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Letter of Trqnsmittq|

Works PROGRESS ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D). C., July 23, 1937 .

Sir: Ihave the honor to transmit the findings of a study of the costs
of living of industrial, service, and other manual workers at a basic
maintenance level and under emergency conditions, initiated by the
Federal Emergency Relief Administration and completed by the
Works Progress Administration, The figures show the dollars and
cents outlay necessary in each of 59 cities in the United States with a
population of over 25,000 and relative costs among these cities.
The findings provide = large body of basic information which will be
of value not only in handling the unemployment relief problem but
also in many other fields where facts are required regarding the costs
of living and intercity cost differences.

The average cost of living for a 4-person family at the maintenance
level in the 59 cities combined was $1,261 per year in 1935. Costs
were so nearly alike in the separate cities that only in five did the
difference from the average exceed 10 percent. The budget of goods
and services priced does not represent the content of a satisfactory
American standard of living, nor does its cost indicate what families
would have to spend to secure an American standard, It should be
noted, however, that according to studies by the Brookings Institu-
tion, 4 out of every 10 families in the United States had annual in-
comes of less than $1,500 in 1929 at the period of our greatest produec-
tivity, and 1 out of 5 had less than $1,000.

The study was made in the Division of Social Research under the
direction of Howard B. Myers, Director of the Division, Margaret
Loomis Stecker supervised the investigation, analyzed the data,
and wrote the report. The field work, which was done in cooper-
ation with the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, was
under the supervision of John H. Cover, who also had charge of
tabulating the data, Henry B. Arthur, then Assistant Director of
the Division of Social Research, supervised the tabulations. John N,
Webb, Coordinator of Urban Surveys, assisted in editing the report.

Acknowledgment is made of the assistance of Elizabeth K, Morrison
and Glenn Steele in preparing the quantity budgets which were priced;
of Harry D. Wilson, Francis E. Wilcox, and Wilson E. Sweeney in
conducting the field work and tabulating the data; and of Joel C.
Hawkins in checking the analysis. Many others, too numerous to
mention separately, assisted in collecting and analyzing the data;
their services are acknowledged with appreciation,

Respectfully submitted.
Corringron Gi1.1,
Assistant Administrator,
Hon. Harry L. Horxkins,
Works Progress Administrator.
i
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INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

THE PURPOSE of thisinvestigation is to determine the costs of family
living in 59 separate cities at two specified levels;! to measure inter-
city cost differences at these levels; to find out how much the costs of
living at & basic maintennnce level may be reduced to mest emergency
conditions; and to ascertain what factors contribute to explain
observed intercity cost variations. ‘‘Costsofliving’' is defined as retail
prices of the goods and services essential at a specified level of living
in more than one community at the same time, or in the same com-
munity at different timnes, or both, combined with such quantities of
each item as will represent normal or average consumption at that
level ?

Cost of living estimates obtained by pricing & quantity budget are
not necessarily identical with actual expenditures for living by real
families. Expenditures depend on tastes, customs, and local practices
as well aa on prices and are definitely restricted by available income.
In cost measurements the content of living is fixed, income does not
enter into the problem, and variations depend primarily on price.
Expenditure studies show how much is spent in different places and
what is received in return; cost of living studies show how much
would have to be spent in different places to buy a predetermined
content of living which, as far as practicable, is held constant every-
where. By comparing the results of a cost of living study with ascer-
tained expenditures for living in the sume place, however, the extent

! Data were not collected to show the costs of living for individuals apart from
a family group. These differ in many ways from group living costs.

* Commodity prices and service fres were analyzed only as city averages for
the purpose of interpreting group costs; no attempt was made to measure intracity
variations. Analyeis of the problema of sampling in retail price reporting and
of price differences between neighborhouds and types of stores, as well as between
similar storea in different cities, is part of an Illinois Works Progress Administra-
tion project under the direction of Professor John H. Cover, of the University of
Chioago, who supervised the collection and tabulation of prices for the present
study. One purpose of the former project is to provide the Bureau of Labor
Btatistics with a list of representative stores in each city, to be used in choosing
additional qutlets in ite collection of retail prices.

IX
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to which families in fact are able to obtain the level specified may
be measured, with resulting knowledge as to where existing consump-
tion patterns are superior or deficient.?

The present study attempts to provide a solution to one of the hith-
erto unsolved problems of cost of living measurements. Information
has often been collected to show how much families spend to live and
what they obtain for their money;* differences from year to year in
the costs of living have been measured in this country for two decades;®
the same or different levels of living have been priced by a variety of
agencies in different places at different times.® Until this study was
made, however, data were not available to show how much is required

3 The United States Department of Labor and its predecessors in the Federal
Government have made several investigations of family expenditures at approx-
imately the same time, in different communities. A large body of facts relating
to expenditures by wage earners and lower-salaricd clerical workers in 92 cities
in 1917-1919 was published in 1924. See Cost of Living in the Uniled Slales,
Bulletin No. 337, United States Department of Laber, Bureau of Labor Statistics,
1924. In 1934 the Bureau started a new series of studies of money disbursements
of wage earners and lower-salaried clerical workers in 55 eities. Results of these
have been published from time to time in Menthly Labor Retiew, beginning in
March 1936, More comprehensive than any such studies made previously is the
investigation of consumer purchases carried on with Works Progress Administra-
tion funds in 1936 by the Bureau of Labor Statistics in the Department of Labor
and the Bureau of Home Economics in the United States Department of Agricul-
ture, in cooperation with the National Resources Committee and the Central
Statistical Board.

4 Williams, Faith M. and Zimmerman, Carle C., Studies of Family Living in the
United States and Other Countries: An Analysis of Material and Method, Misccila-
neous Publication No. 223, United States Department of Agriculture, December
1935.

5 Index numbers showing cost of living changes over a periocd of time are com-
puted regularly by the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, the National
Industrial Conference Board, and the Massachusetts Department of Labor and
Industries. The Bureau’s figures relate to the outlay necessary for a specified list
of goods and services in 32 cities separately and in all ecombined; prices are collected
4 times a year, and the index numbers are printed in Monthly Labor Review. The
National Industrial Conference Board's index numbers are computed each month
as an average for the country as a whole and are printed in Conference Board
Service Letter. The series for Massachusetts was started in 1919 by the Special
Commission on the Necessaries of Life, and figures are now computed each month
by the Division on the Necessaries of Life in the Department of Labor and Indus-
triecs. They are mimeographed in Memorandum Relative 1o the Cost of Living in
Massachusells.

¢ The Bureau of Labor Statistics in 1919 constructed minimum quantity budgets
for a ‘“health and decency” level of living for & clerical worker's family and for a
wage earner’s family. The Bureau priced the former in Washington (D. C.), in
August 1919. See Monthly Labor Review, December 1919. The wage earner’s
budget was printed in Monthly Labor Review, June 1920, and has been priced a
number of times by the Labor Bureau, Inc., & private research group serving the
interests of organized labor.

The National Industrial Conference Board used the same technique but different
quantity budgets in investigating the minimum cost of a “fair American'’ standard
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for support at u uniform level of living in a large number of places at
the same time, or how these costs compare on an intercity basis.”
Cost differentials between two well-defined levels of living had not
beeu so completely analyzed, and such 2 volume of detzil had not been
assembled for comparing estimated costs and actual expenditures.

The reason for this paucity of facts so obviously useful in many
fields of economic and social life does not lie in lack of interest in the
subject. Delay in investigation, rather, is to be accounted for by the
numerous technical difficulties involved in setting up a study which
would supply the materials desired and by the expense of its execution.
As the relief and work programs of the Federal Government pro-
gressed, the need for detailed information relating to costs of living
became increasingly apparent. The investigation of which this mono-
graph is a report was made to supply the necessary figures, as part of
the broad research programs of the Federal Emergency Relief Adminis-
tration and the Works Progress Administration.®

of living among wage earners. The first of these studies was made in Fall River
in October 1919; the most recent of which a report has been published covered
12 industrial eities in August-October 1027. See National Industrial Conference
Board, The Cost of Living Among Wage Earners, Fall River, Massachusetfs, Oclo-
her 1519, Research Report No. 22, Boston, November 1919; and National Indus-
trial Couference Board, The Cost of Living 1n Twelve Industrial Cities, New York,
1928,

Other private organizations have proceeded along more or less similar lincs. See,
for example, Heller Committee for Research in Bocial Economics, Quantity and
Cost Budgetzs * * *, University of California, Berkeley, Calif., February 1937.
See also Visiting Housekeeper Association, Seale for Estimating Minimum
Budgets * * * Detroit, Mich.

¥ The National Industrial Conference Board priced an identicsl level of living
in the 5 separate boroughs of the ¢ity of New York in 1926 and in 12 industrial
citiea in 1927. In 1935 the Board covered 69 cities in a comparative cost of
living survey, but it has not published figures for the separate communities. Sec
National Industrial Conference Board, The Cost of Living in New York City, New
York, 1926; National Industrial Conference Board, The Cost of Living in Twelve
Industrial Cities, New York, 1928; and Conference Board Bulletin, December 10,
1935. For such findings of the study in 69 cities as may be compared with those
of the present investigation, sce pp. 136-138.

The International Labour Office made a study of the costs of living in 14 cities
in Europe in 1931, aa8 compared with the cost of living in Detroit, by pricing a
sample of goods and services which were representative of local consumption
habita and differed, therefore, in the separate cities. International Labour Office,
A Contribution lo the Study of International Comparisons of Costs of Living, Studies
and Reports, Series N (Statistics) No. 17, second revised edition, Geneva, 1932.
Certain findings of the study are noted on pp. 138, 146, and 147.

® The Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Federal agency vested with responsibility
for collecting and analyzing data related to prices and urban costs of living, co-
operated in the field work and computed the city average food prices. Thus,
duplication of effort was avoided and the Bureau was able to extend its retail
price reporting system. The Bureau ecollects retail food prices each month, and
prices of other goods and services quarterly. To the 51 cities in which food
prices were collected prior to 1935, 13 others have been added as a result of the
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QUANTITY BUDGETS

The content of a standard of living is not subject to exact measure-
ment. Even at a minimum ievel it 13 not easy to say what is essential
and what 1s not. Construction of quantity budgets for pricing pur-
poses is accomplished, therefore, through many compromises. These
are multiplied as the number and variety of communities to be repre-
sented are increased. Purchases in the course of & year, moreover,
cover a wider variety than it is either feasible or necessary to price.
Henee, the goods and services which are priced must be included in the
budgets in such quantities as will represent others which are not priced,
in order to obtain a balanced total cost.®

Research in nutrition has determined necessary food consumption,
and minimum housing standards are fairly well established.’ There
i1s no authority for the other essentials of family living, and budget
allowances must be constructed by well-reasoned estimates. Actual
consumption by families whose purchases seem to supply the needs of
health and self-respect forms the basis for certain budget allowances.
If it appears, however, that some goods and services are being ob-
tained through skimping on other essentials, a synthetic budget must
bring the other essentials up to satisfactory standards. TIf, on the
other hand, it is apparent that certain expenditures cannot be made
at the level specified without the sacrifice of others more necessary from
a common-sense viewpoint, synthetic budgets will not include them.

Thus, synthetic budgets of a balanced content of living at a mini-
mum level in seme respects are superior to the consumption habits of
the class they represent and in others they are inferior. Through
careful planning, nutrition can be purchased for less than families
vsually spend for food. Housing occupied by families of modest
means at the present time frequently is below accepted standards of
adequacy. Group pressure often dictates purchases whose principal
justification lies in the intangible satisfactions they afford.

THE TWO LEVELS OF LIVING

In the present investigation quantity budgets were constructed
as an itemization of the content of two levels of living."! The basic
maintenance level represents normal or average minimum requirements

present study. These 13 cities are in sections of the country or are representa-
tive of local characteristies not previously so completely covered.

? Popular comparisons of intercity cost differences are sometimes made on the
basis of rents, food prices, or some other single budget item prices. These may
represent, in fact, only a small part of the total cost of liviug.

' There is a conflict in housing standards between what is desirable and what
is practical. Those specified for this study take into account the necessity for
pricing what exists, but in no sense constitute specifications for the future.

' Quantity budgets for the two levels of living are given in complete detail in
Stecker, Margaret L., Quantily Budgets for Basic Maintenance and Emergency
Standards of Living, Research Bulletin Series I, No. 21, Division of Social Rescarch,
Works Progress Administration, 1936.
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for industrial, service, and other manual workers; the emergency level
takes into account certain economiss which may be made under
depression conditions. The maintenance level provides not only for
physical needs but also gives some consideration to psychological
values, The emergency level allows more exclusively, though not
entirely, for material wants, but it might be questioned on the grounds
of health hazards if families had to live at this level for a considerable
period of time.

The family whose costs of living are measured in this investigation
is best described as the unskilled manual worker type. It consists of
a moderately active man, a moderately active woman, a boy age 13,
and a girl age 8. The man wears overalls at his work. No house-
hold assistance of any kind is employed.

At the maintenance level, these four persons live in a four- or five-
room house or apartment with water and sewer connections. Their
dwelling is in at least a fair state of repair and contains an indoor
bath and toilet for their exclusive use. They have gas, ice, electricity,
and 2 small radio, but no automobile. They read a daily newspaper,
ro to the movies once a week, and enjoy other simple leisure-time
activities. Their food is an adequate diet at minimum eost. They
pay for their own medical care. Clothing, furniture, furnishings,
and household equipment are provided with some regard for social
as well as material needs. Carfare, taxes, and numerous incidental
expenses are included in their budget.

At the emergency level this four-person family has cheaper kinds
of food to secure the same nutritive values as the maintenance budget
provides. Housing is less desirable. There is less frequent replace-
ment of clothing, furniture, furnishings, and household equipment.
Household supplies are less plentiful; other services are reduced in
quentity or eliminated entirely,

All the essentials of living are to be purchased at market prices; the
budgets make no provision for home-grown food or home dressmaking.

1 The size and composition of this family was selected as the nearest approach
to the average census private family, which eonsists of 4.01 persons. The census
distribution is such that the median size of all families is 3.40, and of urban
families, 3.26. Fifteenth Census of the United Slates: 1930, Population Vol. VI,
pp. 10 and 16. Less than one-third of the census families in 1930 had more than
four members; in urban areas the proportion was ouly slightly in excess of one-
fourth. Jbid., pp. 13 and 14. Sixty-two percent of all census families and sixty
percent of urban census families contained only one gainful worker. Ibid., pp.
22-23. The average number of children under age 15 per family was 1.2 and
per urban family, 1.02. The Jatter figures were obtained by dividiug all children
in this age group by total number of familics. Fifteenth Census of the United
Siates: 1930, Population Vol. 11, p. §67. The sex ard age of the two children in
the present study were assigned arbitrarily for the purpose of representing a
diversity of cost elements. In the matter of housing certain complications are

implied which disappear if the family is considered as representative rather than
as an exact replica of real families.
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Complete self-support in all respects is provided for, but only on a
current cost basis, since there is no allowance for carrying or ligui-
dating debts or for necessary future expenditures, except small life
insurance policies,

It is probable that neither of these levels of living has been defined
before. The maintenance budgetis not so liberal as that for & “health
and decency' level which the skilled worker may hope to obtain,
but it affords more than a “minimum of subsistence’” living. The
emergency budget, restricted as it is, represents a better level of
living than most relief budgets allow.

Neither of these budgets approaches the content of what may be
considered a satisfactory American standard of living, nor do their
costs measure what families in this country would have to spend to
secure ‘‘the abundant life.”” Such a standard would include an auto-
mobile, better housing and equipment, & more varied diet, and pre-
ventive medical care. Provision would be made for future education
of the children and for economic security through saving. These
and other desirable improvements above a maintenance level of living
would necessitate annual expenditures considerably in excess of the
money values of the budgets used in this investigation.

From a realistic point of view, however, little is to be gained for the
present purpose by constructing quantity budgets whose contents do
not reasonably portray existing expenditure habits. Only on this
basis are they of practical use in determining prevailing costs of
living. At the same time it should be understood that the budgets
priced are neither ideal nor static and that as consumption itself is
raised to higher levels, budgets must take account of the improved
standards of living thus manifested.

CITIES SURVEYED
Selecting the 59 cities in which to make the study required eon-
sideration of geographic locition, size, and socio-economic character-
istics of wvarious kinds, These considerations are discussed in some
detail in Chapter VII, Techniques and Procedures. The 59 citics,
their location and population in 1930, are shown in table 1 and figure 1.

COMPUTING THE COSTS OF LIVING

The quantity budgets at both levels were uniform, in the main, in
all communities studied in order that the cost estimates might approxd-
mate a measure of the outlay necessary for the same goods and serv-
ices in each community. Absclute identity of budget content, how-
ever, could be maintained throughout only by the sacrifice of reality.
Some items cannot be priced in certain communities at all; average
Tequirements overstate or understate needs in given instances. The
outstanding examples of budget needs which cannot be completely
standardized are housing, fuel, ice, and transportation.
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Table 1.—59 Cities Included in the Study of Costs of Living, March 1935

City and geographic division Pnplléla%tmn City and geographic division Pox;glsgtlon
New England: South Atlantic—Contipued.
Boston, Mass. ______._______.______ 781, 188 Atlanta, Ga____ ... .. ..... 270, 366
Providenece, R_ L. __. . ___ . . _ . 252, 941 Richmond, Ve ... .. ___ 182, 929
Bridgeport, Conn.________________ 146, 718 Norfolk, Va__._ ... ________. 129, 710
Fall River, Mass_________._______. 115, 274 Yacksonville, Fla__________________ 129, 549
Maeanchester, NN H___.____. R 76, 834 Winston-Salem, N, C_ ... cavan.. 75, 274
Portland, Maine__________________ 70, 810 Columbia, 8. C____.______________ 51, 681
Middle Atlantic: Clarksburg, W. Va________________ 28, 866
New York, N. Y ..o cvana.an 6,930, 446 || East South Central:
Philadelphia, Pa.____________ - 1, 950, 961 Louisville, Kv_ . .. ... ..... 307, 745
Pittsburgh, Pa._ 669, 817 Birmingham, Ala..._ .. ... ... 259, 678
Buffalo, N. Y __ 573,076 Memphis, Tenn________._.___._... 253, 143
Newark, N.J____ 442, 337 Knoxville, Tenn._ . 105, 802
Rochester, N. Y _ . 328, 132 Mobile, Ala___.___ 68, 202
Scrapton, Pa.____..__._____ 143, 423 || West South Central:
Binghamton, N. Y___._. s 76, 662 New Orleans, La._. ... _._.___.___ 458, 762
East North Central: Houston, Tex_ ... ... ... 292, 352
Chicago, Il ... 3,376,438 Dallas, Tex_ ... - e 260, 475
Detroit, Mich____.____._____._.__. 1, 568, 662 QOklahema City, Okla_____________ 185, 389
Cleveland, Ohio_____ ... .___._. 800, 429 El Paso, Tex. ... 102, 421
Milwaukee, Wis__.__.____.________ 578, 249 Little Rock, Ark_.___. . 81, 679
Cincinnati, Obio. ceee s comeaiaans. 451,160 || Mountain:
Indianapolis, Ind_ ... _______ 364, 161 Denver, Colo_ .. . ____._ I 287, BH1
Columbus, Ghio. ... __.__._.. .- 290, 564 Salt Lake City, Utab__ . __________ 140, 267
Peoria, I, __.___________________. 104, 969 Butte, Mont__ ... ___.____.___. 39, 532
West North Central: Tueson, Ariz_ . ....ceeeinnn- 32, 508
Bt. Lounis, Mo__....cnnremnna 821, 860 Albuquerque, N. Mex____._______ 28, 570
Minneapolis, Minn____._._.______ 464, 356 || Pacific:
Kansas City, Mo_________________ 309, 746 Los Angeles, Calif.__.._.._. cecema- 1, 238, 048
Omaha, Nebr. ... 214, 006 San Francisco, Calif. .. __.___._._. 634, 394
Wichita, Kans, . .. ...ceooo._ ... 111, 110 Seattle, Wash_ ... ... ____._.__ 365, 583
Cedar Ragids, Towa _________.____ 58,087 Portland, Oreg.__________._. e 301, 815
Bioux Falls, 8. Dak.____._____._.. 33, 362 Spokape, Wash_ .. ____________ 115, 514
South Atlantic:
Baltimore, Md__._............._.. 804, 874
Washington, D. C______ .. .__.___ 488, 869

Bource: Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1930, Population Vol. I, pp. 10 and 22 fI.

