Y 1961 July 1 Aug, 18 b3 26 3 47 712
Lewistown, Da 1961 June § July 25 65 17 1 41 63,1
Athol, Mass ... 196¢ June 16 | Aug. 3 65 13 0 60 84,5
Millville, N.J — 1962 Mav 10 Junc 30 65 18 2 56 84. 4
Southbridge, Mass 1962 July 19 Aug, 17 65 22 3 53 84,1t
Nearth Central PN 31,505 126 . 103 2,722
Chicago, 11 1961 Feb. 23 | Apr. 26 250 52 4 182 70.8
1942 Jan. 19 | Apr, 14 250 51 5 189 72,2
Cleveland, Ohio e —————— 1961 Feb. 27 | Apr. 29 188 el 3 155 50. 3
1962 Jan. 29 | Apr. 4 187 39 3 139 69, 5
Detraal, Mich N 1961 Feb. 23 | Apr. 7 188 29 2 141 7H 0
1962 Jan. 23 Mar, 23 187 49 4 149 76. 9
St. Loujs, Mo —_ 1961 May 16 July 14 188 31 s 157 83.5
1962 Jun. 17 Apr. 113 la7 56 3 162 8l. 8
Ludianapulis, Ind - 1961 Muy 9 July 13 250 54 4 173 8.1
Dayion, Ohlo . 1962 Apr. 18 | July 9 250 61 [ 180 66. 7
Wichata, Kane . 1962 Apr. 5 June | 250 St 10 189 76.5
Cedar Rapids, lowad emeeoocmeaaa 1961 May 1 Juno 30 160 24 3 125 6. 8
Champaign-Urbana, 10 ... ________ 1961 May 1 July 14 160 34 10 126 84. 6
Green Ray, Wisg 1962 Apr. 24 | Inaly 7 . 160 40 3 130 79.3
Devils Lake, N.D . 1961 May ¢4 June 9 65 15 4 a9 7.8
Findlay, Ohio 1941 May S June 24 65 12 4 55 84. 7
LaSalle, TII __ - 1961 May 11 June 21 65 12 0 55 79. 8
Niles, Mich - 1961 May 31 Aung. 2 65 6 q 61 47, 2
Owatonna, Mann ... .. 1961 May 10 | June 6 65 13 5 48 76. 2
Cumbridge, Ohlo : 1962 May | June 22 65 19 2 43 57.3
Crookston, Mann e . . 1562 Apr. 25 | June 1 &5 12 1 61 87. 2
Logansport, Iad o . 1962 May 7 June IR 65 17 L 50 69.4
Manhaan, Kans 1962 Apr. 26 | June 22 65 0 16 45 75. 4
Menasha, Wis 19A2 Apr. 26 | June 7 65 11 0 58 85.13
South ... ... £, 920 552 76 2,307
Daltuirnore, Md .. 1961 Mur. | Apr, 24 188 35 3 142 70. 6
1962 Jau. 30 1 Apr. 20 187 51 3 171 83.0
Washington, D, C 1941 Mar, 2 May 19 188 40 3 152 4. 9
1962 Feb. 1 May 10 187 31 & 171 82. 6
Atlanta, Ga - 1961 Maz. 1 Apr. 28 250 25 6 198 73.3
Dallag, Tex . 1961 Mar. 3 Muay 3 250 30 8 178 712
Nashville, Tenn 1962 Apr. 20 | June 15 250 39 4 201 74, 4
Austin, Tex 1961 May 17 July 20 160 20 8 { 110 70. 1
Qrlando, Fla . 1961 0 May 17 July 28 160 36 10 | HA 69. 2
[ ke
Scr footnotes at end of table,
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B-2. Summary of data collection in individual survey areas in the 196061 CES urban sample—Continued

[ T Usable
Date } Abvsign- | Fart- sched- Tlesponie
N q:‘;’:‘;: : —{ ASBLgU~ m;-’:lt | year ales, rate
Region, SMSA, or other ¢ Y Collec - Survey ment requiring | o mer full-year [Pel‘cen:
urban place cm'd tion com- |addresses| alter- nalts  |ronsumier | usable)
ducrte begau pleted nates ' amts
Y R —
South—C a 12 68. 4
vu;!aton{;?;:lngu:. la 1962 Jan. 26 | Mar. 4U 160 étz 46 }3‘; 78. 5
Burharn, N.C — ooy JY0E Jan, 31 | Apr. 19 160 e n 12 65. 2
Cleveland, Tenn i 1961 | July 10 | Aug. 18 62 11 0 vl 89. 7
Grillin. Ga 1961 | May 17 | June L7 o 18 \ 18 624
McAllen”, Tex 1961 | May 22 | June ¢8 %5
64 90, &
Reserve, La 1961 . June 22 | Aug. 10 ° JS {; 50 75.8
Umon 5’ C 1961 May & June 20 65 1 55 28 b
Vicksbury, Miss £961 May 22 | July 13 65 ig ! o 20, ¢
Florence, Als oo 1962 | Juse 5 | Tuby 1 65 20 4 o g5 0
Catnaville, Tex 1962 |  Tune 18 | July 7 05 )
_ 4.6
Mangura, Okla . 1962 May 8 June 13 6? lz ‘; ig a3, 4
Martinsville, Va — 1962 Apr. L8| May 2l g? > : o o
OMmulgee, Okla R 1962 | July 9 | Aug. 24 ’ 2 o 57 86. 4
Sebring, Fla 1962 |  May )1 | June 22 65
s
w 3 2,045 480 88 l,t;}{g .
sl , 4 s
"Los Angeles—Long Beact, Calf cmeen 1961 Feh., 21§ Apr. Z6 220 s }3 209 79.2
1962 Jan. 27 | Api. 10 fgg ‘;g 1 Tae 813
- 2 R 1961 Feb. 27| May 12 2
San Francisco-Oakland, Callf ... 96z Jan: 26 | May 8 w7 19 i1 146 79. 4
209 83. 6
Seattle, Wash ___ 1961 Fob. 24| May 5 250 ;; : ! 204 77.9
Denvcr‘. Cola - 196¢ Apr. 23| July I8 ng 18 | 9 zls 83. 7
Honolulu, Hawaii 190z | May 73 | Aug. b4 E90 3 5 120 755
Bakeraslield, Cali( 1962 Apr. 24| luly 11
| 58 80. 6
Coallup, N.MeX e - 1961 May 17 | June 10 g; :; 2 44 71,2
Klamath Falls, Oreg 1961 May 11 | June 14 : 9 1 42 61.8
Eureka, Calil . boo1962 | Tuly 24 | Awg. ig ﬁ’s <3 ) cs 4. 4
Otem, Utah | 1962 June 2Y | Aug. |
1

1
2
3

S5ee faotnote 3, table 2. .
Method of cormputalien shown In appendix table B-4.
Doca not inrlude Anchorage, Alaska.

B-3. Summary of BLS time records for daily rates' in ficld collection of 1960-61 CES daca
in urban and rural nonfarm areas

Darly rates Daily rates
A 4 LS ¥ .
Trem ::;&2:‘;11 irained hours paid *
1961, U.S.: All urban . 6,085 bas4 130.610
: Hural nonfarm inside 6
metropolitan Areas aemawommceemo— | 5 ‘;4: 534 116,495
(960, U,S.: All urban » 845
i Rucal uon{ann side 271 27 *
metropohitan areas . e aro
1,178 247,105
Total 17,304 ,
1960, .S, : Rural nonfapmn inside - &)
271 27
Metropolilaly Arvay saeacaam-n ! 19 ()
1959, Anchorage, Alaska 275 s “)
s : .
Total e - | 12, 91«

i i i et i pay.
' Daily rates were interviewers and field editors hired in ea‘ch survey ali;e:l ain?:l"‘v:e:vﬁin‘; ‘;an};(l);es, \raveling to and
z Towal number of hours lor which daily rates were paid while being tra )
frorm asaignments, in office consultation, ecditing, etc. ) 10 merropalitan areas i
Tgis inforrnation is not ava\labif for assignments iw the rmal nonfarm segn:::l;:éul:: . ;ueerrvr';s,_,;, o tea
Strata B and G in the 1960 urban sample, Data for 1961 were collecred for (hese nonja ; p
their assignmente in the survey acuas 1o (he 1961 sample.
Comparable data not available. X . _
> This total, plus the J,761 rural nonfarm aseigumy ) hos
equal the 14,702 urban and rural nonfarm sssigoments in appendix rables B-4 and B

nts culside melropolitun areas for which USDA was rosponsible,
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B-4.  Analysis of returny for the 1960-61 CES urhan samplci

i 1960 l 1961 1960-61 corabined’
= T —— T :
e Master | Alteruate EEHH—‘“W‘ i Master |A'rernate [Ellective Maater | Alternate Ffective
samply | saruple? toral sample | samnple? | total samiple samplea total
P e P  sample’ P |samplc’ P satmple?
) Nimber
] ' T T
Assignment addresses- 5,845 1 1,181 6, 085 1,52¢ . L2, 208 2,772
VACANL UNILE - -—a—mammm o emesn 269 a0 361 126 651 223
Requiring aiternates —=se—— 267 358 646
Othiers—— - - ‘2 90 *3 126 's 223
No contacts -—---— —_— e S13 119 571 120 1,129 248
Reauiring allernates ~——me——-- 487 522 1,049
Other? zh 1i9 52 120 80 248
Cuntacted addresses ———--- .- L,003 972 5,180 1,276 10,425 2,301
Addiinonal CU's at contscted |
nddressgp smmmmmmrm—reae e 306 56 437 120 | 753 182
Total CU's at contacted i
addreanEs s e mannanes 5,569 © 030 5,587 1,396 | 1,178 2.483
Ineligible CU 'S " s oo A 2.0 78 28 164 04
Pait-yvear CU's & eoreeem 143 40 136 37 305 a1
Eifective sarnple of full-year
CU'a 5,168 276 5,711 5,373 1,321 6,052 10,709 2,338 | 11,970
Usable ailicqules m—v—cmamanmmnanean 1,824 639 4,403 3,974 205 1,879 7.905 L.571 | 9.476
Incownplere schedules —————-—- 473 8y 562 139 103 i 442 813 198 1,031
Refasals s 795 ¢ 224 951 284 | 1, 784 522
Renuiring alle ruates ——avase- 427 a2 1,077
[0 T B — 368 | Zéd 59 309 284 593 T07 522 1,229
Rejouted scheduleg ® e . 76 18 94 | 109 29 138 187 47 234
i :
Perrcent
| ! { T
Avsigument addressey —--—------ -- 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 lon. o t00.0
Vacant unitg -----oome oo 4.6 7.6 i 5.9 8.3 5.3 8.0
NO CONLACLS ——-—-—smem e rm————— 8.8 10,1 i 9.4 1.9 4.3 8.9
|
{ |
Eitlective sample of full-yrar | i
cu! - | 1oo.0 100.0 100.0 100, 0 100, 0 100, 0 100.0 | 100.0 100. 0
Usahle schedules sm-———emmauenan { 74.0 65.0 78. ¢ 74.0 68.5 R0. 6 73.8 .2 79.2
Incomplete venedules ~—mmmamm— J 9.2 9.2 9.8 6.3 7.8 7.3 7.8 0.5 8.6
Relusals ~mesmem—m—eee— [ 15.4 23,1 1Q.4 17.7 21.5 9.8 16,7 22.1 10,1
Rejected schedules -— 4| 1.8 1.6 2.0 2.2 2.3 1.7 2,0 J
| !

Includes Anchorape, Alaska, which was surveyed for 1959,

The sampling proccdure provided that a specific substtute address was to be drawn from an alteruate sample, if the
unil I the master sample was vacant or the addcess could net be located, na contact could be made with the occupants, or
the occupants refuserd ar were unable lo give lthe mimmum information required to cornplete a nonresponsr sheet,

The potential nuinber of consumer umits (CU'!s) from whormn a schedule could be expeclted after altcrnate assignmeat
addresacs were substituled, e.g., for 1960, 5,168 + 970 - 427 = 5,711,

Vaiant units recarded herc for the master saimnple were unoccupied second living quarlers found at address {rom
which a schedule was ohtiined from wvccupants of first living quarrers and thersluce no alternate was drawn,

No contactd with occupants al alternate ass:gnment addreasses or with addiuonal consumer uniis found at addresses
in master sampiy; uo {urther substitution possible.

