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CHAPTER I
STUDIES OF FAMILY LIVING AMONG WAGE-EARNING AND SALARIED GROUPS

The earliest accurate records of expenditures for family liv
ing in the United States which have been reported are for the years
1816-17^ and 1935^.

In each case the study is an analysis of household

accounts kept by an individual family for its ovm information.

The year

1869, however, marked the beginning of a succession of studies which has
continued without interruption to the present day.

Up to the close of

the World War, investigations of expenditures of urban families were far
more prevalent than those of farm families, but during the past 20 years,
this tendency has been reversed.

From 1919 to 1934, 85 studies were made

of expenditures of families of wage earners, low-salaried workers and
small proprietors, and 150 studies of expenditures of rural families.
The purpose of these studies has been varied.

Many have been

initiated in order to help solve problems of factory hours and wages.
Some of the earlier investigations were undertaken primarily for the
purpose of determining the number of families depending on supplementary
earnings from the wife and children in addition to the earnings of the
chief earner, and the level of living in those families.

These inves—

-1-Chase G. Woodhouse, "The Standard of Living at the Professional
Level, 1816-17 and 1926-27," Journal of Political Economy. XXXVII (1929),
552-72.
■ .

2U.S. Treasury Department, Report from the Secretary of the Treasury
ju CoBip H ^ B c e with a Resolution of the Senate. Relative to Increase of
the Salaries of Clerks. E t c . 24th Confc.. 1st Sess. S. Doc. 355. (tashIngtons Government Printing Office, 1836).
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tigations, along with studies of working conditions in factories, have
been fundamental in the development of Federal legislation on the subject
of child labor.

Many studies have been made where living conditions

were known to be somewhat unsatisfactory, in order to determine the ex
tent and causes of the unfavorable conditions, and to suggest possible
remedies.

One outstanding example of this type of study is Chapin's

study of New York families^ in which he indicated as a remedy for unsat
isfactory living conditions the income at which it seemed possible for a
.family of 5 to maintain satisfactory standards.

Rising prices and the

resulting maladjustment between income and purchasing power have been
responsible for many studies.

The increase in cost of living during the

World War was the incentive for many investigations, notably that of the
Bureau of Labor Statistics in 1918-19?

Data collected in this study has

been used in computing the cost-of-living indexes published currently by
the Bureau of Labor Statistics and the data collected in the nation-wide
study now in progress will be used in computing new indexes of the cost
of goods purchased.
Many of the studies conducted in the United States during the
past 25 years that present data on the expenditures of wage earners and.
low-salaried groups are of special interest in connection with the Tucson
study since they provide a basis for comparison.

A number of these

studies are briefly reviewed in the following pages.

^Robert C . Chapin, The Standard of Living Among Working Men's Fam
ilies in New York Cdtv (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, Charities.
Publication Com., 1909). '

2U.S. Dept. Labor, Bur. Labor Statis., Cost of Living in the United
States. U. S. Dept. Labor, Bur. Labor Statis. Retail Prices and the
Cost of Living Ser. Bull. 357, (Washington: Government Printing Office,
1924).
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Cost o f 'Living in the District of Columbia
Data on the cost pf family living for 1916 were secured, from
2,110 working men's families in the District of Columbia.

The city was

divided into districts and a fair proportion of schedules was obtained
from each district.
frl,091.

The average income of the families studies was

Only those families whose breadwinner earned not more than ;j>l,d00

were studied.

The average size of the family studied was 3.7 persons;

the average household, 4.9 persons.

Of the entire group of families,

24.6 percent were able to show a surplus at the end of the year; 45 per
cent came out even; 29.7 percent finished the year with a deficit.

The

schedules showed that a very considerable proportion of the low-income
families living in Washington did not buy enough food to maintain the
family members in health and strength.
Only families having incomes of over $1,500 a year reached the
minimum standards for clothing set up by the New York State Factory In
vestigation Commission in its report.

This standard required a minimum

expenditure of $50 for a man, and $30.50 for a woman, annually, for
clothing.
Housing conditions were found to be good among the families
investigated.

Average annual expenditures for fuel and light were $71.

Housing expenditures for families renting apartments were $210 a year;
for those renting houses, $225; and for those owning homes, $237.
..r

•

__"Hi. S. Dept. Labor. Bur. Labor Statis. "Cost of Living in the Dis
trict of Columbia." Monthly Labor Review V (1917) 639-55, 835-46, 1073-90:
VII; (1910), 588-90.
_
. ■
:
V
V :
V
^Fourth Report of New York State Factor*^ Investigating
IV (1915), Appendix 7, 1660-5.

The average expenditure per case of sickness increased rap
idly with increase in the income of the family group.

This indicates:

that among the poorer families sickness was endured without calling a
doctor.

The average annual expenditure for all incidentals was

$274.95.

■ '

'

-

r&f TMving in PHilAdalphlA* *
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Data for 1916-18 were obtained from 260 families that had iaoomes of
less than $2,000 per year.

Only families having at least one depen

dent child were interviewed) families of skilled and unskilled labor
ers were preferred.

The average size family was 5.04 persons

average total income per family was $1,262.
aged #1,221, with an average surplus of $41.

The

Total expenditures aver
Average expenditures were

distributed as follows:' for food, $557) for clothing, |176) for hous
ing, $178) for fuel and light, $64) and^for insurance^ $41.

I

.■;

-.

:

:

:’ .

O

Report of Survey Committee to the Dallas Wage Commission
Early in February, 1917, the Dallas Wage Commission was ap
pointed by the mayor to secure facts relative to the cost of living of
city and factory employees.

The data were to be used b y the city

board of commissioners^ to determine what wage advance to city em
ployees might be justified.

Complete information was obtained from 50

families, representing 29 city employees and 21 factory employees.
The average annual expenditures for these families which!averaged’4.8

^William C. Beyer, Rebekah P. Davis, and Myra Thwing, Workingmen's
Standard of Living in ^Philadelphia i A Report b y t h e rBureau of Munir.-t - ,
pal Research of Philadelphia. (New York, 1955.)
..
^Report of Survey Committee to the Dallas Wage Commission and
Submitted by Them to the Honorable Mayor and Board of CommlRsioners
Of the City of Dallas. Anril 25. 1917. (Dallas, 1917).
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persons, were as follows:

food, $511; clothing, §143; rent, $165;

maintenance and operation, $103;. medical care, $60; insurance and
recreation, $57;, miscellaneous, .$96. ...The average total annual expen
diture was $1,135. .

v,

r

-

•- .

■:
•I

Cost of Living in Shipbuilding Centers4-

•

An investigation.of the cost of living of 5,227 families in
35 shipbuilding centers along the Atlantic and the Pacific coasts
and the Great Lakes was made i n .1917 b y ;the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

In the Philadelphia area, 512 schedules were.obtained and in

the New York area, 608 schedules.

Philadelphia families reported

that their total expenditures averaged $1,309; expenditures for food
averaged $606; for clothing,. $223; for. housing, $168; ana for fuel
and light, $69.

:

-^

,

In the new York area, families reported average total expen
ditures of $1,349; for food, $607; for clothing, $200; for housing,
$174; and for fuel and light, $62.
Cost of Living in the United States^
In 1918-19, the Bureau of Labor Statistics carried on the
most extensive consumer study that had been undertaken up to that
time.

This study covered white families in 92 cities or localities^

in 42 states.

The cities ranged in size from that of New York City

■Kj.S.Dept. Labor, Bur. of Labor"Statis.. "Cost of Living'in Ship
building Centers". Monthly Labor Review VI (1918), No. 3, 112; No. 4,
151-2; No. 6 i 99-104; No. 7, 2. VII (1918), No. 2, 132-5; No. 3, 11522; No. 4, 112-6; No. 6 , 115-46.
. ^
^U.S.Dept. Labor, Bur. Labor Statis;, Cost of Living in the United
States. U.S. Dept. Labor, Bur. Labor Statis. Retail Prices and the
Cost of Living Ser. Bull. 557, (Washington: Government Printing office,
1924).
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to that of small country towns of a few thousand Inhabitants.

Homes

of 12,096 wage earners and low-salaried men were visited for income
and expenditure data.

The families studied averaged 4.9 persons.

Average yearly income was $1,515.29, and average annual expenditure,
$1,434.37.

There was an average surplus of $78.92 per family.

age annual expenditures were distributed as follows:

Aver

food, 38.2

percent; clothing, 19,9 percent; rent, 13.0 percent; fuel and light,

5.2 percent; furniture and furnishings, 5.1 percent; and miscellan
eous, 21.3 percent.

..

.. .

How Workers Spend a Living Wage: A Study of the
Incomes and Expenditures of Eighty-two Typograph
ers 1 Families in San Francisco^
In this study data for the period from September, 1920 to
September, 1921, were obtained from 82 typographers* families living
in San Francisco.

Difficulties encountered in securing a random sam

ple resulted in limiting the study to an exceptional group of midaleaged families having an average of 5.4 members.

Annual incomes aver

aged $2,819 per family; total current expenditures averaged $2,529.
The average percentages of the total budget spent for each item were
as follows:

food, 32.5 percent; clothing, 116 percent; shelter, 15.5

percent; operating, 9 percent; miscellaneous, 31.6 percent.

■Jessie B. Peixotto, How Workers Spend a Living Wage; A Study of
the Incomes and Expenditures of 82 Typographers* Families in San.
Francisco. California University Publications, Economics.(1929)
v, 161-245.
•*
v ■■.
;

The Income and Standard of Living of Unskilled
Laborers in Chicago^
Undertaken to determine whether a proposed revision of the
Chicago Standard Budget for Dependent Families set a higher standard
than could be maintained by the families of independent workers,
this study analyzes schedules received from the families of 467 un
skilled and semiskilled workers in Chicago in 1924.
having at least 1 dependent child were included.

Only families

Of the 467 families,

97 consisted of 5 membersj 155 of fewer than 5 members; and 215 of
more than 5 members.

The earnings of the chief earners ranged from

$#00 to $2,200 and over per year; of the working mothers, §50 to
§ 1,200 and over per year.
"Analysis of the general living conditions of the whole group
and of the food consumed by a smaller number of families has shown,
quite clearly that the families living on a lower standard than that
provided by the budget estimate were living under conditions which fail
utterly to provide a standard of living that will make possible a high
standard of physical, mental and moral health, and efficiency for
adults, the full physical and mental growth of children, and make provision for their moral welfare."*

;
:

.

A Study o f •the•Incomes and Expenditures of—
Street-Car Men's Families in the San Francisco
■' East Bav Region^~ ~
;.

:
,

■^■Leila Houghteling. The Income and Standard of Living of Unskilled
laborers in Chicago. Social Science Stimlies directed by the Local Com
munity Research Committee, Uhiversity of Chicago, No. 8 . (Chicago, 1927)
2lbid., 150-1.
^Heller Com. for Research in Social Economics, Univ. Calif., A Study
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A study of the incomes and expenditures of 98 street-car
men's families during 1924-5 was made in order to ascertain the "spending ways" of a group of semi-skilled workers and their dependents•

The

average man and wife in the group were "between 50 and 40 years of age.
The typical family had no adult dependents other than the wife, no
gainfully employed children, and no boarders nor lodgers.
man earned between $1,600 and $1,800 per annum.
distribution of expenditures was as follows:

The average .

Tne average percentage

for food, 58.0 percent;

for clothing, 11.2 percent; for shelter, 17.9 percent; for operating
expenses, 7.0 percent; for furnishings and furniture, 5.6 percent; and
for miscellaneous items, 22.4 percent.

Incomes and Expenditures of Village and Town
Families in Minnesota^A study of the economic situation of village and town fami
lies in Minnesota was published in the early part of 1929 by the Univer
sity of Minnesota.

From 11 representative.communities scattered

throughout the state, 595 families were selected for study.

Of these,

216 families spent more than their incomes during;the period: from July,
1926 to July, 1927.

The average.percentage which was spent on each

item is as follows:

food, 20"percent;

housing,

2 4 "percent; clothing,

11 percent; health, 4 percent; other living expenses, 10 percent;
automobiles, 8 percent; and investments, 25 percent. f; - h

.

v

l

-

of the Incomes and Expenditures of Ninety-eight Street-car ten's Fami
lies in the San Francisco East Bav Region. Cost of Living Studies, IV.
Calif. Univ. Publications, Economics (Berkeley, 1951) V • 295-566.
■kjarle C. Zimmerman, Incomes and Expenditures of Village and Town
Families in Minnesota. Minn. Agr. Exp. Sta. Bull. 255 (St, Paul, 1929).

■—

■

Hnat nf T.iviMg rtf WadAml

111 Five Cities1-

.

In accordance with the arrangements made with the Personnel
Classification Board, the Bureau of Labor Statistics da 1929 collected
information concerning the incomes and expenses of 506 Federal employees
in the lower salary groups in the cities of Baltimore, Boston, New YorkChicago and New Orleans.

Children worked and contributed to the family

fund in many families $ . A few families took in boarders and lodgers.
Food was the main item of expense, ranging from 28 t o ,36 percent of the
total.

An average of 11.4 percent of the total expenditure was used

for clothing, and 19.6 percent for housing.
capita for health was ii?27.42.

The average expenditure per

From 25.3 to 34.4 percent of the income

was spent for miscellaneous items.

From 48 to 69 percent of the fami

lies in the five cities had expenses above the entire income from all
sources.

•
.

■

.:

Standard of Living of Employees of Ford Motor
Company in Detroit^
-r
/

In May, 1929, the Ford Motor Company requested of the Inter-,

national Labor Office inf ormation as to the minimum w age.rates which that company would need to pay in 17 •European cities in order that em
ploye es there would be able ,to maintain the same general standard.of
living as that of the company’s employees in Detroit.

A special in

3-U.S. Dept. Labor, Bur. Labor Statls., "Coat of Living of Federal
Employees in Five Cities", Monthly Labor Review XXIX (1929) No. 2 , 4161} No. 3, 248-59; No. 4, 241-54) No. 5, 1-10.
.
, ......
. 2U.S. Dept..Labor, Bur. Labor Statis., "Standard of Living of Em
ployees, of Ford Motor Company in-Detroit". Monthly Labor Review XXX
(1930 No. 6 , 11—54.
-*
- v
....
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quiry was necessary, and the Bureau of Labor Statistics agreed, upon
request, to make the basic survey in Detroit.
The 100 families chosen as a sample were restricted to those
consisting of a husband, wife and not less than Z nor more than 5
children.

The average‘earnings of these families were $1,711.87; the

average expenditures were $1,719.83, and the average deficit was $7.96.
Food purchased averaged $556; clothing, $211; housing, $589; fuel and
light, $103; furniture and furnishings/ $ 88; and miscellaneous, $572.

Rtnndnrd of Living in thm VillngA nf Orny-at, Vivg-in-inl
A study of standards of living in the village of Crozet,
Virginia, was. made under the auspices of the School of Rural Social
Economics of the University of Virginia in 1950.
tained from 104 white families.

Schedules were ob

The average percentages of the total

spent for each specific item during 1929 and 1930 are as follows:
food, 25.9 percent; clothing, 13.5 percent; rent, 20.1 percent;
furnishings, 4 percent; operating, 17.1 percent; maintenance of health,
4.2 percent;- advancement, 8.7 percent; personal, 5.7 percent; and i n 
surance, 2.7 percent.

The average number in the family was 5.7 per

sons; the average household, however, was composed of 4.2 persons.

Report of the State Board of Housing on the Standard of
Living of 400 Families in a Model Housing Project.
The Amalgamated Housing Corporation^

L

3-Ellis L. Kirkpatrick and Evelyn G. Tough, Standards of Living in
the Village of Crozet. Virginia. Va. Univ. Rec. Ext. Ser. XVI (Univer
sity, Va., 1931), No. 2, 1-40.
^Asher Achinstein, Report of the State Board of Housing on the
Standard of Living of Four Hundred Families in a Model Housing Project.
The Amalgamated Housing Corporation. State Board of Housing, (New York,
1951).
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.

In its report of 1950, the State Board of Housing of New York

published the results of a survey of the standard of living.among 400,
families living in the Amalgamated Housing Corporation dwellings.

The

choice of this particular,group of individuals for study was regarded as
especially desirable because, t h e .persons involved were living under
model housing conditions, had small incomes, a common cultural back
ground and a community of interest arising out of the cooperative fea
tures of the dwelling project.
Families averaged 5.74 persons.

Two-fifths of them were com

posed of 5 persons or less, and 25 percent, of 5 or more persons.
average annual,earnings were estimated at $2,621.
averaged $2,880.

The

Total expenditures

The distribution of expenditures was.as follows:

food, $949; clothing, $509; rent, :$532;.operating, $206; and miscellaneous, $885.

;

-

, ... ..

The Ability to Pav for Medical Care 1
The purpose of this study was to inquire into the ability of
American people to pay for medical care and to examine the expenditure
habits of families of different income levels.

Data were obtained from

families of various income levels living in places of 10,000 to 500,000
in New York, Indiana, Minnesota, Virginia and Wisconsin, for the year
of 1950.

The middle income group, whose average income was $1,479, i s .

of greater interest from the standpoint of the Tucson study than is the
extremely high or low income group.

The 64 families in this group

~

,
^Louis S. Reed,' The Ability to Pay for Medical Care. Costs Medical
Care Com; Pub. 25 (Chicago, ;1933).
'
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averaged 5.1 persona, and had current living expenditures averaging
$1,413.