Most of the essentials of living in urban communities in this coun-
try are acquired through private purchase; some are not a direct
charge to the consumer but are supplied by the community from the
tax fund. Prices of those goods and services to be purchased indi-
vidually, plus specified taxes, were obtained in each city studied in the
present investigation. City average prices of each item were then
combined with the quantity allowances of each per year, as given in
the budgets, to obtain budget group costs. 1f there was a sales tax,
its amount was added and aggregates for the cost of living as a whole
were computed.

RESULTS

The findings of the study measure in dollars and cents the costs of
self-support at 2 levels of living for a 4-person manual worker’s
family in each of 59 cities. They do not show what families were
spending or what their purchases should be. Component elements
of the costs of living are analyzed and compared to indicate their
relative importance within a given city and to explain intercity cost
differences. Such inferences as may be drawn regarding relative
costs must be considered with a view to the fact that uniform budgets
were priced, in the main, with only minor allowances for differences
in local needs and habits. Comparative group costs, either on a
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geographic or size of city basis, relate only to costs in the cities of
which each group is composed.

1t is possible that the levels of living specified can be obtained in
the separate cities with smaller outlays than the results of thisstudy
show to be necessary through substitution of commodities locally less
expensive but serving the same purpose as those specified in the
quantity budgets. Likewise, some savings may be effected by home
production, patronage of special sales, and various forms of thrift
and superior household management. On the other hand, waste
of various kinds may more or less offset these savings. Such factors
are impossible of statistical measurement, especially in an appraisal
of intercity costs on a comparable basis,

It would be too much to expect that all details for every city are
exact representations of definite local needs or that even for the
budgets as a whole the values are accurate to the last penny. Accept-
ing the figures for what they are—namely, a generalized statement
of the amounts required for the purpose specified, not to be taken
too literally with reference to any one family or group of families—
there is reason to believe that a contribution has been made to cost
of living knowledge, not only with reference to the money values of
a given level but also to the techniques by which these values were
obtained. Extension of these figures for comparative purposes to
other communities, other levels of living, and families of different
size and compeosition should proceed with caution.



SUMMARY

THlS STUDY was instituted to <determine the annual costs of self-
support in 59 cities for & 4-person manual worker’s family at 2 levels
of living. The first level has been designated as the basic maintenanece
level and the second as the emergency level.

The terms “maintenance level” and “‘emergency level” have been
defined in the Introduction. For purposes of this summary it may be
said that the cost of the maintenance level measures necessary cur-
rent outlay, including some allowance for psychological as well as
material needs. The cost of the emergency level provides more
exclusively, but not entirely, for physical wants.

The Works Progress Administration urges that in considering the
findings of this study two facts be clearly understood.

(1) That neither the maintenance nor the emergency level repre-
sents a desirable living standard. Neither level will permit families
to enjoy the full fruits of what we have come to call the American
standard of living. Indeed, those forced to exist at the emergency
level for an extended period may be subjected to serious health haz-
ards. From the point of view of the long-time well-being of workers’
families, & desirable standard of living would be one in which the con-
cepts of maintenance and emergency have no place. Moreover, as a
basis for a national volume of consumption sufficient to keep pace
with the increasing output of industry, the two levels are inadequate.
Those interested in improving our standards of living will find the
information in this study useful as a description of 2 limited levels
which the workers in 1935 could achieve at various costs in 59 cities,
rather than as a statement of desirable objectives.

(2) That the costs of the two levels of living which are to be out-
lined are those of March 1935. Since that time costs of living have
advanced throughout the eountry. In March 1937 the costs of living
had increased in 31 of the 59 cities studied; facts are not available for
the other 28 cities. Thus, it does not follow that the estimates pre-
sented in this study would be adequate at the present time to support
even the low standards represented by the basic maintenance and
emergency levels.

12692 —38——2 Xvil
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The costs of living at the maintenance level ranged from a high of
$1,415 in Washington ! to a low of $1,130 in Mobile, at March 1935
prices. The average cost in the 59 cities combined was $1,261. The
cost of living at the emergency level also was highest in Washington,
$1,014; but was lowest in Wichita, $810. The average was $903.
At both levels necessary outlays in the most expensive city averaged
about 25 percent above those in the least expensive. In more than half
the cities living costs were within a range of $100 per year.

These cost of living figures relate to the requirements of & family
conststing of 2 man, a woman, & boy age 13, and a girl age 8. They were
obtained by pricing a list of goods and services essential for this family
at each level of living; they do not show family expenditures. The
budgets priced were uniform in all cities except for a few items. For
instance, allowances for transportation had to be adjusted to take
account of city size and area; and allowances for fuel and ice had to
be adjusted to take account of differences in climate.? Prices of the
separate items obtained in each city, combined with their quantity
allowances, constitute the local costs of support at the levels of living
specified. .

The quslity of goods and services priced was the same in both
budgets. The cost differential between the two was obtained by sub-
stituting & larger proportion of the cheaper kinds of food at the emer-
gency than at the maintenance level to meet the same nutritive require-
ments, by allowing for less frequent replacement of clothing, furniture,
furnishings, and household equipment, by curtailing the supply of cer-
tain household necessities, by providing less expensive housing, and
by reducing the allowances of certain other services.

The average cost of the emergency budget on this basis was 72
percent of the average cost of the maintenance budget; there was little
difference in this respect among the separate cities. Household
operation costs were most nearly alike at the two levels, and costs of
miscellaneous family needs differed most.

Twice as much of the average cost of living in the 59 cities combined
was required for food as for housing, and the outlay necessary for
household operation was less than for clothing, clothing upkeep, and
personal care. The difference between maintenance and emergency
budget costs was greater for clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal
care than for household operation, and miscellaneous family needs
took one-fifth of the average maintenance budget cost but only one-
sixth of the average emergency budget cost.

! In this summary all aggregate values and percentages are rounded to the near-
est whole number; in the text of the report and the tables exact figures are given.

* Quantity budgets for the two levels of living are given in complete detail in
Stecker, Margaret L., Quantity Budgels for Basic Mainlenance and Emergency
Standards of Living, Rescarch Bulletin, Series I, No. 21, Division of Social Research,
Works Progress Administration, 1936.
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Muintenance Fmergency
tevel tevel
Amount Pereent  Amount Fereent
Total o e $L 261 1N $003 100
Food....... e e e e 448 35 340 37
Clothing, ¢lothing upkeep, and personal care._ 184 15 128 14
Housing ... [ 222 18 168 19
Household operation. ... ... 154 12 122 14
Miscellaneous ... .. 253 20 145 16

Intercity variations in the costs of living as a whole resulted from all
manner of combinations of separate commodity and serviee costs.
Relatively large outlays often were necessary for some items and rela-
tively small oullays for others in the same place.

Among the 10 most expensive cities in which to live at the main-
tenance level when this study was made, for example, only San
Francisco, Chicago, and Boston reported all major budget group
costs well above the 59-city average. In the other most expensive
cities some group costs were high and some were low. Food costs
were less than the average in Minneapolis, Milwaukee, Cleveland, and
Detroit; elothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care costs were rela-
tively low in New York, Washington, and St. Louis; household
operation costs were low in Washington, Cleveland, and St. Louis.
On the other hand, all 10 of these highest cost cities reported rents
and the costs of miscellaneous family needs above the average.

In the 10 lowest cost cities rents were less than the average in the
59 cities combined; but only in Mobile, Wichita, Littie Rock, and
Knoxville were all costs relatively low. Food was relatively ex-
pensive in Clarksburg and Dallas; and clothing, clothing upkeep, and
personal care costs slightly exceeded the average in Clarksburg,
Columbus, and Cedar Rapids. Household operation costs were above
the average in Cedar Rapids and El Paso; and the cost of miscellane-
ous family needs was above the average in Birmingham.

Though it cannot be said as a general proposition that geographic
location alone determines relative costs of living, there are some sec-
tions where costs are undoubtedly low, and some where they seem to be
high, with reference to the general average. In the South Central
States, for example, every city reported less than average costs for the
budget as o whole and for most of the major budget groups. Less was
required per year for support at the maintenance level in the most
expensive South Central city than in the cheapest New England or
Middle Atlantic city. None of these South Central cities had as
many as 500,000 population. The costs of living seemed to be high in
the East North Central Division as well as in the New England and
Middle Atlantic States, but there were exceptions to the general
tendency in each area. More large cities are located in these sections
of the country than in any others, and the costs of living in the large
cities often exceeded the average.
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On the other hand, size of city, as such, does not account entirely
for cost variations, though for the budget as a whole costs declined with
population. Families in the two largest cities in the Pacifie Division
required more for support at the maintenance level of living than in the
three smaller cities in that area, butin the Mountain Division costs in
the two largest cities were less than in the smaller places. All cities
with a population of 500,000 or more were more expensive places in
which to live than the average, and costs were much alike in most of
them, Costs in some of the smaller cities were relatively high and in
others, relatively low, depending on a variety of local circumstances,
the influence of which may be guessed but not measured quantitatively.

The greatest similarity in major budget group eosts,* which together
constitute the cost of living as 2 whole, was found in combined food
prices; and the greatest difference, in rents. Clothing, clothing up-
keep, and personal care cost dispersion more nearly approached that
of food; household operation and miscellaneous family needs cost
dispersions more nearly resembled that of rent. Some of the widest
cost variations were found for subgroups within these classifications,
and individual commodity and service prices differed most of all.

FOOD

When prices of the 44 commodities in the maintenance food budget
were combined with the quantities of esch required per year by the
‘4-person family of this investigation and totaled, there was a difference
of less than 17 percent between Cedar Rapids, where cost was least,
and Bridgeport, where cost was most. This cost similarity for food
a8 a group resulted from partial cancellation of differences for separate
commodities when all were combined. Prices of lard, sugar, ham,
bacon, raisins, cheese, and most can and package goods, for example,
showed ranges of less than 50 percent between lowest and highest city
avernges. Highest city averages for earrots, eabbage, spinach, and
apples, on the other hand, were over four times as much as lowest
city averages. Prices of other food commodities varied from city to
city within a range between the extremes for the two groups just
cited. Inno city, however, were prices of sll 44 commodities relatively
high or relatively low.

As compared with the average cost of food in the 59 cities combined,
costsin the New England, Middle Atlantic, South Atlantic, and Moun-
tain cities sveraged high, and in all other areas averaged low. There
were relative degrees to the variations, however, and they were
caused by differing cost relationships emong the separate commodity
groups. Only in New England were all group costs high, and only

* All cost comparisons are based on prices and guantities allowed in the main-
tenance budget, plus sales tax where levied. Relatives for the coste of the emer-
geney budget were nearly but not quite identical, owing to differences in the
quantity allowaneces in the two; prices were the same. '
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in the East North Central States were all group costs low. Size of
city was not so important a factor in food cost differences as was
geographic location, and group averages for the five population classi-
fications were much alike.

CLOTHING, CLOTHING UPKEEP, AND PERSOMAL CARE

The costs of the clothing, clothing upkeep, and perscnal care budget
for the maintenance level of living varied nearly twice as much as
the costs of food ; that is, slightly more than 32 percent between Dallas,
the cheapest city, and Butte, the most expensive city. Whereas
only commodities comprise the food list, certain local services in
addition to commodities are required for clothing, elothing upkeep,
and personal care. Prices of these services, such as cleaning and
pressing, shoe repairs, and haircuts snd waves, differed more thun
most commodity prices. On the other hand, prices of many clothing
commodities were twice as high in some cities as in others. This
spread in prices was particularly noticeable for girls’ clothing. Price
differentials, however, tended to cancel in each city, as was the case
with food prices, producing a much narrower range for the costs
of the clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care budget as a whola.

Highest costs for clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care were
found in the Pacific, Mountsin, and East North Central Divisions,
where all but 2 of the 18 cities were above the average in the 59 cities
combined. Only 2 among the 20 cities in the 3 groups of Southern
States had more than average costs for this major budget group.
These costs also were relatively low in the Middle Atlantic States,
with the exception of two cities,

The relative positions of costs for clothing, clothing upkeep, and
personal care as a whole in cities in the separate areas were also found
for its subgroups, save for clothing upkeep in the East North Central
Division and personal care in the West North Central. Clothing
upkeep was one of the few groups of budget items whose cost seemed
to be closely related to size of city; it definitely increased as popula-
tion decreased.

HOUSING

Rent of dwellings specified for the maintenance level of living in
Washington was 116 percent higher than in Portland (Oreg.). This
housing was required to have four or five rooms and a private indoor
bath and toilet for each family., It was described as safely con-
structed, in at least a fair state of repair, without serious fire hazards,
and conforming to existing housing and building eodes. It had nor-
mal size rooms and windows, and sewer and water connections or
equivalent services. Such accommodations were found in big apart-
ment or smaller flat buildings, in row houses, or detached cottages,
depending on the usual type of working class dwelling in the separate
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cities. Despite the great variety of building types priced, rents in 36
cities were between $15 and $20 per month, and in 14 more they were
between $20 and $25.

Rents, in general, seemed to be highest in sections of the country
where the most substantisl buildings are required because of weather
conditions and lowest where frame cottages on piers provide entirely
adequate shelter. Size of city affected rent levels to a greater extent
than it did most other essentials of living, Thus, the average of rents
in cities with a population of 500,000 or more greatly exceeded the
average in smaller places and the average in the 59 cities combined.
Rents were relatively high in 15 of the 19 largest cities studied, and
they were below the average in 9 of the 13 cities with less than 100,000

poepulation.
HOUSEHOLD OPERATION

At the maintenance level of living approximately two-fifths of the
average outlay necessary for household operation was required for
fuel ; one-fifth for replacement of furniture, furnishings, and household
equipment; one-sixth for ice, refuse disposal, and unspecified essen-
tials; and one-eighth each for electricity and housebold supplies.
Intercity differences in the costs of the household operation budget as
& whole were the result of a wide variety of differences in costs of the
budget subgroups. No city had highest cost or lowest eost for more
than one of these household operation budget subgroups.

The cost of the household operation budget as a whole was nearly
68 percent more in Stoux Falls than in Houston. The cost of winter
fuel, however, was 6 times ag much in the city where it was most
expensive as where it was least expensive; the largest annual gas
budget cost was over 13 times as much as the smallest. Differences in
costs of the budget allowances of ice, electricity, and refuse disposal
also greatly exceeded the differences for the entire household opera-
tion group combined. For household supplies and for furniture,
furnishings, and household equipment, on the other hand, the cost
spreads between the extreme cities were very much less. The cost of
unspecified essentials in the household operation budget was practi-
cally identical in all cities.

Marked differences in the eosts of the household operation budget
as a whole appeared in separate sections of the country. All but 1 of
the 16 cities in the New England, Pacific, and Mountain States were
above the average in the 59 cities combined; and all but 1 of the 11
South Central cities were below. In the other geographic divisions
household operation costs were relatively high in some places and low
in others: but, except in the West North Central States, the group
averages were less than In the 59 cities combined. In the areas where
household operation budget costs were highest, everything was above
the average except ice in New England, fuel in the Mountain States,
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and both fuel and electricity in the Pacific States. In the lowest cost
areas everything was less than the average except the budget allowance
of gas in the East South Central cities and of ice and electricity in the
West South Central cities. Size of city apart from geographic loca-
tion seemed not to account for any differences in the costs of household
operation as a whole or of its component subgroups.

MISCELLANEOUS FAMILY NEEDS

None of the miscellaneous family needs provided for in the budgets
are supplied by commodities, except drugs and appliances in the
medical care list, school supplies, and certain items in the recreation
list. At the maintenance level of living, recreation of all sorts required
three-tenths of the average cost of miscellaneous family needs; life
insurance, church contributions, other contributions, and taxes,!
one-quarter; medical care and transportation, one-fifth each; and
school attendance, three one-hundredths.

Most of these miscellaneous costs are conditioned largely by local
circumstances. Their intereity relationships, like those for household
operation, result from the balancing of costs of & number of unrelated
itens. The cost of miscellaneous family needs was highest in Cleve-
land, where 63 percent more was needed to purchase the budget
allowance than in El Paso.

The variety of miscellaneous family needs probably explains the
absence of any consistent cost tendancies which may be attributed to
geographic location, except as these are brought about by the size of
citles in different sections of the country. There is a definite relation-
ship between size of city and cost of miscellanecus family needs,
owing primarily to the fact that the allowance of transportation In
the separate cities was based directly on population and city ares.

It is impossible to forecast how mueh any one family will need to
spend In a given year for medical care. Requirements over a con-
stderable period of time for a large number of families, however,can
be estimated with reasonable accuracy. The annual cost of mini-
mum medical care per 1,000 persons constitutes the starfing point
of the medical care cost estimates in the present study. Thus com-
puted, there was a difference of 72 pereent between cities with the
lowest and highest costs. The outlay necessary in each city was
largely determined by relative doctors’, dentists’, nurses’, and hospital
fees, inasmuch as together they required about 90 percent of the total;
eyeglasses and frames, proprietary medicines, and prescriptions took
10 percent.

Variations in what families needed to spend for transportation were
greater than for any other budget subgroup, except refuse disposal,
school attendance, and taxes. Thirteen and one-half times as much

+ Exclusive of sales tax.
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was required for transportation where cost was highest as where it
was lowest. This range occcurred because more rides were allowed
in the largest than in the smallest places, rather than because of any
such wide diversity in streetcar or bus fares. The maximum spread
for adult cash fares was from 5 cents to 10 cents; prices of tickets or
tokens were less widely dispersed.

Some cities provided all the books, supplies, and gymmasium
equipment needed by children in the public schools; in others these
items required nearly 2 percent of the total cost of living for a family
with a boy age 13 and a girl age 8. Hence, intercity differences in
costs were very wide.

Recreation is provided in the maintenance budget by allowances
for newspapers, motion picture theater admissions, orgenization
memberships, tobacco, toys, and other leisure-time accessories. The
difference in the total recreation cost between the city where least
was required to purchase the recreation budget allowance and the
one where most was required was 40 percent.

The spread in newspaper costs was 87 percent and in motion picture
theater admission costs, 76 percent. By budget definition, the costs
of tobacco, toys, and other leisure-time accessories were identical in
all cities. The amounts involved are small and prices are practically
the same wherever these items are sold, except for sales taxes where
levied. Identical allowances also were made in all cities for organiza-
tton dues, life insurance premiums, church contributions, and other
contributions.

In 18 of the 59 cities there was a sales tax in March 1935, represent-
ing from 2 percent to one-half of 1 percent of the total cost of living.
Personsl property taxes were assessed in 22 cities; capitation taxes, in
25: and both, in 1. There were 13 cities where families at the eco-
nomic level with which this study is concerned were not assessed
direct taxes.

COST VARIATIONS

Differences in service charges and other costs which for the most part
are locally determined seem to be more accountable for intercity cost
of living variations than differences in commodity prices. What must
be paid to the landlord and the utility companies, together with out-
lays necessary for medieal services, refuse disposal, taxes, and similarly
determined local needs differed more among the 59 cities inciuded in
this investigation than the amounts required for food, clothing, house-
hold replacements, and supplies. Costs which are determined largely
by lecal conditions cannot be measured so accurately as commeodity
costs, and it is possible that their intercity range is overstated. The
effect of the greater dispersion of locally determined costs on the rela-
tive costs of the budget as a whole was reduced somewhat by the
fact that they required slightly under two-fifths of the average annual
cost of living. The less varied commodity costs exclusive of coal or
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wood and 1ce, together with the outlays necessary for life insurance,
postage, and other essentials whose prices are identical everywhere,
required slightly over three-fifths.

Costs differed most for those services which were supplied from the
tax fund in some communities, but which were & direct charge on the
individual or family in others. These services are refuse disposal and
public school attendance. Direct taxes, which were levied in some
places and not in others, likewise belong in the group of widely dis-
persed budget costs. Extensive cost variations among the 59 cities
also occurred for those necessities supplied through a diversity of
sources, or for which the budget allowance for a given purpose differed
with natural circumstances. The widely dispersed costs of transpor-
tation, gas, coal or wood, and ice are to be explained not only by price
difierences but also by the fact that a larger quantity is required in
some places than in others at the same level of living. For example,
less natural gas than manufactured gas as a rule is necessary for a
given purpose; at the same time, the rate per 1,000 cubic feet of natural
gas usually is lower. The quantity budgets allow gas for cooking and
water heating only during the months when coal or wood for room
warming is not necessary. The period of use thus provided varies
from 5 to 9@ months per year. All these factors contributed to explain
annual gas cost variations.

The costs of newspapers, electricity, housing, motion picture
theater admissions, clothing upkeep, and medical services are attrib-
utable in varying degrees to peculiar circumstances in each locality.
Size of city affects some, geographic location affects others, but all
are the product of a variety of local forees past or present which fix
the going rate. For none of these did necessary annual outlays differ
s0 much as did costs of the first groups of items mentioned, but they
were considerably more dispersed then the costs of the groups com-
posed mostly of commodities; the latter showed the smallest range.