All CU's residing at a sample addreds werr eligible [or saclusion in the survey excepl for the Lme (n the survey
year cuaring which they were Nving in military cwnps, posis, or rescrvations (other than pertods of 45 days or leas in a
reserve or National Cuard unit); in inoltutions. in rural comrmunitins (applivable wuly for 1960 and dropped far the 1961
survey which was extended lu rural areas); abroad (exct‘.pt on vacalion, ¢ic.}, or were membera of another cunsumer unit.
For purpoaes af tabulation. however, the sample included only full-ysar consumer units, 1.6.. anits with al {eas? 1 member
whe was ehgible for the entire survey year.

Respondents in the maater sample whu gavs the mimirnum information to complele a nonresponse sheet hus refused
or were unahle to parlicipdate rarther an the survey; and all respondeats at zlternate assignmenl addresses who refused lo
parriripate, regirdless of whether they gave camplete information lur the nonresponse sheer,

Schedules counted as camplete in the field but rejecled after review in Waahington.

B-5. Analysis of returns for the 1961 CES rural noofarm sample, inside and outside metropolitan areas

, Insade ! Ouinide Total
ltem metronalitan | metropolitan Tural
dareas i areas’ nonfaem
Number
Assiynment addresses in mastér sample fammesm——e———— .. 36 1,761
Net tranzfers of addreasrq ¥ oo . P, 1c 134
Assignment addresscs requiring alternates® ——--—— 181 132
Additional CU's at cuntacted addresses —---- e -— 28 58
Toral CU's visited or attempled-—————--- R —— 9be 2.08%
Inefigible CU 5t JE— 10
Addresses requiting allernates 187 132
Vacant anits in alrernate annplrs...._._...__. 24
No cantacts in alternate ::.‘nmp’.t:5 ane 10 n
Part-year CU's ¢ 8 7
Total not effective sample- [ 232
Usable schedules --- (o8 1,677 2,285
fncomplete schedules 40 48 St
Relugaly ¥ 61 %6 157
Rejected schedulea? 10 8u 56
lotal effective sampie ot tullayear CU's samcomoamnans 9 1,917 2.636
Percent
Effective sample of full-year CU's 100.0 1600.0 100.0
Upuble schedules 84.5 8/7.5 36,7
Incomplete schedules PV S, 2.6 in 3.7
Mefuaal — e .5 5.0 6.0
Rejected schedulue V.4 4.5 3.0
I |

L' The BDureau of Labor Statistics was regpongible for collectng drra from consuimer unlts (CU's) in rural nonfarm avecas

wnside Standard Metropalitan Statiancal Arcas (SMSA) and the U.S. Department of Agriculture from those in rural nonfarm
arcas autswde SMSA's,

The sumpling procedure provided that a specafic substitute addresz was to be drawn [rom un allurnale sample if the
unit in the master sample was vacant or the address could nnt be lacated, no cuitldet could be made with the occupanta, or
the occnpants refused or were anable to give rthe minimum information required Lo complete a nonresapar-=ecshect,  Data were
nof available ta RIS (o classify the schedules cequiring alternates tn the USDA sample in the sume detail u» was dane for
the BLS sample.

Sonte assigmments were made incorrectly on the hasis nf the housing unil surveys, If BLS interviewera found a farm
cperator at an address, the assignment was rranaferred 1o UUSDA; similarly. 1t an address originally assigned to USDA did
not inc'nde a farm aperator. it was returned to BLS.  Withic USDA, transters were made between thelr samples of rural
aonfarm and rural farm famalies.

All CU's resading at a sample address were eligible for wnclusinn in the survey except lor lime an the survev year
duriiiy winch they were living 1n military camps, posta, or regervations (other than periods of 45 days or lesa in a reserve
or National Cuard nnit); in institations; abroad (excepl on vacation, atc,); vr were members af anather CU. For purposes
of tabularion, howrver, the sampie included only full-year CU's i1.e,, umts with at least I membar who was eligible for thy
entire survey year.

Yacant units or po contacts with occupants at altcrnale assignment addresses or with addinional consumer unita found
at addresses in master sample; no further substitation posrsihle,

Respondents in the master sample who gave ‘he minunum mformation o complete a nonresponse bheel Lut refused
pr were unable to participate further in the survey; and ali respondents at alternale assignment acdresses who retused to
participate, regacdlesy of whether they gave complete informatien for the nonresponue shesl.

Sehedulas counted as complete in the field bur rejected aftes review in Washington.




B-6. Comparison of weekly food expenditures of CES housekeeping families who
responded in 3 surveys with those who responded in 1 or 2 surveys,

Cincinnati, Ohio, 1960 and 1961

Reporting period

| Number of
lamilies

Average weekly cxpenditures

i sarupie Per family Per person' Per maal
June 8-July 7, 1960. [nlerview—

Total Teportng 227 $21.80 $7. 70 $0. 366
Cooperating 1n fall 126 21.82 7.74 308
Nunresponse 1n falt 10) 41,78 7. 64 .303
Cuouperating In spring 1361 ——— 49 e, 76 R. D4 lg¢
Nunresponse in spring 1964 -—— 178 21,58 T 61 ) 362

Ocl. [7=Nov. 18, 1960 Reinterview—

Total repertung -- 126 20. 2y 6.90 L3271
Cooperatimg in spring 1961 ——cvemmmee 49 22,96 7.78 370
Nuurewponse in spring 1961 ———-aea 77 19. 05 6. 31 00

Apr, 26=Tune 6, 1961: Majl—
Total reporting 49 26.52 9. 14 . 463

' .
Buased on average househuld sizc.

B.7. Estimated number of consumer units in universe, numher giving
and effective weights or expansion factors, all urbanizarions, by region

usable 1960-61 CES schedulcs,

Crbanizarion and localion maide
and outside SMSA’s

United States

Tutal

Northeast

I |
!erth Central Suuth

West

Total urban and rural coom— e

luside SMSA's
Qurside SMSAls --- -

Urban
luswde SMSA's ¢
Outside SMSA's !

Rural nonfarm -

Instde SMSA's! A
Qutside SMSA'g
Fairn operators
Nonnpcrators

Rural farm
Ins.de SMSA's
Qutside SMSA's

“otal urban and rural —~

Inside SMSA!s —
Outorde SMSA'S .

Urkan
Inaide SMSA's "
Outlvide SMSA's !

Rur«l nendarm
Inside SMSA's!
Outside SMSA’s

Farm operators -
Nvnuperastors -

Rural farm
Inside SMSA's
OQueside SMSA's i

Urban .
Rural nonidarm
Inside SMSA’s
Ot side SMSA'S
Farm operators —rm—eemmnm e o
Nonopcrators
Ruzal farin

Utimate we:ghts (gslitualed nwinber of consumer units 1n universe)

S5, 30¢, 253 14, 199, 451 15,774, 941 16, 566, 57b &, T6&, 285
35,217, 347 11, 440, 698 9, 382,42% | 8,072, 283 6, 340,931
20, 068, 906 2,757,753 o, 392, 506 | 8,193, 293 2z, 425, 154
|
40, 130, 895 '1,705,292 | 11,135.161 | 10, 324,457 6,965,985
31, 804, 1582 LU, 397, 503 8,488,754 | 7,060, 484 5,857,410
8 320, 743 1,307, 788 2, 61h, 407 | 3, 203,971 b, 108, 575
11,663, 237 i, 250, 515 3,273, 325 | 1, 056, 154 1, 482, 943
1, 094, Re9 37k, 239 781, S44 | 911, 659 430, 287
&, 508, 108 1,279, 276 2,471,981 | 3,744,795 1, 052, 656
27, 52) 7,032 14, 8BR | 40, 069 14,632
8,471,187 L 271, 3ad 2,457,003 | 3,704, 726 1, 038, 024
3,512,121 cis, 694 1, 36v, 455 | 1,585,665 317,357
138, von 71,055 112,337 | 102, 140 53, 234
3,173, 455 173,689 1,254,118 | i, 484, 525 2k4, 123
|
Number of cons.mer units giving vsable sencdules
135,728 3,248 4, 002 4, :50 2, 228
8, 476 2, 565 2,432 1,911 1, 568
3,832 663 I, 650 Z, 269 660
9, 476 2,677 L, 722 2, 307 1,770
1,679 2, 308 2,197 | 1,676 1, 438
1, 797 309 525 1 631 332
2, 285 406 628 | 248 103
608 154 174 176 104
1,077 254 454 772 199
48 4 16 2t 7
1,629 248 138 751 192
1,967 145 742 4 925 155
18y 43 6l | 59 Z6
1,178 102 o8 866 129
Effective weaiphts {expansion factors)
M My th "
Q) (*) ‘ ") ")
1,983, 0 2, 180.5 ‘ 1,908.0 2, 090.3
5,126, 4 5,609.8 | 4,91%.1 5, A06.
1,607%.4 1,841.4 L, 714, 2 2,047.5

87

See appendix table P-8 for sampling strala representiug this pupulativn segment.




B-8. Estimated number of consumer units in universe, number giving usable 1960-61 CES schedules,
and effective weights or expansion facrors, urban and rural nonfarm population,'

by ccgion and sampling stratum

—— e e e

B-8. Fstimated number of comumer units in universe, number giving usable 1960-61 CES schedules,

and effective weights or expansion factors, urban and rural nonfarm population,’