Total expenditures for food averaged $536| for shelter, $443}

for clothing, $99; and for household furnishings, $48.

Insurance

averaged $81 for,the.year, and medical care averaged $75.

This expen

diture of $75 for medical care falls short by $9.of the amount esti
mated as necessary ty the Chicago Council of Social Agencies in 1929 in
its minimum health and decency standard.

,

Changes in Cost of Living of Federal Employees in the
District of Columbia from 1928 to-1935*--, . .. . .. .
The Bureau of Labor Statistics and the Bureau,of Home Econo

mics co-operated in making a study of changes in the cost of living of
Federal employees living in Washington.

Complete figures on income,

expenditure and savings were secured for 1932-35 and fragmentary data
for 1927-28 from 336 families and 123 single individuals.

Of-the fam

ilies, 105 represented the custodial service, 127 the clerical-adminis
trative-fiscal service, and 104 the professional service.

The average

custodial family of 5.25 persons reported $1,447 for total, expenditures
and $120 for savings.- Expenditures aveiaged $442 forifood,: $156 for
clothing, $360 for housing, and $172 for household operation.

flf.uriy nf CmTiRiMnAT PuyoVinnftg
A new nation-wide study begun in 1935 will provide present day
2-Faith M. Williams, Gertrude Schmidt, and Frances Rice, "Changes in
Cost of Living of Federal-Employees in the District of Columbia from 1928
to 1933/* U.S.Dept.Labor,Bur. Labor Statis. Monthly Labor Review XXXIX
(1934), No. 1, 213-24
%Day Monroe, "Levels of Living of the Nation’s Families," Journal
Of Home Economics XXIX (19571. No. 10. 665-70.
/
■
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oonaunqprblon data needed for revising and extending the cost-of-living
indexes published currently by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, as well
as to give a clean-cut picture of the expenditure patterns typical of
different groups of American families•

The field work for this study

is completed, and the data secured are now being tabulated and analyzed.
Plans for the study were developed by the National Resources Committee
and the Central Statistics Board, cooperating with the Bureau of Labor
Statistics and the Bureau of Home Economics.

The part of the project -

being: carried on by the Bureau of Labor Statistics will supply data on
consumption by families of all sizes and composition in cities of dif
ferent sizes and types in the Northeast, the East Central, the South,

:

the Middlewest, the-Rocky Mountain, and the Pacific Coast, areas
This part of the study" will be coordinated with a similar investiga
tion by the Bureau of Home Economics, which will provide comparable
information from families living on farms, in villages and in small-town
agricultural marketing centers.

The comprehensive study will also in

volve coordination of new data with the investigation of the consump
tion of wage earners and low-salaried workers made by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics in 1954.^

: .-

> , ^ ,

i

,

Facts in regard to income, home ownership, family composition
and occupation were gathered from'500,(XX) families.

This group was

then "scaled down to about 50,000 families to be questioned in detail as*
- - "Discovering the American Consumer,"
No. 17, 5-5.
. :
.
V-

Consumer1s Guide. IV (1957),

*Taith M. Williams and Gertrude Schmidt, "New Study of Money Dis
bursements of Wage Earners and Low-salaried Workers," Monthly Labor
Review XL (1955), 861-6.
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to their expenditures.

For a more intensive study of family food con

sumption, 3,000 families were selected from the 50,000 above.
, Data from several cities have been released by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics.

Of these releases, that concerning the families of

Birmingham, Alabama seemed the most pertinent with which to compare this
s

t

u

d

y

.. .

.

The families were carefully selected to represent a cross-sec
tion of the white wage earners and lower-salaried clerical workers liv
ing in Birmingham.

No families who received relief or whose incomes

were less than $500 were interviewed.
the 202 families studied was 5.67.
average expenditures, $1,461.

The average number of members in

Average income per family was $1,440;:

Average percentagesof expenditures for
food, 30.6 percent; clothing, 11.3 per

major items were as follows:

cent; housing, 12.5 percent; fuel and light, 5.5 percent; other oper
ating, 7.8 percent; furniture and equipment, 4.4 percent; and .miscel
laneous, 27.9 percent.

.

_

.

v

The chapters that follow are devoted to an analysis of data
gathered by the author from 55 Tucson families, and to comparisons with
the findings of the 16 studies reviewed in this chapter.
the 16 studies are summarized in the following tables.

Fifteen of
The analysis

of Boughteling's^ Study of Chicago families is such that few data can
"kl.S. Dept. Labor, Bur. Labor Statis., Money Disbursements of Wage
Earners and Clerical Workers in Richmond. Birmingham and New Orleans.
U.S. Dept. Labor, Bur. Labor Statis. Series No. R. 392 (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1936).
%oughteling. Op. cit.

-
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be expressed In terms of average.
Table I, page 16, summarizes the 15 studies according to date

"

of study; number and average size of families; average income, expendi
tures, and surplus of deficit.
Table; II, page 17, summarizes the studies in terms of percen
tages of expenditures devoted to each major budgetary item, as food,
clothing, housing, operation and miscellaneous.
In Tables I and II, the studies are referred to by number as
follows t';
(1) Cost of Living in the District of Columbia
''
■'
,
(2) Workingmen's Standard of Living in Philadelphia

-

(5) Report of Survey Committee to the Dallas Wage Commission
(4) Cost of Living in Shipbuilding Centers

:

(5) Cost of Living in the United States

■

(6) How Workers Spend a Living Wage (San Francisco Typographers' Families)
(7) A Study of the Incomes and Expenditures of 98 Street-car Men's Families in the San Francisco East Bay Region

. •r
!

(8) Incomes and Expenditures of Village and Town. Families in Minnesota
(9) Cost of Living of Federal Employees in 5 Cities

:

(10) Standard of Living of Employees of Ford Motor Company in Detroit

i ■'

(11) Standard of Living in the Village of Crozet, Virginia

...

:

(12) Report of the State Board of Housing on the Standard of Living, of
400:Families
•
1
•"
"• ' 1
(15) -The'Ability to Pay for Medical Care
(14) Changes in the Cost of Living of Federal Employees in the District
of Columbia from 1928-55,
(15) Study of Consumer Purchases

, 5
.* V

Table 1.— Summary o±‘ Studies Reviewed by Date, Number of Families, Average Income,
Average Expenditures, and Surplus or Deficit.
Study8,

. .(i)
'

(2)

;

(2)

•

1917

50

. (7)

. ; 1925

.

. (8 )

:r. 1929

; 395

. 1929 ,i.

(u>

1930

:

. (12) ;.

1930

.

. (13)
(14)d

., (15)°

98

105 •

1929 : ,v „ loo

, .

.1930
1933
1934;

1,262.00

1,221.00

’♦ _ ■ 4«8

962.83

1,134.55

## #

#* # #

1,348.64

5 #04

■-1 ^4 #9
. 3.4

82

.
■ :j 1921

(8)°

1

.

<•

202

J

• 4.2

.1,513.29

-•126 #00

,1,711.87

3.7

•
. *

i

'

2,279.96

57.17

,

-r 85 #&8

■

—

1,719.83

.'#*##

,2,275.28

2,879.69

-604.41

1,479.00

1,413.00

66.00

1,447.00
1,440.00

aSee .preceding page for titles of studies by number.

1,461.00

.
■

.

.

7 #9&

1,970.00

** # ,

5.25
3.67

78.92-

2,473.00

4.5

5 el ■

1,454.37.; ,

-225.14

2,193.98 ■

■V| ■■

-171.72.

2,109.40

.

3.74

41.00

1,886.26|

4.6

V

.

8.42

2,761.42

• 2.547.00,
-j

$

2,818.59

;

64,
. ■ 105

;• -

"
. ** #

104

. f 400

Average annual. Average deficit (expenditure
or surplus
$1,082.80

?
.

Average
annual income
$1,091.22

‘ •: 3*7

608 ■

1918-19 ,12,096

^ (10)

■

•

. (6)

.

■

260

, 1917, .

X5 )

..

2,110

.1916-18
:

Average number of
members per family

Number of
families

-■ V ; 1917

,v(4 )b
.

Date

,.y .
.

••••

- 21.00

..

^Data refer to N e w York families."

cData refer to New Orleans families. dData refer to families whose wage earner was in
the custodial service.
Data refer to Birmingham families.

Table 2 •— Summary of Studies Reviewed by Amount and Percentage Distribution of Expenditures for Major Items
Total
. ______ ____________ - • _____
Expenditure for ■—
Clothing
i Operating
Expenditure
Food
HousingMiscellaneous
Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percen t
.
-■
■:
;
$246.94
40.9
$103.00
9.5
$225.00
20.5 , $ 70.56,
7.0
$437.30
(1 ) $1,082.80
23*0
100

Study

(2 )

1 ,221.00

100

557.00

45.9

176.00

14.4

178.00

14.6

64.00

5.2

246.00

20.2

(5)

1,134.55

100

510.67

45.0

142.66

12.0

164.58

14.0

• 103.31

9.0

213*33.

20 .0

(4)

1,348.64

100 :

607.02

45.0

200.07

14.8

174.14,

12.9

62.21

4.6

305.20

20.7

(5)' 1,437.37

100

548.51

38.2

237.60

16.9

186,55

13.0

147.50

10.5

306.11

21.3

(6 )

2,761.42

100

893.30

32.5

560.97

11.6

426*92 ’ 15.5

265.92

9.0

886.87.

31 k6

(7)

2,109.40

100

789.80

38.0.

239;32.

11.2

375.19

17.9

221.22

10.6

487.42

22 .4

1119.00

45.0

a
# # *'

(8 )

2,473.00

100

505.00

20*,Q

267.00

11.0

582.00

(9)

2,279.96

100

779.70

34.0

259.79

n;o

360.50 ' 16.0

161.15

7.0

718.82-

32.0

(10)

1,719.85

100

556.12

32.3

210.67

12;2

388.81

22.6

191.75

11.2

372.48;

21.7

(11)

1,970,00

100

511.00

25.9

266.00

13*6

396.00

20.1

415.00

21.1

382.00

19.3

(12)

2,879.69

100

949.35

33.0

509.58 ’ 10.7

531.55

18.4

7.2

883.19

30.7

(13)

1,413.00

100

556.00

37.9

99.00

7.0

491.00.

34.8

.
'* >•

287.00

20.3

(14)

1,447.00

100

442.00

30.6

156.00

10.8

360.00

24.9 ..... 172.00

11.9

517.00

21.9

(15)

1,461.00

100

447.07

30.6

165.09

11.3

182.63

12.5

17*7

407.62.

27.9

24.0

... 206.24
a
# # #'
■

'

aIn this study, operating expenses were included in housing costs.

258.60

. CHAPTER II . .

DESCRIPTION OF THE TUCSON STUDY ...

"

Purpose of the S W v

'

r-

• - v

In the fall of 1956, the author worked out a conanodity-quan- ‘
tity budget that would provide a minimum health and decency standard
of living for Tucson families.

To maintain this standard, an income of

about §1,450 was found to be necessary-for a family of 4 persons (par
ents, a girl, 6 , and a boy, 11) V

The minimum on which a family' of 5

(parents, a child under 4, a girl, 6 , and a boy, 11) could maintain
this standard would be §1^650.

Tvhen this budget was completed, it

seemed desirable to obtain actual expenditure data from families of
the wage-earning and lower-salaried groups with incomes of approxi-

^

mately $1,450 in order to determine how they were spending their money,
how the commodities they purchased compared with those indicated in
the commodity-quantity budget set up, "and whether they were maintain
ing a health and decency standard o f 'living comparable to that pro- : '
vided for in the budget.

"

.

An income range of #1,200 to $1,800 was decided upon as hav
ing the upper and lower limits within which one would be most apt to
.find families of different sizes and composition living at the mini
mum health and" decency level.

The margin of $250 below the calculated

cost of living for a family of 4 allows for the smaller family, who may
be able to maintain the same standard on as little as $1,200.

The mar

gin of §150 above the apparent requirement for a family of 5 allows for
the larger family, the family who spends less wisely, or the family who
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is forced to meet financial emergencies.

-

'

.*

Selecting the Families for the Study
In determining the group of families to be included in this study,
certain limitations other than that of income, which is indicated above,
were set up.
Only English-speaking white families, either native or foreign-bom
were included,

In spite of the large proportion of Mexican families

in Tucson, neither they nor Negro families were used in the study be
cause it was felt that the great difference in living standards would
make comparison difficult.
Since living on a low wage involves less serious problems in the
childless family than in the family with children, only families having
both parents and at least one dependent child under ten were included
in the study.

' .

■:

-

..No families who had,lived with another family or in a rooming

.

house during the schedule year were included, and only families who had
lived in Tucson during the entire schedule year were included.
To secure a list of families with incomes between $1,200 and
$1,800, the cooperation of two employers was solicited.

A large de

partment store and a government hospital furnished lists of their
employees receiving a wage or salary within the income range desired.
This list totaled 122 employees.

-

:-

The names and addresses of a number of other families were contri
buted by a member of the extension staff.

Two families, willing to

gxve data, were accidentally encountered, living at addresses given
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erroneously ty enyloyers, and two families who were personal acquain
tances of the author were willing to cooperate.
:

Ihen these families were visited a number were found to be

ineligible since they did not meet the requirements of family composi
tion, cblor, nationality, living quarters, and residence.
families visited refused to cooperate.

Five of the

One woman was too "busy"; one

woman and one m a n felt that the information was too personal; one
woman was extremely deaf and her husband was "too busy"; and one
woman refused because of having a child in a school for delinquents.
Incorrect addresses further reduced the number so that the desired
data were secured from a total of 35 families.

:

Method of Obtaining- Data
The methods used in collecting data on family living have
varied from a brief questionaire to detailed accounts kept by investi
gators living with the families.

Data for the majority of the studies

conducted in the United States have been obtained by the schedule
method.

A considerable number of studies however have employed the

account method.

Each method has its advantages and disadvantages.

The questionnaire method has proved the least satisfactory, partly be
cause of the small percentage of reliable and complete returns.
In a study comparing the schedule and account methods of collecting data on family living, Vfootihouse and Williams point out the com
parative accuracy of each for urban and rural groups.

Data were col-

-k)hase G. Woodhouse and Faith M. Williams, Comparison of Schedule
and Account Methods of Collecting Data on Family Living. U.S. Dept.
Agr. Tech. Bull. 586 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1933).
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lected. by both methods from 45 families.

The conclusions were that

for intelligent urban families, the schedule -method can be made a sat
isfactory method of securing data on family expenditures and savings;
but, for rural families, the account method is superior.

This is large

ly because of the difficulty encountered in estimating the value of
family living furnished by the farm.

This indication of its relative

accuracy for urban families led to t h e .selection of the schedule.method
for this study.

.

A tentative schedule was worked out, and tried on a small
test sample to determine its adequacy, convenience and validity as a
means of reflecting the actual living conditions of Tucson families in
this group.

With necessary adjustments; this schedule^ formed the

basis of interviews for the study.

v ..

YTnen families were visited they were told how the information
was to be used, and asked whether they, would cooperate in supplying
answers to questions relative to their expenditures.

All eligible fam

ilies, with the exception of the 5 mentioned above, showed excellent
cooperation.
wife.

In a few instances data were given by both husband and

Husbands were, on the whole, more willing to give the informa

tion than were wives.
Schedules were obtained from the families during the fall and
winter of 1957-58.

The schedule.year was regarded as one year previous

to the date of the interview.

Thus, the period covered was in some

cases from October 1, 1956 to September 50, 1957, and in others as late

‘See Appendix I

as January 1, 1957 to December 51, 1957

Summary
The purpose of this study is to obtain expenditure data from
families with incomes approximating §1,450 in order to determine how
their expenditure patterns compare with that indicated in the commodityquantity budget worked out for Tucson families living at the health
and decency level, and to ascertain whether or not these families are
maintaining a comparable standard of living.
One or two interviews were held with each of the 35 families
represented in the study.

Information concerning family composition,

occupation, income, housing conditions, expenditures, savings and in
vestments were secured during these interviews.

CHAPTER III

'

SIZE AND COMPOSITION OF FAMILIES STUDIED

. . One finds in both past and present sociological writing a
bewildering variety of definitions of .the term "family".
ifies family groups as follows:

Parten class

the Census family, the natural or

biological family, the natural social family, and the social family^.
Parten continues her classification of families by describing ana de
fining these 4 types.

For purposes of the United States Census, the

family is defined as all persons living together in the same

household.

This group more nearly resembles what is ordinarily thought of as the
economic household.

The natural or biological family is a popular use

of the term, and includes only the parents, and the offspring, if there
be any.

Stepchildren, adopted children and other relatives are ex

cluded, and all offspring are included regardless of their residence or
marital status.

The natural social family is defined as the group of

persons who live together and have a marital or parent-child relation
ship.

This definition excludes others than parents and children, even

though they live in the same household.

The social family is defined

as all persons living under a common roof, and related to the head of
the household, whether the relationship be through blood, marriage or
adoption.

The social family is the group referred to by the term fami-

■^Mildred Parten, "A Statistical Analysis of the M o d e m Family",
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science CLX
(1952), 29-57.
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ly in this study.

. ■ ''

' -

Size

-- ’ •

'

The 55 families interviewed ranged in size from the arbitrar
ily/ established minimum of 3 members to a maximum of 5 members.