These groups composed mostly of commodities are household
supplies; personal care; clothing; drugs and appliances; furniture,
furnishings, and household equipment; and food. National adver-
tising, chain merchandising, and concentration of manufacturing and
processing many commodities in relatively few hands seem to meake
for commodity cost uniformity. Considerations related to season-
ality, the kind of goods locally sold, and the distance from the source
of supply constitute perhaps the outstending factors in commodity
cost dispersion. Local trade practices and their influence on retail
quotations, though important, were not studied in the present
investigation.

COSTS OF LIVING AND FAMILY EXPENDITURES

Lowest income self-supporting white families in 10 cities were
spending an average of $10 less per year at the time the present study
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was made than the average cost of the maintenance budget in the
same 10 cities. The expenditures with which the budget costs are
compared were made by wage earners and lower-salaried clerical
workers during & period of 1 year between 1933 and 1936. The
facts were collected and analyzed by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Families allowed relatively more of their total expenditures for
food, personal care, household operation, furniture, furnishings,
household equipment, and transportation than appeared in the dis.
tribution of quantity budget costs; and they allowed relatively less for
clothing, housing, medical care, recreation, and all other needs. The
distributions of average annual cost and average annual expenditure
are shown below,

W. P A B L 8
10-city average cost of Liring erpenditure

study study

Number of persons per family_._.______. e __ 4. 00 4. 75
Cost of living or expenditure__ . ____ [ $1, 267 81, 257
Total percent_______ e cmmmec—al 100. 0 100. 0

Food ... L ... IV 35, 8 38 5
Clothing and clothing upkeep__________________ e 12,6 10. 6
Personal eare_ ... ... __ 1.9 2.1
Housing_ _ __ .. 16. 9 16. 6
Hgusehold operation . . ... 9.8 i2.2

Furniture, furnishings, and household equipment_____._
Medical care_ . ..o
Transportation_ ____________________________.___.___
Recreation .. ..
Allother_ ________._ . -« .
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Families studied by the Bureau averaged larger than the four-person
family whose costs of living were measured in the present investigation,
and they were not of the same composition. What constitute current
charges also differed in the two sets of figures. These facts explain
some of the differences between distribution of expenditures and dis-
tribution of ecosts among the separate budget items. Differences also
occurred because the quantity budget priced in the present study was
designed to provide a balanced plan for spending, regardless of indi-
vidual tastes or local eircumstances, of the managerial ability of any
family or group of families, whereas all these factors play some part
in the actual spending pattern.
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TWO LEVELS OF LIVING

THE ANNUAL costs of living for a 4-person manual worker’s family
at a maintenance level in 59 cities in the United States in March 1935
ranged from a high of $1,414,54 in Washington to a low of $1,129.81
in Mobile (appendix table 2).' The cost of living at a level reduced
somewhat to meet temporary emergency conditions was also highest
in Washington, $1,013.98, but the lowest cost city at the emergency
level was Wichita, where the amount required was $309.64 (appendix
table 8).2

At both levels highest costs exceeded lowest costs by slightly more
than 25 percent. The spread was $285 at the maintenance level and
$204 at the emergency level, but costs were so similar in the separate
cities that in more than half of the 59, the money value of the mainte-
nance budget averaged between $1,200 and $1,300 per vear (table 2);
for the emergency budget between $850 and %950 was required in 41
of the 59 cities. The cost of living in the least expensive city at the
maintenance level was more than $100 greater than in the most
expensive city at the emergency level.

The costs of living at the maintenance level exceeded the average for
the group in 29 cities, and they were less in 30 cities (fig. 2); comparable
numbers at the emergency level were 28 and 31, respectively, Wash-
ington costs were about 12 percent above the average; Mobile and
Wichita costs were about 10 percent below (appendix tables 3 and 9).

The cost of the emergency budget averaged 71.7 percent of the
cost of the maintenance budget (table 3). Ratios varied only slightly

18ce table 7, p. 10, for changes in the costs of living between March 1935
and March 1937.

2 Quantity budgets for the two levels of living are given in complete detail in
Stecker, Margaret L., Quantity Budgets for Basic Mainienance and Emergency
Standards of Living, Research Bulletin, Series I, No. 21, Division of Boecial Re-
search, Works Progress Administration, 1936. For the methods used in collect-
ing quotations and coruputing city average prices and aggregate costs, see ch. VIL

1



clothing upkeep, operation

ond personal core

laneous

2 » COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES
Dollors
o] 200 400 600 8OO 1000 1200 1400
T T T T T T T T T T T T
Washington, D.C. $1414.54 TATIIIEs 0 SOOODOE N,
Son Froncisco, Calif. 138987 PRI 105NN
Minnegpolis, Minn. 1387.79 E
New York, N.Y. 1375.13
Chicago, 1. 1356.1
Milwaukee, Wis. 13533.24
Boston, Moss. 135277
Clevelond, Ohio 134833
&t. Louis, Mo. 1339554
Detroit, Mich. 1317.53
Scranton, Pg. 1312.39 PR
Cincinngti, Ohig 1311.74 TIPS i
Pittsburgh, Pa. 1310.52 TIIIIIF
Los Angeles, Calif. 1308.1 1
MNework, N J, 1300 BE SN
Beltimore, Md. 1300.65
Albuguerque, N. Mex. 1299.14
Philodelphia, Po. 1297.69
Bridgeport, Cann. 1296.35
Sicux Folls, S Dak. 1290.60
Rochester, N Y. 1287 63
Tucson, Ariz. 128725
Butte, Mont 128369
Portland, Maine 127548
Peoria, 111, 1274 30 AN
Fall River, Moss. 1271.51 ANV
Atlanta, Go. 126822
Richmond, Va. 126806
Buffalo, N. Y. 1261.21
Averoge, 59 cities 1260.62 TIITIIL S s
Ormoho, Nebr, 125826 CITISILs
Maonchester, N.H. 1254.03 [ F
Narfolk, Va. 125138 77777
Denver, Colo. 1246.07 7777
Kansas City, Mo. 124542 R " I LIS
Providence, R.1, 1245.26 LIS,  MOOCADEEIEN RN
Binghamion, N. Y. 124319 IHITIES IODOODG IO T
Salf Lake Ciy, Uteh 1243.07 2 R T o R R R )
Seottle, Wash. 1233.35 TIIIEIIS . | AAMRNOM (23N Ze o a AN Y
New Orleons, La. 1233.08 TITLSEID, NG (¢ NN Ve
Spokane, Wosh. 122862 Tz
Winston-Salem N.C.  1222.18 7777773 SN
Portland, Oreg. 122172 TIIIIIIE:: I
Mernphis, Tenn. 122140 L R e PN
Louisville, Ky. 1220.20
Oklahomo Gity, Okla 121780
Jocksonville, Fla, 21727
Houston, Tex, 1209.96
Indionapolis, Ind. 1198.08
Columbio, 5.C. 1192.60
Clorksburg, W. Vg, 119002
Doiles, Tex. 118897
Cedar Ropids, lowo 118618
Columbus, Ohio 117870
Birminghem, Ala. 116885
Knoxville, Tenn. 1166.75 P 77777
E1 Paso, Tex 115358 TIIIEIS
Lilie Rock, Ark. 113906 P77 7
Wichito, Kans, 1131.30 P 7R
Mobile, Ala. 112981 PILSLITSD ‘::02\\}:‘3‘1
Ve s ~ N
Food Clothing,  Housing Household Miscel-

Fi6.2- ANNUAL COSTS OF LIVING, BY MAJOR BUDGET GROUPS,
4-PERSON MANUAL WORKER'S FAMILY,

59 CITIES, MARCH 1935
Mointencnce Level

AF-2U, W.PA,



TWO LEVELS OF LIVING » 3

among the 59 cities. The smallest differential between the main-
tenance and the emergency budget costs was found in Minneapolis,
where the latter was 73.1 percent of the former, and the largest was in
Binghamton and Fall River, 70.6 percent. The range in clothing cost
differentials was narrowest, from a ratio of 70.6 percent in Salt Lake
City to 68.5 percent in Seranton; that for miscellaneous costs was the
widest, from 63.8 percent in Kansas City (Mo.) to 50.5 percent in
El Paso.

Table 2.—Annual Costs! of Living, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities,

March 1935
Number of gities
Annual cost

Maintenance | Emergency

level tevel
59 59
- #
_ 21
— 20
— ]
- 3
3 -
g —
16 -
18 -
$1,300.00-81,34800. .. .. e e e e amal 2 -
$1,350.00-$1,300 99___ B [ -
$1,400.00-$1,440.09___ - 1 -—
Average,! Soeitles . L . 81, 260, 62 $003. 27

1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 16).

Owing to differences in the quantities of specific goods and services
included in the maintenance and emergency budgets, relative positions
of only 11 cities were identical in the separate cost of living arrays.
Nineteen were different by one place, ten by two places, six by three
places, six by four places, two by five places, three by seven places,
and two by eight places,

Discussion of cost differences is based on data relating to the main-
tenance level of living except where factors of significance make
reference to the emergency level desirable. A complete set of figures
for the emergency level is included in the text and appendix B. For
all practical purposes, however, it may be assumed that under most
circumstances caleulating the cost of the emergency budget as be-
tween 70 percent and 75 percent of the cost of the maintenance budget
will provide adequately for the emergencey level of living,

Table 4 summarizes the costs of living per year, per month, and per
week at the maintenance level and at the emergency level, in each of
the 59 cities separately, and as averages of the costs in all cities
combined.
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Table 3.—Costs ! of Emergency Level of Living as Percents of Costs of Maintenance Level,
by Major Budget Groups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

Major budget group
City (;l]g:}l::gsj H()u]sing, Hﬁn}se- Miscel
includ- old iscel-
Total Faood ;‘Ege‘g}z ing opers- | lapecus?
sonalrt):are water tion ?

Maintenance level cost . _____.. .. 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100. O 100. 0 100.0
Average, 59 cities___________________ 71.7 75.9 69.5 75.8 70.4 57.5
Albuquerque, N. Mex.l... ... .coon... 729 776 70.0 78. 0 79.9 53.9
Atlanta, Qa_ ... L. 7.9 75.0 68.9 76.8 79. 4 50. 1
Baltimore, Md. _____ .. 71.2 75.3 8.9 76.3 78.0 50.7
Binghamton, N. Y _____ ... 70. 8 75.1 69, 2 75.0 80,2 52. 5
Birmingham, Ala____ ... . ______________. 71.5 75. 4 69.6 76.7 79.1 58,8
Boston, Mass_ .. ... ... 70.9 74.6 69.5 75. Q¢ 78.8 56. 3
Bridgeport, Conn.. . ... _____. 7.0 74.5 69, 2 4.4 7.9 56.9
Buffalo, N.Y____ 7.5 5.4 69. 7 74.3 70.1 80.1
Butte, Mont... . . . ____._____ 72.6 77.4 70.2 78.6 9.7 54,1
Cedar Rapids, Iowal ____________________ 7.8 78.2 69,5 6.2 79.8 53.7
Chicago NIy .. TL7 75. 6 69. 4 75.0 80.1 60.1
Cincinpati, Qhio 1. .. o oaiiiaaaa oo 71.3 75.7 69. 3 75.6 78.0 b8, 8
Clarksburg, W. Val _____ ... ... Y1.7 76.5 69.1 76.6 76.2 56. 8
Cleveland, Ohiod________________________. 7.5 76.0 68,7 75.8 78.5 61.1
Columbia, 8. C_______ . _______________ " 70.8 75.0 88. B 75.8 79.1 512
Columbus, Ohie L ____ . _______ 7.3 76T B8. 7 75.0 76.6 56. 9
Dallas, Tex. .. ... 71.8 76.0 69.9 6.4 8.7 57.2
Denver, Colo\_____________.__ - 7.0 76.1 70.0 73.5 77.7 58.7
Detroit, Mieht _____. ... ... 71.6 4.8 60.4 75.7 80.4 60. 7
El Paso, Tex . . e T2 1 77.2 70.1 78.5 79.0 50. 5
Fall River, Mass_______________._______.. 70. 6 74.3 68.9 75.7 78.5 53.8
Houston, Tex___ ... _____ .. __.__.. TL.8 76.1 69.6 75.7 78.6 60. 2
Indianapolis, Ind_____ . ... _._.._ .7 76.1 69.2 77.6 78.0 58.3
Jacksonville, Fla___._______ ... _.._.__.. 71. 4 75.2 69,8 75.8 79.8 55.7
Kansas City, Moo ..o ... __ 72.3 75.6 69.3 75.8 78.0 53.8
Knoxville, Tenn. _____________.. _______. 72. 4 77.2 69.5 76.7 80. 2 56. 9
Little Rock, Ark_. .. __________.______ 2.0 76. 6 69.7 77.6 78.5 56. 5
Los Angeles, Calift_____._________________ 71. 5 780 6.0 74.2 79.4 B0, &
Louisville, K¥.b___________ L .__..... 1.4 76, 2 £9.3 771 7.3 56. &
Manchester, N. H. ... _ ... .. ________ 70.9 75.1 70.8 74.2 79.9 5.3
Memphis, Teno_ ... _________ 7.8 76.8 6R. 8 75.7 785 50,0
Milwaukee, Wis________________________._ .7 75. 5 68.7 75.8 80. 5 58,7
Minneapolis, Minn______________. 3.1 6.7 70. 3 75.0 2.3 £1. 2
Mobile, Ala______________. . _________ 72,1 76.2 88,8 78.0 79.8 57.7
Newark, N.J___ _____ .. 70. 8 75.1 69, 4 74. 4 78.7 53.7
New Orleans, La__________________.._..._. T8 76.6 89,7 4.2 78.2 60.7
New York, N. Y.\ . 1. 4 75.3 69.5 74.0 79.6 58.2
Norfolk, Va_.. ..o 7.2 75.0 £9. 6 74.8 79.8 56.0
Oklahoma City, Okla.' ... ........ 7.8 76.9 89.7 78.6 79.7 56.3
Omaha, Nebr_ ..o .. 72.2 76.6 70.0 76.1 79.7 57. 4
Peoria, Ill.“ ................... .7 762 69.7 75.9 77.2 56. 3
Philadelphia, Pa____._________ . 7.2 78.1 69.4 75.0 78.2 58.7
Pittsburgh, Pa____ 71.0 75.2 69.3 74.4 78.1 60. 1
Portland, Maine__ v2.3 76. 2 69.6 76. 5 Bl & 5. 2
Portland, Oreg_.__.._________. 72.4 76.8 70.4 75.4 80.7 59.5
Providence, R.I._____________ 711 4.1 68. 9 75.0 79.8 56. 5
Richmoend, Va_.___________._... 71.8 75.6 89.1 7.1 79.1 57.0
Rochester, N, Y ___________.___. 718 75.2 70.1 4.7 B1. 3 B8. 1
Salt Lake City, U"tah ! 7.7 76. 8 70.6 73.8 78.2 57.7
San Francisco, Calif.._______.____________ 72.0 76.7 69. 4 75.6 81.1 56.7
Seranton, Pa...____. L 7.0 76. 1 68 5 75.0 77.8 55.7
Seattle, Wash__.____.___________ 71.¢ 76.8 69.2 75.0 80.2 58.5
Sioux Falls, 8. Dak____._____ 72.7 7.7 69,9 757 Bl.8 51.0
Spokane, Wash_ ___ ____________ 72.8 78.1 69.3 75.9 B0. 4 58. 3
Bt. Louls, Mo___________ o 7.4 754 69. 4 75.6 77.8 60.7
Fucson, Ariz.\_ . ... 7.5 76.9 69. 4 74.3 78.8 54.0
Washington, D, C__________.. TLY 749 69.3 75,4 79.1 58. B
Wichita, Kans__.________.._.. TL6 5T 70.3 74. 5 80.0 56,7
Winston-Salem, N.C.\ . _.__________ 71.4 75.0 69. 3 7348 80.3 55. 0

! Include sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 16).

1 Includes coal or wood, gas, electricity, ice, household supplies, furniture, furnishings, household equip-
ment, refuse disposal, and unspecified essentials. In those cities where water was a direct charge on the
tenant, Its cost was added to rent.

! Ineludes medical care, transportation, recreation, school attendance, church contributions, other contri-
tutions, life insurance, and taxes exclusive of sales tax.
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Table 4.—Costs? of Living per Year, per Month, and per Week, 4-Person Manual
Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

Maintenance level

Emergency level

City

Per year mﬁ](;l;h Perweek || Per year mlc:g:h Per week

Average, 50 cities_._____________ $1, 260. 62 $105. 05 $24. 24 $003. 27 $75.27 $17.37
Albuquerque, N, Mex.!_____________. 1,299, 14 108. 26 24, 08 047 57 78.98 18. 22
Atlaptﬂ, Ga __. 1, 268. 22 105. 69 24. 39 911. 25 75. 984 17, 52
Baltimore, Md_____________. I 1, 300. 65 108. 39 25. 01 926. 71 77.23 17.82
Binghamton, N, Y____________.______ 1,243.19 103. 60 23. 01 878.10 73.18 16.89
Birmingham, Ala_________________.._ 1, 168 85 87.40 22. 48 835. 81 69. 85 16. 07
Boston, Mass_____________________._. 1,352.77 112.73 26. 01 D58. 45 79. 87 18. 43
Bridgeport, Conn____________________ 1, 296. 35 108. 03 24 03 62039 76.70 17. 70
Buffalo, N. Y ____. ... ... 1,261. 21 105. 10 24.25 0901. 72 75. 14 17. 34
Butte, Mont. ... ... 1,283. 69 106. 97 24.80 832. 11 77. 68 17.93
Cedar Rapids, Iowa ! _ ... ____. 1,186. 18 98.85 22 81 849. 35 70.78 16. 33
Chicago, T ______ ____ ________.__ 1,356. 11 113.01 5. 08 972. 59 B81.05 18. 70
Cincinnati, Ohio \__________ _________ 1,311. 74 104 3t 25.23 035. 54 77.96 17.99
Clarksburg, W.Val ... 1,190.02 99.17 22 .89 852. 87 71.07 16. 40
Cleveland, Ohio . ___________.___. 1, 348. 33 112 36 25 93 p6d. 71 80. 36 18. 55
Columbia, 8. C______________._______ 1,192, 60 99, 38 22.93 844 92 70. 41 18. 25
Columbus. L0311, I 1,178.70 08, 23 22. 47 840. 68 70.06 16. 17
Dallas, Tex___ .. 1, 188, 97 09, 0§ 22 88 853. 98 71.17 16. 42
Denver, (‘olo.l ___________ el 11, 246.07 103. 84 23.96 B85, 24 73.77 17.02
Detroit, Micht______________________ 1,317. 53 109. 79 25 34 044, 00 78. 67 18. 15
El P&so, HA S 1,153. 58 96.13 22,18 832.05 69. 34 16. 00
Fall River, Mass_._________._________ 1,271. 51 105. 96 24. 45 89800 74. 84 17.27
Houston, Tex__________________ 1, 209. 96 100. 83 23.27 B6Y. 23 72. 44 16. 72
Indianapolis, Ind 1,198.08 99, 84 23,04 859. 04 71.59 16. 52
Jacksonville, Fla__..___._.___ 1,217. 27 101, 44 23,41 868. 57 72.38 16.70
Kansas City, Mo 1, 245. 42 103. 7 23. 95 B899 85 74.99 17. 30
Knoxville, Tenn_____._____._ . _____. 1,166.75 97.23 20 44 844.37 70.38 16, 24
Little Rock, Ark______________._____. 1,139.06 94. 92 21.91 R19.97 68. 33 15.77
Los Anfelcs, Califl ... 1,308 11 109. 01 25. 16 935. 85 77.99 18. 00
Louisville, Ky.i_____________________. 1,220. 20 101. 68 23.47 B71. 62 72.64 16.76
Manchester, NH_._ ... 1,254. 43 104, 50 24.12 Bag. 61 74. 13 i7.11
Memphis, Tenn_ . ____________._____. 1,221 40 101, 78 23. 49 gy 2r 711 16. 87
Milwankee, Wis__ .. ___._______.__._. 1,353. 34 112. 78 26. 03 970. 64 80. 89 18. 67
Minneapolis, Mino..________________ 1,387.79 115, 65 26. 69 1, 013 58 R4, 49 19. 56
Mobile, Ala_._ ... _________.. 1,129 81 94 15 21.73 814 92 67. 91 15. 67
Newark, N. J_ . ..... 1, 300. 86 108, 41 25, 02 920. 54 76.71 17.70
New Orleans, La..c.o. .. . o____. 1, 233.08 102.76 23.71 882.80 73.67 16. 98
New York, N. Y.l____ . ____. el 1,375. 13 114. 59 26. 44 982 11 81. %4 18. 89
Norfolk, Va_____________.___________. 1, 251 33 104, 28 24,07 891 57 74, 30 17.15
Oklahoma City, Okla)______________ 1,217. 80 10148 23.42 874,17 72.85 16. 81
Omaha, Nebr_..___ .. ___________. 1,258 26 104. 86 24, 20 908,71 75.73 17. 48
Peoria, I8 _ . .. 1,274 30 106. 19 24, 51 913. 39 76. 12 17587
Philadelphia, PAeoooe 1, 207. 69 108. 14 24, 95 924. 56 77.05 17.78
Pittsburgh, Pa_ ... 1,310 52 109. 21 25. 20 930. 45 77. M 17.89
Portland, Maine____. .. e 1, 275. 48 106. 29 24.53 921. 04 76.83 17.73
Portland, Oreg_____._ .. _______ 1,221.72 101, 81 23.49 884,81 73.73 17. 02
Providence, R. 1 1, 245. 26 103.77 23. 95 R8RS 17 73976 17. 02
Richmond, Va.___......_.. 1, 268, 06 105. 67 24,39 910, 36 75. BB 17.51
Rochester, N. Y 1,287.63 107. 30 24,76 925. 16 77.10 17.79
8t. Louis, Mo_________ . __.__._._ 1, 339. 55 111. 63 25.76 956. 48 79.71 18. 39
Salt Lake City, Utaht ... 1, 243, 07 103, 59 23,9 890, 84 74, 24 17. 13
San Francisco, Calif.d. .. . .___. 1, 389. 87 115. 82 26.73 1,001.12 B3. 43 19, 25
Scranton, Pa_________________________ 1,312.39 109.37 25. 24 93z2. 21 77.68 17.93
Seattle, Wasb __ ___. . . 1,233. 35 102. 78 23.72 RBE. 58 73. 88 17. 05
Sioux Falls, 8. Dak_ . ____.___.____ 1, 200. 60 107. 55 24 82 93R8. 27 78. 19 18. 4
Spokane, “'fas ______________________ 1,228, 62 102, 39 23. 63 504,02 74.50 17.19
Tucson, Ariz.} .- 1,287. 25 107.27 24.75 920. 05 76. 67 17. 69
‘Washington, D. C 1,414, 54 117.88 27.20 1,013. 98 B4. 50 18. 50
Wichita, Kans_____.._. 1,131.30 04, 28 21.76 RO9. 64 67. 47 15. 57
Winston-8alem, N. C.i________.______ 1,222 18 101. 85 23.50 873. 04 72.75 16.79