by region and sampling stratum—Continued

Urban, 1960-01} Rural nonfarem, 1961
Regton, population stratum, Crry Estunated . P Estimated R
glm:auinpSMS:\, or city codl number of Numher of Expansion | number of Numﬂbe;‘ of Expansion
CU's in usable factor CU's «n usable facyor
A schedules Y schedules
universe aniverse
Northeast—1nside SMSA'y —————e 10, 397, 504 2, 368 971, 239 154
Population 1, 400, 000 and vver—
Boston, Mass 07 802,910 268 2, 795. 9 39, 281 9 4, 504, 6
New York, N. Y 36 3, 55¢, 189 448 7,929. 4 647,718 15 4,647, 9
Nartheastern Now Irrfey e 37 1, 240, 402 350G b 4843 414, 182 |3 4,034. 7
Pliladvlohia, Pa 41 1,201, 8845 313 3,846, 3 116, 232 12 9, 086. 0
Putsburgh, Pa 42 628, GO7 123 l,944. 3 1, 767 14 7,983, 4
Ponniation 250, 000 to 1, 400, 00—
Buffalo, N Y 08 862, (17 139 4, 335. 3 165, 344 2l 7,871 5
Hartfurd, Conn 23 836, 874 175 4, 760. 4 139, 2357 L1 v, ©30. 3
Papulatinn 50, 000 to 250, 000—
lancaster, Pa -- 28 Lid, S54¢ 151 4,136.0 142,639 25 5,705. 6
Portland, Mdine - 43 646, 078 L35 4, 785. 8 14¢, 639 b 5, 486. |
Northeast- - cutside SMSA'S —m ——0 1, 307, 788 309
Pepulatian 2, 500 to 50, 000—
Burlington, Vi - 53 198, 109 52 3,809. 8 - - -
Kingstun, N. Y nan 26 243,827 47 5,187.8 - - -
Lewistown, Pa 61 218, 601 41 q,331 8 - - -
Athol, Mass 52 143, 827 60 1, 063, 8 - - -
Millville, N.J 4 19¢, 106 SO 3,430.5 - - -
Southbridge, Mags ——-——r——r——mamm e 47 21, 36 53 3, 987,12 - - -
North Central-—uside SMSA's —_— 8, 18K, 754 2,197 781, 344 174
Papularnion 1,400, 0G0 and over—
Chicago, 1 1l 1,927, 37) 371 5,195, 85, 0ol 12 7,088. 4
Clevelund, Ohio — 12 514,912 234 1,741, 2 13,327 i 1, 211, 5
Detroit, Mach 17 1, 068, 644 290 3, 685 0 56,982 13 4,283.2
St Youis, Mo 44 545, 701 319 1,710.7 44, 647 11 4, 058. 8
Populatiun £50, QD0 to 1, 400, 0C0~—
Lndianapolis, Ind 25 975,022 173 S, 641, 2 74, 985 23 3,260, 2
Dayten, Ohie 15 914, 927 180 5, DRI 9 &1, 412 25 a, 256, 5
Wictita, Kans 51 687, 202 189 i 4,094, ¢ 74,985 19 3,94¢. &
Pupulativon 50, Q00 v 250, 000—
Cedar Rapids, Jowa ———— = —on 09 557, 1264 125 4,459, 4 102, 287 22 4,649, 4
Champaign-Urbana, lil —————-— 10 576, 007 1206 4,571.5 137,281 17 B, 116.5
Creen Bay, Wis -- 22 523, L4 130 4, 0248, 0 109, 677 21 5,222.17
Nurth Central=—vutside SMSA's =mmemmscmnemen o — 2, bdh, 407 B3
Pupulalivn £, 500 to U, 0G0—
Devila Lake, N. Dak--——-——rreemereas 18 236, 150V 49 4,819, 4 - -
Findlay, Ohio — 20 268,722 55 4,880, 9 - - -
Lasalle, M1 60 251, 385 55 4, 570. 6 - - -
Niles, Mich 18 268,722 61 4,405.3 - - -
Owatanna, Minn 65 268, 722 48 5,598.4 - - -
Cambridge, Ohio 54 3L, 718 45 7,249.3 - - -
Craokstan, Minn 11 288, 628 61 4,731.6 - - -
Lougansport, Ind 29 278, 320 50 S, 566, 4 - - -
Manhattan, Kans 62 251, 385 15 5, 586.1 - - -
Menasha, Wis 64 22¢, 655 58 3,838.9 - - -
Svullmauside SMSA'- 7, 46, 484 1, 676 311, 659 176
Populzlion I, 400, 00—
Baltirnore, Md 05 d04, 342 313 1, 496, 3 4,994 Lz 5 116, 2
Washington, D. C 50 S85, 345 323 1,812, ¢ 42, 365 L 3,258, 8
Pupulation 220, 000 to I, 40Q, 00—
Arlanta, Ga e L, 226, 024 198 6, 192.1 R, A52 19 ! 4, 5h0. h
Nallas, Tex 14 b, 204, 891 178 7,117.4 128, 58¢C 20 : 6, 429. 0
Nashyille, Tenn 5 1, 26a, 891 202 6, 302.9 120, 787 16 7,549.2
Population 50, 000 to 250, 000—
Ausun, Tex 03 593, 250 1510 5,393, 2 131G, 561 19 7,187, 4
Ortlando, rla 40 574, 113 106 5 416. 2 128, 285 25 5,131, 4
Baton Kouye, La 06 523, 456 112 L4, 6737 92,030 - 4,382, 4
MNurham, N.C ---ommo——— 19 550, L 7¢< 135 i 4y 8 111, 405 31 3,591 7

See toatnote al end of tuble.

Urban, 1960-61

Rural nnnfarm, 1961-

Rewion, populatwion stratum, City Estimated [, | b. ¢ Evtimated I
location SMSA, or aity code number nf Rumber o Exparsion | number o Number of i Expansion
CU's 1 usabie factor CU's usable [sct
C schedules | | scheduiles ©r
wiliverse univeree
South—outs;de SMSAlS 3,263,973 631
Dopulation 2, 500 io 50, 000—
Cleveland, Tenn 55 Z80, 626 43 6,665. 7 - -
Griffin, Ga &9 237, 490 Gl 5, 893.3 - i -
McAllen, Tex . 31 731, 893 | EK] 6,076, 1 - -
Reserve, La N3 237,490 | b4 3,710, 8 - -
Union, 8. C 43 244, 475 S50 4, 889.5 - -
Vicksburg, Miss a9 258, 755 55 4,72¢.8 - .
Flurence, Ala 2h 268, 134 54 4,Yb5, 4 - -
Gainesville, Tex 57 307, 857 36 5, 497, 4 - -
Mangum, Okla 3l 307, 85T 50 b, 157, 1 - -
Martinsville, Va . 13 217,072 S5 5,037, 7 - -
Okmulpea, Oklz &4 313, 698 48 6, £60, 4 - -
Sebring, Fla &7 286, 626 5% 5, 028, 5 - -
West—inside SMSA's —— S, 857, 410 i, 448 430, 287 104
Population |, 400, 000—
Los Angeles—Long Beach, Calif —-— 30 2,191,078 3RS 5, hd48&, 7 24, 597 10 2,459,
San Francisco—Osakland. Calii 4a 965, b2t 302 3. 187.4 140,479 12 3,373,
Populativn ¢50, 000 16 1, 100, 000
Seatile, Wash 46 978, 430 209 4,68:.5 125,721 Z2 5 714, ¢
Denver, Colo 16 946, 868 20¢ 4,641, % 90, 191 L 5, 636,
Honolulu, Hawau 24 136, 783 215 636. 2 37, 886 17 2,228.
Population 50, 00U (u 250, 000— |
Bakersfield, Calf e —— 04 638, 025 120 5 3167 11y, 413 27 4,126.
Wesl—wulridae SMSA's 1,108,578 332
Pupulataivn ¢, 500 w0 50, 000—
Anchorage, Alaska — 0l 26,513 134 197.7 - -
Callup, N. Mex 58 245, 674 28 4, 233. 8 - -
Klamath Falls. Qreg——- vmeon— — 27 4¢, 18y | 44 7,771.0 - -
Eureka, Calif .- 56 290, 142 f 42 &,912.9 - -
Oreur, Ulan : 39 201, 857 54 13,7751 - -
I
' Inside SMSA's anly.
89
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B-10. Number of consumcr units giving usable CES schedules, by income class, tamily size,
and region, toral urban and rural United States, 1960-61'

Family s:ze and

T

Mboney 1ncoilie ufter raxes

gevgraphic regian Totul Under ‘ EL ,'ETTU SZEDW TL'UOOO M -1iOOUO
B $1.000 51,999 $2,999 $1,999 £4,999
All consumer units.

Un:ted Siates - 13,728 S35 1.404 1,509 1,580 1,799
Northeasl ——- e e 3,228 74 240 281 342 448
North Centrai —--—-———— o 4,092 153 363 425 164 560
South 4,180 ZER 635 435 572 511
Weat 2,228 40 168 167 2uz 274

) person:

United Siates - 1,956 320 G632 357 208 2iz
NOrtheust se—————mmee— — . 190 60 144 94 £ 59
North Central --- - — s 500 93 170 110 72 55
Santh-—- 537 137 152 97 58 46
West 369 30 97 56 64 5¢

2 persans.

United Statey 4,084 139 548 638 h456 259
Northeast 945 13 79 127 137 143
North Central meemmme—m——— - o 1. 206 37 125 ig89 116 137
Southt - -— 1.294 83 267 444 173 161
West 619 & S7 78 70 78

3 persans:

United Statea 2-486 24 143 zQl 292 383
Northeast -——— 618 - 12 a4 59 929
North Central —— e 732 7 33 Se 79 122
South = 783 17 90 115 126 106
West ~ 353 - 5 10 Z8 S6

4 persons:

United States - 2,241 17 6o i 201 280
Northeast —-——----a ——— e 558 - 3 18 3y 76
North Central —e———m e~ - 676 3 14 37 b4 87
South . 637 11 44 47 g6 B1
Weal 270 - 3 9 12 36

5 peTsons:

Unuted Staleb - - 1,449 12 43 73 106 184
Northeast - - 347 - 1 9 te 41
Narth Central 141 3 n 15 30 56
Soutli—---- e eemman e 401 6 31 19 48 62
Wesl 260 3 - 0 T2 25

b persors or more.

Uialed Statra r.512 23 63 iz0 157 181
Norlhgast « - 2170 1 1 Y 17 30
North Central - 477 7 8 23 43 69
South 523 14 51 23 81 55
West-—-- v 247 1 4 16 27

Z persens or more:

Unitnd States ——— e 10,772 FAL: 843 1,152 1.312 1,587
Nartheast 2,738 14 96 187 268 389
North Centrat 3,53 60 [ 316 392 LY B!
South - 3, 643 131 483 538 514 165
West l,85% 1¢ Tl 111 138 222

Sce footnote at end nf 1able,

B-10. Numbecr of consumer units giving usable CES schedules, by income class, family size,
and region, total urban and rural United Scaces, 1960-6L' —Continued

—

Family sfze and

Money intome after raxes

. . . P . 10, S , 0
geographic region ‘Mwoob Sﬂ?‘;ﬁoo L lsor K3 owooo 13.““‘00
£5,999 37.499 $9.999 $14,999 over
All consumcer unies,

United States --- 1,7.° 2,061 1,857 971 293
Northeabl --  --o———mrmaa e 445 549 500 260 8y
North Central -- 550 bet 592 276 81
Sauth ---- -~ 445 : a2 07 196 49
Weol -——--- 277 419 368 239 74

1 peraomn:

Uniled STatrq —vemmmmmmeae e - Y4 ! 83 39 17 3
Northeast--- - 18 | 26 8 4 3
North Ceniral ~—--+ + o een 31 18 6 5 -
South ---- 24 12 T 4 -
West R 21 H 1R q -

Z persony:

Unired Statéo ————-- -cmm—mmmemrma e 504 504 399 83 4
Northcast EEER 150 140 Vo1 43 2
North Central —meemmmmma oo 158 150 130 51 13
Seuath - 114 122 77 28 15
Wesl s e e 8z 112 85 51 20

3 persons:

United States - 355 417 394 IA%] 59
Northeast 104 e 117 63 22
North Central -v---——ewmmeme e - 17 121 120 57 22
Saurh - 91 98 &4 S50 6
Weat 43 78 73 48 9

4 persons.