Of

the 35 families, 14 (40 percent) consisted of 3 membersj 14 (40 percent),
of 4 members: and 7 (20 percent), of 5 members.

The average number of

members per, family was 5.80.

Composition
Among the 62 children in these 35 families, 30 (48.4 per
cent) were boys, and 32 (51.6 percent) were girls.

Of these children,

41 (66.1 percent) were under 10 years of age, and 59 (95.2 percent)
were under 16.
age.

The only boy over 16 living at home was 17 years of

Two girls, 18 years of age, and 1 girl, 17, were living at home.
A grandfather lived with one familyj this was the only case

in which a relative other than the parents and children lived in the
home .
Four families had lodgers or boarders and lodgers.

One fam

ily had 2 lodgers; 1 family had 1 person, an invalid, boarding and
rooming with them; 2 families had 2 men boarding and rooming in their
homes.

Types
For convenience in analysis, the families were divided as
shown in Table 5 into 3 types according to size and composition.
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Table 5.- Family Types by Size and Composition
Type

Description

Type I . . . . . 3 persons, parents and 1 child under 16
Type II . . . . . 4 persons, parents and 2 children under 16j
or 1 child under 16 and 1 over 16
Type III. . . . . 5 persons, parents and 5 children under 1 6 j
or 2 children under 16 and 1 other person
regardless of age.
Of the 35 families, 14 (40 percent) were Type I: 14 (40
percent). Type II; and 7 (20 percent), Type III.

This distribution is

shown in Table 4.

Table 4.- Distribution of Families by Type
Type

Number of families

-All types . . . . . . . . . . . . 55
I • . ...................
14
I I . ............................. . 1 4
III . .....................
7

-

CHAPTER IV

.

INCOMES OF THE FAMILIES STUDIED

Probably no other single factor plays as important a part in
determining the standard of living a family can maintain as does the
amount of its income.

The money income of the families studied in

cluded the wage or salary of the husband and supplementary earners,
and actual money added to the family fund from any other source.

This

money income was supplemented in 15 families by non-money income from
food or housing received as a gift or part of "pay", and from food
raised at home.

... '

• Money Income

.

Among the 55 families interviewed, the chief source of money
income was wage or salaryj furthermore, the major part of the money in
come came from the wage or salary of the chief earner who was, in every
case, the husband.

In 17 (48.6 percent) of the families, the chief

earner provided all money income.

In another 6 (17.1 percent) fami

lies, the chief earner provided over 90, percent of all money income.
In only 5 (14.3 percent) of the families, did the chief earner supply
less than 80 percent of the money income.
In 4 families there was more than 1 wage earner.
lies, the wife worked outside the home part of the year.
she was employed as a cook, and, in the other, as a maid.
earnings were §7Z and $240, respectively.

In 2 fami
In one case,
The wives *

In 2 families, children
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worked.

One, a. girl, 17, earned $195 as a maid; the other, a boy, 17,

earned $120 clerking in a grocery store on Saturdays.

The wage or sal-

ary of others than"the principal earner ranged from 5 to 14 percent of
the money income.

-

•.

.

...

.....

In the four families who had boarders and lodgers, the income /
from this source ranged from $150 to $690.

These figures represent

from 8.5 percent to 43.0 percent of the money income.
Thirteen families received money income from sources other than
wages and earnings and income from boarders and lodgers.
sold rabbits; another, milk, and yet another, flowers.

One family

Two families

received gifts of money, 3 received government compensation, 2 received
rent from houses that they owned, 1 received $150 for keeping a grand
father, and 2 families reported money income from sources which they
preferred not to disclose.

Income from these sources ranged from $72 to

$360, and represented from 5.5 to 27,7 percent of the total money_in-

■

Total money income ranged from $840 to $1,800.

There were

_ 2 families having mon^r incomes..of $840 and, under $1,200 annually; 14
families (40 percent) had money incomes of $840 and under $1,400; and
22 (62.9 percent), of $840 and under $1,600.

Table 5 shows the aver

age money income and percentage distribution by sources at different
consumption levels

...

.

..-

-.

See Chapter V for a discussion of consumption levels.

.
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Table 5.- Number of Families, Average Money Income and Percentage
1Distribution of Money Income by Sources at Different Com
sumption Levels.

Consumption
level

All families
Percent
Number
of

All families
toider $400

Percent of money income
Average Wage or salary
Boarders
Other
money
Chief Supplemen. and
irinfkma AR Y~nAT» tATV AATnATR TjO(lcr@rS

35

100

$1485

90.5

9

25

1353

88.6

60

1487

90.3

15

1714

95.0

$400 and
under $600

21

$600 and over

,5

.

1.1

1.8

3.7

4.7

6.5

5.1

2.5

5.6

5.0

The money income of the entire group averaged $1,485 per family.
The money income increased from $1,353, to $1,487, and to $1,714 as the
expenditures per consumption unit increased from"under $400, t o "$400 and
under $600," and t o t v e r $600." A larger proportion of the money income
came from the chief earner’s wage or salary in the highest consumption
level than in the middle or lowest level.

Income from boarders and lodgers

represented a greater percentage of all money income in the lowest con
sumption level than in either of the other levels.

Both supplementary

earners and "other sources" contributed a larger percentage of the total
money income in the middle consumption level than in either the lowest or
the highest.

Non-Monev Income

-

'

In 13 of the families, money income was supplemented by non
money income.

One family had the privilege of living in a 5-room brick

house which belonged to the wife’s brother.

Considering the size and

type of house, the neighborhood, and other relevant factors, the rental
value was set at $35 per month, or $420 per year.
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The wage earner in another family received "housing as a part of
his wages.

The rental value of the 4-room house in which the family

lived was ^55 per month, or $420 per year.
Money income was augmented by food received as "pay” in 5
(14.3 percent) of the families.

The reason for the high proportion of

families receiving food as "pay" is that the chief earners in 23 (65.7
percent) families, were employees of the government hospital.

It is a

hospital ruling that if the duty of the employee is such that he has any
contact with food, his meals are considered part of his compensation.
The employer's evaluation of the wage earner's meals ranged from $270
to $420 per year, and averaged $339.60 for the 5 employees who received
food as part of "pay".
Six families raised food for their own use.

It was difficult

to place a monetary value on the food furnished by the family; the method
finally decided upon was that of estimating the money income the family
would have received for the commodities had they sold them.
mated net value of the food ranged from $40 to $415 per year.

The esti
The annual

net value of non-money income from food raised at home was estimated as
averaging $181.89 for the 6 families.

Total Income
With the additions of non-money income to money income, the
total annual incomes of the families ranged from $1,260 to $2,220.

Nine

(25.1 percent) of the families received total incomes of $1,224 and less
than $1,400, and over one-half, or 18 families, received total incomes
of $1,224 and less than $1,600.

Thirty—one of the families had total in—

-

30-

comea of §1,224 and less than $1,800.

Earnings ai«i other money income

of the remaining 4 families were supplemented sufficiently to make a
sum total of between $1,800 and $2,220.

Table 6 gives a summary of the

average total income, and the percentage distribution of income by
sources at different consumption levels.

Table 6.- Number of Families, Average Total Income and Percentage Distribution of
Income by Sources at Different Consumption Levels.
:

■
All families
Consumption
Percent
level
Number of
_________ ___________ total
All families
Under $400
$400 and under
$600

Average
total
income

________

Percent of all income

■

_______ Money income
Fage or salary
Boarders
Chief Supplemenand
earner tary earners ledgers

55

100

$1587

85.7

1.0

9

25

1519

80.9

# *

21

60

1569

86.5

1.7

'

-

______
Other
money
income

Non-money
income

2.5

: 4.7

5.9

2.8

10.6

1.6

< 5.5

4.7

: 5.o

5.8

6.1

V

$600 and over

5

15

1798

91.3 ■

—
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The total income of the entire group averaged #1,587, as
shown in Table 6.

The average total income ($1,566) of the families

in the middle consumption level was but $47 above that of families in
the lowest level.

Average total income rose rapidly, however, to

$1,798 for the families in the highest level.

Families in the lowest

consumption level reported over twice as large a proportion of their
incomes (10.6 percent) from non-money income as did families in either
of the other two levels (4.7, and 3.8 percent).

.
.

Income in Relation to Family Size and Composition

An important factor in determining the adequacy of a family's
income is the relation of its total income to the size and composition
of the family.
In this study, the average number of persons per family in
creased correspondingly with the total income.

As shown in Table 7,

the average number of persons p e r .family in the $1,200 and under $1,400
income group was 3.44j in the $1,400 and under $1,600 group, 3.77 per
sons; in the $1,600 and under $1,800 group, 5.88 persons; and in the
$1,800 and above group, 4.12 persons.

The average number of persons

per family in all groups was 5.80.
Of the 9 families in the lowest income group, two-thirds were
3 person fam ilies (Typel).

Over one-half (56 percent) of the families

with incomes of $1,400 and under $1,600 were 4- person families (Type II),
and the most frequent family type in the $1,400 and under $1,600 group
was the 4-member group (Type II).

Equal numbers of 4-member (Type II)

and 5—member (Type III) families were found in the highest income group.
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These facts bear out the observation that in this study the total family
income and family size show a positive correlation.

Table 7,- Family Size and Distribution of Family Types by Income Groups.
All families!
Percent
Number
of total

Income
group
All families

35

100

3.80

9

- 26

$1,200 and
under $1,400
$1,400 and
under $1,600

$1,800 and
over

;

Number

TTT
Percent

14

40

14

40

7

20

3.44

6

67

2

22

1

11

26

,3.77

3

53

5

56

1

11

9

26

3.88

3

33

4

43

2

22

8

22

4.12

2

26

3

37

3

37

i
:

$1,400 and
under 1,800

F f l m m ea throes!a Average
T
TT
number of .
persons •Number Percent Number Percent

:

'

;

aSee Table 5 for description of family types.

CHAPTER V

FAMILY EXPENDITURES
The classification of data secured as to how a family spends its
income depends to a large extent upon the purpose of the study.

Early

studies undertaken merely to find the total expenditures of a given
group of families were content with very general classifications.
However, as long ago as the middle of the eighteenth century, Engel
was interested in the division of the total among the items of expendi
tures which he classified as food, clothing, dwelling, heat and light,
education, public security, health and p e r s o n a l T e c h n o l o g i c a l im
provements in production have brought about a complexity of consump
tion which has materially increased the number of headings used in the
classification of items entering into family living.

Williams and

Zimmerman say, "With the growth in the number of items used in the
presentation, uniformity of presentation has steadily diminished."

2

In recent studies it has become customary to give separate
totals for current living expenditures as distinguished from savings
and investments.

In its nation-wide study of money disbursements in

■*"Emst Engel, "Die Lebenskosten Belgischer Arbeiterfamilien Fruher
und Jetzt Ermittelt aus Familienhaushaltrechnungen," Bulletin of In
stitute of International Statistics I X ( 1895), 50.
^Faith M. Williams and Carle C. Zimmerman, "Studies of Family
Living in the United States and other Countries: An Analysis of
Material and Method." U. S. Dept. Agriculture, Miscellaneous Publi
cation No. 225, (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1935.)
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-361934-35, the Bureau of Labor Statistics followed this practice.

Current

expenditures were itemized under 14 headings, and savings were treated
separately.

In the Tucson study, much the same plan has been followed.

The term "family1'expenditures" is used to include total money expendi
tures for current living plus the money value of consumption goods
received without direct payment.

The latter goods include food raised

by the family, food received as part of "pay", and housing received as
a gift or as part of "pay".

The net value of these commodities is added

to the actual money spent for food and for housing, respectively, in
analyzing expenditures by groups.
analyzed under four main headings:

Expenditures for family living are
Section I, Expenditures for Food;

Section II, Expenditures for Clothing; Section III, Expenditures for
Housing; and Section IV, Expenditures for Miscellaneous Items.

Fol

lowing these four sections, total family expenditures will be discussed
in Section V.

Money set aside as savings or money invested can not be

considered as expenditures for current living and will be treated
separately in Chapter VI.

INTRODUCTION

To study the distribution of expenditures of the families inter
viewed and to make comparisons of the amount of these expenditures by
families living at different economic levels, it was necessary to
classify.the families according to their level of living, as expressed
in their expenditure for. all consumption goods.
Classification by the total expenditure of the family, without
regard to the number.and type of consumers sharing the goods purchased
by the family, would be unsound.

A 2-member family spending Si,200

for consumer goods annually is obviously on a higher economic level
than a family of 6 spending the same sum.

Some students believe that

the expenditures could be made comparable to each other with sufficient
accuracy by computing per capita expenditure, that is, by dividing
total family expenditures by the number in the family.

Others, not

satisfied with this method, have constructed scales for measuring the
cost of relative demands of family members of different age and sex.
Williams, describing the technique employed by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics in classifying families according to the level of their
living says:

'

_

-; .

_

In making the classification of families according to
expenditure, variations in demand for food, clothing, and other
items, by persons of different age, sex, and occupation, were
taken into account. The demands of persons of different age,
sex, and occupation have been expressed as relatives or percen
tages of the demand of an adult male. These relative demands
are not the same for food as for clothing or for other items.
Therefore, relative demand for each-of these three groups of
items has been computed separately."L•
*
•**U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, "Money
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TTith the use of such relatives, it is possible to compare expen
ditures in families of different size on the common basis of expendi
tures for each consumption unit in terms of the equivalent adult male.
Expenditures for each equivalent adult male in each family may be
computed by dividing the family expenditures for the 4 main groups of
items by the number of consumption units, or equivalent adult males,
for each specific group.

Finally, the total expenditure per consump

tion unit can be secured by adding (l) food expenditure per unit,
(2) clothing expenditure per unit, (3) housing expenditure per unit
and (4) miscellaneous expenditure per unit.. It is this total expendi
ture figure which is indicative of the economic level at which the
family is living that is used as a basis for classifying and comparing
families.

Total annual expenditure per consumption unit ranged from

$245.81 to $750.08.

This range was divided into 3 groups; families

spending (1) under $400 per consumption unit, (2) $400 and under $600
per consumption unit and (3) $600 and over per consumption unit.
This plan of computing separately the relative demands of persons
of different age, sex and occupation for each group of items has been
followed in the Tucson study.

Disbursements of Wage Earners and Clerical Workers in 11 New Hampshire
Communities." Monthly Labor Review. XLII (March, 1936), 557.

SECTION I
EXPENDITURE FOR FOOD
Food Expenditure -per Consxanytion Unit
Perhaps it is because more scientific data are available concern
ing the specific requirements for food, than for other commodities that
most of the scales for the measurement of relative demands have been
constructed to measure the demand for food, either in terms of energy
requirement or food costs.

The first scales devised by workers in

this country and abroad were measurements of relative energy require
ment, based on the caloric requirement of individuals of different
age, sex, and activity.
More recently, a number of the scales measuring relative food de
mands have taken food costs into account.

In 1916-17, Sydenstricker

and King, in a study of expenditures of South Carolina mill workers
families, worked out a cost scale in which the unit for measuring
food needs, "the fammain", was defined as "a demand for food of a
money value equal to that demanded ty the average male in the given
class when the expense for his food reaches a maximum."^

There are

objections, however, to using as a basis for a food cost scale the
relative expenditures for food as actually made by a group of families
whose food standards and habits have not been appraised.

Children may

have been fed the same food as adults instead of those foods, which

^E. Sydenstricker and W. I. King,' "The Measurement of the Relative
Economic Status of Families". Quarterly Publications of American Sta
tistics Association. XVII (1921), 844.
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meet their particular nutritional requirements, and adults may have
had food deficient in essential nutrients.
In 1925-27, a study of the food consumption of farm and village
families in New York state resulted in the development of another food
scale known as the Williams and Lockwood scale.^

In this case the

scale was based on the money value of food consumed by families whose
diets were known to be nutritionally adequate in total calories, pro
tein, calcium, phosphorus and iron.
In 1955, Stiebeling and Ward presented relative food costs for
individuals of different age, sex, and occupation, in terms of the
cost of the diet for the moderately active man, at four different
levels of nutritive content and cost.2
The food consumption relatives used by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics in its nation-wide study were based on data secured from
the Bureau of Home Economics, showing quantities of food consumed by
persons of different age, sex and physical ability extimated partly
on the basis of actual food consumption of families of wage earners and
clerical workers and partly on the basis of energy requirements.

These

quantities of food were, multiplied by the average retail price for each
item, for the United States in 1954, and the dollar figures so ob
tained were used to compute a scale of food consumption units relative
to the food consumption of an adult male.^
liaith M. Williams and J. E. Lockwood, An Economic Study of Food
Consumed by Farm and Village Families in Central New York. Cornell
Agricultural Experiment Station, Bulletin No. 502, (Ithaca: 1950).
•^Steibeling and M. M. Ward, "Diets at Four Levels of Nutritive
Content and Cost, U.S. Dept. Agriculture, Circular N o . 296. (Washing
ton; Government printing Office, 1955).
StJ.S.Dept. Labor, B u r . Labor Statis., "Money Disbursements of Wage
Earners and Clerical Workers in 11 New Hampshire Communities",
Monthly Tabor Review. XLII (March, 1956), 550-60.
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Much of the same plan was followed in setting up the scale for
measuring relative food costs in the Tucson study. Since the families
investigated were those of wage-earners and low-salaried workers, com
putations were based on the itemized weekly food list for individuals
of different age and sex in the minimum cost adequate diet suggested by
Stiebeling and Ward as the cheapest combination of foods that it is
desirable to use for an indefinite period.