1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 16}.
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COSTS OF MA JOR BUDGET GROUPS AND PRINCIPAL SUBGROUPS

The cost of living is composed of the prices of a large number of
goods and services, combined with the quantities of each required at
a specified level. The average budget cost in the 59 cities was so dis-
tributed that food took more than twice as much as housing, and con-
siderably less was necessary for household operation than for clothing,
clothing upkeep, and personal care (table 5). One-fifth was required
for miscellaneous family needs at the maintenance level, and one-sixth,
at the emergency level. These budget cost distributions differed in
the separate cities in response to a vamety of local circumstances
{appendix tables 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, and 22).

Table 5.—Percent Distribution of the Average Annual Costs! of Living Among the
Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59
Cities, March 1935

Budget group Ma:ﬂ!t‘gglance Em]earvgﬁncy

Averags,t 59 eitlest Amonnt ... L. 1, 260. 62 $903. 27
Percent__...._ e mmmee_ 100, 0 100.0

Food. o eecicaees 35.6 7.6
Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care. . _ 14.8 14.2
Clothing. . e s I8 1.1
Clothing upkeep. - R - 1.0 1.3
Personal eare.. ..o . 20 1.8
Housing, inchading water . e aee—ae 17.6 18.6
Household operation__._..___ 12.2 13.5
wel._. . __ 4.6 5.3
fee_ .. ____ . 1.8 2.1
Electricity .- S 1.5 L6
Household supmlies . o oo oo oo e oL 1.5 1.9
Furniture, turnishings, and household equipment .. [, 2.5 2.1
Refuse disposal ... ... .. . 0.1 0.2
Unspecified e55entialS . - o o cm o me oo e e 0.2 03
Miscellapeous. ..o ooooooiieiameane. [, 20.0 16.1
Medical care. .. ...ooooo.ooo. i —————— 4,2 b3
Transportalion ... 4.3 5.0
School attendancs. e e m————— 0.6 0.8
Recreation . . e eee——aaan 5.9 1.4
Life fnsuranee___ ... 3.7 2.3
Church contributions and other contributions. ... ..o ..ooo.ooo.... 1.2 1.2
axes? ___ e e el 0.2 0.3

1 Tnclude sales tax where levied {appendix tables 15 und 16).
? Exclusive of sules tax.

The greatest uniformity in budget group costs among the 59 cities
was found in combined food prices; the greatest difference, in house
rents (table 62). The cost of the budget for clothing, clothing up-
keep, and personal care more nearly approached that for food in its
dispersion; household operation and miscellaneous cost differences
were more like that for rent. The widest dispersions for any sub-
groups were found in the costs of certain items of which the household
operation and miscellaneous groups are composed.

The relative cost of living in one city as compared with all others is
fixed by various combinations of separate commodity and service
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costs. Among the 10 most expensive cities in which to live at the
maintenance level, for example, only San Francisco, Chicago, and
Boston reported all major budget group costs well above the 59-city
average (appendix table 3). In the others some were high and some
were low. Food costs were less than the average in Minneapolis, Mil-
waukee, Cleveland, and Detroit; clothing, clothing upkeep, and per-
sonal care costs were relatively low in New York, Washington, and St.
Louis; and houschold operation costs were low in Washington, Cleve-
land, and St. Louis. On the other hand, all 10 of these highest cost
cities reported rents and the costs of miscellaneous family needs above
the average.

In the 10 lowest cost cities rents were considerably less than the
average but only in Mobile, Wichita, Little Rock, and Knoxville
were all costs relatively low. Food was expensive in Clarksburg and
Dallas; and clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care costs slightly
exceeded the average in Clarksburg, Columbus, and Cedar Rapids.
Household operation costs were above the average in Cedar Rapids
and El Paso, and the cost of miscellaneous family needs was high in
Birminghamn,

These combinations of high and low costs of various magnitudes
appear throughout the array of the 59 cities and require study to
ascertain how they, in turn, were made up and what elements in the
group totals account for their respective ranking. This analysis is
contained in the chapters which follow.

INFLUENCE OF GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION AND SIZE OF CITY ON COSTS OF
LIVING ?

The section of the country in which families live influences to some
extent the amount which they must spend to secure a specified level
of living (appendix tables 5and 11). The effect of geographic location
is modified by other ecircumstances, notably size of city, and it is
difficult to say with assurance that any one causal factor is most
important. Costs were undoubtedly low in the South Central States,
Every city in these areas reported less than average values for the
budget as a whole and for most of the major budget groups; in the
most expensive places less was required per year for support at the
maintenance level than in the cheapest New England or Middle
Atlantie city (table 6). None of these South Central cities had as
many as 500,000 population. Costs of living seemed to be high in the
Middle Atlantic, New England, and East North Central States.
There are more large cities in these sections than in any other geo-
graphic division, however, and it was in the more populous centers, for

# Bee table 1, p. XV, for list of citiesin each geographic division and their popula-
tion and table 62, p. 128, for cost variations within separate geographic divisions
and size of city classifications.

325020 —18—3
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the most part, that costs exceeded the average. The two large
California cities had greater budget costs than the other three cities in
the Pacific Division. The average in the South Atlantic States was
slightly below the average in the 59 cities combined, but in the largest
places in this area the costs of living were above the 59-city average.
On the other hand, though the costs of living in the Mountain States
averaged more than in the group of 59 cities as a whole, the 2 largest
communities therein reported below average figures. In the West
North Central cities costs were high and low in about equal proportion,
with the average in the area just above the average in the 59 cities
combined.
Table 6.—Average Annual Costs ! of Living in @ Geographic Divisions and 5 Size of City
Classifications, Ratio of Highest to Lowest Cost in Each Group, and Highest and Lowest
,EJAeqv;iccla:ic;r:;:;;rom Group Averages, 4-Person Manval Worker's Family, 59 Cities,

MAINTENANCE LEVEL
[Average cost, 59 cities=%$1,260.62)

Percent devia-
- tion from
Apnual cost of living group average
cost
Qeographic division and size of
city classification Percent Percent
group G Highest | Lowest highest
average roup cost in cost in cost is of :
is of 59- | average each each | lowest cost |ighest| Lowest
city group group in each
average group
Geographic division
New Fogland. . . __ ___. 101. 7 |$1, 282. 57 |$1,352. 77 |$1, 245. 26 L 108.86 [ +5.5 —~2.8
Middle Atlantic_ ___________ - 103.0 1 1,298.58 | 1,375.13 | 1,243. 19 110. 6 +5.9 —4,.3
East North Central . ____ 102.5 1 1,292.27 | 1,356.11 | 1,178.70 115.1 [ +4.9 -8.8
West North Central. . 160.2 | 1,262.73 | 1,387.79 | 1,131.30 1227 | +8.9| -10.4
South Atlantic......_.. 99.8 { 1,258.32 | 1,414.54 | 1,190.02 118.9 [ 412.4 —5.4
East South Central. ____ 93.7 | 1,181.40 | 1,221.40 | 1,129.81 108.1 [ +3.4 —4. 4
West South Central.________ 4.4 ] 1,190.41 | 1,233.08 | 1,139.06 108. 3 +43.6 —4.3
Mountain.___.____._.___.________ 100.9 { 1,271.84 | 1,209.14 | I,243.07 1045 421 -2.3
Pacifle. .______._ ... ___ _________ 101.2 1 1,276.33 | 1,389.87 | 1,221.72 113.8| +8.9 —4.3
Size of city classification
1,000,000 or more. ... ... 105. 6 {$1, 330.92 |$1, 375. 13 |$1, 267. 69 106.0 | +3.3 l —2.5
500,000 to 1,000,000 1056.7 | 1,332.03 | 1,389.87 | 1,261.21 110. 2 +4.3 —53
250,000 to 500,000_ _ 99.3 | 1,251.68 | 1,414.54 | 1,168.85 121.0 | 413.0 —6.6
100,000 to 250,000 98.0 | 1,235.05 | 1,312.39 | 1,131.30 116.0 +6.3 —8.4
25,000 to 100,000 __________ 97.6 | 1,230.25 | 1,299.14 | 1,120.81 115.0 | +45.6 —8.2

! Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 15).

All places with a population of 500,000 or more had costs of living

definitely above the average in the 59 cities combined (appendix
tables 7 and 13). There are 13 cities in this population classification
in the United States, and all were included in the study. Theaverage
in localities with & population between 250,000 and 500,000 was
slightly less than the average in all cities included in the study, but in
4 of the 6 largest places in this population classification costs were
higher than either the group or total average. Thus, in 17 of these 19
largest cities costs of living for manual workers were above the average
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in the 59 cities. Costs were so much lower in the other cities between
250,000 and 500,000 population, however, that the group dispersion
was the widest found in any size of city classification.

Group costs in the smallest cities averaged markedly less than in
the largest cities. At the maintenance level the highest reported
cost in the smallest city group exceeded by less than $1.50 per year
the lowest cost in the largest city group (table 6). Within the groups,
however, cost tendencies were irregular, and variations were nesrly
twice as wide us among the two largest city groups. In 5 of the 14
places where the population was 100,600 to 250,000 and in 5 of the 13
in the group with 25,000 to 100,000, reported costs were above the
average in the 59 cities combined. These intragroup differences
smong the smallest cities may be attributable to the absence of stabi-
lizing cost factors which were common to the larger places. Without
them, geographic location seemed to be a more important cost of
living determinant than it was in cities of greater size.

COSTS OF LIVING AND THE SALES TAX

In this group of 59 cities 18 had a nonabsorbed sales tax of some
kind on the retail price of one or more budget items in March 1935
(appendix tables 15 and 16).* Of the 10 cities at the top of the list
in costs of living, 5 had a sales tax; of these, Detroit would be elimi-
nated from the top group if costs were computed without the tax,
and the positions of some of the others would change. Louisville,
which had the largest sales tax, was 16th from the least expensive
city among the 59 and would drop 4 places without the tax, Colum-
bus, Clarksburg, and Cedar Rapids, which were among the 10 cheapest
cities in which to hive at the maintenance level, each had a sales tax.

CHANGES IN COSTS OF LIVING MARCH 1935-MARCH 1937

During the 2 years since the date of this study costs of living
increased in all 32 of the cities where the Bureau of Labor Statistics
measures price changes® The greatest difference between March
1935 and March 1937 occurred in Detroit, an increase of 8.9 percent:
the least was reported from Boston, an increase of 1.6 percent (table
7). In the 32 cities combined the average increase was 4 percent,

The most spectacular changes reported were certain rent increases,
but in a few cities rents decreased within the 2 years. The budget
groups made up of commodity prices, on the other hand, were more

$ This tax may be levied on cecupation or gross income of the vendor, bhut
where it is supposed to be collected from the consumer as a separate charge, not
ahsorhed by the vendor or concealed in prices, it has been treated as a direct
sales tax. New Orleans levied a tax on motion picture theater admissions ex-
ceeding 10 ccuts, but this has not been treated as a sales tax,

5 The Bureau of Labor Statistics computes cust of living changes quarterly in
32 cities; 31 of these were included in the present study.
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costly in each of the 32 cities in 1937 than in 1935. Increases for
food and for furniture, furnishings, and household equipment varied
somewhat among the cities, but for food the difference exceeded 10
percent in 7 cities, and for furniture, furnishings, and household equip-
ment 1t exceeded 10 percent in 11 cities. The average increase in
all cities for both major budget groups was greater than the net

Table 7.—Changes in Costs ! of Living, by Major Budget Groups, 32 Cities, March
1935—Morch 1937

Cost of living
(thaintenance Percent cost in 1937 was of cost in 19351
level}
Furni-
City ] tur_e,h
Fuel | foroish-  ap.
March March Cloth- | Hons- ings, and
Total | Food and o cella-
1937 1935 ing ing light hl(l)glsg- neous
equip-
ment
Average, 32 cities _ o] (O} 104.0 | ¢107.0 | 103.8 | 105.3 | ©8.7 109. 3 100. 5
Minneapolis, Minn_____ $1,480. 77 |$1, 3B7.79 106, 7 113. 6 103.1 | 106. 4 88.9 110. 8 102.7
‘Washington, D, C...___ 1,455. 568 | 1,414, 54 102. 9 102.9 105.6 | 104, 2 96.7 109. 4 100, 9
Detroit, Mich.t._______ | 1,434.79 | 1,31,.53 108.9 109. 0 103.0 ) 131. 5 96, 8 109. 9 103.3
Chicago, IV ____.. | 1,422,556 | 1,356.11 104. 9 107. 2 103.7 | 105.3 | 104. 5 109. 4 101.9
San Francisco, Calif.d __| 1,421.84 | 1, 389, 87 102.3 102, 8 105.2 | 101.6 | 97.1 108 5 100. 4
Cleveland, Ohio!.______ 1,418 4 | 1,348.33 105, 2 105. 8 106.5 | 114, 1 | 100.9 108. 4 100, 2
New York, N. Y. ____. 1,399, 88 | 1,375.13 101. 8 104. 2 103.5 ] 100.1 96.3 107. 7 99.7
St. Louis, Mo_.._....... 1,395 81 | 1,339. 55 104. 2 110, 0 102.8 | 1021 95, 7 110, 4 100. 2
Los Angeles, Calif.l____. 1,382.67 | 1,308.11 105, 7 108.9 104.2 { 116.8 9. 6 113.3 100. 5
Boston, Mass__..._..... 1,374.41 | 1,352, 77 101. 6 103.5 102. 7 98,7 8. 2 107. 7 100.3
Cincinnati, Ohio . _____ 1,385.52 | 1,311.74 104, 1 107.7 105.1 | 103. 9 92,5 113.1 100.9
Pittsburgh, Pa.___._..__ 1,350.01 | 1,310.52 103. 7 107.3 103.5 | 102.5 | 101. 5 108. 8 9.8
Baltimore, Md___. ___ 1,347.47 | 1,300.65 103, 6 107.5 10081 103.6 @97.0 109. 4 100. 6
Philadelphisa, Pa. 1,345 70 | 1,297, 69 103. 7 108. 8 102.9 | 1G2.5 99.2 108, 2 9.8
Scranton, Pa____. 1,345.20 | 1,312. 39 102. 5 108.1 103. 8 98. 4 9.2 107.3 098.9
Atlanta, Ga_. 1,334.17 | 1, 268, 22 105. 2 106. 6 103.9 | 111.0 | 104. 6 108. 0 101.9
Richmond, Va 1,323.85 | 1, 268. 06 104. 4 100. 2 1040 103.2 | 102.6 106.8 100. 2
Portland (5reg--.- ol 1,818.24 1 1,221.72 107.9 113.9 105.7 | 114.6 ) 107.3 106. 9 101. 7
Bufialo, i\T Yo 1,312.02 | 1,261, 21 104, 1 106. 4 105.6 | 106. 1 97.7 112. 4 9.8
Seattle, Wash_ __________ 1,308 82 | 1,233 35 108. 2 110.9 106.5 | 108.7 | 101.2 108. 7 101. B
Denver, Colo! ________. 1,305.88 | 1,246.07 104. 8 109.5 101.8 | 110.7 96.3 107. 2 0.7
Portland, Maine_______ | 1,304 .82 | 1,275. 48 102. 3 107. 7 100.6 | 981 7.6 103.6 | 2100.0
Kansas City, Mo______. 1,303.95 | 1,245. 42 104. 7 110. 6 105.1 | 103. 4 08. 4 105. 4 100. 3
Norfolk, Va_.__......... 1,291.42 1 1, 251, 38 103, 2 107. 5 103. 6 99. 5 98.3 106. ¢ 100. 8
Jacksonville, Fla_______ .| 1,274.48 | 1,217. 27 104. 7 108. 5 104.4 | 107.5 | 983 105. 2 102.1
Memphis, Tenn___..... 1,271.48 | 1,221 40 104. 1 108. 7 103.5 | 109.3 | 102, 6 110. 3 99. 8
Houston, Tex._ _.._____11,260.25 | 1,209.96 14.9 107. 4 103.4 | 111.0 | 102 4 113. 2 899.0
Indiapapolis, Ind. ______ 1,266.37 1 1,198,08 105. 7 113. 5 106.4 | 111. 5 $44.0 111.9 981
New Orleans, La.__.____| 1,262 67 | 1, 233. 08 102. 4 103. 5 105. 5 9.9 98. 7 110. 3 100, 7
Birmingham, Ala______.{ 1,250.67 | 1, 168. 85 1070 111. 5 105.2 | 118.5 | 102,0 110.1 100. 1
Mobile, Ala________..... 1,156.93 | 1,129.81 102 4 107. 4 102.7 | 101. 7 [4100,0 110.2 96. 9
Savannah, Ga..._...__. (O] M 102, 3 107.1 103.0 ¢ 103.3 | 101. 3 107. 1 96. 7

! Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 15).

* The groupings are thoseof the Burean of Labor Statisties but the tertninology is thatof the present report.

¥ Aggregates were not computed,

¢ Includes 51 cities,

¢ Increased less than 0.05 pereent.

¢ Decreased Jess than 0,05 percent,

i Suvalnnfll.h was not included in the Works Progress Administration's study; therefore, aggregates are
not available,

. Souree’ The percent changes were computed by the Buresu of Labor Statistics from data collected in
Its quarterly enumeration. ‘The aggregates for March 1935 are the results of the present study; those for
March 1937 were computed by adding or subtracting the sppropriate percent changes to or from the aggre-
gates for March 1935. Were the aggregates for March 1937 computed by totaling the costs of the séparate
budget groups, slightly different figures would appear, because of differences in the samples and quan-
tity allowances used in the present study and by the Buresu of Labor Statistics, The aggregates do not
show the costs of the Burean of Labor Statistics’ sample.
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change in average rent. Price increases for the clothing group, while
not so large, nevertheless, were general. In nearly two-thirds of the
cities fuel and light combined was less expensive than 2 years earlier,
and the average difference was a small decrease. The cost of mis-
cellaneous items changed very little anywlere.

These cost of living changes reported by the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics are based on prices of goods and services which are not neces-
sarily identical with those used in this study of the costs of living in 59
cities. They represent purchases of wage earners and lower-salaried
clerical workers, however, and the percentages probably are suffi-
ciently representative of differences between the costs of the main-
tenance budget in March 1935 and March 1937.