United Statey - 338 480 447 228 67
Narthecast RN 79 135 120 75 13
North Central 104 142 140 64 16
South - 96 11a 106 41 15
West 5q i 99 Rl 48 23

S persons:

United Slates 215 301 2938 162 Se
Noartheast —--- 52 49 86 40 13
North Central 71 . X 93 46 22
South 56 63 57 34 5
Weaot—--— 39 53 G2 42 12

& parsons or mwia;

United States - - 208 270 280 63 38
Northeast - - 42 ' 61 [V 35 12
North Central 69 04 103 53 2]
South - &4 67 66 29 8
West 33 48 49 16 10

2 persouns or mare:

United States - 1,623 1,978 1,88 954 z290
Northeast 427 523 492 256 86
North Central 519 603 586 2l gl
Sauth- 421 460 390 192 49
West — — 256G 392 350 235 74

1 Entries for the West and U.S.

include total tur Anchanrage, Alaska,

which war surveyed for 1959.
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B-1l.  Estimates of absolute und rclative sampling errocs for sclected items reported

the 196061 CES urbzn sample

by consumer upits in

. Unfted North |
G L 1 or .
roup or item Slutes Northeast Certral J South Wesl
Total expendilures for current consumption: ‘
Avera?c — - §5,393, 00 $4,R34. 00 $5,272.00 $4, 769, 00 %5, 777.09
Sampling vrror .- 46. 00 &1, 00 61. 00 114.00 116, 00
Relative arror (percent) .9 1.4 1.2 2.4 2,0
Food, toral:
F‘\vern'gr‘ . - 1,309.00 1,403, 00 i, Z03. 00 1.11a.00 1,366, 00
Sampling error - o, 0o 1800 7. 00 z1. 00 40. 00
Relative error (percen?) oeemaommeen o .8 1,2 .6 1.9 2.9
Food away from home:
Average 274. 00 303.00 ¢93.00 2329.00 311.00
Samipling €TrOr . e L 5.00 8.00 10, 00 12,00 11. 00
Relative ervor (percent) o - 1.9 e 6 4.1 4.9 34
Huusing, total:
Avcrd_ge . 1,594, 00 1,746.00 1,563, 00 1,408, 00 1, 6614, 00
Sarmpling ecror ___- 18, a0 39.00 23,00 LR 20.00
Relative erroa (percenr) 1,1 ¢, 2 1.5 3.1 1.2
Shelter, fuel, Mghe, erc.;
Average - 991. a0 1, 143,00 985, 60 820, DO 1,025.00
Samplittg €rrUT i e 10. 60 25, U0 12. 00 22.00 14. 00
Relative error (percemt) o o 1.0 2.2 1.2 2.7 1.3
Reuted dwelling, total:
A\rcra_ge = e 324. DO 401}, 00 3104, 00 745,00 345, 00
Sampling error 5.00 12.060 6. 00 9. 00 13. 00
Relatlve error (percent) .o e 1.5 2.9 2.0 3. 8 3.7
Owned dwelling, total:
Averape . 380,00 388. 00 399. 0o 425.00 419. 00
Snmp!lng error 8. 00 16.00 10. 00 20, 00 16.00
Relative errov (percent) oo o 2.\ 4.2 2. b 6.1 3.8
Taxes due 1n gurvey year, on owned dwelling:
Avr_rn‘gn 44 J11. G0 137. 00 124.00 6/, 00 110.00
Sampling crror — 3. 00 .00 5. 00 6. 00 8. 00
Relative error (pereent) .. . 2.1 2. 8 3,7 9.2 6.9
Houaehald operat:uns, total:
{\veragc - 31900 138. 00 291, 0D 316. 0V 338.00
Sampling error o 5.00 9. 00 8. Q0 13,00 5.00
Relative error (pevesat) oo o 1.5 .7 2.6 4.1 1.5
Lucal telephane:
Average .. — 69. 00 81.00 65, 00 57.00 70.00
Sampling error . — 1. 00 1. v 1. 00 2.00 2. 00
Relative arror (pereent) 1.1 1.0 1.8 3.9 2. 6
Housefurnishings and equipment:
Avera'_se .- 477,00 285.00 272. 00 265.00 292. 00
Sampling error — . - .00 7.00 7.00 11,00 12.00
Relative ervor (percent) .o - e 1.6 2.3 2.7 4.1 4.0
Household textilea, vowal:
Averaye 36. 00 41, 00 33, 00 3z.00 37.00
Sampling ervor 1. 00 2. 00 2. 00 <, 00 2.00
Relative error (pervent) oo oo — 2.4 3.9 5.0 5, 4 4.7
Towels:
Average — 2.00 1. 00 2. 00 2. 00 2.00
Sampling error —~i .08 .19 .12 13 .15
Relative error (percent) 3.4 7.4 5.4 &3 6. 2
Furniture, lotal:
/\vera‘ge - 83, 00 86, 00 84. 60O 77.00 86.00
Sampling error - 2. 00 4.00 2.00 5. 00 4,00
Relative ervor (percent) o 2.4 4.6 2.5 6. & 5.0
Major appliances, total:
I\vera‘gc_ - - 76. 00 59.00 £5. 00 75,00 73.00
Sampling error - 1.00 2. 00 4,00 3.00 3. 00
Relative rrror (percent) 1.8 3.1 3,7 3.9 3.9
Whashing machines:
.’_\vrrﬁge — 13, 00 12,00 13. 00 l12.00 15.00
Sampling erroy 1. 00 (%) 1. 00 1,00 200
Relative errar (percent) 4.4 3.9 9.0 10. 0 13.8

See footnotes al end of table.

‘Bl Estimates of absolute and relative sampling errors for selected items reported by consumer units in

the 1960-61 CES urban sample—Continued

. N h
Group or ttem ! I;It‘;t:': Northeast C:r:Lral South Westl
Smaltl appliances, total:
Average — $7.00 $7. 00 %7.00 $9. 00 7. 0Q
Sarnplitlg €rror e et s .25 .33 .45 .67 .54
[Relative ervoT (PErCenl) mmmmmmmmmmmsamacccceer - 3.4 5,0 h. 3 7.4 7.8
Hougewares, tolal:
Average — RN i4.00 15. 00 13.00 13. 00 17. 00
Sampling ecror — 1,00 1. 00 1.00 1.00 2. Q0
Relative exror (percent) 3.9 8.0 5.2 7.3 10.2
Clothang, (naleriuls, services:
AVeTAQe e 554, 00 620. 00 519, 00 506. 00 561. 00
Sampling error 7.00 12. 00 10. 00 15. 00 12. 00
Relative error (percent) 1.3 2.0 1.8 3.8 z.2
Men, L8 years aud over—
Clothing, toral:
AVEragy mmme et e 144, 00 163,00 139. 00 127. 090 148, 00
Sampling error o e 2,00 3.00 4,900 5. 00 6. 00
Relative error (percent) ———ew eeee = 1.5 2, ! 27 4.0 2.9
Suily. sports coats, and trouarrs:
Average - 43.00 50. 00 40,00 38. 00 42.00
Sampling error [ ). Lo 1. 00 2,00 2.00 3. 00
Relatlve error (percent) o o . 2.1 2.9 4.3 4.5 6.2
Hosiery:
Average 6.00 7. 00 6.00 5. 00 7. 00
Sarnpling error - e 10 13 LB . 20 . 35
Reladve errer (percent) — o 1.6 1Ly 0 3.9 5.2
Doys. 16 and 17—
Clothing, tetal:
AVEragy mm—mam e e 7.Q0 &. 00 8, 00 6. 00 5. 00
Sampling error ,48 .91 .98 1.04 .61
Relative error (percent) omoi oo 7.0 1.8 12.9 17.4 12.1
Swils, spoTLs coals, and Lrouscys:
Avelage 2,00 2. @0 2.00 1. 00 1. 00
Sarnpling error 11 .21 .23 Al .19
Relative ¢Tror (PETCENT) mmmonrm e - 7.1 10.5 k3.0 17.0 19. 6
Hosiery:
Average . 30 , 30 .36 .27 .25
Sampling error . a2 , 02 .05 .04 . 0%
Relative rrror {percent) e 6.6 7.3 13,2 13,9 ez
Boys, 210 15—
Clothing, tolali
Average ——— 47.00 47. 00 47.00 43, 00 52. 00
Sampling error 1. 00 3.00 2. 00 2. 00 3. 00
Relative ereor (Percent) — oo 2.6 6.0 4,3 4.7 5.2
Suita, Aports coals, and trousers:
Average 8.00 9. 00 6. 00 7. 00 7.00
Sampling error .29 . b7 .59 .47 .33
Relative ¢error (percent) amemo o et 3.6 7.1 7.4 6.7 4.7
Shoes:
Average S, 10.00 9. 00 10. 00 9. 00 12, 00
Saempling errer - .26 .57 ! 46 . 05
Relative crvor (percent) — e mm 2.6 6.1 4.} 5.4 5.2
Wormen, 18 years and over—
CloUung, total:
AVETREE cmmeme et 216. 00 ¢53. 00 206. DO 191. 00 Z0L. 00
Sampling error 4.00 B, VL 5. 00 B. 00 7. 00
Relative crror (percent) 1. 6 3.1 2.3 4.1 3.3
Drcsses:
Average - . 317. 00 43. 00 35.00 34, 00 34. 00
Sampling crror _ 1.00 1. 00 1,00 2. 00 2. 00
Relative vrcur (percent) —viiien 0 3.2 2.8 5.8 4.8
Hosiery:
Average —— 17.00 Z2. 00 17. 00 14. 00 16. 00
Sampling error - .31 ., 63 .44 .78 .43
Relative error (percent) mmmeme 1.8 2.9 2. 6 5.4 2.7

Sec fgolnotes at end of table.
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B.11. Estimates of absolute and relative sampling erfors for selected items reported by consumer unils in
¢he 1960-6 CES urban sample—Conrinued
. ited North
Group ur 1tem ! ‘;;‘;::s Northeast Canrl.ral South West
Girlg, 16 and 17—
Clothing, totals
Average $10. 00 $12.00 $11.00 $9.G0 $8. 00
Sampling crror — __— - 1. 00 1.0Q 2. 00 2. 00 1,00
Relative vrrer {perceat 7.6 10. 2 13.2 22,7 16. 0
Dresses:
Average _ - e emmaaa 1. DO 1. 00 1.00 1. 60 1. 00
Sumpling e¢rror - .10 .22 .18 .21 17
Relative error (peveeat) mammmeoeemes - 8,2 15. 3 12. 6 20. 5 18. 6
Hoesiery:
Average - .67 .87 .90 .40 LB
Sampling ereor . .06 15 .12 .08 .05
Relative error {percent) e e 8. 8 7.1 13.2 20.3 12.6
Girly 210 17—
Cliothing, total:
fveTage 54. Q¢ 57.00 83.00 49.00 60,00
Satmpling 65Ol e e o e 1. 00 1.00 2. 00 EROY 5.00
Rolative errofr (Percenl) mmmmme—am-—o—emm. 2.5 2.6 4.4 b9 8,0
Dresses;
Average 7. 00 6. 00 6. UU 7.00 8. 00
Sampling €rr0T e aamar .23 .18 , 48 .47 .15
Relative ertorx (percent) mom e 3.3 3.0 7.4 6.2 9, 2
Shoear
Average 9. 00 9. 00 9. 00 9.00 12.00
Sarmnphing error .21 .3 .36 .50 .86
Relative error (percent) e o 2.6 3.5 4, 1 5.8 7.3
Children under 2—
Clothing, total:
Average &.00 6. 00 7.00 4.00 7.00
Sampling e¢rror — .22 .53 .34 37 A%
Relative error (pereent) mmmmmen e 3.7 8.9 4.9 4. 3 6.9
Clothing upkeep, tofal:
Average S8.00 62.00 54. 00 60.00 %7, 00
Sampling error 1.00 L. oo 2. 00 3.00 kU
Relauve error (percent) 1.8 1.6 3.1 5.5 2.1
Tranaportation, total:
Average Loaan 792. 00 749.00 guz, bo 743.00 924.00
Sampling exros 11. 00 10, 00 23,00 24.00 55,00
Relative error (percent) 1.4 1.3 2.9 3.2 3,7
Auntormnobile purchase:
AVErage wme— 309. 00 283,00 327. 00 292.00 348.00
Sampling eTTOT e 9. 00 12. 00 2y, 00 18.00 27.00
Relative srrar (percent) 1.0 4.4 6.2 G, 1 7.7
Gasoline:
Average 165. 00 )32.00 175. 00 168. 60 201.00
Sampling crror 2. 00 2, 00 1. 00 6. 00 9. 00
Relaltive error (percent) 1.5 | 2.2 3.4 4.4
Local pudblic transportation:
Average 8. 40 62.00 33,00 ¢5. 0L 21.00
Sampling error 1. 00 2.00 2. 00 iy 2. 00
Relatdve error (percent) 2.8 3.6k 4.8 9.2 10. 8
Medieal care, total:
Average - 355, 00 367.00 34100 319.00 411 00
Sampling error - 4.00 10.00 7. 00 5.00 7.00
Relative error {percent) 1.1 2.1 ¢ 1 1. G 38
Prepaid care and hospitahization:
Avcrage 91,00 88. 00 99. 00 82.00 97.00
Sampling error ... 2.00 3,00 4. 00 1.00 2.00
Kelstive error [percent) ——— 1,9 3.5 3.7 4.7 1.1

See footnnies at end of table.

iB-1i.  Estimates of absolute and relative sampling errors for selected icems reported by comsumer upits jn