1

All commodities included

•*

.

in the itemized weekly food list were priced in Tucson in November,
1956, as a, part; of the adequate low-cost commodity-quantity.budget
worked out by the author for Tucson.

From these weekly totals, the

relative food costs presented in Table 8 /were derived, with the price
of a minimum-cost adequate diet for an adult male as 1.00.
Table 8.- Relative Cost of Food for Different Individuals
Persons of different age and sex

Relative Cost

Adult male. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 . 0 0
Adult female.............
.38
Boy over 15 . . . ........... .. .
. 1.16
Boy 15 to 15, inclusive . . . . . . . 1.11
Boy 11 to 12, inclusive . . . . . . . 1.02
Boy 9 to 10, inclusive. ............. *98
Boy 7 to 8, inclusive . . . . . . .
. .89
Boy 4 to 6, inclusive . . . . . . . .
.75
Girl 11 to 15, inclusive. . .'
. . .98
Girl 8 to 10, i n c l u s i v e ................ 89
Girl 4 to 7, inclusive. . . . . . . . .75
Child under 4 . " ............... ..
« *-.66
By adding the pertinent relative cost figures from the scale given
above, families of any composition can be expressed in terms of food
consumption relatives or units.

Food expenditure per food consumption

unit is obtained by dividing total food expenditure per family by the
number of food consumption relatives which that particular family repre.

•^•Stiebeling and Ward, Op. cit.. p. 29.

—

sents.
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^

- .

Several of the food cost relatives computed with Tucson prices
varied slightly from those computed by Stiebeling and H a r d with food
prices obtained in 51 cities between June, 1951, and June, 1932.
The maximum variation of the relatives used in this study from those
given by Stiebeling and Ward was .08.
The number of food consumption units per family varied from
1.86 to 5.04, and averaged 5.55.
The annual food expenditure per food consumption unit varied from
$82.04 to $252.04, with an average of $178.24.

Monthly food expendi

tures per food consumption unit ranged from $6.84 to $21.00, and
averaged $14.85.

Since so large a proportion of the families paid

grocery bills at the end of the month, it is of interest to analyze
food consumption in terms of monthly expenditure.

Eight families

(25 percent) spent less than $12. a month for food for each consump
tion unit; 10 (28 percent) spent $12 and under $15; 10 spent $15 and
under $18; and 7(20 percent) spent $18 or more.
Families in which the wage earner ate at the hospital, showed
average food costs of $144.50, annually, per unit.

The average for

those families who raised food at home was $158 per unit, annually.
For families whose members all ate at home, and who raised none of
their food, the average was $178.24.

Three of the 5.women whose hus

bands were receiving food as "pay", mentioned that they bought meat
less often and that their meals were "lighter" when the wage earner
was not eating at home.
Food expenditures per unit were lowest ($15.22 a month) in the 5
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families having more than 4.0 units, and highest (£L5.58 a month), in
the 14 families having 5.0 and less than 4.0 units.

In the 16 fami

lies having less than 5.0 units, monthly food costs averaged £14.70.

Total Food Expenditure per Family
In most of the families, food expenditures were more easily cal
culated than were disbursements for any other item, with the exception
of rent.

The food-purchasing plan in the majority of families in

volved going weekly to one of the larger markets for Saturday "spe
cials", and making other food purchases at a neighborhood market.
Saturday’s purchases were paid for in cash; other food was charged, and
paid for once or twice a month.
Two women recognized the fact that their food bills were very
high, and were anxious for suggestions to reduce food costs.

The re

mainder seemed satisfied with their food expenditures.
Food ranging in estimated net value of from $40 to $415 was pro
duced by 6 families.

The kinds reported were chickens, eggs, milk,

rabbits, fruits and vegetables.

Several women canned fruits and vegeta

bles that they had raised, and some canned "on shares".

The monetary

value of this home-produce was calculated by estimating the money in
come the family would have realized had they sold the commodities.
The annual net value of food raised at home averaged $161.89 for the 6
families.
Five families received food as part of their."pay".

In each of

these cases, it was a requirement of the chief earner’s employer that
the employee eat at the place of work.

The appraised value of his

food, whether or not he ate any or all meals at the place of work, was
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deducted from his salary.

The value of this food ranged from $270 to

$420 per year, and averaged $559.60.
Only 26 (74 percent) of the families reported expenditure for food
eaten away from home.

This included lunches bought at school by the

children in 5 families, as well as candy, ice cream and soft drinks.
The amount spent ranged from $2.34 to $153.60, and averaged $43.89,
annually, for the 26 families.
The largest item of food expenditure was for food prepared and
served at home.

The amount was as low as $192 in one family of 5 per

sons, and as high as $956 in one 4-person family.

The annual all-fam

ily average for food purchased for use at home was $532.
Total expenditures for food ranged from $364 in a 5-member family
to $948 in a 4-person family, and averaged $646 for.all families.
A summary of the distribution of food expenditures by families at
different consumption levels is shown in Table 9.

The average annual

expenditures for food eaten at home and for food eaten away from home
were highest in the middle consumption level.

In the lowest level,

more food was raised at home and more received as "pay" than in either
of the other two,levels, and total food expenditures were highest for
fam ilies in this consumption group.

Even though this is true, the

total expenditure per consumption unit for food is least in the low
est consumption group because the average number of consumption units
per family was greater in this consumption level than in either of
the other 2 (3.70 as compared with $3.28 and $2.88),
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Table 9.— Distribution of Annual Expenditure for Food by
Families at Different Consumption Levels

Item
_______________

Families with total expenAll
rH-hvifA per i-nnemmpti nn unit, nfFamilies Under . §400 and
§600 and
S400
under 8600_____ over

Average annual expenditure forFood eaten at home...... ..
. ^532

$492

$554

$527
22

Food eaten away from home....

35

17

42

Average value of —
Food raised at home........... .
Food received as p a y ..... ..

31
48

87
79

14
47

Average annual total expendi
ture for food................ ..

646

675

657

549

Summary of Food Expenditures
The wide variation in food expenditures per family, from y564 to
§948, is evident also in the percent of income which was spent for
food; the range here shows families spending from 22 to 72 percent of
the income for food.

Food costs represented less than the all-fami

ly average of 407 percent of the income in 22 (63 percent) of the fam
ilies.

In contrast to this, 3 families spent over 60 percent of their

income for food.

When the proportionate amount spent for food is con

sidered in relation to total family expenditures rather than to total in
come, the average is 58.8 percent.

The lowest percent of expenditures

allocated to food was 21; the highest, 76 percent.

In 5 (14 percent)

families, between 20 percent and 30 percent of current expenditure was
allocated to food; in 14 families (40 percent), between 30 percent and
40 percent; in 12 (54 percent), between 40 percent and 50 percent; and
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in 4, over 50 percent of current expenditure was used to provide food
for.the family.
The relationship of expenditure for food to total annual family
expenditure at different consumption levels is presented in Table 10.

-

Total food expenditure per consumption unit was less in the lowest con
sumption level ($155) than that in the middle or the highest level
both of which were $186.

Only 1 of the 5 families in the highest

•

consumption level reported total food expenditures above the all-fam
ily average.
average.

In the other 4, food expenditures were well below the

The fact that these families had made exceptionally high

expenditures for miscellaneous items, however, caused their total ex
penditures per consumption unit to be over $600.
Average total food expenditure and the average number of food
consumption units per family decreased consistently from the lowest to
the highest consumption level.

Average fooa expenditure per consump

tion unit was lowest in the "under $400" consumption level, and al
most the same in the middle as in the highest level.

The percent of

total income as well as of total family expenditure allocated to food
decreased regularly and appreciably from the lowest to the highest
consumption level.

This indicates that as total expenditure per con

sumption unit increases, even though a larger amount is spent per
food consumption unit, the total amount spent for food represents a
smaller proportion of both income and current expenditures.

-47-

Table 10.- Relationship of Annual Expenditure for Food to Total
Annual Expenditure and Annual Income by Families at
Different Consumption Levels

Item

Families witn total expenditure
per consumption unit of—
$600 and
Under
$400 $400 and
families
under $600
over

Number of families............. .
55
Average number of persons per
family..................... . . 5.80
Average annual income.......... .$1,587
Average annual family expenditure!,662
Average annual expenditure for
food per family...... ....... ..$ 646
Average number of food consump
tion units per family.......... 5.55
Average annual food expenditure
per consumption unit...........$ 178
Percent of average annual in
come spent for food............ 40.7
Percent of average annual expen
diture for food.............. .. 58.8

9

21

4.55
$1,519
$1,415

5.71
$1,569
.$1,650

$

$

675
5.70

$

155

657

5
3.40
$1,796
42,054
$

2.88

5.28
$

186

549

$

186

44.4

41.9

30.6

47.8

39.8

27.0

SECTION II
EXPENDITURE FOR CLOTHING
Of the 4 main groups of expenditures, clothing expenditure data
seemed to lend themselves least well to collection by the schedule
method.

Women expressed great difficulty in recalling the number and

cost of garments they, or other members of the family, had purchased;.
this difficulty is perhaps due largely to the irregularity with which
items of clothing are bought.
In many instances, clothing was handed down from child to child,
with the necessary adjustments made at home, and new clothing was made
at home in about half of the families.

In a few families,'clothing was

received as a gift from relatives or friends.
estimate the price of such articles.

No attempt was made to

In almost every case, the woman

estimated her own clothing costs much lower than those of any other
member of the family; occasionally women had bought only one dress
other than house dresses during the year.

Most women expressed a be

lief that their sons1 clothing was more costly than was their daughters *.

Clothing Expenditure per Consumption Unit
There is as yet no scientific basis for determining exactly what
articles of clothing are needed for health.

The clothing scales which

have been used in the analysis of figures on clothing expenditures have,
heretofore, been based on actual expenditures for clothing by persons
of different age, sex and activity.
Such a cost scale using the actual expenditures of the husbana as
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a base has been calculated by Cowles/' who used oata from the Bureau
of Labor Statistics' 1918-19 study as the basis of her scale.

Just as

Sydenstricker and King measure food requirements in terms of "fammain,"
Cowles measures clothing consumption in a comparable unit, the "clammain.”

Her scale of relative clothing costs is as follows; adult male,

moderately active, 1.0; adult female, moderately"active,

.9; boy 15 and

over, 1.0; girl, 15 and over, 1.2; boy, 12 to 15, .6; girl, 12 to 15,
.7; boy, 8 to 12, ;5; girl, 8 to 12, .5;"child, 4 to 8, .5; ana child
under 4, .5.

1

.

..

Williams says, "It would be possible to use the allowances from
one of the 'standard* budgets in computing a scale for measuring the
relative demand for clothing, but no study has been located where such
a procedure has been followed.”^
The relative cost scale for clothing used in the Tucson study was
derived by pricing articles of clothing allowed in the tentative com
modity-quantity budget for wage earners in Tucson set up by the author
in 1956.

The allowances for clothing were sufficient to provide pro

tection and cleanliness, and of a type which would afford .minimum,
satisfaction and opportunity for self-expression.

Using the estimated

annual cost of clothing for an adult male ($59.07) as 1.0, clothing cost
relatives for individuals of different age, sex and activity were set up
as shown in Table 11.

:vSi. L. Cowles, "Variations in Demand for Clothing at Different
Income Levels” (Unpublished doctor's thesis. University of Chicago,

1931).

,

-

^Williams and Zimmerman, "Studies of Family Living in the United
States", p. 55.
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Table 11.- Relative Cost of Clothing for Different Indi
viduals

Persons of different
age and sex

Relative
cost

Adult male, moderately active . . . . .
Adult female, moderately active . . . .
Child 11 to 14, inclusive . . . . . . .
Boy 7 to 10, inclusive..............
.
Girl 7 to 10, inclusive . . . . . . . .
Child 4 to 6, inclusive . . . . . . . .
Child under 4
.....
...

1.00
.85
.80
.75
.55
.50
.55

This scale is used in the same way as the food scale.

pertinent

relative cost figures are added to determine the number of clothing
consumption units for a family of any particular composition.

Cloth

ing expenditures per family are divided by the number of clothing con
sumption units to obtain the expenditure per unit.

There were fewer

clothing consumption units than food consumption units per family.
The number of clothing consumption units varied from 2.2 to 4.2
per family, with an average of 5.16.

Fifteen families had 2.0 and

under 5.0 units; 18, 5.0 and under 4,0; and 2 had 4.0 or more clothing
consumption units.

The annual expenditures per clothing consumption

unit ranged from §15.91 to §92.27 and averaged §34;69.

Six families

(17 percent) spent under §20 per unit annually; another 6 spent §20
and under §50; 15 (57.percent), §50 and under §40; and the remaining 10
(29 percent), spent over §40.

For the families having less than 5.0

clothing consumption units, the average annual expenditure per cloth
ing consumption unit was §58.95.
4.0 units averaged §52.55.

Families composed of 5.0 and under

Larger families have 4.0 units, or more,

averaged still less, §25.75 a year.
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Total Clothing Expenditures par Family
Total annual clothing expenditures ranged from $46.50 in a family
of 5-members to $208 in a 5-person family.

Average annual clothing

costs were $103 (6.5 percent of the "average income) per family.

The

percent of income spent for clothing ranged from 3 percent to 15 per
cent.

Twelve (34 percent) families spent less than 5 percent of their

incomes for clothing; 16 (46 percent) spent 5 percent and under 8 per
cent; 5 (14 percent) spent 8 percent and under 10 percent; the remain
ing 2 families allocated 10 percent or more of their income to cloth
ing costs. T h e n clothing expenditures were considered in relation to
total family expenditures, the average for all families was 6.2 per
cent.

In one 4-person family, only 5 percent of family expenditures

was devoted to clothing, as contrasted to 16 percent in a family with 3
members.

Seventeen families (48 percent) devoted less than 5 percent

of their expenditures to clothing; 17, 5 percent and under 10 percent,
and 1 family allocated 16 percent of its family expenditures to cloth
ing.

Summary of Clothing Expenditures
The relationship of annual clothing expenditures to total annual
expenditures by families at different consumption levels is shown in
Table 12.

The number of consumption units decreased, and the average

clothing expenditure per clothing consumption unit increased from the
lowest to the middle, and the middle to the highest consumption level.
Total expenditure per family for cloth in g also increased progressively
with increase in consumption levels.
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Table 12.- Relationship of Annual Expenditure for Clothing to
Total Annual Expenditure and Annual Income by fami
lies at Different Consumption Levels.

Item

Families with total expenditure
ner consumption unit of—
y600 and
$400 and
families Under
over
under $600
£400

Number of families..............
55
9
Average number of persons per
family............... .
5.80
4.55
Average annual i n c o m e 1,587 $1,519
Average annual family expendi
ture.......................... $1,662
$1,415
Average annual expenditure for
clothing per family........... $
105 $
84
Average number of clothing con
sumption units per family....
5.16
5.58
Average annual clothing expendi
ture per consumption unit..... $
55 $
25 .
Percent of average annual in—
• come spent for clothing.......
6.5
5.5
Percent of average annual expen— ,i
diture spent for clothing....
6.2
' 5.9

21
5.71
$1,569
$1,650.
$

108

•

5
5.40
$1,798

; $2,054
$

2.50

. 2.98
$

57

112

$

45

'6.9

6.2

6.5

5.5

SECTION III

EXPENDITURES OF HOUSING

As no attempt has been made to determine the relative cost of
housing for persons of different age or sex, each person is consid
ered the equivalent of one consumption unit.

Hence expenditure per

consumption unit and expenditure per person are identical.
Expenditures for housing are frequently analyzed under two en
tirely separate headings, (1) rent or cost of home ownership, and (2)
operating costs.

The two sets of expenditures seem too closely re

lated for independent analysis.

For example, rent ordinarily includes

the equivalent of certain costs (water, for instance) which to the
home owner are operating costs.

Hence, if we are to compare housing

costs of the renter and the owner, the two sets of costs need to be
combined.

In this study, the two groups of expenditures are analyzed

separately; they are then combined for further analysis ana comparison
under the inclusive heading, "total housing costs".
Of the 55 families, 18 (51 percent) were renters, 5 (14 percent)
were full -owners, and 12 (5.5 percent) were part-owners.

Character of Housing
Many careful evaluations of housing accomodations have been in
cluded in results of investigations carried on in the past, though
most of the statistical studies of family living have not gone far
beyond studying overcrowding.

Some investigators have set up standards
—
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for toilet facilities, and the direct access of each room to outside
light and air, and have evaluated each dwelling according to these
standards.

For example, Chapin in his New York study, presented data

on the number of rooms, dark rooms, bathrooms, and private toilets
per family, and the number of overcrowded fam ilies.^
In Tucson study, data in regard to the character of housing were
obtained by observation as well as by numerous questions pertaining to
the house itself, facilities, equipment and conveniences.

Six families,

4 renters and 2 part-owners, were living in two-family dwellings.

One

of the latter families was buying the two-family house in which it
lived.

The rent received from the family sharing the dwelling was ap

plied as payment on the house.

The other part-owning family was rent-

int the back half of its home, and retained but 5 rooms for the use of
the 5 members of the family.

Of the 29 families living in one-family

houses, 14 were renters and 15 were full- or part-owners. ‘
Almost one-half (15) of the houses were of frame construction, 10
were built of adobe, 9 were brick, and 1 was concrete.