1f the March 1935 cost of living fizures obtained in the present
study are recomputed to bring the figures up to March 1937 in the
31 cities where the changes can be taken into account,® certain shilts
occur in the cost array. Minneapolis advances ahead of Wash-
ington and San Francisco to top place. Detroit moves up to 3d
from 9th place among the 31 cities; San Francisco goes down to 5th,
and New York to 7th, from 2d and 4th, respectively. The cost
ranks of Boston, Portland (Maine), Scranton, Norfolk, and New
Orleans become several places lower, and of Los Angeles, Portland
{Oreg.), and Seattle, several places higher. The cheapest eities in
this group of 31 in 1935 are still the cheapest in 1937: Mobile and
Birmingham.

These cost of living changes in 31 cities separately and the average
change in 32 combined previde no data by means of which the rela-
tive standing in March 1937 of all the 59 cities included in {his investi-
gation can be computed. It is apparent that some changes must
have occurred in most if not all of the remaining 28 cities, and it is
probable that the effect of any increases or decreases would be to
rearrange the relative positions of the separate cities.

5 Savannah, the 32d city, was not included in the present study.
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Chapter |

FOOD

THE COSTS of the maintenance food budget for a 4-person manual
worker’s family varied among the 59 cities from $487.51 per year in
Bridgeport to $418.28 in Cedar Rapids (appendix table 2). Thus,
16.6 percent more was required in Bridgeport than in Cedar Rapids.
The average annual outlay necessary for food in the 59 cities combined
was $448.18. Twenty-seven cities were above this average and
thirty-two were below (fiz. 3). In no case was the deviation from the
average as much as 10 percent (appendix table 3). The annual costs
of food at the maintenance level were between $430 and $460 in more

Toble 8.—Annual Costs ! of Food, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March

1935
Number of cities
Annusl cost
Maintenance | Emergency
level level

BT 7 59 59

I 08I0 B0 i iicdidiiiiescmesasaisecaccaananann — 2
2 -8 2. 99 _ e — ]
B 08330, 00 e b 25
$£340.00~-5349.99 - — 18
SR D030 M e -— ]
380 008380, 00 _ e mmmeeccmemaeaa — 2
8370.00-8370.00 ... e e m—————————— — 1
SR 0SB 0 L e —w miemmmmmnaaaa —_ —
S300.00-8390. 0 e — —
B400.00-8400. 00 _ s — —_
SAIN.00-$AI. 00, L iiceinicieceaceccscecmeemrencenannan————- 2 -
S0 00-8420.00. .. eeicccemceeeveamaeaan 6 —
$430.00-8430. 00 _ . . . et ceme e cm——————————— 8 —
$440.00-$440.00__ . _ . e mmaeaann b ammmamann e e mm—i—aeaan 23 -—
450 00- 8450, 09 i aaann s 9 —
B0 00- 8480 00 e cmeammemeaaaen 6 —
BT 00T, D0 e e e mmm s 3 —
B0 00848000 . iieieieiiccemececeecmremeacmemaraeennn. 3 —
Average,! 59 cities . $448. 18 $340. 30

t Include sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 16).
13
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than two-thirds of the cities (table 8). Costs at the emergency level
were even more narrowly concentrated.!

The ranks of cities with reference to the cost of the emergency food
budget (appendix tables 8,9, 11, and 13} differed somewhat from their
ranks for the maintenance budget, because the quantities of the com-
modities included in each budget were different. The cost range was
only slightly wider, however, though in brackets about $100 less per
year. The amount required to purchase the emergency food budget
averaged 75.9 percent of the cost of the maintenance food budget, in
the 59 cities combined, but ratios varied from 78.1 percent in Spokane
to 74.1 percent in Providence (table 3).

The average cost of {food in the 59 cities combined was distributed
as shown in table 8. These percentages differed slightly among the
separate cities as the cost of one group or another was more or less
than the average. 1n all the cities, however, the larger share required
for starches, sugars, and fats at the emergency than at the mainte-
nance level reflects differences in quantity allowances in the two budg-
ets to meet the needs of nutrition with less expensive foods. Milk,
cheese, fruits, vegetables, lean meat, fish, and eggs took a propor-
tionately smaller share of emergency than of maintenance budget cost,
Table $.—Percent Distribution of the Average Annual Costs! of Food Among the

Principal Commadity Groups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March
1935

Maintenance]| Emergency
Group level level

B Y 100. 0 100. ¢
Flour, cereals, and bread 16. 3 23.7
Milk and cheese._________ 235 16.3
Fruits and vegeiables. ____ [ 7.2 21.4
Lean meat, fish, and 6888 . .o i eaen 13.9 8,3
Fats, sugars, and accessories_ .. ._._........... . 8.1 2.3

Average, 59 cities__ ___ .. ... .. $445. 52 $338, 4

! Do not include sales tax where levied.

Food of all kinds was relatively expensive in Bridgeport and rela-
tively cheap in Cedar Rapids, but the milk and cheese group and the
lean meat, fish, and egg group were well toward the extremes in the
two cities. Their costs covered a wider range among the 59 cities than
any others. Except for eggs and one meat item, however, prices of
the commodities making up these groups were more uniform than
were many other food prices. Some groups which as a whole varied
least in cost, on the other hand, were composed of commodities whose
price spreads were widest.

! Quantity budgets for the two levela of living are given in complete detail in
Btecker, Margaret L., Quantity Budgets for Basic Maintenance and Emergency
Standards of Living, Research Bulletin, Series I, No. 21, Division of Social Research,
Works Progress Administration, 1936. For the methods used in collecting quo-
iations and computing city average prices and aggregate costs, see ch. VII.
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Prices of 17 of the 44 separate commodities listed averaged over
twice as much in one city &s in another (table 10).? Each of the nine
kinds of fresh fruits and vegetables ® priced was more than twice as

Table 10.—Food Commodity Price Ratios,! 59 Cities, March 1935

Number of cities where prices

exceeded 10 percent with Percent

reference to the &Q-city highest

Commodity average ! price is

of lowest

Above Below price !
Total | Sverage average

B N1 - 9 (o« (%) (9 ) 116. 0
Flour, cereals, and bread________ ... __________...... 5 2 3 133.5
White flosar . e el 11 3 6 157. 5
Cornmeal. . e R 40 23 17 288. 5
Roled oabs_ .. 11 g 3 147.8
U 28 15 13 209. 6
Macaronl. . ... .o e eaaaeaas 18 9 9 183. 8
White bread. . 21 12 ] 174. 8
Ryebread._.____ 13 5 8 185.7
‘Whole wheat bread 13 6 7 182.0
Milk and eheese_ _ .. .. 13 ] 5 130.7
Fresh milk. . e 26 12 14 166. 7
Canevaporatedmilk ___________ . . . _______. - - {2 O] 6] 110. 4
BB O . i immmmma e m e meemmmemmmae 10 6 4 143. 8
Fruits and vegetables____________ ... ..___._.. . 7 5 2 120.7
Ot 088 i eieiermececemmeeeee—n- 12 18 24 IR7. 5
Cabbage. . oo L 37 19 18 452.0
IOt . i il 34 21 13 523, 5
Spimach_________________ - s 38 24 14 421.2
Lettaee . _ e, 30 19 11 302.5
Onioms. e 21 11 10 215.2
OramRes e . 30 17 13 206. 3
Bananas édozen) _________________________________________ 115 8 7 - 205. 5
Bananas (pound) . _ __ ... ..., 111 7 4 170. 9
Bananas (dozen and pound) .. . .oeomeiannioeiaaa. 7 13 14 243.1
ADDIBS. e —————————— 25 8 17 416. 7
Blackeved peas. ... . o 30 14 16 214.3
Navybeans. _________ ... ... S 4 16 18 224, 4
Peaput butter _____ . __ .. . . .. 17 7 10 147.8
DM e e e mmmm———————aan 15 8 7 172.0
Radslns_ _ o el & 3 2 143.8
Can tomatoes. ..o e 17 10 7 180. 7
Canstringbeans________________ .. ... .. 24 1 13 1684. 5
L0 1 e) o 10 4 6 153. 1
Lean meat, fish, andeggs_ . _____________________.____.... 15 9 i 148.3
Plate beel. o iaaann. 18 9 9 240, 4
30 15 15 184.0
25 11 14 184. 9
14 7 7 139.9
10 7 3 137.2
18 14 22 210. 4
1 O] 1 120.9
[ 3 6 147. 0
3 3 O] 128. 4
16 i 10 207.6
12 B i} 141.8
18 10 8 1680. 3
10 7 i 134.0
Can Corn SPrP. .« . .. I 23 10 13 144.0
Coanmolasses. __.____. ... _________________._... 29 14 15 217.1
TR . oo a1 14 17 174. 4
Coffee . _.________... e e e e ——— 20 11 ] 150.9

! Ratios for all totals were computed from maintenance level costs for & 4-person manual worker's family.
The total eost of food includes sales tax where levied (appendix table 16); the group totals and commodity

prices are without sales tax.

¢ In no city was deviation from the average as much as 10 percent. ]
? Number of cities where prices exceeded =10 percent with reference to the average in 29 cities.
* Number of cities where prices exceeded =10 percent with reference to tbe average in 30 cities.

2 Prices in all instances are compared without sales tax in order that the two

may not be confused in the measurement of intercity differences.

Were the tax

where levied added to prices, the spread often would be greater than appears in
the comparison without tax. The total cost of food includes sales tax where levied,

1 Except bananas sgold by the pound.
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FOOD

THE COSTS of the maintenance food budget for a 4-person manual
worker’s family varied among the 59 cities from $487.51 per year in
Bridgeport to $418.28 in Cedar Rapids (appendix table 2). Thus,
16.6 percent more was required in Bridgeport than in Cedar Rapids.
The average annual outlay necessary for food in the 59 cities combined
was $448.18. Twenty-seven cities were above this average and
thirty-two were below (fig. 3). In no case was the deviation from the
average as much as 10 percent (appendix table 3). The annual costs
of food at the maintenance level were between $430 and $460 in more

Taoble 8.—Annval Costs! of Food, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March

1935
Number of cities
Annuaal cost
Maintensnce | Emergency
level level

B 1 59 59

B310. 008310, 00 e — 2
$320.00-$329.99_ _ _ __ _____.__.___ e e e e e e e e e — [
$330.00-$339.99 - — 25
$340.00-$349.090_ _ . _ — 18
B0 008850, 00 e e e e emme e — 6
$360.00-8369.99_ . el — 2
B30, 008379, 08 . - — 1
B380.00=F3380. 00 e e — —_
30000330000 L. .t it i oo e i eme e e emma e memaeemememmeman — —
$400.00-8400. 99 . e cteeveeseasaeaann- — —
$470.00-3419.99_ __ . _____. I 2 —
$420.00-$429.99_ 5 —
$430.00-$439.99_ 8 —
$440.00-3449.99_ 23 —_
F450.00-8450. 00 . . e m e e dmeee e eaeemaen ] —
B0, 00- 8480 0 _ e e a § —_
SAT000-$470 00 il __.. 3 —
$480.00-8489.99_ ______ e 3 —
Average,! 50 Cities. . o e $448. 18 $340. 30

t Include sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 18).
13
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expensive in some cities as in others; for some of them, the top prices
were four or five times the bottom. Highest egg prices were more than
double the lowest. Corn meal and rice were so cheap in some places
and so dear in others that the spread from bottom to top in the array
of 59 cities was over 100 percent. Greatest price uniformity was
found for evaporated milk and such staples as lard and granulated
sugar; most can and package goods could be bought for amounts
differing from the average by less than 50 percent wherever they were
sold; and bacon, cheese, and ham prices were fairly similar in all cities.

INFLUENCE OF GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION AND SIZE OF CITY ON COSTS
OF FOOD ¢

The cost of food was higher in New England than in any other
geographic division (appendix table 5). All commodities were
relatively expensive but the group composed of meat, fish, and eggs
was outstandingly above the average in the 59 cities combined.
Almost as much would have to be spent for food in the South Atlantic
citieg ag in New England, largely because of the high cost milk and
cheese group; all group costs except meat, fish, and eggs also exceeded
the average. The meat, fish, and egg group in the Middle Atlantic
cities averaged well above the 59-city average; this is the only section
except New England where this situation was found. The East North
Central cities, on the other hand, reported less than average costs
for every food group, and in several sections of the country all were
low except one group.

Most cities within each geographic division reported high or low
food costs in keeping with the area average, All the New England
cities were above the average in the group of 59 combined, and so
were all the South Atlantic cities except Richmond. Less than aver-
age costs were reported in all the East South Central cities, On
the other hand, food prices in two of the eight Middle Atlantic cities
were 50 high that they raised the average in that section to third
place among the geographie divistons. Among the North Central
cities there were more with low than with high costs.

Bize of city apparently affects the costs of food less than does its
geographic location (appendix table 7). In 2 of the 5 cities with
1,000,000 or more population, food costs were above the average, and
in 8 of the 13 with 25,000 to 100,000 population they were also above
the average. No one size of city classification was consistently high
or consistently low, though the tendency was downward until the
smallest cities were reached. The average for this group of 13 was
higher than for any of the other classifications with less than 1,000,000
population.

 Sec table 1, p. XV, for list of cities in each geographie division and their popu-
lation and table 62, p. 128, for cost variations within separate geographic divisions
and size of city classifications.
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COST DIFFERENCES

The relatively slight dispersion of food costs as a whole among the
59 cilies has 2 principal explanations. First, national advertising of
trade-marked goods, widely operating chain store systems, and the
concentration of processing and distributing functions within rela-
tively few hands tend to standardize retail charges for certain com-
modities. Second, though intercity price differences for other com-
modities were wide, high prices were not all found in the same place,
nor were low prices similarly eoncentrated. When the price of each
commodity was combined with its budget allowance and annual costs
were computed, high and low prices tended to counterbalance each
other to produce much more uniform aggregates. These two influ-
ences on food costs are seen in the fact that group costs which varied
most were composed of the most similar separate commodity prices
(table 10), while commodities which showed the widest price scattering
were combined into groups whose costs were relatively homogeneous.
Food group costs as a rule did not differ so much as the prices of any
of the commodities of which the groups were composed. Assembling
the separate costs of 44 food commodities produced totals which were
only 16.6 percent greater in the most expensive than in the least
expensive city.

Variations in the costs of the entire food budget in different sections
of the country are related to more orless all-pervasive influences. The
high cost of food in New England, for example, suggests that,ingeneral,
not enough is produced in that ares to supply the needs of its popula-
tion and that charges for getting most commodities to market are
greater than in, say, the States where the production of meats, grains,
or fruita and vegetables is a major industry. Costs in the South
Atlantie, Middle Atlantic, and Mountain cities showed the effect of
conflicting price influences—some local and some of a more general
nature. These sections as a whole were abos e the average in food costs.

It cannot be said, however, that the prices of foods nationally dis-
tributed from more orless centrally located production points, or stand-
ardized by brand, as a class were dispersed less than the prices of
commuodities not so regulated, though the tendency was in that direc-
tion.® Bread prices, for example, varied somewhat more than prices
of the flour from which bread is made; can and package goods were
more uniform in price than were fresh vegetables and fruits, fresh
milk, and fresh meats, home output of which competes in varying
degrees with the supply shipped in from distant points. Local fac-
tors which are combined with those of more general application to
create the level of food prices are so numerous that an attempt to
classify them would require a study of its own, which is no part of the

% No attempt was made to compare prices of identical brands in the separate
cities.



18 « COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES

present investigation.® These local phases of price behavior play their
part, however, in determining the cost of food in any given city. Some
food cost differences cannot be explained at all in any generalization.

Seventeen cities reported a nonabsorbed direct consumers’ tax on
all or most food commodities sold at retail in March 1935 {appendix
tables 15 and 16).” The most common exemptions were fresh milk
and breadstuffs, which were excluded from the tax in five and four
cities, respectively. In sections of the country where, in general, food
costs were highest there was no sales tax, and in Cedar Rapids where
food was cheapest there was a sales tax. Food requires so large a
part of the total cost of living, however, and its costs were so similar
in the separate cities that the addition of a sales tax to food prices
resulted in a different order in the array of food costs in the 59 cities
from that shown without the sales tax.

Though no part of the prezent study contemplates an analysis of
commodity prices sufficiently refined to indicate exact causal relation-
ships, certain phases of the investigation bearing on commodity prices
must be noted to explain the dispersion of food costs as a whole,
These circumstances relate to specifications, to the seasonal factor in
food prices, and to the problem arising in some cities because the date
to which prices relate was some weeks earlier than the date on which
they were collected.

All commodities were priced by specification. Specifications for
food have been standardized more definitely than for most consumers’
zoods. Alternatives which were permitted in this study for certain
articles, however, might well account for some of the price spread.
For example, certain States have standards of their own for strictly
fresh eggs, which were used instead of the U. S, grades; prices of plate
beef were for the best cut of the best grade of beef handled, with the
bone in, but such & specification covers & wide range of meat grade
as well as a varying proportion of bone, depending on the method of
cutting used.® A diversity of grades was possible within many of
the other specifications. OQOleomargarine ® might be either animal or

¢ An analysis of intracity price variations, which takes into account factors
connected with marketing, has becn made as a special Works Progress Adminis-
tration project by Professor John H. Cover, of the University of Chicago, who
supervised the collection and tabulation of prices for the present study.

" The local sales tax in the citv of New York is not levied on food, except meals

- in restaurants costing $1 or more.

% The methods of cutting meat for retail sale vary considerably in different
parts of the country.

% An olcomargarine tax varying from 5 cenis to 15 cents per lb. was effective
in 23 cities, but in only 7 of them did the price of this commodity vary 10 per-
cent or more from the average in the 59 cities combined, suggesting that the tax
accounted but little for price differentials. Failure to secure any quotations for
oleomargarine in three cities, on the other hand, may have been caused by pro-
hibitive taxes or license fees which execluded this commodity from the market.
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nut vegetable; prices of commodities sometimes sold in bulk and
sometimes in packages or cans, such as lard, butter, coffes, tea,
molasses, cereals, and dried fruits, were obtained in units of varying
size, according to the usual method of sale. Some fresh fruits and
vegetables were priced by size rather than by weight: number of
oranges, of heads of lettuce, or of bunches of carrots to the crate;
and not one number but a limited range was specified. That the size
of these commodities must have varied considerably is suggested by
the fact that the price spread of bananas sold by the pound was
considerably less than of bananas sold by the dozen (table 10}.

Most food dealers carry only one kind of certain merchandise at a
time, and the price quoted was necessarily for the commodity in stock
on the day of the report. Often neither the shopkeeper nor the field
agent could tell exactly what its specifications were. Prices of fresh
fruits and vegetables varied most among the separate cities; quota-
tions for these commodities on any day depend almost entirely on the
available supply, for such perishables soon lose all value if they are not
sold. Supply in turn is related to the seasons and to shipments
received In the market each day. Prices were obtained in March
1935 in cities where summer had already come as well as in those where
winter still lingered. Thus, various degrees of seasonality were em-
badied in the quotations reported from different parts of the country.

To those circumstances which genuinely influence food prices as
paid by the consumer there must be added, as an explanation of the
very wide spread in quotations for some commadities, the fact that
prices were not taken on an identical day in all 59 cities, Reports in
46 of them were secured on March 12 by the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics through its regular channels; in some of the 13 others, where
prices were collected for the first time for this investigation, the study
started 6 weeks or 2 months after the middle of March, to which date
prices referred. Food prices vary greatly from day to day and few
dealers have a record of what the customer paid on any given date;
when queried on the subject they must depend largely on memory for
the answer. It is significant that the spread of prices among the 13
cities where quotations were not collected on March 12 was much
greater, for the most part, than among the 46 where quotations were
furnished on the identical day to which they applied. The apparent
biases did not run in the same direction for all commodities in seversl
cities, with the result that their reported intercity price ranges were
very wide. The resulting price dispersions may overstate the trus
spread for the separate commodities.

In the last analysis, however, so sensitive are retall food prices to
the influence of any circumstance which affects the flow of commodi-
ties to the dealer’s shelves and so quickly can changes in his costs be
passed on to the consumer that quotations for a single item on a given
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day may in no sense be representative, Prices of a large number of
items combined with their quantity allowances, however, are likely
to measure satisfactorily prevailing food costs. The in-season period
is not identical for all commodities, and seldom do all prices tend to
be high or low at the same time. The inclusion of 44 separate foods
in the quantity budgets provides a wide field within which high and
low prices may cancel, so that the cost of all combined is fairly
uniform.