.the 1960-61 CES urban sample—Continued

Group or 1em ! United North
P States Northeast Central South
Physiciang, etc., nut in bospllals
Average N §58. 00 g6 7
. 4,00 $57. 6D $50.0
Sample error _. 1. 00 2,00 2. 00 z 03
Relatfve ervor (percent) o oooo o .. E.9 3,1 3 7 3 8
Personal care, 1oral:
Average . 155. 00
- . 157, 00 150, 00 187,
S.xmp!(ng eryon - - ¢. 00 3. 00 2, 00 51 gg
Relative prror (Perient) ooaoommmemoooe 1,0 2.2 1 6 Z 2
[lair cuts, men «¢nd hovs:
Average 35.00
; - . 34.00 13,
Sampling error - - (%) 1. 00 1 gg 1%. gg
Relative errat (Percent) e o oo, 1.2 1.7 2.0 3.1
Personal care supplies:
Average 83, 00
A : - . 83,00 80. 00 .
ban:p!mg rrror 1. 00 2,00 1. a0 8‘: 33
Relative error {prrcent) e 1.0 2.1 1.3 Z.3
Recreation, total:
Average o 217, 00 220. 00
. . 214.00
Samplhng €rror - R 3. 00 5.00 16 00 13(77» gg
Relative error (percent) 1.6 2.4 30 3 4
Moviex:
Averdge o . ¥8. 00

g . zZ1.00
Sampling error .. ._ .37 78 e gg " gg
Reladive error (percent) 2.1 3.6 35 5.0

Reading, total:
Average 19, CO
: — . 57.00 50, 0U .
Snmp!lng erior . - ). 00 1.00 2. 00 43 (O)g
Relative crror (percenty — .o .. 1.7 2.5 £ 4.8
Fducation. total:

Average

- 60. 00 70 £

Saiupling error - 3. 00 7' gg 5:- gg *t o0

Relative ¢rror (percent) . 4,7 ') 8 8 1 5:?02
Personal insutancur

Average - 323.00 3

- . 41.00 330. 06 29e.

Sawipling errnr 1. 00 8. DO 7. 00 ‘ié gg

Retative error {percent) 1.3 2.3 Z 0 > 7
Giiie and contmibutivns;

Average .. 302, 00 141, ¢0

Sampling error .. 7j 00 IZ‘ 00 ZT:‘?» 38 Z:; gg

Relavive errvor (pevcenmty . 2.2 5 4 ‘3 2 4 8
Moncy tncome heldre waxes:

Avetage 6, 678.00 ’

£ - , - 7,212, 00 6. 104. OO 5,752.00
Sarnpling error B — 72. 00 183, 00 76, 00 "132.00
Relatlve error (percent) o . 1.1 2.5 [ D Z 3

Wage and salary sarmuags:
Average 5, 192. 00 3,

: . . 5,591, 00 y,374.00 4.396. 00
Samp‘hng errar 53. 00 111.00 95. 00 92.00
Relative errerx (percent) o e - 1.0 2.0 1.8 2.1

Money income after taxes:
Average 5,8%0.00 (3
4 4 . . , 291,00 5,93%. 00 95, 154,00
Samiplhing error — 9. 00 150 00 64. 00 109. VO
Relative error (percent) 1.0 2.4 1.1 ’Z 1
Net rhange 1n assete and liabilities
Average
- 176. 00 89,00 326.00 128. 00
Samp!ing error 30. 00 67.00 48, 00 59.00
Relative crror {peTcent) 16.0 75. 4 4.7 4.6 1
Dividends:
Average 100. 00
N g . 153. 00 65. 00 97.00
iump!.mg €CrUT aoue 9. 00 24, 00 13.00 14. 00
alative error (percent) .. _ 8.9 15. 7 20. 8 14. 0