Frame houses

were more common among renters than owners, while all but 1 of the adobe
houses were owned clear or being purchased.
Most of the houses in which these families lived were poorly con
structed and were badly in need of repairs.

One frame house had never

been painted and most of the rest needed new paint.
porch floors.

Several needed new

Two frame houses had never been plastered inside, and

clothes hooks were screwed into the studs.

In one of these homes, the

ceiling was unfinished; a layer of sheet metal had been nailed onto the
joists.

Stucco had peeled from the adobe walls of many homes.

^Chapin, op. cit., pp. 91-108.
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.The number -of rooms, per dweUdng, exclusive of bath, halls, and
porches ranged from 1 to 6, and averaged 3.9,

In rented houses, the

average number of rooms was 5.83, and in owned houses, 4.0.

One family,

with a child of 3, lived in a single room; 3 families had 2 rooms
each; 9 had 5 rooms; 11 had 4 rooms; and 4 had 6 rooms.
More has been done toward setting up objective standards for
crowding and overcrowding than for'any other phase of housing.

In the

Chicago Standard Budget (1952) the recommendation made is that:
"There should be in most instances a sleeping room for parents ana at
least one for the children of each sex.

In most families two rooms

at least are necessary for cooking, eating, laundry work and the social
life of the family."1 ,
The National Conference of Social Work over 20 years ago adopted
a declaration, which included a provision in regard to rooms of suffi
cient size and number to house the members of the family decently.^
The accepted standard is 1 room per person, up to 5, and one-half room
per person above 5.. More than 1 person per room is technically consid
ered crowding; more than two persons to a room is overcrowding.
Of the 35 families included in the Tucson study, 14 (40 percent)
were living in homes having more than 1 room per person. „ Ten (29 per
cent) were living in homes having just the minimum requirement to avoid
crowding, 1 room per person; 9 (25 percent) were living in homes having
less than 1 room per person, a condition technically considered "crowded";

-*-The Chicago Standard Budget for Dependent Tamili a k Ynhirnpn Bul
letin No. 5, 4th Revised Edition, Issued by the Council of Social Agen
cies of Chicago, 1952), p. 6.
, . ^Proceedings of the National Conference of Charities and Corrections
(Cleveland, 1912), p. 391.
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and 2 (Gperoent) were living in home a with less than 1 room per two
persons, a condition considered 11overcrowdingn .
r

Most of the homes were so inadequately and shabbily furnished as to

be uncomfortable as well as unattractive.

In 6 homes, there was a

bed in the living room, and, in 2 of these homes, the only other seat
ing accomodation was a chair.

Most of the rooms were poorly lighted,

and in 4 homes there was but 1 light fixture per room.
Each of the houses occupied by these families was equipped with
running water, and all but one, that of a renting family, had a flush
toilet.

In 29 of the homes (those of 15 renters and 14 owners), the

toilet was for the sole use of the family.

Six families (3 renters and

5 owners) shared the toilet with roomers or with people in the other
half of a 2-family house.

Nine families (4 renters and 5 owners) had

gas or electric water heaters.

The remaining 26 families (14 renters

and 12 owners) had no way of heating water, except on a stove.
Four families (3 renters and 1 owner) heated their houses with
radiant gas heaters.

The other 31 families (16 renters and 15 owners)

burned wood, coal, oil, coal and oil, or coal and wood.
reported no expenditure for fuel for heating purposes.

Seven families
One of these

families got "its wood from the husband *s place of. work, one had heat
included in the rent, and the other 5 families.gathered their own wood
from the desert.'

': '

:

For cooking fuel, electricity was used by 4 families (2 renters and
2 owners); gas by 11 (5 renters and 6 owners); and rock gas by 1 family.
Of the other 19 families, 14 (9 renters and 5 owners) cooked with kero
sene or gasoline and 5 (2 renters and 5 owners) used wood.
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Every family,-with the exception of 1 (a renter) too burned can
dles, used electricity for lighting.
from 2 to 17, with an average of 6 .8 .
2 to 20, averaging 7.7.

The number of fixtures ranged
The number of bulbs varied from

The average wattage per bulb was reported as

low as 40 by several families, and as high as 75 by 1 family, with an
average of 46.7 watts per bulb for all families.
Twenty-two families (12 renters and 10 owners) had mechanical
refrigerators; 12 families (6 owners and 6 renters) used ice refriger
ation; and 1 home-owning family had no refrigerator.

The 28 washing

machines were evenly divided between renters and owners.

Sixteen ren

ters and 15 owners had electric irons, and mangles were used in the
homes of 2 renters.

The 22 sewing machines were found in 13 rented

and 9 owned homes; 8 of the machines were electric, and 14 foot-power.
Four renters and 2 owners had vacuum cleaners; 2 renters and 6 owners
had pianos; 17 renters and 15 owners had radios, and 2 renters had
electric mixers.
Table 33 shows the household facilities and equipment of renters
and home owners at different consumption levels.

The percentage of

owners who have (l) flush toilets (2 ) running hot and cold water, (3)
electric lights and (4) gas or electricity for cooking is higher than
the percentage of renters having these facilities.

On the other hand,

a larger percentage of renters had (1 ) toilets for the sole use of the
family, and (2) radiant gas heaters.

Washing machines, sewing machines

and pianos were in a larger percent of the owned homes; mechanical
refrigerators, electric irons, radios and vacuum cleaners were used in
a larger percentage of rented than owned homes.

The 2 electric mixers
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and the 2 mangles reported were in renters 1 homes.
had more electrical equipment than owners.

In general, renters

Table 15.- Household Facilities and Equipment of Renters and Home Owners at Different
Consumption Levels
All Families
Equipment.

Number of families................ .
Percent of families having—
I Inside flush toilets.............
Toilets for family only..........
Running hot water........ .......
Electric lights............... .
Radiant gas heaters..............
Gas or electricity for cooking...
Mechanical refrigerators.........
Ice refrigerators................
No refrigerators..... ........ .
Washing machines.......... .......
Electric irons............ .
Mangles............... ..........
Sewing machines..................
Electric mixers............ ..
Pianos...........................
Radios.............. ......... .
Vacuum c l e a n e r s ....... .

Renters

18

Home
Owners

17

100.0
82.4
29.4

100.0
5.9
50.0
58.8
55.5
5.9
82.4

88.2

Home Owners•
Renters
Expenditure per
Expenditure per
Consumption UnitConsumption Unit
Under §400 & §600 & Under §400 & §600 &
§400
under over
§400 under over
§600
§600
14
1
5
8
8
1

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

# # ** '
76.5 100.0

....
55.5
76.5

11.8

100.0
100.0

92.8
92.8
14.5
85.7
14.5
28.6
71.4
28.6
64.5
85.7
14.5
50.0
7.1
85.7
14.5

100.0

100.0

100.0

66.7
35.5

75.0

87.5
62.5

100.0

100.0

100.0
12.5
75.0
87.5
12.5

100.0
100.0
100.0

37.5
35.5
35.5 . 25.0
62.5
66.7
12.5
87.5
100.0
66.7
87.5

75.0
87.5

100.0
100.0

87.5

62.5

100.0

37.5
75.0

25.0
75.0
25.0

100.0
100.0

53.5
35.3
33.3

100.0
66.7

....
....

100.0

-
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Cost of Renting and Owning

Housing expenditures for renting families include rent and house
repairs.

For oimers-in-full, housing expenditures include additions,

improvements, repairs, replacements, taxes, and insurance.

In addition

to these items, the cost for families who were buying homes include pay
ments made on the principal.

•

Expenditure by Renters
Two of the 18 families who were renting homes were receiving rent
as a gift or part of "pay".

These two families were included in this

part of the study exactly as if they were paying in rent a sum equal
to the rental value of the homes in which they were living.
The rent paid by the 18 (51 percent) families who were living in
rented houses varied from $8 to $50 monthly.

Only 1 family paid a

rental of less than $10 a month; 6 (35.5 percent of the renters) paid
$10 and under $15; 4 (22 percent of the renters) paid $15 and under
$20; 1 paid $20 and under $25; 5 (17 percent of the renters) paid $25
and under $50; and 5 (17 percent of the renters) paid $30 in rent a
month.

The average monthly rental for all renting families was $19.75.

The variety of facilities provided by landlords for tenants included
garages in 5 cases where the rent paid, was over $25 a month, and a
shed-like garage built onto the house was provided for 1 family paying
only $15 a month.
landlords.

Some or all furniture was provided for 8 tenants by

Furnishings in these houses were so inadequate that in al

most every case families had to supplement with articles of their own.
In one case, heat was furnished by the landlord; in 1 instance, the
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bill for electricity was paid by the landlord.
their own water bills.

Only 2 renters paid

Table 14 shows the facilities provided-for fam

ilies paying different monthly rentals.

There seemed to be no correla

tion between the amount of rent paid and the number of facilities pro
vided.

Table.14.- Rentals Paid and Facilities Included in Rent
Number of Number of families whose rent includes—
Monthly rental
families Garage Furniture Heat Water Electricity
_______ _______ _______ renting
________■
_______ __________________________

6

8

All families.........

18

Under §10............

1

§10 and under $15....

6

$15 and under $20....

4

§20 and under $25....

1

§25 and under §30.... .

5

3

1

$30 and over.........

3

2

1

."
#1-#--

1

i

"

:■

1

**

■ - e e

1

16

1

3

5

3

4 .

#*

1

#*

- •e' e

■e e

1

--

5

2

Five families had spent amounts ranging from §10 to §85 for repairs on
the houses in which they lived.

These expenditures averaged §30.60

for the 5 families.
The sums spent for rent and house repair by tenants varied from
$111 to $600 annually.

Among all renters, the average mnnnnl expendi

ture for housing was $246.
and averaged $20.50.

The monthly costs ranged from $9.25 to $50,
"

; V _

Renters spent between 6 percent and 35 percent, with an average of
15.1 percent, of their incomes on housing exclusive of operating.

Six

families (33 percent of the renters) spent 10 percent or less of their

™
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income for housing, and 7 (39 percent of the renters) spent between
10 percent and 20 percent.

Four families (22 percent of the renters)

spent between 20 percent and 50 percent, and 1 family spent over 30
percent of its income for housing.

The proportion of total family

expenditures allocated to rent and house repair was between 7 percent
and 31 percent, with an average of 13.8 percent, as compared with from

6 percent to 33 percent of total income.

Expenditure by Full-owners
Expenditures for housing among full owners were lower than those
of any other group, since no rental values were assigned to owned
homes.
Of the 5 families who owned their homes clear, but 2 made additions
or improvements.

One family spent $100 for a porch, and another family

spent tp22 for repairs.
and averaged $23.10.

Taxes for home-owners ranged from $8 to $58.50,
Only 1 of the houses in this group was insured;

the annual premium for this was $15.
From $8 to $157 was spent for housing annually by full owners, the
average being $50 a year, and $4,25 a month.

The sums spent represent

from .8 to 9 percent of the income, with an average of.3.1 percent,
and from .6 to 7 percent of total expenditures, with an average of 3.5
percent.

.

Expenditure by Part-owners
Of the 12 families who were buying homes, 6 had borrowed from loan
companies, 4 had contracted private loans and 2 had borrowed from the
Home Owners' Loan Corporation.

The amount these families had paid this

— ’G o —

year on their houses varied from nothing to $400, averaging $225.78
for all families.

For additions to their homes, 2 part-owners had

spent $8 and $118, respectively.

Taxes were included in the monthly

payments in 2 cases; 10..other families paid taxes ranging from $6 to
$55, and averaging $22.
averaging $47.

Three of the part-owners had made repairs

Seven partly-owned houses were insured, with premiums

varying from $4 to $19.50, and averaging $11.

Premiums for insurance

may have been included in carrying charges in the 5 remaining families;
some of the women interviewed could not give this information.
The amount spent for housing by the group of part-owners exclusive
of operating, ranged from $165 to $412, and averaged $252.
age excluded a family unable to make even one payment.

This aver

Four of the

families spent less than $15 per month for housing; 4, $15 and under
$25; and 4, $25 or over.

The amounts spent for housing by part-owners

varied from 10 percent to 55 percent of their incomes, with an average
of 16.5 percent, and from 8 percent to 52 percent, with an average of
16.1 percent, of their total expenditures.

Expendituresby All Families
Housing expenditures, exclusive of operating expenses, averaged
$220 for all families.

The average percent of income spent for housing

was 15.9 and of total expenditures, 15.1 percent was allocated to
housing costs.

The average annual housing expenditure for all renters

was $246; for part-owners, $252; and for full owners, $50.

Operating Expenditure
Fuel, Light and Refrigeration
A variety of fuels were used for cooking and heating.

Electricity

-
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was almost ■universally used for light, and electric refrigeration was
used in a majority of the homes surveyed.
Expenditures for coal ranged from §8.50 to §45 a year.

For the 10

families who burned coal for all or part of their heat, and the 2 who
used coal for both cooking and heating purposes, the average annual
expenditure was $21.42.

Two of the 12 families burned coal but 5 months

of the yearj 3 others used coal 4 months each year.

Coal was required

5 months by 5 other families, and 2 families "found it necessary to
b u m coal at least parts of 6 months.

Kerosene was used for summer

.

-

.V

'

..

cooking by the 2 families who used coal in the winter months.

.

-

Fuel oil,

kerosene or gasoline was used by 20 families, 14 of whom used oil for
both cooking and heating, and 6 of whom used it for heating only.

The

annual cost of these fuels varied from $7 to §73, and averaged §29.
Eight families used wood for heating, and 5 of the 8 families cooked on
wood stoves.

Annual expenditures for wood ranged from $2 to $50 and

averaged $19.
In only 8 families were data available as to the division of the
monthly bill between gas and electricity.

For these 8 families, the

average monthly expenditure for gas was $3.14, and for electricity,
§4.25.

Gas and electricity bills, combined, ranged from $12 to $180

a year, and from $1 to $15 a month.

The average total monthly gas and

electric bill was $4.96.
The cost of electricity for refrigeration was included in the
electricity bill in 22 families.

One family had no refrigerator.

the 12 families having ice refrigeration, 7 had ice all year.

01"

Two fam

ilies had ice one-half of the year; 1 family, 5 months; and 2 families,
5 months.

The cost of ice varied from $5.40 to $48 a year.

The aver
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age annual ice bill for the 12 families was $29.14.

For the aggregate

of 107 months which the families used ice, the average monthly ice
bill was $3.27.
Because of the variety of electrical equipment and conveniences
which were in the homes, and the fact that gas and electricity bills
were unavailable separately in many cases, comparison of the cost of
electric refrigeration with ice costs is difficult, and, necessarily,
crude.

However, from available data, it appears that the average

monthly gas and electricity bill of families having electric refri
geration was 46.02, as compared with that of families not using elec
tricity for refrigeration, which was $3.56.

Fifty percent of the fami

lies having electric refrigeration and 42 percent of those not having
electric refrigeration were using gas or electricity for cooking and/or
heat, also.

The fact that these percentages are comparable indicates

that the difference between $6.02 and §3.36 might be a crude estimate
of the cost of electric refrigeration per month.

This amount, $ 2«€6 ,

might then be compared with the average monthly ice bill of $5.27.
However, electric refrigeration was used each month in the year;

If

ice were also used each month instead of during the summer months only,
this apparent advantage of electrical refrigeration ($.61 per month)
might well be offset.
Total annual expenditures for fuel, light and refrigeration were as
low as §50, and as high as §201.

The average annual expenditure for

these items was §101.64, and $8.47 a month.
Families spent from 2 percent to 12 percent of their incomes for
these items, with an average of 6.5 percent and from 2 percent to 11

—
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percent of total family expenditures for fuel, light and refrigera
tion, with an average of 6 percent.

Other Items of Operation
Other operating expenses include money for paid service in the
home 3 water; soap, cleaning, and laundry supplies; stationery, postage,
and telegrams; and replacements of furniture and furnishings.
But 2 families reported outside help in the home, and in each of
these, help was employed very irregularly to meet a definite need.

In

1 case, a household worker was employed to aid in "spring" cleaning;
in the other a paid worker was employed for 8 weeks at '42 a week dur
ing the illness of the wife.

In several other cases, women were in

extremely poor health, and actually needed help, but were getting
along with the aid of husbands, older children, and neighbors.
In 4 owned homes outside the city limits, families had their own
wells, hence paid no water bills.

The other 13 owners and 2 renters

paid water bills ranging from $18 to $60, averaging $32.86 a year, and
$2*74 a month for the 15 families.
Only 10 families reported any disbursement for laundry or dry
cleaning outside the home.

Expenditure varied from $5 to $36, averag

ing, in the 10 families, $16.50 a year, and $1.37 a month.
The cost of soap, cleaning and laundry supplies varied from $1.80
to $39 a year, and from $.15 to $3.25 a month, averaging $12.76, an
nually, and $1.06 monthly.
For stationery, postage and telegrams, families spent amounts
varying from $1 to $24 per year, with an average of $7.02 annually,
or $.58 monthly for all families.
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Expenditures for replacement of furniture and furnishings varied
from §3 to §500,

The latter case was extreme, however, for the family

had replaced the entire living room and dining room suites, and several
pieces of bedroom furniture.

Five families had made no replacements.

The average for the 29 more normal families was §55.00; for all fami
lies, $67.90.

Total Operating Expenditures
Total operating expenditures were as low as $88 a year ($7.33 a
month) and as high as $640.10 a year ($53.34 a month), and averaged
§199.05 (§16.58 a month).