Under some circumstances home production of certain commodities
may reduce food costs, but in urban communities property occupied
by working class fumilies as a rule does not provide facilities for either
gardens or livestock. It should be remembered, however, that the
focdstuffs listed in the quantity budgets are samples for which sub-
stitutions can and will be made at no sacrifice of nutritive satisfaction.
Thus, individual families may keep down their expenditures for food
by purchasing each day those srticles in the separate food groups
which at the time offer the best value.®® No other necessity of living
can be supplied through so varied a choiee.

10 Sometimes a small percentage of the cost of a synthetic food budget is added
io provide for waste, unwise purchases, and the like. This procedure was not
followed in the present calculations, both because the allowances in the budgets
for food accessories are liberal and because prices were obtained from sll kinds
of stores rather than from only those where quotations usually are cheapest,
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CLOTHING, CLOTHING UPKEEP,
AND PERSONAL CARE

THE ANNUAL costs of clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care
covered a wider range among the 59 cities included in this investiga-
tion than the comparable outlays necessary for food, but still varied
within relatively narrow limits. The ‘most expensive city was Butte,
where $214.54 was required to purchase the maintenance budget
for a four-person manual worker’s family, and the cheapest was Dallas,
where $162.09 was necessary (appendix table 2); relatively, these goods
and services together cost 32.4 percent more in Butte than in Dallas.
Their average cost in the 59 cities combined was $184.35, an amount
which was exceeded in 27 cities and not reached in 32 (fig. 4). The
highest cost exceeded the average by 16.4 percent and the lowest was
less by 12.1 percent (appendix table 3). Tn 47 of the 59 cities the
costs of the maintenance clothing, elothing upkeep, and personal care
budget were between $170 and $200 per year (table 11). Emergency
budget costs had a similar range in lower cost groups.!

The average cost of the emergency budget for clothing, clothing
upkeep, and personal care in the 59 cities combined was about $56
less per year than the average cost of the maintenance budget, a
ratio of 69.5 percent (table 3}, The percentage which the emergency
budget cost was of the maintenance budget cost varied only slightly
among the 59 cities, from 70.6 percent in Salt Lake City to 68.5 per-
cent in Scranton. Ranks of cities in the emergency cost array {appen-
dix tables 8,9, 11, and 13) were not always identical with those in the
maintenance cost array, owing to the differences in quantity allow-
ances of the goods and services in the two budgets, but such shifts
were slight,

i Quantity budgets for the two levels of living are given in complete detail in
Stecker, Margaret L., Quantily Budgels for Basic Maintenance and Emergency
Standards of Living, Research Bulletin, Series I, No. 21, Division of Social Re-
search, Works Progress Administration, 1936. For the methods used in coliect-
ing gquotations and computing city average prices and aggregate costs sce ch. VIT

bl
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Table 11.—Annval Costs? of Clothing, Clothing Upkeep, and Personal Care, 4-Person
Manval Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

Number of citias

Annual cost
Maintenancs | Emergency
level lpvel

Tota) e 59 59
$110.00-5$119.90. __ - 11
$120.00-3120.90___ - 27
$130.00-$139.99___ — 13
$140.00-5140.90 — 7
$160.00-8159.99________________________________ — 1
$160.00-$16000 ... , 5 —
SLT000-$1790 . .- 18 —
$180.00-8180.00. ... . ... ________ - 19 —
$190.00-5190.99__ _ 10 —
$200.00-320000_ ________.__ - ] —
5210.00-3219.99____ .. ______ - 2 —
Averagel BQitdes ... . $184.35 $128. 05

! [nclude sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 16).

The proportions of average annual cost of this major budget group
attributable to each of its subgroups are shown in table 12. Clothing
includes 90 commodities separately priced in all cities plus an iden-
tical money allowance in each for articles usually sold for the same
amount everywhere in the chain limited price variety stores; clothing
upkeep includes 7 services separately priced and an identical allowance
in each city for other items; personal care includes 1 commodity and 4
services separately priced and an identical allowance in each city for
other items. The percentages taken by the different subgroups were
not the same in gll cities, but the range within which they varied as
prices varied was limited. Identical money allowances accounted for
10.8 percent of the average cost of the group as a whole at the main-
tenance level in the 59 cities, 7.1 percent of clothing cost, 11.5 percent
of clothing upkeep cost, and 32.4 percent of personal care cost.

Table 12—Percent Distiibution of the Average Annual Costs ! of Clothing, Clothing
Upkeep, and Personal Care Among the Principal Commedity and Service Groups,
4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

. [
Maintenance ; Etuergency
Group level ; levet

e O e 100.0 | 100.0
Clothing. ... .. o 78.3
Clothing upkeep - 7.4 9.3
Peorsonal care... ... e e e 13.5 12.4
Average,! 50 eltiee. . e $i84. 35 ‘ $128. 05

I Iaelude sales tax where levied (appendix tubles 15 and 18),
CLOTHING

Clothing costs considered separately showed practically the same

spread as when combined with outlays necessary for clothing upkeep
32592°. 38— 4
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and personal care. The most expensive city for this subgroup was
Cleveland, in which 31.9 percent more was required for clothing at
the meintenance level than in Dallas. Thirty dollars per year
measures most of the cost variation among the cities (table 13).

Table 13.—Annval Costs! of Clothing, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities,

March 1935
Number of ¢ities
Annual cost

Maintenance | Emergency

eve level
Total.........__ 50 5
RO 0088090 e — ]
30000800 80 el - 28
$100.00-$109.69._ . — 19
SI0.00-$19 99 i — ¢
B0, 00-120. 80 o oo e e e 2 -
130.00-8189.99 e 15 —
$140.00-$149.09__ 25 —
$150.00-$159.80. ... __.. e 10 -
$160.00-8160.99_ . L ... _ 7 —
Average,l 59 elbies. e $145, 93 $100. 23

1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 16).

The annual costs of clothing in the 59 cities combined averaged
$145.93; 26 cities exceeded this amount and 33 were less. Men's,
women’s, boys’, and girls’ budgets showed varying degrees of cost
similarity, and quotations for individual articles varied most of all
(table 14).2

Prices of most men’s garments differed by less than 100 percent
between the lowest and highest cities, Work socks, house slippers,
and wool work shirts, however, which had the widest price ranges,
showed average spreads of about 167 percent, 121 percent, and 104
percent, respectively. The dearest ¢ity for business shirts, overalls,
winter union suits, and cotton pajamas, on the other hand, was not
50 percent above the cheapest. When the entire men’s clothing
budget for a year is considered, the difference between its smallest
and largest value was only 36 percent.

A price range of 100 percent or more between the least expensive
and most expensive cities appeared for the following articles in the
women’s clothing budget: kimonos, handbags, wool sweaters, wool
dresses, cotton house dresses, and summer hats; quotations for
several other garments approached 100 percent differentials, A
combination of the prices of all women’s garments and accessories
with the quantity of each necessary per year produced & cost differ-
ence of only 37.3 percent between the lowest and the highest cities.

t Prices in all instances are compared without sales tax in order that the two
may not be confused in the measurement of intercity differences. Were the tax
where levied added to prices, the spread often would be greater than appears in
the comparison without tax. All totals except for men’s, women’s, boys’, and
girls’ clothing include sales tax where levied.
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Table 14.—Clothing, Clothing Upkeep, and Personal Care Commedity and Service Price
Ratios,! 59 Cities, March 1935

See footnotes at end of table.

Number of cities where prices
exceeded £10 percent with
reference to the 59-city | Percent
] . average ! highest
Commodity or service price is of
lowest
Ahove | Below price !

Total average | average
Total t clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care—... 9 7 2 132.4
Clothing ¥ ___ . . 10 ki 3 131, 9
Men's elothing_ . . iiieaa. 9 7 2 136.0
WIinter OVerCoB .o o e e e eem o e e c e e 22 13 9 158. 8
Winter suit _ _ _ e eeeaaa 20 10 10 173.2
Summer suit_.. - 19 10 9 158. 4
Wool sweater_____... 29 13 16 192. 6
Woork trOUSeES. e —————- 32 15 17 170.0
Business shirt ___ . _ .- ] 4 2 141, 3
Cotton work shirt__________ . ... R 18 9 9 153.3
Wool work shirt. ... ..o . 26 10 18 204. 3
Overalls e 12 bi] 7 148. 4
JUIDDRT . - o e o e 13 ] 7 153.5
Winter union suit. . 18 8 10 142.1
Summer Uniomn SUit.. .o oo e 29 13 16 166. 5
Flannelette pajJamas_ ... eeacaoooe- 186 6 10 174.8
Cotton pajamas__________... e 9 5 1 133.3
Cotton dress S0CKS . s 18 9 9 152.8
Cotton work S00KS. .. e oo 40 19 21 267.3
Felt hat .. iceieananaaas 28 13 15 161.3
Btraw hBb . s 23 11 12 170.8
Wool CBD. .o 23 13 10 162. 4
Leather street gloves. __ . .o 21 12 9 161.3
Cotton work gloves . e 28 15 13 184. 7
OXTOrdS . o e e ———— 19 10 9 156. 5
Work shoes_____... e el 15 7 8 165. 9
House sHPDPeIS. - oo et o e 28 13 15 221.0
Rubbers e e 4 2 1 163. 4
Women'’s clothing 3 16 10 6 137.3
Winter coat___.__._____ v 14 13 190.8
Spring coat_.. 21 11 1¢ 174.1
Wool sweater._.__. 38 18 20 224. 6
Wool dress____._____... 34 13 21 212.7
Bl dress . - e cmaeemmmeme——r——ann 32 17 15 177. 4
Cotton street dress__ ... 31 13 18 186. 5
Cotton house dress... - ... oo 13 5 8 210.9
eSS SIiD o ame e e e =8 16 20 188.8
Corset . . e meemmae— e k1 13 14 186, 9
Brassiere. .. oo i ciieasemsae-- 28 11 17 196. 4
Bloomersor panties. ... _._______._. e 30 15 15 184. 4
Winter unian suit. . ... ..o ... . N 23 10 13 183.8
Flannelette nightpown . ... 19 g 10 148, 4
Cotton nightgown_....__... e eae————— 32 18 16 190, @
Bathrobe. ... oo e maieeoa 25 11 14 181. 6
Kimono ... ... ...... P 21 10 11 237.2
Cotton stockings. .. .o 22 11 11 174, 2
Bilk stoCKInES. . . i iiiiannaan . a8 17 21 193. 8
Winter hat i iceeeieaaas 28 12 16 172.2
Summerhat. . ... U, 23 13 10 205. 2
Fabric gloves o aeinemm e a e 14 9 10 157. 8
Street shoBS. - e m e ecmmmmmeeemee 23 12 11 165.7
House slippers._ _ ..o 15 10 5 161. 6
Qaloshes o iiraeenmas 7 5 2 164, 2
Cotton umbrella_ . ... ... 19 9 10 155. 2
Handbag .o 32 18 18 220.2
Boys' elothing ! __ i 8 8 2 134.9
Sheep-lined jJacket_ . .. .o eememao.- 9 3 8 132.4
Raincoat..... e e [, 25 12 13 167.6
Winter Suib . . e 32 17 15 190. 9
WOl SWeaber . e 14 7 7 152.2
Corduroy slacks oo oo e 29 16 13 233.3
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Table 14.—Clothing, Clothing Upkeep, and Personal Care Commodity and Service Price
Ratios, 59 Cities, March 1935—Continued

Number of cities where prices
exceeded 10 percent with

reference to the sgcity | Percent
. average ! highest
Commodity or service pPriceis
of lowest
Above Below price !
Total | verage | average
Boys' clething - -Continued.
Cotton slacks 19 6 13 190. 9
Cotton shirt _________.._ .. __ 10 6 4 150. 8
Overalls.__._ ... . ____ 15 7 8 148. 8
Winter union suit 17 8 9 163. 6
Summer union suit 16 ] 7 156. 8
Flannelette pajamas_ ____________ ... ... __.... 4 ] 8 145.3
Cotton pajamas 20 12 8 183. 1
Wilnter CaD. - e, 27 13 14 200. 3
Wonlgloves. ... ______... 38 20 18 319. 2
Oxfords. . e m————— 15 10 5 157.9
Canvassportshoes.. . ... .. ______________....._ o b3 4 4 134. 2
Rubbers e . 6 3 3 147. 8
Qirls clothing 3. . e 11 B 5 137.7
Wintercoat. _____.______________.____________ u2 10 12 219.6
8pring coat. ___ 22 12 10 216. 2
Woolsweater_ _______.....____ 28 13 15 210. 4
Silk dress_ ... _.... 35 15 20 253.1
Cotton dress 27 14 13 1971
Wool skirt . e 39 16 23 219.3
Cottonblowse________________________________ 81 12 19 231. 8
Cottondressslip_. _____________.________._. 24 10 14 187. 2
HBloomers or panties. . ____________ R 23 11 12 208. 1
Winter union sedt. ... ..o eee. . 7 12 15 168. 2
Summer union swit. . .. 18 7 11 203. 8
Flannpelette nightgown 27 11 18 24.8
Cotton nightgown___________ 32 18 16 252.9
Cotton stockings ... 22 12 10 169. 9
BOCKS e m—————— 16 ] 8 198. 5
Winter hat 40 1R 22 257. 8
Summer hat 34 18 16 252.7
Woaol gloves 2% 15 14 272. 8
Oxfords 16 '] 7 161. 6
Pumps....ocooo.._ ... 19 9 10 170.6
Speakers 9 5 4 144, 4
(Galoshes B B 4 2 203.
Clothing upkeep ¥ . e 21 11 10 200.7
Cleaning and pressing:
Men’ssuit. . ... ________ .. s [ g 16 23 327.2
Wommen’s dress 36 14 22 299.1
Women'secoat_ ... __._________________ ... a6 15 21 256.7
Shoe repairs:
Men's balfsolesand heels. ... ... eirooeaaa. 30 13 17 210. 6
Women's half soles and hesls 30 13 17 200. 3
Women’'s heelsonly... .. ... __________.. 34 16 18 224.0
Girls” halfsolesand heels....._____ . ________..__...___.. 24 9 15 234. 2
Persomaleare 1, .. ... . ... 13 8 5 137.3
Haircut:
35 16 19 192.3
24 11 13 192. 3
34 12 22 230. 4
Huir wave:
Women's ... a0 12 17 239. 4
Toilet s0Rp. . ] [ 3 155.0

1 Ratios for all totals were computed from maintenanes level costs for a 4-person manual worker’s famity.
Except for men's, wommen's, boys’, and girls’ clothing, the group totals include sales tax where levied (ap-
Pendlx table 15}; commodity and service pricesare without salestax. Prices of commodities or services used

n

valuing more then 1 budget are shown only once.

? Includes sn identical allowance in all eities for ilems not separately priced, as well as prices for the items
listed which were priced in each ¢ity, cumbined with their quantity allowances in the maintenance budrpet.
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The widest price variation among the 59 cities for any single gar-
ment in the 4 separate clothing budgets appeared for boys’ wool
gloves; the largest city average was 219.2 percent more than the
smallest. Corduroy slacks and winter caps were conspicuous in the
breadth of their price ranges. Such commodities as canvas sport shoes
and sheep-lined jackets, on the other hand, showed relatively small
price differences among the cities, For the boys' clothing budget
as & whole, the highest annual cost was 34.9 percent above the lowest.

More items in the girls’ wearing apparel budget showed wide
price ranges than in the other three clothing budgets. Of the 22
commodities priced, 14 cost more than twice as much in the highest
as in the lowest city; and of the other 8, prices of 7 varied nearly as
much. Only girls’ sneakers cost less than half as much again in the
most expensive &s in the least expensive city. When combined with
annual quantity allowances, these wide commodity price differences
were so compensated, however, that for the girls’ clothing budget
as & whole 37.7 percent more was required in the highest than in the

lowest cost eity.
CLOTHING UPKEEP

The costs of clothing upkeep covered a mueh wider range, relatively,
than the original costs of the garments, judged by the amounts which
would have to be spent for shoe repairs, cleaning and pressing, and
such supplies as shoe polish, thread, pins, and the like. Most was
required for this purpose in Butte, $21.82, where annual outlay neces-
sary was practically twice that required in New York, $10.87, the least
expensive city. The average annual cost in the 59 cities combined
was $13.55. As appears from table 15, Butte prices were not repre-

Table 15.—Aunnuel Costs ' of Clothing Upkeep, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family,
59 Cities, March 1935

Number of cities
Annual cost

Maintenance | Emnergency

level level
Total e 59 59
- O — 4
B L000-310.00 . . e eamaatemamaaae s 1 15
$11.00-511.90 ? 14
-1 2,00 e mmmm e emeeemaaoos 19 3
Ba T B P 14 8
SO0 14. 00 e 7 3
$15.00-815.99 R 8 2
$16.00-516.99 2 —
A ) B Ry ORISR 2 -
SIBO0-B18.00 e - 1
00031000 i amamemememcaceeeeemmmeeacemaan — -
$20.00-820.00 e immeieeccemmma— e - —
L0082 0 e 1 —
Average, 150 cltles ... ... L.l cieeeeaceoon e $13.55 %11. 88

! Include sales tax where levied {appendix tables 15and 16).
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sentative, and clothing upkeep costs, as a rule, fell within a narrow
range, There were more cities in which prices were below the average
than above.

Prices charged for shoe repairs were extremely diverse and highest
guotations exceeded lowest by 100 percent or more (table 14). For
cleening and pressing services even wider price ratios were common.

PERSONAL CARE

Prices of barber and hairdressing services, soap, and other toilet
supplies combined with their quantity allowances produced an aver-
age annual personal care cost in the 59 cities combined of $24.87.
The highest city was Butte, $29.32, and the lowest, Wichita, $21.36.
The excess was 37.3 percent, and many more cities reported below
than above average costs (table 16). Only two of the five items
separately priced were at least twice as high in the most expensive
as i the least expensive city (table 14).

Toble 16.—Annval Costs? of Personal Care, 4-Persan Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities,
March 1935

Number of cities

Annual cost
Maintenance | Emergency
level level

59

$14.00-514.69_
$16.00-$16.99.
$16.00-516.99.
$17.00-517.99_ ..
$18.00- 518,99

$19.00-519.99
$201.00-$20.99
$21.00-$21.89.__
$22.00-$22.09___
$23.00-$23.99_ ..

$24.00~-3$24.99

24
17

IR -4
<

M -3

Il
[

W to~an e 00 va

—

it

b=t
=,
[}
(2]

Average,) 39 eitdes. . oL .. s $24, 87

I Include sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 18).

INFLUENCE OF GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION AND SIZE OF CITY ON COSTS
OF CLOTHING, CLOTHING UPKEEP, AND PERSONAL CARE?

Larger sums were required to purchase the clothing, clothing up-
keep, and personal care budgets in the Mountain and Pacific Areas
than in any other section of the country (appendix table 5). Every
city in these geographic divisions except Denver reported costs ex-

3 See table 1, p. XV, for list of cities in each geographic division and their popula-

tion and table 62, p. 128, for cost variations within separate geographic divisione
and size of city classifications,
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ceeding the average in the 59 cities combined, and 5 of the 7 cities
with total annual maintenance budget values above $200 per year
were located here. The costs of this major budget group were low in
all sections of the South., Of the 20 cities in the South Atlantic,
East South Central, and West South Central Divisions only 2 had
costs a3 great as or more than the average in the 59 cities combined.

Outlays necessary for the principal subgroups showed much the
same dispersions as for the three combined. Clothing was definitely
expensive in the Pacific States and definitely cheap in the Southern
cities, In other sections of the country high and low cost clothing
was found, though in the North Central and Mountain States there
were more places where it was above than below the average.

The cost of clothing upkeep was high everywhers west of the
Rockies except in Los Angeles and was correspondingly low in most
of the Southern cities. Costs in the other geographic divisions varied.

Personal care wasz uniformly more expensive than the 59-city
average in all the Pacific and the smaller Mountain cities. Charges
were high in the East North Central cities except in Detroit. Costs
in the West North Central cities as a group averaged the lowest found
anywhere, and all cities in the group except Cedar Rapids were below
the average in the 59 cities combined. Personal care for the most part
was cheap in the South.

Size of city apparently had no effect on the combined or separate
costs of clothing, clothing upkeep, and personnl care, except that the
outlay necessary for elothing upkeep went up as the size of the cities
went down (appendix table 7). Clothing and personal care costs wera
erratic among the five size of city classifications. Services were
relatively less expensive than commodities in the largest cities, but
for the group as a whole no relationship of any significance apparently
can be attributed to size of city as such.