West

%64. 00
3.00
4.7

157, 00
2.00
1,2

33.00
1,00
J 1

88.00
2. 00
2. 6

(2. 00
11.00
4.1

19. 00

3.4

48.00
2.00
4.2

54.00
4, V0
8.1

329,00
15.00
4.5

320. 00
23.00
7.3

7, 112.00
152. 00
2, 1

£,409.00
129.00
2.1

6,251, 00
125.00
2.0

155.00
52.00
33,4

71.00
11,00
15.0

rd

g7

Average expenditures, income, etc. may differ sli ¢ i
. . € ghtly fxown thuse puhlished in CES reporis hecause of i
of Anchorage, Alaska, and Honolulu, Hawaii frorm the cemputalions of sampling error. ko < the wrnipsian
Less than $90.50. ©
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. . L . B-13. Distribution of consurmer units giving usable schedules in the 1960-61 CES nonfarm sample,*
B-12. Comparison of consumcr units giving usable schedules 2aod other consumer units in the 1960-61 Iby deaailed family characteristics gving P
_ CES wrban sample, by selected family characteristics
';' o o Oter? Number of conanmer units Percent dastribution
N 1V1Iy a € ¥r -
Characleristic Toral scbge::h:s {nonresponse) Code Characlerisuc Total .l Urban Ruial Total | Urhan Rural
- - - noufarm | i960—G1 nc;nr’lerm nonfarm 196061 n‘:nQ[Z;-m
i I'otal, consumer tntrs 12,298 9,476 2,822 -
All consumer units 11,647 9, 342 ¢, 285 100. 0 100. 0 100, 0
1 Inrarne before raxes:
Number reporting 11,062 9,476 1, 586 Headed byt
t 1 Male N . 9. 468 7,490 1.978 81.4 80. 2 86, 6
! Percentage distribution .. 100, 0 100, 0 100, 0 2 Fernale - —— 2,159 1, R52 307 18. 6 19. 8 13. 4
| Urder $1, 000 - J— 2.7 2.3 5.7 .
$1,0001t0 1,999 . 8.0 7.8 9.4 Education af head - 11,627 Y,342 2,285 100.0 160, 0 100. 0
$2,000 10 2,999 . 8.3 8.4 7.7 11 Less than 8 years ———— 1,857 1,313 544 1.0 14.1 23.8
$3,000 10 $3,999 . 9.4 9.1 10.6 12 8 years o 1,904 1,150 454 16,4 15.5 19, 9
$4,000 to $4, 999 - 10.4 10.3 10.8 23 9 through 1) years - 2,143 1,725 418 18. 1 18.5 18.3
§5, 000 to $5.999 e 11,4 11,6 10,7 2 12 years (high school graduate) v 2,946 2.458 488 25.3 26,3 214
$6,000 to $7,499 _ 15. 4 15. 6 13.7 35 13 through 15 vears - 1,099 952 147 9.5 10. ¢ 6.4
$7,500 to $9,999 ... 15,9 17. 8 11.3 36 16 years (collepe gradunte) mommmeeee - __ 897 790 107 7.7 8.5 4,7
810,000 w $14,999 - 12.4 12,6 11.9 17 More than 16 years (postgraduate) oo oo 490 423 67 4.2 3.6 2.9
$ 16,000 and OVer e oeomamiae e 5.1 4.6 8.2 14 Not reported - 291 231 . 60 2.5 2.3 Z. 6
Farmily size:
| Number reporting 11,4982 9,476 2,506 Family size 11,627 9, 142 2, ¢85 100.0 100. 0 100. 0
| 1 1.0 POraOm e e e 1,814 1, 545 269 5.0 16. 5 11. 8
| Percentage dlatribution 100. @ 100.0 100.0 22 1.1 1.9 perszons 181 iso0 11 1.6 1.7 1.3
! Single cunyumer 17.3 16.5 20.4 23 2.0tod.9persons o e 3,276 2,614 662 28.1 28.0 29.0
i 2 persons 29,2 29,7 27. 2 34 3.0 to 3.9 persons ... — 2,086 1,703 3823 17.9 18, 2 16. 8
I 3 persons 17. 6 18. 2 15.3 45 1.0 0 4.9 peryuns — 1, 905 1,545 360 16.4 16.5 15. 8
H 4 perrons 16. & 1.5 17.0 56 2,0 to 5.9 persons . 1,222 971 261 1.6 10. ¢ 1.4
| 5 porsuns . 10. 4 10.4 10.6 61 6.0 to 6.9 persons 612 450 162 5.3 4.8 7.1
I 6 persons or more 8.9 8.7 9.5 68 7.0t0 7.9 persans 286 210 76 2.5 2.2 3.3
69 4.0 persong and aver 235 154 gl 2.0 1.7 3.5
Age of family head:
Numlber reporting . 11, 897 9476 zael Family membership 1, 627 9, 342 2,285 100.0 160. © 100.0
! . . . i 1 Full-year members only (.. ———— -— 11, 038 8,082 1,956 56.3 86. 5 85. 6
| Pc’[?::;iggsd“"nbulwn 102‘, g log: g m,‘zv g 2 Full-year and part-yedr members - I,589 1, 260 329 137 13.5 14, 4
] 2510 34 ... _ 18, 9 19.5 16.4 3 Part-year members only wmeeemme - . (7) (%) () (% (%) (%)
34 1o 94 22.4 22,6 2l. 5
45 10 54 20,2 19. 9 21. 6 Relationship of fumily members —cewmme e 11,627 9, 342 &, 485 1na. 0 100. 0 100, 0
55 1o 64 - 16.3 15.6 19.0 { Stnple consumer . _ 1,806 1,541 268 15. 0 16 5 11. 7
65 t0 74 —- 1.7 il.y 10. 9 2 Huaband and wife only . 2,560 2.016 b4 4 22.D 216 21.8
75 and OVeT tm e e e e e — 5.5 5.3 6.3 3 Hueband and wife. oawn children, no
other persons xn family e . S.489 1,326 P 163 47,1 46. 2 50,9
Qccupation of family head: 1 Huaband and wile, own children,
Number reporting 1,366 9,476 1,890 other relarives — 480 378 107 4.1 4.0 4,7
P 5 One parent (head), own children, no
Pcrsrmrnage ld.\sl':—;buhon b l[)((:.g 102'2 wg.g other persaony 10 (AMmily «cemssce e 624 542 52 S. 4 5.8 3.6
cMf-employed ... ~- - . . . 6 One parent (head), own children,
Salaried professionnla, officials aaamrmeee o 17.9 17.9 18.0 lati : 1 o 1
Clerical, sales 11, 0 12. 8 14.0 , other re atives _ e 23 97 - 26 1 . 1
Husgband and wife, no ewn children, -
Wage carners: other rel 164 7 17 1. ¢ 16
Skilled and serniskilled o meeeeooee- 29.2 30.2 24. 2 other relahives - i diES el 3 -8
Unssatled 13. 0 13.0 11, 2 8 Huaband and wife., no own childaen.
Occupatlon not repor[pd ___________ ———— Sl rd N others not related & . a ! -1 ! (3)
In Armed FOrees .. S 1.0 1.1} .5 7 All other — 318 28 57 2.9 3.0 2.5
N"‘Rw‘l’.""‘:g' R 12.9 130 12,1 Age of children of head 1,627 Yy, 342 2,285 0. ¢ 100. 0 100.0
e e 60 54 8 0 Na children 4,889 3,984 905 42,0 12.7 39.6
e i Oldeyt child yinder 6 yeaart «eeoeae oo 1,489 1. 224 265 12.8 13.1 11. ¢
Race: 2 Oldi‘sl cé:ild 6 through 11, youngest N
- . under 6 years __ 1.012 797 PAL -7 8. 2.4
Number roporting -—.... - 1.718 9,476 2,242 i) AN children 6 through 1) 531 430 101 4, 6 4.6 4.4
Fercentage dlatribution 100, 0 100. 0 100.0 4 All children 12 through 17 (. ——————— 705 571 134 (! 6. L 5.9
White - 86.7 86.5 88,2 5 Oldsst child 12 thraugh 17, youngest
Negra —- 1.1 14,1 0.7 ander - 544 401 143 4,7 4.3 6.3
Other . e e 2.2 2.4 1.1 6 Oldest child [2 through 17, youngest
. . 6 through 11 - 684 519 165 5.9 5.6 7.2
Nurnber of full-t:ne earncrs:
. - 7 Oldeat ¢child 18 and over, youngest under 6. . 139 104 is 1.2 1.1 1.5
Number reporting 1,726 9,476 2,250 8 Oldest child 18 and over, youn:csl
Percentage distribution 100. 0 100.0 100.0 6 through 17 ... 687 535 152 5.9 5.7 6.7
Nare _ 287 29.13 2b. 2 9 Al children 1Band over . . 947 777 170 8,1 8.3 7.4
3 e 58.4 58, 5 57.5
2 s . 12. 0 11. 5 14.4 Number of carners - 11,627 9, 342 2,285 100. 0 100.0 100. G
3 or more .9 -7 1.9 3} No ratily member employed oo oemcoomaeoin 1,526 1,151 375 131 12,3 16. 4
. : 1 1 farmily member employed o — 5.795 1,696 1,099 49. 8 50. 4 18.1
Housing tenure: z 2 family members employed 3,391 2z, 760 622 2y, 2z 29. 6 27.2
Number reporting 1,823 9,476 2,347 3 3 family members emglo;od - 672 537 135 5.6 v 7 5.9
Percentage distribution 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 4 4 fasnilly members employed _ . - 198 157 41 1.5 1.7 1.8
Owner all year - 55.5 4.0 62.0 5-9 S or mure family members employed el 45 32 L3 4 .3 .6
Renter all year - 41.5 42.3 38.0 i
Qther 3.0 3.7 - )
See ‘ootnotes at tnd of wble.
1 Compiled (rorn 1nformatfon recorded ou the hack of Schedule 2648-A. (Ser p. !15), The classiiicalions are not srricely
comparable with those for consumer units giving usable schedulea. Tor example¢, the number of farmmly members was re-
corded un 264B-A Bs of the date of the interview, The nuinber of perdons in familiebr giving usable schedules reprepents
the nuraber of equivalent, full-year membera.{See explanadon on p.17).
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B-13. Distribution of consumer units giving usable schedules in the 1960-61 CES nonfarm sample, B-13.  Distriburion of consumer units giving usable schedules in the 1960-61 CES nonfarm sample,’
by detailed family characteristics—Continued by dcrailed family characteristics—Continued
Nurnbher of consumer wits Percent distribunon Number of conzumer uniLs Percent dialribution
Code Charac:eristic Total | Usban Rural Toral Urban Ru":ul Code Charactenstic Total Grban uSK‘:th]m Total Urban noR:f;‘a‘_lm
nanfarm 1960-61 nDIl:)J.ea]rm nonfarm 196061 nnlnr?:lrm e nontarr 1960-61 Y961 nonfar:n 1660-61 1961
gy 2 - - - Famiiy income befln-c taxes . — e 11,8627 v, 312 . 2,285 1o, ¢ 100, 0 100.0
01 | Negauve .income | 4 2 *) ) ol
Earner ramposition 1,621 9, 442 2,285 100. 0 100.0 0. 0 02 010 $ G s e 358 z1l 147 3.1 2.3 6.4
[} Head only empioyed R . 5,437 4.434 1,003 46. 9 47. 6 44,0 1t $1,000 to §1,499 cmn © e 503 366 137 4,3 1,9 5.9
1 Head and wafe only emnployed ———-— e 2,574 2.090 478 22,1 22.4 20.9 4 81,500 to §1,999 -- 539 374 165 1.6 4.0 7.2
2 Head and anly FM’s 18 and over 21 $2.Cu0 to 82,499 e e 529 390 139 4.5 4.2 [
employed, not wite 667 G546 121 5.7 5.8 5.3 22 §2,500 w0 §2,999 552 401 151 4.7 4.3 6.6
3 Head and only FM's under 18 employed, 3y S£1,000 10 $3.999 ——— e 1,115 367 218 9.6 9,3 10.9
net wife -- 203 159 14 1.7 1.7 1.9 40 §4.000 o $4,999 1,220 967 262 10. 6 10.4 1.4
4 “lead and any FM's of other age combinatans 50 $5,000 1o §5,9992 - - 1,363 1,087 276 1.8 1.6 12.1
employed, not wife 158 115 z3 1.4 1.4 Lo 61 $6,000 t0 36,990 veemrmme - o 1,196 1,005 171 0. 3 10. 8 8.4
£ Head and apy other carner cambination, 62 $7,900 o 87,494 —--- 53R 454 | 84 4.6 4.9 3.7
including wile - 621 49] 130 ' 5.3 5.3 5.7 7l £7,500 10 $7,999 521 435 86 4.5 4.9 3.8
3 Head not empluyed: ne other FM ! T2 54,000 o §£8,999 - Cee- §28 711 17 7.1 .6 5.1
employed 1,477 1.092 385 12.7 1.7 16. 8 7% 89,000 o §9,999 - EIEET 595 500 36 5,1 5.4 3.8
7 Head not employed. wife only employed =~—-—— 173 134 39 1.5 1.4 L7 Al $10.0U0 to §12,449 - 930 843 07 8.0 8.9 4.2
8 Head nol emnpluyed: any FM of any age 82 §12,500 10 $14,999 ---- 368 317 51 3.2 3,4 2.2
employed, oxLypt wife ——-o———comreoee 266 208 q8 2.3 2.2 2,5 Yl $15,000 to §19,999 - 285 255 ! 30 2.5 2.7 1.3
] Head not ernploved, any other earner 92 $20,000 ta $.24,699 T4 65 8 .6 L7 o
camanation including Wiie —em——mmamm——m - 51 47 4 4 ' .5 2 93 &25,000 and aver 101 93 8 .9 1.0 .4
[ Family income after Luxes . 11,627 9, 342 2,284 L00. 0 100, 0 100.0
Occapation of head 11,627 ©. 342 2, 85 100, 0 190, 0 1wy, 0 0l Negative income 6 Fl 2 1 (*) 1
0eo Nat working, but not retired=——sememe—a———-.---oan 701 514 a7 6.0 5,5 8.2 o2 0 to 3¥9Y9-- 57 Z10 147 3.1 2.2 6.4
11 $1,000 10 $1,4Y9 cmemmmmmn e 515 380 135 4,4 4.1 5.9
Self-employed: |4 $1,500 to 81,999 - 572 396 176 5.9 4. L 7.7
110 Prulessional and Leehnical w—-mevmammmme——comemae bE 86 ? .8 -9 -4 21 $2,000 to §2,499 592 439 153 5.1 4.7 6.7
120 Propaielors: 32 $2,500 to $2, 999 609 452 157 5.2 4.8 6.9
12t Except farm R 674 483 191 5.8 5.2 8.4 30 $3,000ta $3,999 1,245 1,002 8% R 10.7 12,4
122 Farm cm— 41 20 21 .4 .2 .9 10 $4,000 0 34,999 ——— 1,573 1.249% 324 13.6 13,5 14,1
130 Helping in family business, withous pay--m-=—-~ 2 0 2 *) . 0 ! 50 $5,000 o ¥5,999 1,505 1,257 268 11.0 13.2 1.7
199 Ocenpation not reported [o} 0 0 0 0 \] 6l 26,0000 §£6,999 1.319 1,11¢ 203 11.3 11,9 3,9
62 $7,000 1o $7.499 - 515 418 ENs 4,4 4.7 3.4
Balaried and wage earnery: 71 37,500 to 87.999 ——— e — . . — 458 182 76 3.9 4,1 3.3
z10 Profeasional and technical ~memmvmr——e—o 1,189 1,047 142 1o.2 11.2 6.2 72 $8,000 10 $8,999. 720 625 95 6.2 6.7 4.2
20 Manngera anc officials: 13 $9.000 wv £9,99y —— 4v2 a3 61 4.2 1.6 2.7
221 Excopt farm - B ] 741 619 122z 6.4 6.6 5.3 81 $10,000 to §12,499 - 619 538 al 2.3 5.8 3,5
222 Farin --a-sem-me cermme s % 1 8 a *) .4 82 $12,500 to §14,999 240 215 25 2.1 2.3 1.1
210 Clerical and sales: bl $15%,000 to0 $19,999 1413 130 13 1.2 I.4 .6
231 Clerical 840 N 69 7.2 8.3 3.0 9z $20,000 to 324,999 - c—m—mmams —— 57 54 3 .5 .6 |
252 Sales - S04 429 75 4.3 4.6 3,4 93 §25.000 and over . Su 14 [ .4 .5 .3
240 Skilled and sem:-vkilled: Income-saviugs ratia ' . 11,627 9, 342 2, 285 toc. 0 100. 0 100.0
241 Craitsmien, furemen, etc- e e 1.816 1,485 331 15. 6 15.9 14.5 1 Net savings of 10 percent or more——--—-—— 3,40R 2, 685 723 79,4 28.7 3.7
212 Operatives and kindred woikers-—————---x 1,696 1,323 373 t4.6 11.2 16.2 4 Net sayings of 1 (0 9.9 porcent s - 2,358 1,953 405 20, 3 20.9 17.7
450 Unskilled: 3 Nu savings (nel savings ur disxsavings
251 Servitu workers (except honsehold) --ama-—-- 741 (46 95 6.4 6.9 4,2 rabyu of lesa than 1 percent) ——--—-em— 1, 340 1,098 242 11,5 11. 8 10.6
252 Housshold workers . 169 143 26 1.1 1.5 1.1 4 Net dissavings of 1 tn 9.9 percent -— 1,746 11,392 354 15.0 14. 9 15.5
25% Laborers (except farmp—————- - 573 400 173 4.9 4.3 7.6 5 Net disgavings ul 10 percent or morTesama—a—— 2,761 12,205 556 23,7 23, 6 24.3
2541 Farm laborers 96 27 69 .B .3 3.0 6 All other® 14 9 5 1 1 .
260 Members of Armead Forcces: Houring occupancy R I, 627 9. 34z 2,285 100 Q@ 10C. 0 100.0
261 Enlisted persoanel _— 7% (4% 13 LT .7 [ 1 Owmner all year, same dwelling - 6, 365 4,891 1,474 54, 7 2.4 64. 6
262 Comrmigs1oned OffiCe ' mmmmmmmmmt———— e ae 11 29 2 .3 L1 1 4 Owmner all year, changed dwelling—eormema—— 193 144 49 1.7 1.5 2.1
299 Qecupation not reported 21 19 2 L2 .2 o1 4 Owner end of year, renter earlier-——————e-m— 115 2258 90 2.1 Zz.1 3.9
300 Retired. not working far pay ——-—-==am 1,298 [,008 290 11.2 10.8 12.7 Renter end af year comeveeas 1,627 9. 342 2,285 100, & 100, 0 100. 0
3~- Retired, parually empluyed. but earning 4 House 1,852 1.277 575 1.9 13.7 25.2
1ess than retirerneént 1INCOME ——mm—————— - 311 226 85 .7 2.4 3.7 5 Apartment, flat 2,589 2.519 70 22.% 27.0 3.1
& Rooni(s) - 268 245 ¢3 2.3 Z.6 1.0
Industry of head e 11,67 9,242 2, 283 100.0 100.0 100.0 7 Qther : 13 1o 3 1 1 1
0 Industry not rapurLed‘ 2,082 1,592 190 17.9 17.0 21,4 9 Qther —-- 32 31 1 .3 .3 *)
1 Agriculture, lorestry, fisherieg ~————-—emee 2138 93 145 2.0 1.0 6.3 Year of home purchise = 1i,087 9, 342 2,285 100. 0 100.0 100. 0
2 Mining 62 19 43 .5 .2 1.9 0 Renter ead of year e 4,733 4,002 671 40. 7 43,6 £9.4
3 Condtructian 800 573 227 6.9 6.1 9.9 Owrer end of year, bought hame in;
4 ManuldUuring === -« - —em——-——me—ere— e 3,000 2.485 515 25.9 6.7 zz. 6 1 1961 - 307 180 127 2.6 1.9 5.6
5 Transpurtation, cammunication. and 2 1960 - 476 372 104 4,1 4,0 1.6
other public uliht,es 876 710 166 1.5 7.6 7.3 3 1959 .- S 546 als 131 4,7 4.4 5.7
& Trade (wholesale and retail)sas———mceommoooee 1,826 1,239 ZeT 13,1 13.5 1.7 4 1958 439 243 96 5.8 3.7 4.2
ki Finance, insurance, and real estate ——mmaea- 370 32h 44 3.2 3.5 1.9 5 1957 — - 382 296 BG 3.3 3.2 3.6
3 Services (business, personal, 6 1950-56 —--- 2.338 1,890 148 20,1 2?.2 1.5
recreation, aand professionall-—--- - 1,806 1 544 262 15.5 16. 4 11,5 7 1946—49 —— £94 520 L bt 6.0 3.6 7.4
Q Public adminisiraton - 867 741 126 7.5 7.9 5.5 4 134015 64N 480 160 5.5 5.1 7.0
9 Befare 1940, or nu reparr- —_— 1.072 778 294 9.2 8.3 12.8
Clnsa af wark af head 11,627 3, Jaz 2, 285 100.0 100, 0 100.0 Houwekeeping arrangements 11, 627 9, 342 é.485 100.0 100.0 100. 0
v Not repurted® ann 2,003 1,57 A76 17,2 16.3 20,8 1 Hous ekeeping during survey ygar ———a——-—— 11,196 8. 4959 2,217 96.3 95,9 97.9
] Private . 3,113 G, 570 1,543 69. 8 70. 4 67. 6 ¢ Nonhous ekeeping LY 383 48 3.7 4.1 2.1
2 :  Government S 1,511 1.245 2606 13.0 13.13 1.6 !
; . " Doues nat include Anchoraye, Alaska, surveyed in 1959,
Schedules for comsumer umls centaining ne member who mel Lhe eligibility requirernents for the e¢alire sarvey year
were not 1included tn the total of uzable scheduléa.
Less than 0.05 percent.
Sze footnotes al enu uf table, ! Inclodes famiiy heads who were not working for pay
® The rane of net savinge or digsavings to farmily 1ncomne allor taxes.
¢ [necludes consnmer unuils with negative income.
NOTE: Herause of rounding, sums of aadavidaal 1lems may not equal rotals.
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B4, Comparison of distribution of families by money income before taxes from 1960 CES und Census,
Urban United States