Six families (17 percent) spent less than

$10 a month for operating; 13 families (57 percent) spent $10 ana under
$15 a month.

Twelve families (54 percent) spent $15 and under $25

and the remaining 4 (11 percent) spent $25 or more for operating ex
penses each month.

Average operating expense for the 5 full-owners

was $189, for the part-owners, $192, and for all 18 renters, $206.40.
The percentage of income allocated to operating expenditures variea
from 8 to 34 percent, averaging 12.5 percent.

Eleven families spent

less than 10 percent of their incomes for operating,; 22, 10 and under 20
percent, and 2 , over 20 percent.

When considered from the standpoint

of total family expenditures rather than of income, the sum spent for
household operation ranged from 4 percent to 29 percent, and averaged
12.2 percent.

In 14 families (40 percent), less than 10 percent of

the expenditures were for housing; in 20 (57 percent), between 10 per
cent and 20 percent;"and in 1, over 20 percent.

All renters spent an

average of 12.6 percent of their incomes for operating expenses; all
owners, 12.4 percent.

Of total expenditures, renters averaged 11.1

-
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percent for operating costs, and owners, 11.8 percent.

Total Housing Expenditure
Total housing expenditures represent the sum of operating expenses,
and rent, or cost of home ownership.
The total housing expenditures ranged from v>133 to yll45 annually,
or from §11.12 to §95.42 monthly.

The average total housing expendi

ture was §418.65 a year, or §34.89 a month.
less than this amount, and 15 spent more.

Twenty families spent

For renters, the average

total housing expenditure was §451.91; for full owners, §239.21; for
families buying homes, §443.92.
Total housing expenditures per person per. year ranged from $31 to
§286, with an average of $15.15.

Of all the families, 15 (43 percent)

spent less than §100 per person per year; 14 (40 percent) between §100
and §150; 4 (11 percent), between $.50 and § 200; the remaining 2 (6 per
cent), over § 200.

•

Total housing expenditures ranged from 8 percent to 52 percent of
the income, averaging 26.4 percent.

Only 1 family spent less than 10

percent of its income for housing; 8 (22 percent) other families spent
10 percent and under 20 percent; 16 (46 percent) spent between 20 per
cent and 30 percent; and 5 (14 percent) spent 50 percent and under 40
percent; 4 (11 percent), 40 percent and under 50 percent; and 1 , over 50
percent.

The percentage of annual expenditures devoted to total housing

varied from 9 percent to 44 percent, with an average of 25.3 percent.
Only 1 family spent less than 10 percent for housing; 11 (31 percent)
spent 10 percent and. under 20 percent; 15 (43 percent), between 20
percent and 30 percent; 6 (17 percent) between 30 percent ana 40 per-

—*G9—

percent; and 2 (6 percent) over 40 percent.
Table 15 shows the relationship of expenditures for housing byrenters, full owners; and families buying homes, to incomes and total
expenditures.

.

Average housing expenditure, average operating expenditure ana
average total housing expenditure were all lowest in the group owning
their homes clear.

Average housing expenditure was slightly higher

in the groups who were buying their homes than among the renters.
Average operating expenditure and average total housing expenditure
were highest among the renting group.

Table 15.- Relationship of Annual Expenditure for Housing by
Renters, Full-owners and Part-owners to Total Family
Exepnditure and Income

Item
Number of families

All
families Renters
55

Average total annual income........ $1662
Average total annual expenditure... 51587
Average annual expenditure per
family for— ....................
Housing........................ § 220
House operation.............. . 5 199
Total housing................ • 5 419
Percent of average annual income
spent for—
Housing............... ....... ..
15.9
House operation.............. ..
12.5
Total housing................ ..
26.4
Percent of average annual expenditure
used for—
Housing..... ............. .
.
15.1
House operation.......... .
.
12.2
Total housing............. ... .
25.5
Average annual expenditure for to
tal housing per person......... .
5115

18

Fullowners
5

Partowners

12

5 1795
$1629

5 1416
$1605

$1562
$ 1522

$ 246
$ 206
$ 452

$
50
$ 189
$ 259

$ 252
. $ 192
5 444

15.1

5.1

12.6

11.8

27.7

14.9

16.5
12.7
29.2

15.8
11.4
25.2

5.5
15.3
16.8

16.1
12.5
28.4

$122

$ 62

$121
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The relationship of total housing expenditures to total annual ex
penditure and income is shown in Table 16,

Average expenditure for

housing per family and per person was much higher in the highest con
sumption level than in either of the others. A larger percent of
average annual income and average annual expenditure were aevoted to
total housing costs in the highest income level.

Table 16.- Relationship of Annual Expenditure for Total Hous
ing to Total Annual Expenditure .and Annual Income
by Families at Different Consumption Levels

:

"Item

Number of families

Families with total expendiAll
families ture ner consumption unit ofUnder $400 and
$600 and
3400 under $600
over
55

Average number of persons per
■ffimily....
5.80
Average annual income....... .
$1587
Average annual family expendi
ture ........................ .. 4 1 6 6 2
Average annual expenditure for
total housing per family..... $ 419
Average annual total housing
expenditure per person....... 4 115 ,
Percent of average annual in
come spent for total housing.
26.4
Percent of average annual expen
diture for total housing....
25.5

21

9

5

4.55
#1519

5.71
$1569

5.40
$1798

414 1 5

$1650

$2034

$ 581

$ 590

$ 605

90

- 5. 106

$ 185

25.1

24.8

55.7

26.9

25.6

29.7

$

SECTION IV

EXPENDITURES FOR MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS-

.

Miscellaneous items include all items not already included as food,
clothing or housing.

Expenditures for personal care; recreation and

leisure; medical care; education; occupational obligations; transpor
tation; gifts, church, and charity; and other family expenses are dis
cussed independently.

All of these items are then combined to repre

sent total miscellaneous expenditures.

As no attempt has been roaae to

determine relative cost of such items for different persons, each indi
vidual, regardless of age or sex, is considered as a consumption unit.
Hence, expenditure per consumption unit and expenditure per person are
identical.

Expenditure for Personal Care
Expenditure for personal care includes costs of several services
performed outside the home, and costs of supplies and equipment bought
for the care of the person at home.

Expenditure for Services
Personal services which men secured outside the home were haircuts,
shaves, and shampoos.

Husbanas seem to have been, contrary to general

opinion, more extravagant in items of personal care than were wives or
daughters.

But 2 families reported no expenditure for haircuts, shaves,

or shampoos for husbands.

With the exception of 1 man who never shaved
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himself, and, hence, spent $28 per year, the range is small; tnat is,
from $1,40 to $12.

Ten husbands spent less than $8; 22 spent from $8

to $12, inclusive.

-The average cost of personal care for the 55 husbands

reporting expenditures w a s #8.89.
For women, costs of personal care included money spent for hair
cuts, shampoos, fingerwaves, and permanents.

Of the 55 women inter

viewed, 11 reported no expenditure of this nature.

This item, for the

other 24 women, cost from $.70 to $18, with an average of $7,95.

Eight

women spent less than $5 for these services; 15 between $5 and $10, in
clusive; and 5, over $10.
The cost of services for personal care for other members of the
family ranged from $.15 to $21.75 per family per year.

Fourteen fami

lies (40 percent) reported no expenditure for this item.

Of the 21

families (60 percent) reporting, the average expenditure was $8 .06.
. y

Expenditure for Supplies and Eouinment
Supplies and equipment for personal care included toilet soap,

mouthwash, shaving supplies and equipment, cosmetics, combs, brushes, and
manicure equipment and supplies.
Annual expenditures for all families for toilet soap varied from
$.75 to $9, and averaged $4.48 per year.

.:

.

.- :i

Five families (14 percent) reported buying no toothpaste nor mouth
wash.

Of the 30 families who did buy these items, the annual expendi

ture ranged from $.50 to $12, and averaged $4.58.

•

Six women reported that their husbands had spent nothing during
the year for shaving equipment ana supplies.

The 29 expenditures re

ported varied from $.96 to $12 per year, averaging $5.05.
In 12 families, there was no expenditure for cosmetics.

From $.50

-73to $6.50 was spent by the other 23 families annually with an average
of $5.52.

High cosmetic costs were coexistent with adolescent daughters.

In 10 families, no money was spent for combs, brushes, manicure
equipment and supplies.

The remaining 25 families spent amounts vary

ing from $.25 to $1.50 and averaging $.71, for these items.
Only 2 families reported expenditures other than the above for per
sonal care.

These expenditures were $2.27 for manicures in 1 family,

and $6.65 for acne treatments in the other.

Total Expenditure for Personal Care
Total annual expenditures for personal care ranged from $5.50 to
$72.15 and averaged $31.57 for the year and $2.61 a month.

Annual

expenditures per person or per consumption unit were as low as $.70
in 1 family and as high as $24.05 in another, and averaged $8.59.
As shown in Table 19, there is no significant correlation between e x 
penditures for personal care and total annual expenditure per consump
tion unit.

Expenditure for Recreation and Leisure
.The terms "recreation" and 'leisurd1have been interpreted rather
broadly, and include, in this study, commercial amusements, clubs,
organizations, equipment for sports and games, radios, musical instru
ments, photographic supplies and services, pets and toys, entertain
ing, smoking equipment and supplies, vacations, and reading material.
In all but 4 families, there was some expenditure for commer
cial amusements.

The amount varied from $.86 to $43, with an average

of $15.58 per family.
. In 18 families sums varying from $.50 to $44.40 were spent for
clubs, organizations, and equipment for sports and games.

The expen
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ditures, the majority of which were for women’s axociliaries and. church
clubs, averaged £8.14 for the 16 families.
Thirteen families had made expenditure for radios or musical in
struments.

One piano and 6 radios were purchased during the year, and

costs in the other 6 families were for the repair of the radio or for
piano tuning.

The average for the 13 families was £31.12.

For photographic supplies and services IS families spent amounts
varying from £.50 to $12, and averaging £2.58 per family.
In the 14 families that spent money for pets or toys, the amount
varied from $5 to $31 annually, and averaged $16.06.

A large propor

tion of such expenditure was for canned food for pets.
Expenditures for entertaining were extremely difficult to estimate
because the major part of the entertaining was done at home, and it was
impossible to separate food for guest-meals from the regular grocery
bill.

In the 3 families who were able to segregate a definite amount

spent for entertaining at home, the expenditures were $1.65, $24 and
$50 a year.

,

.

..

.

.

.

A single family reported expenditure for entertaining away from
home; the amount was $10.40.
In 19 families (54 percent), there were expenditures for pipes,
tobacco, cigars or cigarettes. . The amounts varied from $6 to $96 per
year, and averaged $31.46 for the 19 families.
For vacations, 14 families (37 percent), reported expenditures
which in two fam ilies were as low as, $3 and $ 8 , respectively.

These

amounts represented the cost of picnics and short trips which the
family took during the husband’s time-off.

In 2 other, families, the

< »
-75-

vacation expenses were as high as §150 and §200.

The average for all

14 families was 067.53.
Two families reported no expenditures for reading material.

The

amount spent annually for this item by the remaining 35 families ranged
from 01.20 to 059.40, and averaged. 013.69 per family.
families subscribed to a local daily paper.

Twenty-eight

Magazines were borrowed

from and loaned to other families in almost every case.

Women's mag

azines were most common.among the periodicals in the homes.
Some expenditures for recreation and leisure were reported by
every family.

The amount varied from §7.05 to 0556.30, and averaged

094.86 per family.

Expenditure for Medical Care
Expenditures for medical care included payments to physicians and
dentists; costs of nursing, specialists and hospitalization; fees for
eye examination and glasses; costs of medicine, drugs and supplies;
and premiums on health and accident insurance.

Every family had spent

some money for medical care, though the unanimous response when inquiry
was made was to the effect that families needed medical attention but did
not feel they could afford it unless the ailment became acute.
In 6 families, no expenditure for a physician was reported, and in
the remaining 29, amounts varying from §5 to #275 were spent.

The

highest expenditure, §275, was reported by a family 1 member of which had
been injured in an accident.

The average amount spent by these 29

families for this form of medical care was §44.14.

Babies were b o m

to 5 of the mothers during the year; none of the women had obstetrical
care other than that of their general family physician.

Fees of §50,
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§55, and $145 tvere paid for pre- and post-natal care.

All 5 of the

babies were b o m at home.
In only 6 families were the services of hospitals or nurses re
ported.

The 4 instances of hospitalization included care after an ac

cident, physical examination, and 2 minor operations.

Nursing costs

included wages for practical nurses wno cared for 2 of the confine
ment cases.

These expenditures ranged from $5 to $100, and averaged

$45.85 for the 6 families.
In 10 families, expenditures for eye examination and glasses varied
from $3 to $50, and averaged $26.50, for the group.
In 1 family, no expenditure for medicine, drugs, or supplies was
reported.
$11.06.

In the other 34, amounts varied from $1 to $54, and averaged
Most of the costs were for such drugs as laxatives and cola

medicaments.

Expenditures showed an inverse correlation with the age

of the children in the family.
In 7 families, the chief earner carried some form of protection
against sickness or accident.

The annual premium for this protection,

varied from $10 to $41.40, and averaged $ 24.91.
Total expenditures for medical.care averaged $84.94 among the 35
families studied.

One family who had had no serious illness had spent

but $10.82; the largest sum spent by any one family was $525, a large
proportion of which was for treatment after an accident.

The cost

per person or per consumption unit ranged from $2.80 to $108.55 annually.
The average yearly cost per person was $25.98.

As shown in Table 17,

the total costs of medical care increased as the total expenditure per
consumption unit increased.

Table 17.- Distribution of Annual Expenditure for Medical Care ty Families at
Different Consumption Levels

Item

Average Average
for
for
all
families
families reporting
(35)

Total Expenditure for
Medical Care..........
Physician..... .......
Dentist...............
Specialist, hospitali
zation, nursing.....
Eye examination,
glasses.............
Medicine, drugs.......
Health, accident instraace.............

#85

#85

36
16

44
24

8

Families with annual expenditure per consumption unit of—
_______ _
Under 8400
8400 & under8600 8600 and over
Average Average Average Average Average Average
for all for fam- for all for fam- for all for fam'
families ilies
families ilies
families ilies
reportreport
reporting
ing
ing
(5)
(21)
(9)

#81

#90

#90

#98

#98

46
7

52
13

38
17

47

22

31
46

39
65

46

6

50

7

31

20

100

#81 .

7

26

3
7

11
11

6

11

••
7

29

11

12

14

28
14

5

25

2

19

7

29

2

10

Expenditure for Education

Because of the specification in the eligibility requirements tliat
the family group must be composed of both parents and at least one
child under ten, the number of children sent to elementary schools by
these families was disproportionately large.
There were only 6 (17 percent) families who had no children in
school.

Eleven families (51 percent) had one child each, in school;

15 families (45 percent) had two children each, in school; ana 5
families (9 percent) had three children each, in school.
From 28 of the families, there were 40 children in the elementary
grades; five children, one boy and four girls were in public secondary
schools; one girl had been in a private secondary school in phoenix
during part of the year; and 2 girls were students at the university,
one, a freshman, and one, a sophomore.
of 48 children were enrolled in school.

From the 29 families, a total
One of the university students

was being sent to school by an older sister, and the other was earning
a large share of her expenses by working in an office part-time.
In three other families, no costs for education were recorded as
they were paid by the children themselves from their allowances.
In the 2 4 -families who and children in school and did report
education costs, these expenditures varied from$.50 to dl46, and
averaged $15.55 a year.
No positive correlation was apparent between the costs of educa
tion per family and the number of children in each family who were
in school.
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The family spending only $.50 had but 1 child, a first-grader,
who had been in school only 5 months; the other extreme expenditure,
$146, was reported by a family who had a daughter in a private school
for a few months.
Three families reported expenditures of $8.96, $48, and $108 per
year for special lessons.

These were dancing lessons in 1 family, and

music lessons in the 2 others.
Total education costs per family ranged from $.50 to $146, and
averaged $22.22.

Excluding the unusual case of the family spending

$146, the average, annually, was $16.84 per family.
Education costs per child show the same variation,— from $.50 to
$146.

The average cost of education per child was $17.74.

Excluding

the extreme expenditure of $146, average costs of education per child
were $12.16 a year.

Occupational Expense
Ten wage earners were paying union dues varying from $5 to $59
per year.
Similar occupational expanses, mainly fees for other employees'
organizations, were reported by 5 families as being between $15 and
$50, inclusive.

For the 12 families, the average occupational ex

penses were $24.77.

Transportation Expense
In each of 3 families, there were 2 cars; 26 families had 1 car;
and 6 had no car.

Of the 29 (85 percent) families having 1.or more

cars, 7 (20 percent) had acquired cars during the schedule year.

-
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Of the 9 families spending less than $400 per consumption unit, 5
had cars and 5 had acquired them during the year.

One car was acquired

with no money expenditure by trading for it two ola cars.
Z acquired during the year were inexpensive used cars.

%he other

Of the 21

families spending over §400 and. "under $600 per consumption unit, 19
had cars.

Four of these families had acquired cars during the year.

One of these was a gift; of the other 5, 1 was new and 2 were second
hand.

All 5 families spending more than $600 per consumption unit

owned cars, but none had bought them this year.