COST DIFFERENCES

The costs of outfitting a four-person manual worker’s family with
clothing and keeping its members clean and presentable varied
slightly less than twice as much as did the costs of food. The consider-
able uniformityin the outlays necessary for these goods and services,
wherever purchased, seems to have occurred because similar stocks of
certain commodities at comparable prices nre found everywhere in
chain limited price variety stores; and because no matter how widely
dispersed prices of other goods and services were, they never were all
low or all high in the same place. Tendencies toward dispersion
result from regional differences in charges for shipping commodities
from producers to retailers, and from the existence of natural differ-
entials based on climate and the standard of living whose influence
was not eliminated by specifications. These general suggestions for
explaining cost differences do not preclude the possible existence of
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peculiar local situations connected with the cost of doing business,
intracity competition, and the like, which in a particular community
may go far toward determining whether or not it is an expensive place
in which to buy.

About one-tenth of the average cost of the maintenance budget for
clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care in the 59 cities combined
was necounted for by $19.80, plus sales tax where levied, to cover the
cost of chain limited price variety store merchandise and incidentals
which were not specified. The stabilizing effect of being able to pur-
chase the same commodities for the same price in any part of the
country is particularly noticeable in the case of personal care; nearly
one-third of the average annual cost of this maintenance budget
subgroup was for such items.

A total of 102 goods and services* in the budgets for clothing,
clothing upkeep, and personal care was separately priced in each city;
for many of them city averages varied widely from place to place.
Specifications for these items described inexpensive merchandise,
such as usually is purchased by industrial, service, and other manual
workers of small means. Some of these specifications were more
exact than others, in the nature of the case, and it is possible that
part of the intercity price diversity of clothing, just as of food, is
attributable to the fact that quotations for identical goods and serv-
ices were not always obtained. It never happened that all prices were
extreme in any one place, however, no matter how much more or less
than the average in the 59 cities combined the purchaser might have
to pay for specific items. When the city average price of each was
combined with its designated annual sllowance as given in the quan-
tity budgets and these costs were totaled, the spread between cities
was greatly reduced. Hence, there was more cost uniformity for the
group than was found for any of its separately priced component
elements.®

All differences were not obliterated by this tendency toward high-
low cost balancing, which was not half so effective as in the case of
food, though prices of more than twice as many items were combined.
Families in Butte or Cleveland required nearly one-third more for
clothing and its upkeep and for the personal care of four individuals
than in Dallas or Mobile, but among most of the cities cost differences
were limited to a range of only half this ratio.

The great centers of the clothing industry for the most part are
east of the Mlississippi River, but production of garments in which
fashion is not a primary constderation and no great skill is required

¢ Excluding duplications used in more than one subgroup.

8 Except for sheep-lined jackets, for which the price spread without the sales
tax was identical with that for the costs of the group as a whole, which include
the tax.
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is more generally scattered. Thus, advertised “prices slightly higher
west of the Mississippi” or “west of Denver,” to cover the greater
cost of bringing garments or materials from factory to retailer, are
indicated in the somewhat larger outlays for clothing quite generally
found to be necessary west of the Rockies and in certain of the West
North Central cities. Possibly, alse, some of the cheapest merchan-
dise sold in or near the places where it is made never finds its way
to remote places because of high shipping costs.

Above average clothing costs reported in most of the cities in the two
North Central Divisions and in certain New England and Middle
Atlantie cities may result, however, more from their winter weather
than from their distance from the wholesale markets, Even with the
quantity budgets priced everywhere by uniform specifications, clothing
loeally sold seems to be adapted to probable need, for its cost was
often high where winters are long and severe and low where they are
short and mild, except on the Pacific Conast.® Differences not only in
climate but also in standards of dress and personal care may be re-
flected in these prices. For example, the consistently lower prices of
winter garments in the South than elsewhere, which largely account
for low clothing costs in that section, seem to indicate that the guality
is poorer or that when the period of use of warm clothing is relatively
short only a small investment will be made in such apparel. Higher
pricesin the Northern cities may reflect the opposite situation. Thus,
clothing prices seem to reflect local choice differentials which were not
eliminated by specifications, as well as differential charges for sending
merchandise from the producer to the consumer.

Clothing upkeep and personal care require services for the most
part rather than commodities, and their prices are controlled more
largely than commodity prices by local circumstances. These are
not standardized among cities and tend to produce a wide range of
cost differentials. Commaodity prices totaling an identical amount
in all cities somewhat limited the cost range for clothing upkeep as a
whole, but not so much as in the case of personal care.

A sales tax in 18 cities (appendix tables 15 and 16) accounted for
gome differences in the relative costs of the budgets for clothing, cloth-
ing upkeep, and personal care. Services usually were exempt from the
sales tax, but commodities quite generally were covered. Most cities
with a sales tax were located in sections of the country where clothing
costs would have been high had there been no tax. The cost of

¢ Instructiona for pricing took account of the fact that March is a different
reason in various sections of the country by ineluding only in-season gquotations,
no mark-down or clearance-sale prices. In none of the cities where the costs of
clothing were high were the price collection periods far removed from the date to
which prices referred. Even were prices quoted at & later date, however, re-
corded prices are more apt to be available from clothing stores than from food
storea.
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clothing in one of the Southern cities with a sales tax, however, was
raised above the average because of its inclusion.

All costs of clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care were com-
puted from in-season prices. Families may not buy exactly the con-
tents of the quantity budgets as listed, but any substitutions on the
same basis would probably necessitate an equivalent outlay. Certain
savings may be effected, however, by purchasing at special sale or
mark-down values. Home making of some garments instead of
purchasing them ready made as provided for in the budgets may also
reduce clothing costs,
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HOUSING

RENTS OF houses or apartments meeting the qualifications specified
in the maintenance budget for a 4-person manual worker’s family in
the 59 cities ranged from $342 per year in Washington to $158.40 in
Portland (Oreg.) (appendix table 2). The former, therefore, was 115.9
percent more than the latter. Rents averaged $221.89 in all cities
combined, with 29 cities above and 30 cities below this amount (fig. 5).
Washington rent exceeded the average by 54.1 percent and Portland
(Oreg.) rent was less by 28.6 percent (appendix table 3). These com-
parisons are based on quotations of house or apartment rents for four
or five rooms and bath, plus the water rate in cities where the tenant
pays this as a separate charge.! If reported rents be compared, there

Table 17.—Annua! Rents,'! 4 or 5 Rooms and Bath, 59 Cilies, March 1935

MAINTENANCE LEVEL

Nuraber of cities

Anoual rent Allrents | Reported | Reported

adjusted rents in- rents do

to include |clude water | not include

water cost cost walter cast
Bolal s a9 33 26
S180.00-8174.00_ e 1 2 5
B175.00-8190.99 10 6 10
$200.00-$224.99 e 17 8 4
$225.00-$249.99__ __________. Mt A e e mmmm e e 13 L] 4
3250.00-8274.90 .. 9 L] 3
$275.00-$290.99_ ... .. ... 1 1 —_
$300.00-$32499_ .. ... 1 1 —
$325.00-$34099. . . - - R, 1 1 —_
Average,t s9eities ... ... | smas - —

L Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 15).

! It is the custom in some cities for the owner of low rent houses to pay the
water raie; in others, the tenant pays; in some cities, both procedures are found.
In order to make all comparisons on the same basis, the cost of water was added
to the average of reported rents in each city where the tenant pays this charge.

33
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Washington, D.C
New York, N.Y
Scranion, Pa.
Peoria, 11l

Sioux Falis, $. Dak.

Milwoukee, Wis.

St Louis, Mo.

San Franclsco Calif.
Boston, Mass.
Minnegpolis, Minn.

Newark, N.J
Cincinnati, Ohio
Atlanta, Ga.
Pittsburgh, Pa.
Chucago, L.

Ph:ladelphio, Pa.
Omaha, Nebr.
Norfolk, Va.
Richmond, Va.
Bridgeport, Conn,

Cieveland, Qhio
Aibuquerque, N. Mex.
Baltimore, Md.
Binghomton, N.Y.
Rochester, N Y,

Detroit, Mich.
Foll River, Mass.
Memgphis, Yenn.
Tucson, Ariz.
Dul\cs, Tex.

Providence, R. I,
Buffalo, N.Y,
Butte, Mont.
Houston, Tex.
Louisville, Ky.

Winston-Solem, N.C,
Knoxville, Tenn,

Oklghoma City, Okla.

Denver, Colo.
Portland, Maine

Cedor Rapids, lowa
Indignopolis, Ind.
Columbig, S C.
.Jocksonwl!e Fla.
Kansas Cny Mo.

Los Angeles, Calif.
New Or eans La

E! Paso, Tex.

Salt Lake City, Utah
Clarksburg, W. Va.

Columbus, Ohio
Manchester, N.H.
Little Rock, Ark.
Spokane, Wash.
Seatile, Waosh,

Birmingham, Alg
Wichita, Kans.
Mabile, Ala.
Portland, Oreg

Percent
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is a slightly different cost distribution between those which do and do
not include the service of water. Nonpayment of the water rate,
however, did not necessarily mean lower rents. Among the seven
lowest rent cities in this study, five were thus classified after the water
rate had been added (table 17). Highest reported rents do not seem
to be in this position because they covered the water rate.

Rents at the emergency level of iving were computed as 75 percent
of reported rents at the maintenance level, plus the water rate where
it was paid by the tenant. With local adjustments for water and other
considerations in a few places, the average ratio was 75.6 percent
(table 3). The smallest ratio, 73.5 percent, was found in Denver and
the largest, 78.6 percent, in Butte.?

In most cities between $15 and $20 per month was required to secure
satisfactory accommodations of four or five rooms with private bath
(table 18). For less desirabe but habitable dwellings $10 to $15 per
month was necessary.? The positions of the cities with reference to
rents at the emergency level of living (appendix tubles 8,9, 11, and 13)
were practically identical with those shown at the maintenance level.

Toble 718.—Monthly Rents,' 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

Number of eities
Monthly rent

Maintensnce | Emergency

level level
Mot e ittt e ae e ——— e 50 59
$BO0-$0.00. .. i —_ 1
SI000-314.990_ .l T 39
$15.00-819.99_ __ 16 18
$X000-324.99. ... 14 1
$BON-S2090 . Liiiieeealo. 2 —
Average, ! 59 cities THmae | FIER]

! Ineluede the eost of water plus sules tax where levied (appendix tables 15 gnd 16},
INFLUENCE OF GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION AND SIZE OF CITY ON RENTS ¢

There was a tendency for rents to average highest in the Middle
Atlantic, North Central, and South Atlantic States and lowest in
the South Central, Mountain, and Pacific States (appendix table 5).
Owing to the fact that water was not billed separately in any city
studied in New England or the Middle Atlantic States, rents actually

* Boe p. 106 for discussion of the reason why emergency level rents actually were
sometimes more and sometimes less than 75 percent of maintenance level rents.

3 Quantity budgets for the two levels of living are given in complete detail in
Stecker, Margaret L., Quantity Budgets for Basic Mainlenance and Emergency
Standards of Living, Rescarch Bulletin, Series I, No. 21, Division of Social Re-
search, Works Progress Administration, 1936. For the methods used in collect-
ing quotations and computing eity average prices and aggregate costs, see ch. VII.

4 See table 1, p. XV, for list of cities in each geographic division and their popu-
lation and tahle 62, p. 128, for cost variations within separate geographic divisiona
and size of city classifications,
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paid for the housing listed showed a wider variation than when the
charge for water was added to rents which did not cover this. Alj
Middle Atlantic cities except Buffalo and all East North Central
cities except Indianapolis and Columbus reported rents above the
average in the 59 cities combined. Rents in every city ¢ in the two
South Central Divisions were low. Rents in the largest cities in the
South Atlantic Division were above the average and in the smaller
cities were below. The opposite situation appeared in the Mountain
States, In the Pacific Area only San Francisco rents exceeded the
average, and 3 of the 7 lowest rent cities among the 59 studied were in
this section.

Size of city seems to have made more difference in rents than in the
costs of any other major budget requirement (appendix table 7), but
it is difficult to separate the factor of wrbanization from that of
climate. Thus, in cities with 375,000 or more population rents aver-
aged considerably higher than they did in most of the smaller places,
and rents reported in 15 of them were above the average in the
group of 59. Fifteen of these nineteen largest cities, however, were in
the high rent sections of the country; and two of the four which were
in low rent areas had rents well above the area average. All the low
rent smaller cities were not in the milder climates, but many were.

RENT DIFFERENCES

The very wide range of rents for working class housing which met
certain specifications was no greater than the price ranges for many
separate commodities and services in the other major budget groups.
Because these commodity price extremes tended to cancel when com-
bined to measure the group costs, the spreads for the other major
budget groups were much less than the spread for rents, for which
only housing and water were priced. Even so, $75 per year marked
the limits of rent variations among most of the cities. This relation-
ship is perhaps more remarkable than are the wide differences shown
for a few cities at either extreme of the array, considering the great
variety of housing which prevails throughout the country, the general
nature of the specifications used in pricing, and the fact that most
factors responsible for rents are of local origin. These matters cannot
be analyzed in detail but a few generalizations seem to be warranted.

For the most part, more substantial and, therefore, more costly
buildings are required in those sections of the country® where rents were

* Rent in Memphis including the water rate was just above the average in the
59 cities combined; water was a separate charge, however, so that rent as paid
was well below the average.

* Rents in the South Atlantic Division would average slightly below the average
in the 59 cities combined were it not for Washington, where an sbnormal market
had pushed rents to the highest reported in this study. Rents above the average

were required in several other cities in this area, however, to obtain standard
accommodations.
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found to be highest., Brick or wood houses with basements, p]umbmg
insulated against freezing temperatures, and other devices for insuring
comfort during severe winter weather, however, may provide no more
desirable shelter in the Northern cities than frame bungalows on piers
in a warmer climate. Where less substantial houses are built of ma-
terials available nearby, low rents are common unless other circum-
stances more than counteract this advantage.

Rents were neither consistently high nor consistently low in all
the geographic divisions, however; nor were all the high rents in the
high rent areas or vice versa. This circumstance sugpests that the
situation in each city plays a considerable part in establishing relative
rent levels. Land values apart from the improvements thereon,
cost of municipal operation, and fiscal policy with reference to the
tax burden are related to size of ¢ity to a considerable extent. Com-
munities hard hit by the depression, these where working class dweil-
ings have been overbuilt in relation to the demand, or those where
other circumstances have kept a large supply of houses on the market
may have low rents. In other cities, however, rents may he main-
tained at a higher level because of the diversified nature of their
economic life or a shortage of low price housing.

Cities where home ownership is more common than the average
sometimes lack proper rentable homes. A shortage of four- and
five-room dwellings in comparison with available accommodations of
other size may explain relatively high rents for four- and five-roomn
units in some places. Working class housing, in general, is so poor
in some cities that to get reports of rents for accommodsations meet~
ing the specifications it was necessary to price dwellings not custom-
arily occupied by industrial, service, and other manual workers of
small means.’”

Thus, to climatic conditions and degree of urbanization as factors
in rent differentials must be added the local supply of working class
housing which meets certain specifications. Where such dwellings
are usual, the reported average rent may be less, relative to the aver-
age in cities of the same size or in the same geographic lecation, than
where unskilled laborers as a rule live in substandard houses, This is
not to say that substandard housing commands a higher rent, but
that it was not considered in the cost of living estimates. In such
cities rents allowed were for houses not usually occupied by indus-
trial, service, and other manual workers of small means.

Another factor in intercity rent differentials which cannot be meas-
ured with the data at hand is concerned with the relative acceptability

7 A check with the Real Property Inventory in certain cities, where at first
glance the rent allowances as calculated for this study appear to be high, shows
that while many houses might be had for less than the amounts allowed, the

proportions of these without private indoor bath and toilet or in poor condition
were 50 largo that the higher rents were required to obtain the standard specified.
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of the housing priced. Specifications were necessarily general, and
criteria for establishing the extent of adequacy were few. Hence,
the four or five rooms and bath provided by the reported rents might
be of varying size and convenience of layout, with a diversity of equip-
ment ranging from old-Tashioned to modern improvements. Single
cottages, row houses, flats, and apartments might provide these
accommodations. The age of the buildings and their construction
materials were not homogeneous; size of building plots, desirability
of neighborhoods, and location of the dwellings with reference to the
social and industrial life of the city were not always the same. Any of
these circumstances may account for ascertained rent differentials,
apart from other considerations.

The rents used in the cost of living estimates are average figures
for housing which met certain specifications in each city. Beyond
conformity with these specifications, which were necessarily very
general, it cannot be claimed that identical or even completely com-
parable accommodations were priced.

Except for a sales tax on water in 3 cities, the tenant paid no direct
tax on his housing in any of the 59 cities studied (appendix tables 15
and 16).
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HOUSEHOLD OPERATION

HOUSEHOLD OPERATION costs were computed from outlays nec-
essary for the following items: fuel;ice; electricity; household supplies;
furniture, furnishings, and household equipment ; refuse disposal; and
unspecified essentials,

The combined costs of all these goods and services in the maintenance
budget for a 4-person manual worker's family averaged $153.54 per
year in the 59 cities (appendix table 2). The disperson among the
separate cities ran from $208.08 in Sioux Falls to $123.98 in Houston.
This excess of 67.8 percent of greatest over least cost somewhat exag-
gerates the normal spread, because of the very large outlays necessary
in two cities. Were Sioux Falls and Minneapolis with their unusual
fuel costs omitted, the range would measure only 49.2 percent differ-
ence from lowest to highest. Twenty-nine cities exceeded the average
and thirty cities reported less than the average cost of the household
operation budget, but the lowest cost was more representative than
the highest (fig. 6). The most expensive city cost exceeded the aver-
age in the 59 combined by 35.5 percent ! and the cheapest was 19.3
percent below the average (appendix table 3).

Household operation costs were less narrowly concentrated than
those for certain other budget groups previously considered {(table
19), even leaving out the two extreme cities. Forty dollars per yvear
marked the range within which more than half the city average costs
{ell.2

The spread between top and bottom emergency household operation
budget costs (appendix tables 8, 9, 11, and 13) was somewhat greater

L Were it not for Bioux Falls and Wlinneapolis, the highest cost would have
been only 20,5 percent above the average.

2 Quantity budgets for the two levels of living are given in complete detail in
Stecker, Margaret L., Quantily Budgets for Basic Mainlenance and Emergency
Starnderds of Living, Research Bulletin, Series I, No. 21, Division of Social Re-
search, Works Progress Administration, 1936. For the metheds used in collect-~
ing quotations and eomputing city average prices and aggregate costs, see ch.
VII,
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than the spread between maintenance budget costs. The ranks of
certain cities also were shifted because of the existence of minimum
charges for gas and electricity, which sometimes made the necessary
emergency level bills for these services higher than would application
of the rates alone to the quantity allowances. The two most expensive
cities were identical in both arrays, but the lowest emergency budget
cost was found in Clarksburg, as compared with Houston for the
maintenance budget. The average difference was less than $32.
Emergency budget cost averaged 79.4 percent of maintenance budget
cost (table 3), and ratios varied from 82.3 percent in Minneapolis to
76.2 pereent in Clarksburg.

Table 19.—Annual Costs! of Household Operation, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family,
59 Cities, March 1935

Number of cities
Anvual cost

Maintenance | Emergency

level level
otal e §9 59
$00.00-$99.99. ... e - 7
SL00.00-B10D.99. e — 10
000810980 e e - — 13
$126.00-8120.99 e 8 12
$130.00-$139.90 ___ 9 7
$140.00-3149.99 10 7
$150.00-8159.99 10 1
$160.00-5169 99 . 10 1
L0 8170 00 e 6 1
$180.00-$189.99____ - 4 —
$190.00-$199.99 ___ — -
$200.00-5209.99. il . 2 --
Average,! 59 cities. el $153. 54 $121. 64

¥ Include sales tax whera levied (appendix tables 15 and 16),

The average cost of the household operation budget was divided
among the different goods and services which make it up as shown in
table 20. Inasmuch as the annual costs of some of these items varied
widely from city to city, the distributions of costs also showed wide
differences. The saving in operating expenses at the emergency level
of hiving through a curteilment of furniture, furnishings, and houschold
equipment replacements is apparent. The cost of water, which
logically is chargeable as a2 household operation expense, has been
considered in connection with rent.?

Marked differences in the costs of the household operation budget
appeared in different sections of the country (appendix table 5).%
All New England, Pacific, and Mountain cities were high except
Denver, and all South Central cities were low except El Paso. But
in New England everything except ice and in the Mountain States

* See pp. 105-106.

! See table 1, p. XV, for list of cities in each geographic division and their popu-
lation and table 62, p. 128, for cost variations within separate geographic divisions
and size of city classifications,
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everything except fuel, required more than the average outlay in the
59 cities combined, whereas in the Pacific States fuel and electricity
took less. Necessary outlays for gas averaged high in the East South
Centrsal cities and for ice and electricity, in the West South Central
cities; otherwise all annual costs were low in these areas.