l Famllig: ;fo:cpvruons Indtviduals not in families All families and individuals
Money 1rcome

before taxes CES, l:)ecl::i:ml CPS; CES, Dei:i:ialY CPS, Ces }DCC‘ZIS)ZA:H CPs
1 4
]960 censu.s" 1960 1960 cehsusz 196“ )960 H census‘ 19()0
Psurnated nuuber (in thousands ). 33,406 31, y40 ) 6,725 10, 434 (") 10, 131 I 42,371 ")
Percent distribution, tolal —eomeano §00.0 190, D 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100, 0
Under 31,000 ——— .4 3.8 3.1 2.t 5.2 28.9 2.4 1.5 9.5
§1,000-%1,999. 4.3 5.6 6.0 25.1 9.9 21.¢2 7.8 9.2 10,2
$2,000-82,999 — 7.3 7.0 8.2 17. 0 12.3 13.6 8.9 8.3 9.5
$3,000-83,929 . 9.1 4.5 9.3 15.3 10. 2 1.6 10. 1 8,9 9.9
$4,00C-$4,999 1.0 10.5 10.5 12,3 8.2 10. 1 1.2 16,0 10. &
£5,000-35,999 —__ 13.1 12.7 15.5 7.7 5.6 6.1 12.2 10. 9 1.7

$6,000-57.499 - V1.5 @ 5.3 } 15.5 .
$7.500-§9 999 .o 19,2 34,1 33.2 13 6.6 7.2 6. 6 21 3 26.7
$10,000-8 14,999 __ 13.4 12.2 1.5 1.0 1.2 .9 11.3 3.6 8.9
$15,000 and over __.ocomamaet 4.7 5.5 4.1 .7 8 et 4.0 4.3 3.2

Averagr:
Mean | $7,260 { $7,272 [ $6,805 | $3,289 | $2.57¢ ) $2,752 | $6G,595 | $6.115 | $5,807
Median - 6,411 6,166 5,911 2,753 1,745 1.992 5,951 5,199 )
J

Frcquency distributions derived from unpublished tahnlations from the 1960 portion of tha Survev of Cousumey Expenc-
itures, [960.61. Medians calculated irom the distr:bulions.
Cuompiled from Cenwsus of Population: 1960, Sources and Structure uf Farmnily lncome, PC{2)-4C, tables 6 and 7; and
General Social and _Feconormic” Characteristics, PG(I)-1C, tabie 95 (U. 5. Dspartment of Comincrce, Lureau of the Census).
Income of Famllier and Persons in _the Uuailed Ststes: 1960, Current Population Reporls, Consurner Income, Serieg
P.60, No. 37, Jan 17, (962, p. 25; and Trends in Incume oi Famnilics and Personas in the United States; 1947 to 1960,
Technical Paper No. 8, p. 37 (U.§. Department ot Commerce, Burcau of the Census).
' Distrabution for families and individuals combined was calculated by npplying the CPS distribulions to the deceanial
censua esumates uf namber of lamilles (31,940, 000) and indiwviduale (10, 434, 000).
 Nbt available.

NOTE: Because of rounding, sums of individual iterns nay not egual totals.

B-15. Selected characteristics of full-year and pan-year families in urban United States, 1960-61'

ﬁ Average
Number Number
Family clapwification of of . ; Age Maney
CU's weeks £ af‘“ly of wmcome
Cu aive bead before
existed taxes
Pact-year families or consumer unies (CU' a): |
T'olal found at sample addregsecs._.. .- - ET1 - - - -
Moved [rom tural areas 22 - - - -
Total, excluding those from raral areas ... - 164 - - - -
Nunber giving usable schedules, total - 2293 b 5.7 29 $2,740
Classified by reason for part-year sratus:
1. Married 1n survey year; wneligible for full-yecar
because both had been membera of existung CU's oo 104 26 2.0 23 3,380
Z. Became independent CU in survey year; inehgible
fur foll-year becdause of membership in
existiag CU___ - - 61l 27 1.0 25 1,915
1. Independent hefore marciege or jointng anvther \
CU during the survey year v 17 26 1.4 35 2,707
4. Split of a CU, wath ar without break-up of macriage
by separation or divorce in survey yeaT. . _—.a- mm—aa 44 24 1.6 38 2,363
%. Returnsd from military »ervice, instifution, or ]
abroad im survey year . e ——— 17 27 2.4 32 2,789
Full-year iamilies (CU' s} giving urable schedules .._ 54 31 47 6,691

Includes Anchorage, Alaska, snrveyed for 1959.
d

The number of part-year fapmulies giving usable schedules differs fram the nurnber

found al sample addressea becausc
some schedules were miaclaesified, incoinplete, or from familles who moved from rural

areas.
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B-16. Comparison of CES and Census (CPS) estimates of monecy income before taxes, 1960-61 and 1950

Fumilics of 2 perseny or mare Individuals not in families All farnilios and individualsg
Ivemn Numhet | Average | Aggregate | Nuniber | Average| Aggrepale| Number Averape Aggrugate
in annual imncomn mn anthual income in annual income
. ) millions | income | (bilhens) | unllivns wncorne | (billlons) ) malliops | tacome (billlons}
Totat U.S. urban and rural l
1360-01:
Census-(CPS)! 15.9 $6,510 $298.8 11.0 $2,659 $29.4 $6.9 $5,791 $329.5
BLS-{CES) axae-- 46. 9 6,813 319.4 8.4 | 3,070 25.48 55.13 6, 246 345. 4
Perceatr: CES of J
CENSUS e mem 102 105 107 b 115 88 97 108 185
Urban U. 5,
1950; %
Censug ACPS) o 25, 8 4,38} 113,90 6.9 1,745 12,0 . 327 3,BZ6 125.0
BLS-(CES) coimmccamimneaen 27.3 4,572 124.8 4.2 2,069 3.8 .8 4,237 133.6
Percent: CES of
CENMYUS mmmmummmmmmaa e 106 104 110 61 119 73 96 1 107
| |

' Data (or all famlies and unrelated individoals combined irom Herman ¥, Miller, Incosne Distribution wn the United States

(U.5. Depagtment of Comunerce, Bureau of the Cenosus), table I-4, p. 1); avearage incame for (amilics and {er unrclated in-
dividuals from unpublished tabulations furnished by the Bureau of the Censnes.

“ Helen M. Laemale, Study ol Consumer Expenditures, Incomes dand Savings—Methodology of the Survey of Consumer
Expenditures in 1950, (monngraph}. (Wharton School of Finance and Commerce, University of Pennsylvania. Philadelphla. 1959).

NOTE: Because of counding, surms ol individual aggiegdtes may not equal Lutal.
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B-18.
sub-caccgories of current consumption, 1961

Comparison of CES and OBE national accounts estimates of aggregate cxpenditures for selected

Aggregate (millions) Percent: CES af QBE
Sub-category CES eulimales OBE
195061 1561 esv.unalles Unadjusted Adjusted
—— un&d|ubled' .’ul)u)sl\auz 1961
Food prepared at home $54,693 $57, 286 $57, 395 95.13 99.8
Food away from home o ammmeaacaccaae 13,581 15,010 412,271 110.6 122.3
Rent, tenant-nccupicd dwellings 514, 401 514,326 12,702 113.4 11e.8
Fuel, light, and refrigeration 13,78¢ 14, 686 14, 400 95.7 102.0
Gas and electricily 8,790 9,095 8,755 100.4 Q3.9
Major appliances - 28 3,791 3,918 4,821 8. 6 81.6
Telephone and telegraph 4,321 4, 658 4,822 89.6 96, L
Clothing, men'a and boys’, except lOOIWEAL rara——cnvmmeccanan B,41¢ 3,451 8,220 102.2 114.9
Clathing, women'e and cluldren's, excepl [oUlwear —aieean 11,696 13,270 15, 115 77. 4 87.8
Foowwear . 4,065 1, 164 4,510 90.1 96. 8
Jewelry and WaiChes§ wimmoc i S — 7817 A78 2,155 36.5 4U, 7
Autemobile purchase 16,554 17, 14% 15,991 103.5 107.2
Gasollne and moior oil 10,179 10,743 12, 386 sz, 2 86.7
Persunal care supplies - 4,426 4,610 3,199 138.4 145, 0
Pervonal care 5ervices - . iiemmmrmmmmmoas 3,a08 3,961 2,593 139.1 152.8
Spectator admissinna 1, 334 1,456 1, 025 82.1 89. 6
Television, radio, and musBicdl 106LIUHIGNLE e . 3,934 4,332 4,507 87.3 96.1
Reading, total . 2, 467 2, 6138 3,741 65.9 70. 4
Flducativn, total 2,908 3,676 4,028 T2. L 91,8

! Averages a8 reported for iybU-61 an CES ruluplied by the estimated sumber af conzumer enits—55, 306, G00.

See f[oalnote @, table 12.

From The Nauonal Income and Praduct Accounts of the United States, 1329-1965, Statistical Tables. 4« Supplement w

the Survey of Current Businesds, adjuated to conform with CES couverage and definltions.
T OBE estimates for food and beverages adjusted o [ood only by DLS esuumate of ratio of expenditures for aleoholic

beveragea for ronsumplon ab home vs. away from home.
* Excluding repairs paid by tenant and special fees.