In each of the 3

families having 2 cars, 1 car was an old, light car used primarily
by the husband for driving to and from work, while the other was for
the use of the family.

One of the 3 families having 2 cars was in

each the lowest, the middle, and the highest consumption group.
Of the 7 families acquiring cars during the year, 5 had actually
purchased them.

Two had acquired them without money expenditure, as

explained above.

Four families paid from $15 to $82.50 for used

cars, and 1 family was paying $50 a month on a new car purchased dur
ing the year.

Payments amounting to $185.52, $282.72, and $474,

annually, made by 5 families on cars purchased before the beginning
of the schedule year.

The average of all payments made on cars dur

ing the year was $186.84.
Total transportation expenses ranged from $13.50 for a car driven
only to and from work, to $453.15, and averaged $103 for the 50 fami
lies having cars, and $152 for all families.
The ownership and purchase of new ana used cars during the year
is shown by families at different consumption levels in Table 18.

A
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positive correlation is shown between ownership of cars ana total ex
penditure per consumption unit.

Table 18.- Ownership and Purchase of Cars during the Year by
Families at Different Consumption Levels
Families with annual
expenditure per
consumption unit of_________ __________ '

Number
Families owning Number of families purof
_______ cars
chasing cars during the
families Number Percent
schedule year
_________
Total New cars Used cars

Total.................

35

29

83

Less than $400.......

9

5

#400 and under $600...

21

19

91

3

1

2

$600 and over.........

5

5

100

..

..

..

55

5

1

4

2

2

Operating expenses for transportation ranged from $ 10 in a family
having one car which was used only for driving to work, to $581 in
another family having 2 cars.

The average annual transportation

operating expense per family was $125.30; per car, y115.24.
Nine of the cars were insured.
ance ranged from $3.50 to

Fees for license, tax, and insur

53.50 per family and averaged $12.54 for

the 27 families reporting such items and $11.29 for all families.

Expenditure for Gifts. Church and Charity
Many families reported having given articles such as clothing, pets or toys, or musical instruments as gifts,

The costs for such

items were previously recorded, and are not included under "gifts."
Five families had given no other gifts, either to members of the
family or to friends.

The .amount spent for gifts ranged from $5 to

$05 and averaged $51.80 for the 30 families who had purchased gifts.
Eight families had contributed nothing to charity, nor church.
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In direct contrast, were 2 families who literally tithed.
of these contributions of $156 and
$1 to

100.

Exclusive

156, the charity gifts ranged from

The average contribution for the 27 families was *24.89

a year.
The total expenditures for gifts, church and charity ranged from
$0.50 to $186, and averaged $47.56 per family, for the 55 families re
porting.

Other Family Expenses
Other family expenses included interest on debts other than home
mortgages, bank service and safety box charges, rental on post office
box, legal expense, and allowances to children.

The total amount of

these expenditures ranged from $13 to $256.80 per year.

The average for

the 18 families reporting "other family expenses,” was $92.17.

Total Expenditure for Miscellaneous Items
The group of items to which families allocated the largest pro
portion of their expenditures for miscellaneous items affords an in
teresting variety.

In 21 families, costs of transportation were greater

than those for any other group of miscellaneous items; in 8 families
more money was spent for medical care than for any other group of
items; and in 6 families, recreation and leisure was the most expen
sive group of items.

.

Total expenditures for miscellaneous items were for 1 family of
4 members as low as $115, and for another family of 3-member^ as high
as $1,148.

The average annual expenditure for miscellaneous items

was $494 per family, and $130 per person, or per consumption unit.
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Expenditures for miscellaneous items ranged from $43.12 to #366.40
per person.

In 2 families, expenditures for miscellaneous items were

less than $50; in 13, $50 and less than #100; in 14, $100 and less
than $ 200; in 6 , $200 and over.
Total expenditures for miscellaneous items represented from 9
to 61 percent of the income.

In 2 families, expenditures for mis

cellaneous items were equal to less than 10 percent of the income;
in 6 , 10 percent and under 20 percent; in 12, 20 percent and under 50
percent; in 7, 30 percent and under 40 percent; in 5, 40 percent and
under 50 percent; in 3, 50 percent and over.

The proportion of the

average income devoted to expenditures for miscellaneous items was
31.1 percent; of average total expenditures, an average of 29.7 per
cent was allocated to these items.

One family devoted but 0.5 per

cent of its total expenditures to this group; another spent as much
as 51.5 percent for miscellaneous items.

In 2 families, less than 10

percent of the total expenditure was for miscellaneous items; in 8,
10 percent and under 20 percent; in 15, 20 percent and under 50 per
cent; in 6 , 30 percent and under 40 percent; in 3, 40 percent and
under 50 percent; and in 1 , 50 percent and over.
A summary of the expenditures for miscellaneous items by fami
lies at different consumption levels is shown in Table 19.
Of all items included under expenditures for miscellaneous items,
•the groups of items which increased most rapidly in cost as the total
expenditure per consumption unit increased were those for recreation
and leisure, transportation, gifts and charity, and other family
expenses.
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For all families, occupational expenses were highest in the
"Under $400" level.
to another.

Costs of education changed little from one level

The money spent for personal care was greatest in the

middle level; the amount spent for reading material was approximately
the same in each consumption level.
Total annual expenditure for miscellaneous items increased from
an average of $291 per family in the lowest consumption level to
$494 in the middle level, and to $767 in the highest level.

The per

centage of the average income spent for miscellaneous items rose
steadily from 19.2 percent in the lowest level to 51.5 percent in the
middle level, and to 42.6 percent in the highest consumption level.
The percentage of average total expenditure allocated to miscellan
eous items increased from 20.6 percent in the lowest level to 29.4
percent in the middle level, and to 57.7 percent in the highest level.

Table 19.- Distribution of Annual Expenditure for Miscellaneous Items by Families
at Different Consumption Levels

Item

■

_______ (551 ________

Families with average expenditure per consumption unit of—
______
Under $400 ■
0400 & \mderS600 v600 and over
Average Average Average Average Average Average
for all for fern- for all for fam- for all for fam-families ilies:
families ilies
families rereporting
'
reporting
porting
(91
(211
(51

Total annual income.....
Total annual expenditure
Total expenditure for
miscellaneous items...

41587
41662

41587
$1662

41519
41415

01519
41415

01569
01680

01569
01680

01798
02054

01798
02034

4 494

4 494

4 291

$ 291

5 494

0 494

0 767

0 767

Annual expenditures for—
Personal care.........
Recreation and leisure
Reading material....
Medical care..........
Education8,............
Gccupatncn............
Transportation........
Gift s, church, charity
Other family expenses.

4 51
4 95
$ 15
$ 85
4 11
4
9
$ 152
$ 44
4 48

4
5

0
0
4

25
59
14
81
14
25
125
28
18

0 54
0 105
0 15
0 90
$ 11
$
5
4 145
0 52
4 59

0 54
0 105
0 14
0 90
0 i-9

.0. 51
0 125
0 15
0 98

0 21

0 12
0 13

4 175
0 55
0 69

0 275
0 77
o 154

0 51
0 125
0 13
0 98
0 15
o 33
5 275
0 77
0 168

Percent of average an
nual income spent for
miscellaneous items...
Percent of average an
nual expenditure spent
for miscellaneous items

51
95
14
85
17
25
185
47
92

4 25
4 59
$ 15
$ . 81
4 H
4 14
4 70
4 25
. 4
4

51.1

51.1

19.2

19.2

51.5

51.5

42.6

42.6

29.7

’ *
29.7

20.6

20.6

29.4

29.4

57.7

57.7

4
$

4
$
4

4
4

•

0
I

4
'4

0
$

aThe extreme case of private school tuition is not included.

-98-

Average Average
for all
for
families families
reporting

.

SECTION V

;

TOTAL FAMILY EXPENDITURES

Total annual expenditures for the 55 families studied varied
from §1,146.65 to $2,329,15, and averaged £1,661.72 a year.

The

average annual'expenditure for the 9 families with total expenditure
per consumption unit of under §400 and §1,415; for the 21 families
with total expenditure per consumption unit of §400 and under §600,
it was §1,650; and for the 5 families in the highest economic group,
the average annual expenditure was §2,054. The total annual expenditure per consumption unit for all fam
ilies averaged §466.85.

Of this, 3194.06 was allocated to food;

$52.55 to clothing; §110.26 to housing; and $130 to miscellaneous
items.

Families in the lowest economic level spent for all items,

an average of $362.59 per consumption unit, as compared with an ex
penditure of $475.08 in the middle economic group, and $653.24 in the
highest economic group.
In Table 20, which summarizes the ..average total expenditure per
consumption unit by the distribution among the major items at dif
ferent economic levels, an inverse relation appears between the per
cent of total expenditure for food and the percent for miscellaneous
items.

i
'
As the total expenditure per consumption unit increases, the
;

proportion spent for food decreases from 50.5 percent in the lowest
consumption level, to 42.2 percent in the middle level, and to 35.5

-
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Table 20.-

Distribution of Annual Expenditure per Consumption Unit for Major
Items ty Families at Different Consumption Levels
All families

Families with total expenditure per consumption unit ofUnder £>400

A v e r a g e

p e r

£>400 and under «;600
c o n s u m p t i o n

$600 and over

u n i t

Item
Amount

Total annual expenditure....

Percent of
Percent of
Percent of
annual ex- Amount annual ex- Amount annual expenditure
■ p e n d i t u r e _____ penditure

Percent of
Amount annual expenditure

100.0

$562.59

100.0

$475.08

100.0

$639.24

100.0

41.6

182.30

50.5

200.41

. 42.2

190.76

29.9

32.55

6.9

24.96

6.9

56.40

7.7

44.92

7.0

Housing....... . 110.26

25.5

88.12

‘24.3

105.12

22.1

177.97

27.9

Miscellaneous.. 130.00

27.8

67.21

18.5

155.15

28.0

225.59

35.3

Annual expenditure
for—
Food.... ..... . 194.06
Clothing...... .

,

’
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percent in the highest economic level.

In contrast to this, the per

centage spent for miscellaneous items increases.

The proportion, al

located to miscellaneous items increases from 18.5 percent in the
louest economic group, to-28.0 percent in the group spending from
9400 to.§600, and to 55.5 percent in the highest economic level.
The proportion spent for clothing remains about the same in each'
consumption group.

A slightly higher percent was devoted to housing

in the highest level than in the other two levels.
Of the 55 families studied 15 spent less than §1400, annually,
though only .9 families received total incomes of less than that amount.
Eighteen (51 percent) families had total incomes of less than §1600,
but only 17 showed family expenditures below that mark.

While 51 (77

percent) families had incomes of less than §1800, only 25 (45 percent)
had expenditures less than this figure.

Ten (29 percent) families

spent over §1800 a year, although only 4 families had incomes above
that amount.
The percentage of income which current living expenditures repre
sent ranged from 67.4 percent to 158.4 percent, and averaged 104.8
percent for all families.
A total of 12 (54 percent) families showed apparent surpluses of
income over family expenditures at the end of the year, as contrasted
to 25 (66 percent) who had deficits.

Families in the lowest consump

tion level showed the greatest average surplus, §258.
the highest level showed a surplus.

Mo' family in

The largest average deficit was

reported by the 17 families in the middle consumption level (§245).
As shown in Table 21, the average deficit is §74.

Table 21.- Families Showing Apparent Surplus or Deficit of Income over Expenditure,
at Different Consumption Levels
All families
Families
Number
Average
with
of
deficit
expenditure families (-) or
per con
surplus
sumption
:.
unit of—

Families with apparent surplus Families with apparent deficit
Percent
.
Percent
Number
of
Average •
Number
of
Average
of
•total
amount
of
total
amount
families families
families families
/

All fami
lies .....

35

$(-) 74

12

34

$199

23

66

$217

Under $400.

9

104

5

56

258

4

44

97

$400 and
under
$600....
$600 and
over.....

r
21

(-)in

5

(-)236

7

33

•e

157

14

67

245

5

100

236

C M P T E R VI

- -

SAVINGS ADD IHDEBTEDNESS

In recent studies, it has become customary to give separate
totals for savings as distinguished from expenditures.

The term

"savings" is used to describe that part of the current income not used,
for current expenditures, but put aside, either to pay for purchases
of durable consumer goods made in the past for which debts were in
curred, or with a view toward future consumption.
Not one of the 55 families reported any money put into the bank
as savings during the schedule year.

Several families replied, to the

inquiry about savings, that they had been unable to save any money the
past year.

The forms of savings which were reported included premiums

of life-insurance policies, and other investments such as lots and
durable consumption goods.
Insurance was the most common type of savings.

In 2 families, both

the wage earner and the wife were insured; in 17, only the wage earner
was insured.

The face value of all policies varied from §500 to §12,500,

and averaged §3,038.

In 9 families the total amount of insurance

carried was §2,000 or over; in 4, §5,000 or over.

The premiums paid by

these 19 families ranged from §12 to §365, and averaged $90. a year.
In several cases some of the insurance of the wage earner was group
insurance, being paid in part ty the employer.

Many wage earners

were World War veterans, and took advantage of the low rates offered
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them for a form of government insurance.

These families w ere able to

secure more inexpensive protection in the form of insurance than would
be possible for families of wage earners other than veterans.
Five families had : investments other than insurance.
ing families were buying lots on which they hoped to build.

Two rent
Three

other families were buying lots purely for their investment value.
The amounts paid for real estate during the year ranged from §42 to
#280,. and averaged #154.
The only other form of savings reported was the purchase of new
furniture.

The actual addition of new articles of furniture, dis

tinguished from mere replacement of old furniture, was regarded as an
investment because the purchase of such relatively durable consump
tion goods not previously.owned by the family represents definite
provision for the future neeas of the family.

Hew furniture costing

from §42 to §505, and averaging §116 was reported by 12 families.
All but 6 families reported some item of savings.
amounts ranged from #25 to #477, and averaged #130.

The total

A summary of

savings by type, at different consumption levels is presented in
Table 22.

The average amount of savings in each of the three forms,

insurance, real estate and new furniture shows a positive correla
tion with the total expenditure per consumption unit.
Seven families had borrowed money during the year.

The maximum

amount borrowed was §250; the minimum, §100; the average, $185.57.
Two of the 7 families who borrowed were in the lowest consumption
level; 4 were in the middle consumption level; 1 was in the highest
consumption level.

Two borrowers were making payments on houses,

and 1 was paying for a car.

Table 22.- Type and Amount of Savings by Families at different Consumption
Levels
F a m i l i e s
r e p o r t i n g
s a v i n g s
of —
Families with total Number
_____ Insurance_____ ’
_____ Real Estate_____ New Furniture
annual expenditure
of
Number
Average
Number
Average
Number
Average •
per consumption
Families
:iAmount
Amount.
Amount
unit of— _______ _________________ '
_______________________ ______________ '
All families........

35

19

Under $400.... ......

9

4

21

12

$400 and under

600..

$600 and over.......

5

3

.

$ 90

5

§154

12

$116

88

2

138

2

66

85
114

1

100

9

2

199

1

94
503

k

i
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Most of the families expressed doubts as to Then they would be
able to repay the money.
on their homes.

All 12 of the part-owners still owed money

Four families had additional payments to make before

their cars were owned in full.

-CHAPTER VII

COMPARISON WITH RESULTS OF OTHER STUDIES

To present the data from the Tucson study in a concise form, and
to render it most comparable to the data from the stxnies reviewed in
Chapter I, the total expenditure for each of the m a j o r items is sum
marized and shown in relation to the average total income onu average
current expenditure for family living in the following Table.

Table 25,- Summary of Average Annual Expenditure for 1.1ajor
Items in Relation to Average Annual Income and
to Average Annual Expenditure

Item

Average amount Percent of
for all
average to
tal income
• families

Total income....... .
Total current ex
penditure ..... .
Total annual expen
diture for—
F o o d .... .
Clothing..........
Total housing....
Housing.... .
House operation.
, Miscellaneous....

£1587

100.0

1662

104.8

646
105
419
220
199
494

40.7
6.4
26.4
15.9
12.5
51.1

.

Percent of average
current expenditures

95. E
J

100.0

58.7
6.2
25.5
15.1
12.2
29.8

With the results of the Tucson Study thus tabulated, comparisons
may be made with results of the studies reviewed in Chapter I and pre
sented in Table 2, page 17.

For convenience, the studies will be re

ferred to by the same numbers as in Chapter I, page 15.
As compared with the expenditures of wage-earning and low-salaried

-34-
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,families studied in 4 different cities in 1917 (Studies 1 to 4) Tucson
families of today allocated a smaller proportion of their total expen
ditures to food and clothing, ana with one exception, to housing, and
a larger proportion to operating ana miscellaneous items.

‘iliat the

proportion spent for miscellaneous items was considerably higher in
each instance, can be accounted for largely by the fact that 85 percent
of the Tucson families studied considered an automobile a necessary
part of their standard of living, while 20 years ago this was true for
few families in this income group.
A comparison of. Tucson data with that obtained for the 12,026
families studied in 1218-19 by the Bureau of Labor Statistics shews
that the proportion of total family expenditure allocated by Tucson
families of today to food, housing, and household operation was slightly
higher, and that the proportion allocated to miscellaneous items was
considerably higher, while that allocated to clothing was very much
less than that apportioned to these commodities:by families studied
in 1918-19.
When a comparison is made with results obtained for Binbee,
Arizona, one of the 92 cities included in the study, practically the
same differences in expenditure were apparent, except that of housing,
which was slightly higher in Bisbee.
difference in family size.