See text,
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p. 51,

B19. Comparison of survey estimates of change in assets and liabilitics with flow of funds aggregates

for

the household sector, 1960-61 and 1963

(In biltions of dollars)

1960-0G1 1963
o , Snrvry of Survey ol o
Flow of funds transdclion caleyory Consumvr | Flow of Survey changes Fiow of Survey
) less flaw | | : less [low
expend- funcs 1 in family funda
itirea of funds finance s of funds
Net ancreasec in assetls 30,3 8.4 1.9 45.5 39.8 5.7

1 Residential constructlion 22. 2 18. 6 i.o 26, 4 19. 0 7.4

2 Nel invesliment 111 aoncorporate businesa’ ... - 1.6 -4.7 4, 4 53 -6. 2 9.5

3 Demand deposits and currency q =1 -14.4 .2 4.3 -2.1

4 Savings accounts v 14.9 ¢ ' 16,8 23.0 -12.2

5 U.S. savings bonds’ -.9 1.8 .5 1.3

& U.S. governmenl securilies other than savings

bounds . 1.1 -5 1.4 .1 Z.3 -2.¢

7  State and local obligatians ' 1.5 ' .9 i .2

8 Corporate and foreign banda -2 1 -1.0 1.1

9 Corporate stock -1 .4 -2.5 3.0

10 Mortgages ) -6 -3 - 3

Nel itnctease in liabilities i7.v 16,1 9 13.7 Z4. 9 -1l1.2

1i 1= farnily mortgageo 10,2 1.2 -0 1L 14,35 -7

12 lIastallment automobile papers - .4 .4 Y -8 2.9 -3.7

18 Instailment credit other than autornobile® . 3.1 1.7 1.4 -.8 .2 -4.0

)4 Nontnarallment credit excluding charge accounts’ R 1.0

1.9 .5

15 BRank loans n.e¢. ¢ 58 7 s .4

16 Securily credit - ' .6 z. 1 2.0 .1

17 Other loans -7 .2 .6 -. 4

) Average of flow of funds data for 1960 and 1961.

1 For flow of funds figures, net invesiment 1n noncorpurate busincss less the lability category '"other mortgages.'

3 For flow of lunds figures, accrued interest has bLeen deducted,

* {ess than ,05. NOTFE: N.e.c.—nul e¢lsewhere clasaified,

5 In flow o1 funds accounts included in the Lrausaction category '‘consumer Lredit'; shown separatrly n conguuier credit
oBrleg.

NOTE: For purpescs of this comparison chungss 1u assets and liabilities are grouped as {ollows:

Survey ufl Consumer Lxpenditures Survey nf Changes in Family Fiuances

Line 1 Purchase, improvement, and pale ol own noniarrn Own home gross of debt
dwelling . .

Line 2 Inveatment tn business, other real proaperiy; irmprove- Dustness, prafesaion (utuncorporated only); hUR!I‘IA’-‘S\‘R f‘m
menls to farm dwellings; less moerigdge on other managed by the uml (umucarporated only); equity in in-
real property vesitmenl real estate

Checlung accuunts

Line 3 Casgh Lauk hand, moncy awed 10 famil

Line 4 ‘ash in bauk, on hand, yawe Y Savings accounta

Liue 5 U.S. saviaps bonds

Line 6 U.S. govermmens rnarketable sceuarities gross ot debt

Line 7 State und local government markatabie securilies grose ol

Stocks and bonds debt

Line & Corporate and foreign government marketable securihies

other Lhan stock gross of deby

Line 9 Puhlicly traded slock gross of deht

Line 10 See line 3 Morigage aseels

Line 11 Mortgage va own nenfarm dwelling Debt secured by own homo

Ling 12 Money owed on the purchase of avtomobile Autoinaobile installment debt

Lune 14 Money owed on the purchiuse vl housefurnishings and Olier 1nstallnient debt
equipment; money aowed on the purchase af other
gonds and bBrvices

Line 14 } Nontnstallment debt

Line 15

Line 16 Monuy owed to banks, inmuirance cumnpames, sic. Deht secured by stock; dedt secured by uiarketable secu-

rities uther than stnck

Line I7 Deht on life insurance

NOTE: This ig a reprimt fromm Prajector, op, cit., table 6, p. ld.

SOURCE: 1Y6U=01l data from ''Survey of Consumer Expunditures,
Urban agd Rural, 1960—61, Supplement 3™"Farlt A to BLS Report 23
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B-20. Comparison of data on ownership of sclected houschold durables, rcported in CES and Census,

United Srates.' 1960-64

Percent of families® owning specificd tlems

T ¢ T -
Source and year k-}z::ﬂu v‘:;::":‘; T Clothes A Trlevlsslon R adie® T REErIg= Jpoon sl
fecorer I wachins® | dryer [|conditioner'! ser ‘ erator ahwz r
- ! j | ‘i
Survey of vonbumer cxpend- | X \
Ures (CES) omommeeeoeeeem 1901 5.3 | 70.0 | 18. 4 18.8 91.4 | 7813 8o T 5.7
1960 13.0 66.2 | 17.9 13 4 89.1 9.1 79.9 5.1
Censuy of housing — ... 1700 .00 70.4 | 17, 0 14. 2 R9. 4 92.4 3 ¢
Censes quarterly survey of l '
consumer buywng in- ! '
tantions? oL o iinanae 1404 5y i 72.2 23.8 15,1 20.5 [ ) 85.1 8.8
1963 ®) \ 72.0 ‘ 21.6 13.5 R9. 3 " 84.0 .7
1962 ") 716 19.9 12.4 88,8 %) 84.4 6.7
1961 (&) 73.6 \ 18. ¢ 1.9 88.¢ (*) 85,1 6.1
1400 i (¢ I 74.5 17.4 12.8 86.7 | @) l 86. L 1.9
| . .

! CES5 and Censug of Houving data are {or the nrban populativn; infarmation frow the Survey of Conswner Buying Inten.

tions is fav the entire urban and riral population represented in the sample of the Curreus Population Survey.

2 Cenaus of Housilay dala represent perceuls uf oceupied housing wmls with spemfied itemas, excepr that clothes washing
machines and dryers were 1o be rwported onily 1if owned by a member ot thy household. Machines such as those provided by
the mapagemoul 0f an apartment butlding were not o be reported, Data from the CES and Survey of Consurner Buying Inten-
fona represent percents of familties owniny lhe cquiprrent.

) Includes combinalion wiasher-dryers.

' Licludes demouatable room umiti and central air-conditioring systerne, The Ccensus of Housing showed 2.1 pescwal of
the hausu:y unus equipped with central dir-conditioniny and 12, 1 percent with 1 rocm unit or more.

> Tneludes telovisiun combination satn.

® The census couuled all hnuseholds having radios, whether beparate or in coabiugtion with another item. Jae CFS
recorded beparately families whe had radios and those who had radio-phonogruph sera. Since sowe lamilics had both, the sum
of the perientagea of the families who had each type cxceeded 100 percent. I'he CES alaa obtained vepirate counts for wasltung
machines and washer-drycr combinations, central air-condilioning and demountalls reum units, and [V und TV combination
sete. However, for purposrs of comparisaen with ccnsug data, the cumhinecd nercentagee fur theoe items are shown here since
the possible double counting of families having these iterns seemed negligible.

Does not include radio-phonograph sets.
Nol available.
Data are for Jannary | of each yeur.

4
?

NOTE: This 1s a reprint from Monthly Labor Review, October (904, tahle §, p. 113c.

SOQURCE: Census of Ilouswng: 1960, Val. I, Stales and Small Aveas. United States Sumunary, Fina' Report HC(1)~1
(U.S. Buieau of the Genasus), p. XL, and Current Population Reoorts, Series F—6§., Na. « _ Consurser Buyinp Indicators
(U.S. Bureau of the Cenbus), February 28, 1964, p. 1L

108

BLS 2349
Rev 3-1-60

REPORTS WILL BE
HILD IN CONFIDENCE

-_— 0 @@

Appendix C. Exhubits
Exhibit A

U,S. DEFARTMENT OF LABOR Budget Burcau No. 44-R1081.2

Bureau of Labor Sianisiics

BLOCK BOUNDARIES, Washington 25, D C. Bleck No Page of Pages
North ____
COMPREHENSIVE _ :
Bt HOUSING UNIT SURVEY (Cor sud St
Listing Form
South, |Suburban Arez)
W est
Ciry Al _ . Biack Puge No
[o-Block Rk v o~ . Nox for -
field use
= ALL ALL HOUSING UNITS AL ALL OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS
IDENTIFICATION LVING {Col. 3 coac | or 2) NOUANG (Col 5. cade 1 ur 2 and 1w ensry 1n Col 10)
QUARTERS STVOURE UNITS
] 7 - witi TomDITION b e Hen LKE o TELEWSE
™ ::l:'u‘m " ) ::;. .\:'“ ‘:‘M«: 1. Sound t ":"‘ [ 1. whine n :::-; e
. - - 1 Ownar -
e 1 1:.:‘ o n :2 ! :..., serdied 1 (omcerion | 3 Ol L} Tabm Y
i Woea foch ,,.n‘ s 3 Dilopusered 3 For sals 4 e e i) o v
[ 4 flos nsmoliod tatorhed » 1vo. ( Sld-sal E':...,.
aen ATREEY w umt H :n::\:lm» % Negle, 19 . :.;.': e
wat w a . s et o o (M- wi b o
L 1. T itehaa [ ~N 1Y na e
teorlifivy . m‘:' :ﬂ": ::" & Boder con- n:: "
it RS i = :
) fepilitig R vl
i z 3 £ b3 6 7 8 Q@ [[] [} 1Z 13 "
1
iz
3 | —
4
b3
6
4
-4
b4
10
] Fa—
11
12
13
14
o 4
1 ]
*Code so1f calumn 3, code 1, complete reverse side.
Mooc Numbez- Ist Fl, 2d Fi, et F.Front Ri -Right
B-Ragement L-Left R-Rear lotctviewer Date

109




- —y— —_—

EXPLANATIONS EXPLANATIONS
- 2
LINE COLUN
NO N‘g\(N o . _ = —
MMENT UBL- U:‘Ll())MN COMMENT
| N NO.
1
-—_ V- e
ALL OCCUPIED HOUSING UNI] : i =S
(G s MTISde/ng“lﬁT;iiLjD KITCHEN FACILITIES OWNER OCCUPIED UNITS r | ALL TENANT-OCCUFIED HOUSING UNITS WITH INSTALLED KITCHEN FACDATIES ALL OCCI_JPIEb
) ! ) (Col 3, cude i G Y, S SR : HOUSING
T (Col. 11, - S lage: >
-7-. ':n:‘ m aAs- | o | g T n [ Ao ok Bquipment Included in the Rent in Col, & o1 46 ) Services Included in Rent in Col. 44 or 46 A ace o RENT UNITS
socen » ComUTE e RaTite AU O PaT [ comTos | omeute fadlnd Laiidld MeOus Shai - ECA- RS- "l 7 TR T want [ [ Bavd | cmeu [ o, MO FARRTY
] MPROMH | MmO | | s - S | pvous L =3 @I QLD [ LT o . m BT ot one wevad
. oms 1 de | 1, e - R nd B el 0T Gty : - 1. e L ve |
- 7 2 valy | le om FacuImes L e 1 b= 1 Gawal 1 tet | e ® e T (Exrm “:::‘ SAILT Y r—— o Ll L bl T m T Yo P |2 TR L T
- ot 10 o0 I PRNATE oY l:'rl-: )::. L O, 1 e Hsd l:.. L:nn :;l:‘:- :m”l - ";‘i RS sron T w1 m ,:v e L o
1 fesw - e Loy - ™ " 'y * L ~ f 1 tn josa
L4 Towra 1y :,“:‘Tu, T sk e | m wy dalled ay ) '._': v arn tama M Wl marert ; :ﬂ tha o Lo - TN
3. G ) Ive w || L Few [ ¢ Gner, « Gt iy | - 4 G- Lon s i yea) m) o) . . ! e . g ~ "
€ Doy | > o) il A EX - Can iy - £ m i « one o -
5. G [ el e | o e - . b o o v ) : fos
L oal ¢ Dared onlled g 5, Lo (pecity 11w} X gl
1, tnar et 5 Seve e ' fod- - Inedr
- ondp fay o v ipoen o, s :-.-.‘
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