There was, however, considerable

The 80 Bisbee families averaged 5.C mem

bers as compared with 5.8 members for the 55 Tucson families.
Without a single exception, the proportion of the expenditures
allocated to clothing by Tucson families was less than that allocated
by families, included in the 15 studies reviewed in Chapter I .
difference ranged from 0.8 percent to 10.7 percent.

The

The difference
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most frequently found was 5.0 percent.

This difference is undoubtedly

due in part to climatic conditions.
A recent release of the Bureau.of Labor Statistics gives income
and expenditure data for families of wage-earners and clerical workers
in 5 California cities; San Francisco-Oaldand, Modesto, Sacramento,
Los Angeles and San Diego.^
Comparison of the allocation of current living expenditures among
major items made by the Tucson families with that made by the San
Diego, families studied indicates, that the Tucson families spent more
for food; more for fuel, light and refrigeration; less for clothing;
less for housing; and less for other house operating expenses.

The

same proportion of family expenditures was allocated to miscellaneous
items by the two groups.
Both the Tucson and the San Diego families studied, favored
by climatic conditions, spent, out of each dollar, 2 or 3 cents less
-for fuel, light and refrigeration than did families in the cities
farther east.

,

A^comparison of the actual expenditures made by the Tucson fami
lies with those estimated in the commodity-quantity budget prepared
by the author in 1936 as necessary to provide a health and decency
standard of living, reveals a wide variation.

Tucson families actually

spent, for all items of family living, 9156.95 more, per consumption
unit, than the amount necessary to buy the items listed in the tenta
tive budget.
^"U. S. Dept. Labor, Bur. Labor Statis., "Money Disbursements of
Wage Earners and pierical Workers in 5 California Cities," Monthly
Labor Review XLV (1937V. Ho. 3. 665.
■
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Actua-l annual food costs and costs of miscellaneous items per con
sumption unit were $77.52 and # 9 . 2 5 , respectively, above the amount,
in the budget.

Annual clothing expenditure and total housing cost per

consumption unit were slightly loner ($5.56 and $5.86, respectively)
than those estimated as necessary to provide the standard set up in the
budget.

Although total housing costs rere not widely different, the

actual division of total housing costs between housing and house oper
ation varied widely.

The families actually spent ^26.10, per person,

less for housing, and $20.24, per person, more for house operation
than the suggested figures.
For convenience in making comparisons, budget allowances are ex
pressed in terms of the amount allowed for a family of 4.0 persons,
since there were an average of 3.8 persons per family in the group
studied.

The amounts allowed for a family of 4 members, a man, woman

and 2 children, a boy, 8, and a girl, 12, are compared with the average
amounts actually spent by families of 5.8 members, in Table 24.
The higher costs of miscellaneous items were due, in part, to the
large percentage of Tucson families owning and operating cars.

But

$10 per family (bus fare) was allowed in the budget for transportation,
since adequate housing and clothing were thought to be of relatively
greater importance than ownership of a car.

Tucson families spent an

average of $64 more than the amount allowed for recreation and leisure,
and$48 more for "other family expense".

Tne gifts given to members

of the family or to others cost an average of $50 a year more tiian the
figure set aside for this item. • Medical care cost $29 more (per fam
ily) than the budget allowed.

It is true that many families dia alio-
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cate their expenditures in much the same manner as the budget outlines,
but three or four families with extremely high costs caused the aver
age for all families to be high.

The average cost of recreation and

leisure was bolstered greatly by the few families who took vacations,
and the average cost of medical care, was raised by the families who
had hospital bills.
Food costs so much higher than the allowance made in the budget
reflect inefficient management ana lack of training in food purchasing.
The allowance made in the budget is ample to purchase food adequate
in total calories and essential nutrients.

Lower clothing costs were

due, at least in part, to the fact that the families were less wellclothed than the budget allowed for, and, in part, to the fact that
they received clothing without money expenaiture in so many cases.
Lower housing costs were due to the housing conditions of the families,
which were well below the standara set up in the buaget.

Many of the

families studied were living under crowded or even overcrowdea condi
tions.

Higher replacement costs were an important factor in raising

household operation costs above the allowance.

A conclusion that may

be drawn is that, in comparison with health and efficiency stanaard
set up in the budget, these Tucson families are more extravagantly
fed, less well clothed, less adequately housed, and, in general, are
maintaining a lower standard of living at a higher money cost.

B
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Table 24.- Comparison of Expenditures made by Tucson Families
with Costs of Commodities Considered Essential for
a Health and Efficiency Standard
Annual amount
Deviation of average actual
_____ per family
expenditure from budgetary
Item
Budgetary Average acallowance
allowance tu&l expen_____________ _____________ diture_____ ____________ _________ _____ ____
Total income.......
§1587
Savings....... .
192
Total expenditure... . 1195
Expenditure for—
Food......... .
458
Clothing..........
129
Total housing....
465
356
Housing........
House operation.
129
Miscellaneous items.
163
Personal c a r e ....
22
Recreation and
leisure.........
31
-56
Medical care.....
Education.........
17
Occupation........
15
Transportation....
8
Gifts............
14
Other family ex
pense ...........
..

§1587
102
1662

§200
(-) 90
467

646
103
419
220
199
494
31

208
(-) 26
(-) 46
• (-) 116
70
551
9

95
85
11
9
152
44.

64
29
(-)
6
(-)
6
144
30

48

48

CHAPTER VIII

SUMMARY

This survey of the incomes and expenditures of the families
of 55 wage earners and low-salaried employees with annual incomes
ranging from #1,200 to $1,800 was undertaken to determine how the
families were spending their money, how the commodities they pur
chased compared with those listed in the commodity-quantity budget
prepared by the author in 1957, and how their standard of living
compared with the health and efficiency standard provided for in this
tentative budget.

Only English-speaking, white families who had

lived in Tucson throughout the schedule year, and were composed of both
parents and at least one child under 10 were studied.

No families who

had lived with another family or in a rooming house were included in
the study.

Names of employees whose cooperation might be enlisted

were obtained from two Tucson organizations.

Data from eligible fami

lies were collected by the schedule method.
An analysis of the data secured indicates that the average num
ber of members per family was 5.80.

Four families had boarders and

lodgers; only one had a relative other than the immediate family
group living in the home.

There were 14 three-member families, 14

four-member families and 7 five-member families in the sample.
. Total incomes averaged $1,587 per family; of this amount, the
husbands’ earnings averaged 85.7 percent.

—
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Total expenditure for cur

-
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rent family living exclusive of savings averaged H , 662, of which
$646;(40.7 percent) was for food; $103 (6.4 percent) for clothing;
$220 (13.8 percent) for housing exclusive of operation costs; $199
(12.5 percent) for house operation; and $494 (51.1 percent) for mis
cellaneous items.

The average deficit per family was $75.

Expenditures for food and clothing were analyzed on.the basis
of expenditure per consumption unit,_ or per equivalent adult male.
With the use of a scale of relative food costs computed on the basis of
food prices in Tucson, 1956, and based on the requirement of an adult
male as 1.0, the number of food consumption units in each family was
calculated.

By dividing the total expenditure for food by the number

of food consumption units in the.family, the expenditure per food con
sumption unit, or per equivalent adult male was obtained for each fam
ily.

A second scale for relative clothing costs was set up, and cloth

ing cost per consumption unit was computed in the same way.
No attempt was made to compute relative costs of the other two
groups of items in terms of consumption units; each member of the family,
regardless of age, sex or activity was considered the equivalent of an
adult male in computing housing costs per consumption unit and expen
diture for miscellaneous items per consumption unit.

Hence, cost per

person and expenditure per consumption unit are identical for these
two groups of items.
By adding the expenditure per food consumption unit, the expendeture per clothing consumption unit, the expenditure for total hous
ing per person, and the expenditure per person for miscellaneous items,
the total expenditure per consumption unit was obtained.

The average

-
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annual expenditure per consumption unit lor all items was $466.85.
The families were divided into three groups according to expenditure
per consumption unit:

(1) those spending unaer $400, (2) those spend

ing over $400 and under $600, and (5) those spending over $600 per
consumption unit.

Nine families were in the lowest consumption level,

21 in the middle, and 5 in the highest consumption level.
The average total expenditure of $466.85 per consumption unit was
divided among the four major groups of items as follows:

food, $134.06

(41,6 percent); clothing, $52.53 (6.8 percent); housing, $110.26
(25.5 percent); and miscellaneous items, $150.00 (27.8 percent).

Fam

ilies in the middle consumption group allocated their expenditures
much in accordance with the preceding proportions.

The 9 families in

the lowest consumption group spent a larger percent than the average
(50.3) for food, and a smaller percent (18.5) for miscellaneous items.
Of families in the highest consumption level, the reverse was true.
They spent only 29.9 percent for food, but spent more than the average
(35.3 percent) for miscellaneous items, and slightly more for housing.
Housing costs for this group were 27.9 percent, wach is 4.4 percent
above the average for all families.
In comparing the results secured in the Tucson study with those
.
.
_ . . ■_
:
Tor the studies reviewed in Chapter I, it was found that in the studies
where there was only a slight variation in family size and income from
that of the Tucson families studied, in every instance the proportion
of expenditure allocated to clothing was less for the Tucson families, .
while in practically every case, the proportion used for miscellaneous
items (the group containing expenditures for the automobile) was greater.
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Re cent expenditure data reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics
for San Diego families (1954) show an allocation of expenditure similar
to that of Tucson families.

For these two groups of families living

under similar climatic conditions, the greatest variation in expendi
ture was that Tucson families spent 6.4 percent more for food than did .
San Diego families.
There was a wide deviation between the actual expenditures of
Tucson families and the costs of commodities listed in the tentative
budget as essential for maintaining a minimum health ana decency standard
of living.

The families studied spent annually an average of $208 more

for" food, $26 less for clothing, $116 less for housing exclusive of
operation, $70 more for house operation, and $551 more for miscellan
eous items, than the budgeted amount.

The average annual expenditure

per consumption unit ($466.85) was $155.55 above the budgetary esti
mate of $311.50.
The comparison seems to indicate that the families studied
were maintaining a lower though more expensive level of living than
that planned for in the health and decency budget, for they were less
well clothed, and less adequately housed, although more expensively
fed.

The food listed in the budget provided a diet nutritionally ade

quate at a lower cost.
In setting up an adequate budget for the health and efficiency
level for the modern family, recognition must be given to those commod
ities that are considered essential by the majority of families in a
given economic group.

Changes in the standard of living of the low-

income family of today seem to necessitate the provision of a sul'fi-
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cient sum of money to permit ownership of a car.
-Results of the study suggest that the following adjustments might
well be made in the budget set up in 1956:
1.

An additionalamount added to the food budget to allow for in

efficient food buying.

The difference of $208 between the actual

amount spent and the amount allowed in the budget might be divided,
and half, or $104, added to the allowance for food expenditure.
2.

-

An additional amount added to the expenditure for miscellan

eous items to allow for the ownership and operation of a car.

The

average annual expenditure per family for transportation was $157;
subtracting from this the $20 allowed for bus-fare, $157 is obtained
as the amount which probably should be added.
Adding $104 and $132 ($236) to-the annual income of $1,367, it
appears that the amount necessary for a family of 4 members to main
tain a minimum health and efficiency standard in Tucson is $1,625.
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3. Total household operation....
V. FOOD
Food at home
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Amt.
1. Milk............ .... . .....
2. H e a t ..... .. . . ..............
;
3. E g g s .... ---------------- ... .
4. Cheese............ .
'5. Fruit.. . . . . . .... / ......... .
6 ."Vegetables............ .
~ 7. Cereals.....................
8. F a t s .........................
9. Sugars.. . ........;...... ..
10, Coffee; spices..... .
—
.11. Other....................... ..
IE. Total.............. ........
Food a w a y :
13, Heals at w o r k ..............
14. lunches at school.,...;;...
15. Other meals a w a y ....... .
16. Ice cream, drinks, candy...
17. Total food away from home..
1 8 . T o t a l f o o d , ........ .......

wk.
Cost

•- --

Per :yr.
A m t . Cost

Per me>.
A m t . Cost

.......

.-’ *
........

" '•
... —
•---■ ;-

.

■
.

.. - '

*

•-* *

Food received or raised
Value/year
1. Food raised at h o m e .............. . . .... . .
2. Food received as gift or p a y .......
3. T o t a l .....................................

F-
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Member

CLOTHING
.
k
- VIEeadw’r . Duterw’r. Underw’r. Footw'r. Access. Repair

Total/yr.

—

<6

«-... . .
'
VII. PERSONAL CARE
Cost/mo.
: : Cost/yr.
1. Husband (hairbuts, .shaves, shampoos")........__
. A : T
_
2. Wife (permanents, w a v e s , haircuts, shampoos)___ ______ ______■
#. Other- members (same).......
....
______ ,
■4. Toilet- so a p ..... ..... •.... .. . . ... . . ... . .
._________'_____
5. Toothpaste, mouthwash...... .................
.
______.
_______
6. Shaving equipment, supplies........... ...... ................. ......
7. Cosmetics.................... ........ ........ .. ............ .......
8. Combs, brushes, files.......;...............
. ._____
: . ~
9. Other expenses.............. ................................ 10. Total..................... .. .. .v . .
.
..
____ VIII. RECREATION A LEISURE
Coet/wk.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

Movies, plays, concerts.........
Athletic events, circus, rodeo.......
E q p t . & fees for sports, games, clubs
Radio and musical instruments........
Photography supplies......
Pets and t o y s ..........
..... . . . r. . ..
Entertaining at home ...... .v:
Entertaining away from. home.; .
..
Smokers’ supplies.......... .
Vacation expenses. .........
Reading material 1 . . . . . . .
.
Total. ........... . ,, ....... . .; .-.v . . ..

Cost/mb. Cost/yr.

.......... ..

..

.

X. EDUCATION

IX. MEDICAL CARE
Cost/yr.
1.
2.
#.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10,

Physician.......... .
Dentist..............
Other specialists...
Hospital............
Hurse.......... .....
Glasses, examination,
Medicine,drugs,supplies.
Health and ac. insur..
Other..................
T o t a l ....................

in
1. Furs, schl,
2. Grade schl.
•3." High, schl.
4.
‘Business.. /
5.
‘College....

7. Total,

Wit.

Supp. j itHer
-

»
.

-

,

4
X I.
1.
2.
3.

OCCUPATIONAL EXPENSE

C o s t/y r.
U n i o n d u e s ..........................................
................
O t h e r ............................................................. .................
T o t a l ............................................................. .................
X II.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

TRANSPORTATION

How many m o n th s o f y e a r d i d
f a m i l y own no c a r ? ____1 car?__
N e t p r i c e o f c a r b o u g h t ...........
C u rre n t o p e ra tin g e x p e n s e ...'
M o n t h l y p a y m e n t s on c a r ........... '
L ic e n s e , ta x , in s u ra n c e ,e tc .
T o t a l t r a n s p o r t a t io n expense
X III.

XVI. CONVENIENCES AND
8B8REATIANAL EQPT.
R e f r i g e r a t o r , i c e ____ ________
m e c h . _____________
E l e c t r i c m i x e r ________ _________
K i t c h e n s t o v e ___________________
h a s h i n g m a c h i n e ________________
E l e c t r i c i r o n ___________________
M a n g l e _____________________________
S e w i n g m a c h i n e , e l e c t r i c ____

foot-power_____
V ac u u m c l e a n e r _________________
P i a n o ______________________________
R a d io

G IF T S AND TAXES

1.
2.

G i f t s to p ersons in f a m i l y . .
G i f t s to p ersons out o f
f a m i l y ...........................................................
3 . C h u r c h , c h a r i t y ..................................
4 . P e r s o n a l t a x e s ....................................
5 . O t h e r .............................................................
f . . T o t a l ......................................... ...................
X IV .

OTHER F A M IL Y EXPENSE
C o s t /year
1 . I n t e r e s t on d e b t s o t h e r t h a n
home m o r t g a g e ....................................... ....................
2 . B a n k s e r v i c e c h a r g e a n d b o x . _________
3 . P o s t o f f i c e b o x ......................................................
4 . L e g a l e x p e n s e ....................................... ....................
5 . L o s s e s o t h e r t h a n b u s i n e s . . . _________
6 . F u n e r a l , c e m e t e r y ............................ ....................
7 . A l l o w a n c e s t o c h i l d r e n .............. ....................
8 . O t h e r ............................................................. ....................
9 . T o t a l .............................................................
XV.

1.
2.
3.
4.
R.
6.
7.
8.
9.

S A V IN G S , IN V E S T ] iE N T S ,
L IA B IL IT IE S

F a c e v a l u e o f i n s u r a n c e ................................
F a c e v a l u e o f p a i d u p i n s . . . _________
P r e m i u m s p a i d t h i s y e a r ........... ....................
S a v i n g s d e p o s i t e d t h i s y e a r . _________
I n v e s t m e n t s .............................................
New f u r n i t u r e .......................................
T o t a l c a p i t a l . ( 3 . to. 6 ) ..... .......
M o n e y b o r r o w e d .................................... ....................
V a lu e o f a r t i c l e s o t h e r th a n
c a r and f u r n i t u r e b e in g p u r c h a s e d on i n s t a l l m e n t p l a n . .
--------

>
_ _
7 .-> 4 k,