Household operation costs declined with size of city until the middle
classification was reached and then rose to the highest level in the
smallest cities (appendix table 7). All household operation costs in
cities with a population 250,000 to 500,000 were less than the average
in the 59 cities combined, and all were more than the average in those
cities where the population was 25,000 to 100,000. In the other size
of city classifications some costs were high and others were low.
Table 20.—Percent Distribution of the Average Annual Costs! of Household Operation

Among the Principal Commaodity and Service Groups, 4-Person Manual Worker's
Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

Maintepance | Emetgency
Group level level

T 100. ¢ 10300
Coalor wood. ... 30.5 318
Gas...._..... 7.2 8.3
Electricity_ ___ 12.2 1.8
Jee. oo e 146 13.3
Heasehold supplies . e 12.3 13.9
Furniture, furnishings, and bousehold equiproent____________________________. .2 15.3
Refuse disposal .. _____________ ... .......... e 1,0 12
Unspecified essentials e an 2.0 2.3
Avernge S9eities.. ... $153. 54 $121. 84

! Inclede 3ales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 16).

To interpret the cost of household operation as a whole, it is neces-
sary to analyze the costs of its component elements., Except for the
fact that the quantity budgets prescribe complementary periods of
use for coal or wood and gas, and that ice is allowed for the same
number of months as gas, these budget subgroups bear no relation-
ship to each other and can be considered as entirely separate entities.
On the other hand, since the complementary fuel and ice allowances
are necessarily arbitrary there is an advantage in discussing fuel and
ice costs together, in that a deficient allowance of ane may be counter-
balanced by an excessive allowance of the other. Henee, the cost of
coal or wood, gas, and ice combined presents a better value for these
items, to be apportioned by local requirements, than does the cost

of any one of them separately.
FUEL

The fuel budgets itemize quantity requirements for anthracite,
bituminous coal, or wood for room warming, cooking, and water
heating throughout the coldest months, and gas for cooking and
water heating during the remainder of the year. An identical amount
of moncy was allowed everywhere for kindling, matches, and other fuel
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accessories. Coal or wood and accessories required about four-
fifths of the average annual fuel cost and gas about one-fifth. There
was a great vanation among the separate cities.

The spread in total fuel costs between the most expensive and the
lenst expensive city was greater than for any item of comparable
importance in the family budget except transportation, and only three
of lesser significance exceeded it.* In Minneapolis, where the outlay
necessary per year for a four-person manual worker’s family was
$108.28 at the maintenance level of hiving, 326.8 percent more was
required than in Clarksburg, with its annual fuel cost of $25.37
(appendix table 2). The average cost of the fuel budget in the 59
cities combined was $57.98; this was exceeded in 28 and not reached
in 31. The highest cost exceeded the average by 86.8 percent and
the lowest cost was less by 56.2 percent (appendix table 3). The
classification of city costs (table 21) shows a considerable variation
gs well as a wide range between extremes, indicating that necessary
annual fuel bills in the separate cities were not so uniform as were
those for food, clothing, or housing.

Table 21.—Annual Costs ! of Fuel, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cifies, March
1935

Number of cities
Annus) cost

Mainienance | Emergency

level level
Total e 49 68
B0 00-810, 0. e — 1
$20.00-$29. . 3 b
$0.00-$30.90__ . _ - 5 10
$40.00-340.59_ 13 18
B0 000, 0. e e 18 13
$6000-869.99 .. . e 8 6
$000-§70.90__._ - 8 3
$80.(K—$80 99 - 2 2
£60.00-$98.90. - 2 1
2100.00-3100.99_ 2 -
Average, ' 59 ¢ities_ . ____ o ___._ %57. 68 $48, 80

! Include sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 16).

Emergency fuel budget costs (appendix tables 8, 9, 11, and 13)
averaged about $9 less per year than maintenance budget costs, but
the differentials varied among the separate cities with the total cost
of each fuel budget. The average ratio of §4.2 percent results from
the fact that little economy in fuel is possible if modest comfort is to
be secured. Ditferences in the ranks of citics in the two arrays are
caused by the existence of minimum gas bills in some places. These
often were greater than the costs of the emergency budget allowance

¢ Refuse disposal, school attendance, and taxes might or might not require a

direct charge; hence, the spread in ananual costs of these items varied from nothing
to several dollars per year.
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would have been had it been possible to consider rates alone, as

usually was the case in computing maintenance gas budget costs.
The range in costs of the separate fuel items (tables 22 and 23),

especially of gas, was much wider than of fuel as a whole. The

Table 22.—Annual Costs! of Coal or Wood, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59
Cities, March 1935

Number of cities
Aannual cost I
Maintenance | Emergency
level level
59 59
3 6
7 13
15 15
9 11
11 ]
8 1
2 3
2 1
1 J—
1 —
$47.00 $34. 66

! Include sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 18),

Table 23.—Annual Costs ! of Gas, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March

1935
Number of cities
Annual cost

Maintenance |Emergency

level level
Motk .. 59 59
0008400 7 7
$5.00-89.99___. 20 28
$10.00-$14.99__ 21 15
$15.00-510.99____ 6 5
$20.00-$24.99._____ 4 3
B 00820 00 e — —
B0.00-834 00, e 1 1
Averaps,l 59 cities. ..ol $10. 93 $i0. 14

1 Include sales tax where levied (sppeadix tables 15 and 16).

allowance of bituminous coal and fuel accessories at the maintenance
level in Minneapolis was over six times as expensive as the comparable
allowance of wood and fuel accessories at the same level in Houston
(fig. 6). The outlay necessary for manufactured gas in Jacksonville
was more than 13 times as much as that for natural gas in Clarksburg.

InfAuence of Geogrophic Location and Size of City on Costs of Fuel ¢

Fuel costs varied noticeably among the different sections of the
country (appendix table 5). Every New England city was 20 percent

® See table 1, p. XV, for list of cities in each geographic division and their popu-
lation and table 62, p. 128, for cost variations within separate geographic divisions
and size of city classifications.
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or more above the average in the group of 59. Four of seven West
North Central cities exceeded the average by a wide margin; the two
highest cost fuel cities studied were in this area. Though the outlays
necessary for coal averaged about the same in New England and the
West North Central States, the quantity of gas allowed in the budget
was so much more expensive in the former than in the latter that the
cost of the total fuel budget in New England was greater. The costs
of fuel as a whole were uniformly low in both South Central Divisions,
despite the large requirements for gas in several cities. In the Pacific
Area every city except Spokane had a low total fuel cost, though the
costs of the gas budget were high in all of them.

Size of city as such had po influence on the costs of fuel (appendix
table 7). These costs declined as population decreased until the
classification 250,000 to 500,000 was reached. In the two groups
of smallest cities costs were higher than in the middle group. These
relationships seem to depend on the geographic location of the cities,
however, both with reference to climatic needs for winter fuel and
distance from the source of supply.

Cost Differences

The family necessities whose costs were considered in the preceding
chapters were allowed in equal quantity in all 59 cities on the theory
that, though identical goods and services might not be universally
consumed, the value of those priced wonld provide adequately for
substitutes in local use. For fuel, however, average quantity allow-
ances would be too much in some places and not encugh in others,
owing to the great extremes in the American climate, Moreover, no
one fuel is in such general use that its price would be significant every-
where, even if quotations for it could be obtained. On the contrary,
consumption of different kinds of fuel serving identical purposes is
quite definitely localized. For these reasons alternative means of
providing for room warming, cooking, and water heating were in-
cluded in the gquantity budgets; and the fuel priced in each city was
the one most commonly used by industrial, service, and other manual
workers of small means.”

The necessity for recognizing that quantity allowances of fuel for
room warming depend on winter temperatures and that identical
fuel is not used everywhere for a given purpose inevitably injected
elements into fuel cost caleulations which had nothing to do with the
price of fuel as such. To get at the factor of price in fuel cost, there-
fore, as contrasted with quantity allowances and the kinds of fuel
used, such an analysis is necessary as will eliminate the effects of

7 As will be noted later, quantity allowances for the fuel most popular in a few
cities are not contained in the budgets, and fuel costs were computed from prices
of those which the budgets list. See pp. 52 and 108,
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differential allowances and of pricing a variety of fuels in the separate
cities. This is accomplished by classifying the cities in four groups
according to their average winter temperatures: “A,” cities with
winters long or cold or long and cold; ‘“B,” average; “C,” short or
mild or short and mild; and “D,” very short or very mild or very
short and very mild. All cities in each climate group were allowed
identical or comparable ¥ quantities of fuel per year, but between the
climate groups quantities were graduated by the number of months
of use required in each. The number of cities in each of the four
climate groups,? classified as to fuel priced for room warming, cooking,
and water heating during the colder months and for cooking and water
heating throughout the remainder of the year, is shown in table 24.

Table 24 —Kinds of Fuel Priced in 59 Cities in 4 Separate Climate Groups !

Number of cities in climate group :
Kind of tuel
Total | 4" apr el apr

5 13 24 13 ']

13 3 10 — —

40 L {1] 13 10 ?

6 — 1 3 2

Total for remainder of year____________ . ... 59 13 24 13 ¢
Natural 288, e 27 k] 11 6 7
Manufactured gas_ ... e 28 6 11 7 2
Mixed gRS. . el ______. 8 4 2 - -

! Bee text, ahove, for definition of these 4 elimate groups, snd p. 107 for list of cities in each group.
2locludes coke in 1 city.

The largest outlay for fuel generally, but not always, was found to
be necessary where long, cold winters require the most extensive use
of artificial heat for room warming, but at the other end of the scale
the reverse was not true. There was a spread of 80.6 percent between
the least expensive city and the most expensive city in the “A” group.
Nine cities in the “B”’ group and even one “C” group city had average
annual fuel costs exceeding that of the cheapest “A’” city. The latter,
however, ranking 23d from the highest cost city among the 59, was
near the anthracite fields and coal prices were correspondingly low; the
gas cost there was also less than the average in the 59 cities combined.
Coal prices were so high in a few “A” cities that the average annual
cost for the group was exceeded in only four, while costs were less
than the average in nine. All cities with excessive fuel costs in the
“A” group owed their positions to high coal prices. Only in New
England were high coal prices combined with above average rates for
the gas budget allowance.

¢ Based on consumption equivalents for anthracite, bituminous coal or coke,
and wood, and on calorific values for natural, manufactured, or mixed gas.
? Bee p. 107 for list of the cities in each climate group.
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Among the “B"’ cities largest annual fuel costs were uniformly found
in New England and the Middle Atlantic anthracite using centers,
where manufactured gas was the common cooking fuel and rates were
relatively high. There was a wide range, however, among the cities
in this average climate group. In Fall River, using anthracite, the cost
of fuel was three times as much as in Clarksburg, using run-of-mine
bituminous coal. Fall River is several hundred miles from the anthra-
cite fields, whereas bituminous coal mining is one of Clarksburg’s
leading industries. Clarksburg, with its natural gas, reported the
lowest cost for the budget allowance among the 59 cities studied; but
manufactured gas in Fall River was more costly than the average.

The annual cost of fuel in Winston-Salem exceeded costs in all other
“C" cities, ranking 21st from the top in the array of 59 and 94 percent
above Little Rock where the cost of fuel was the lowest in the group.
Coal prices in Winston-Salem averaged next to the highest in any of
these 13 mild winter climate cities, and the gas rate for the budget
allowance was highest of all. Little Rock fuel was inexpensive, not
only because wood was most commonly used and its price was low
but also because cheap natural gas made tho outlay necessary for
cooking fuel next to the smallest in the “C” group.

The cost of fuel was greater in Jacksonville than in any other “D”’
city, owing largely to the high rate for the budget allowance of gas;
the price of coal was about average in the group. In Houston, on the
other hand, tlie gas rate was as low as any in the “D” city group; wood
for room warming required a smaller outlay for winter fuel than in
any other city among the 59 studied; and the total cost of fuel was less
than in any other city except Clarksburg.

As table 26 shows, the only winter fuel priced in all sections of the
country is bituminous ccal.’® From the equivalents for other fuels
ineluded in the quantity budgets, however, o comparison can be made
of relative fuel costs, exclusive of sales tax where levied, in cittes in the
separate climate groups, with relative annua! allowances of the same
fuels in the same climate groups (table 25). Budget aliowances are
based on the assumption that needs in the “B” climate are average.
The cost of winter fuel in the “B" cities combined averaged 101.4
percent of its cost in the 59 cities combined, with half above and half
below. Thus, fuel budget costs in the “B'" cities were very nearly
representative of the average necessary outlay for fuel. In the “D”
citles the cost of fuel was 76.6 percent more than the relative fuel
requirement for that climate; in the ““A’’ cities, 38.3 percent more;
and in the “C” cities, 15.4 percent more. In other words, prices in
the ‘B’ cities were relatively low in the ratios shown.

¢ Bituminous coal was priced in some cities in each climate group, but it was
not priced in all because it was not the usual domestic fuel.
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Table 25.—Relative Quantity Allowances and Relative Fuel Costs in 4 Separate Climate
Groups, 4-Person Manual Worker’s Family, 59 Cities, March 19351

Coal or wood
Climate group
qﬁﬁglt]i?; Average
allowsnce ' annual cost t
A e e e e 115. 4 150. 6
B e e 100. 0 100. 0
e BL. 5 7.0
LU 2.9 17.5

! This comparison is based on mainte¢nance budget quantity allowances apd costs. The cost figures
include neither the sllowance for kindling and matches in all cities nor the sales tax where levied.
1 Bitaminous coal only. No other fuel was priced in all sections of the couniry.

Average prices of both anthracite and wood were much alike in the
separate areas where these fuels are used, but bituminous coal prices
covered a wider range (table 26). Among the separate cities bitumi-
nous coal prices were even more varied. The highest city average where
bituminous coal is commonly used,” $12.89 per ton, was in the “A”
group; three other cities reported average prices exceeding $10; and
only two reported $7.50 or less. City average prices per ton were less
than $8 in all “B” cities; the lowest were in three important bitumi-
nous coal centers. The 10 citiesin the ‘“C"’ group using bituminous coal
reported average prices ranging from less than $6 in 2 cities near bitu-
minous coal mines to $9.60 at Atlantic tidewater. Prices were $10.50
or more per ton in five of the seven “D”’ cities using bituminous coal.

Table 26.—Average Prices ! of Coal and Wood in 4 Separate Climate Groups, 59 Cities,

March 1935
Arverage price
Climate group Coal per ton
Wood per
cord

Anthracite | Bituminous
= - $12, 55 1$9.42 —
.- 12.39 5. 5% $5. 64
B — 7.58 b5.78
B — 12.79 528

1 Prices are without sales tax. ? Includes coke in 1 city.

Anthracite quotations averaged $10, $12.65, and $15 per ton in
the separate “A” cities. In the “B” group they ranged from $7.90
in Scranton, the center of the industry, to $15 in one of the New
England cities; all except two reported more than $11 per ton. City
average prices of wood per cord varied from $4 to $7.50 in the separate
localities where this fuel is commonly used for room warming.

Common qualities which can be specified for pricing even a given
kind of coal or wood wherever it is sold are almost entirely lacking,

4 Highest prices were found in the ‘“D' cities on the Pacific Coast and the
Southwest, but coal is not the usual domestic fuel in these cities.



HOUSEHOLD OPERATION » 49

except for the gize standardization of anthracite; nor is any one kind
of coal or wood in general use. The range of calorific values, however,
is probably more limited for anthracite than for bituminous coal or
wood. Anthracite sizes are standardized, and the chestnut size as a
rule was priced. There are no such universally accepted specifica-
tions for marketing bituminous coal or wood, and quotations neces-
sarily were obtained for the grade and size popular as domestic fuel
in each community. The area of anthracite mining and use is small,
but bituminous coal is found in several parts of the country and its
consumption is Nation-wide. Anthracite prices vary little at the
mines, because of the generally uniform quality of the veins and the
standardization of production costs through labor contracts.’? The
greater range of quality of bituminous coal and its scattered produc-
tion centers make for greater price differentiation. Wood is the cus-
tomary domestic fuel only where it is readily available and marketing
costs are low. Part of the sectional uniformity of wood and anthra-
cite prices no doubt reflects more nearly similar distribution charges
than are embodied in bituminous coal prices, but part of it may be due
to other circumstances peculiar to the industries.

Fuel prices during the heating season preceding March 1935 were
collected. This period was not the same in all cities, nor were prices
collected on the same date in all cities. A slight price variation may
be attributable to these circumstances. The price of fuel is essentially
seasonal, rising during the period of greatest use and falling during the
warmer months.

Turning to an analysis of gas costs, a procedure may be followed
somewhat similar to that employed in the discussion of outlays neces-
sary for coal and wood. The quantity of gas allowed per year in each
city depends on the number of months it is required for cocking and
water heating and the kind of gas used, as given in the budgets. In
both the “A’’ and “B’’ cities, where the allowance was for 5 months,
annual group costs averaged $8.57; in the “C”’ cities, for 7 months,
$13.52; and in the “D’ cities, for 9 months, $17.24.

Even when reduced to a monthly basis and the sales tax is omitted,
the budget allowances of gas averaged nearly 13 percent more ex-
pensive in the “C’ cities than in the “B” cities and nearly 12 percent
more in the D’ cities than in the ‘B’ cities. Though differentials
based on annual requirements play no part in necessary monthly
bills, the kind of gas used is still present as a cost factor.

Costs of the monthly budget allowance of gas in the cities in the
“A" and “B” groups covered a wide range, Spokane, where manu-

12 Labor costs constitute nearly 60 percent of the total cost of mining anthracite.
Fifteenth Census of the United Stotes, Mines and Quarries: 1929, p. 11. Wages
throughout the industry are regulated by sgreement with the United Mine
Workers of America.
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factured gas is consumed and the largest outlay per month in any city
among the 59 was required, is in the “B’’ group, as are several other
cities with high rates for manufactured gas. On the other hand, many
cities in or near the middle western oil fields are also in the “B”
group. They use naturasl gas or mixed gas with a high B, T. U.
content ' and were among those having lowest monthly gas costs.

Six of the thirteen cities in the “C” group have manufactured gas
whose monthly costs exceeded the group average. Manufactured
gas also is consumed in Birmingham but its cost was below the
group average. In the other six cities in the “C” group use of nat-
ural gas at low rates made for relatively low monthly gas costs.
The smallest monthly bill required in any of the 59 cities for the quan-
tity of gas allowed in the maintenance budget was for natural gas in
Oklahoma City.

Among the 9 “D” eities the 2 which use manufactured gas were the
2d and 7th from the top of the array of monthly budget costs in the
59 cities, The two most expensive natural gas cities also were in this
group of D’ cities. Natural gas is used in the 2 cheapest cities in
the D" group; these cities were 12th and 13th from the lowest in
monthly cost among the 59 cities. Hence, whether manufactured
or natural gas is supplied to the “D’ cities, their monthly budget
allowance costs were high in comparison with most of the other cities
among the 59 studied.

The part played by kind of gas used in determining how much a
family needs to spend a month for cooking and water heating fuel is
suggested by the figures in table 27. Thermal content of gas varies,
and necessary monthly bills to a considerable extent reflect these
differences in calorific values because the monthly budget allowances

Table 27.—Monthly Casts! of Gas, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, Classified by
Kind of Gas, 59 Cities, March 1935

Kind of gas
Mounthly cost
Manutac- .
All kinds Nsatural tured Mixed

5¢ 27 26 B

i 1 — —

[ & — 1

15 10 3 2

15 7 5 3

12 4 8 —_

6 — 6 —_

2 - 2 —

2 — 2 =

$1.75 )77 3B $2.33 $L38

! All costs refer to the maintenance level apd are without sales tax. Inasmuch s this tabie is included
ouly fof illusiretive purposes, comparable data for the emergency level wers ot assembled.

#B. T. U. is the abbreviation for British thermal unit, the quantity of heat
required to raise 1 pound of water through 1 degree Fahrenheit. The more
B. T. Us contained per 1,000 cu. ft. of gas, the fewer cu. ft. are required for any
given service.



HOUSEHCLD OPERATION e 51

for manufactured gas are greater than those for natural or mixed
gas. Arraying the estimated necessary monthly gas bills at the
maintenance level of living in the 59 cities, 27 were above the average
and 32 were below. Of those above, 19 have manufactured, 7 have
natural, and 1 has mixed gaa, Of those below, 7 have manufactured,
20 have natural, and 5 have mixed gas. The 12 cities where largest
monthly bills were required use manufactured gas. Manufactured
gas is used in 18 of the 20 cities where gas costs were highest, and
natural gas or mixed gas approaching a natural gas B. T. U. content
is used in 18 of the 20 cities where gas costs were lowest,

When reduced to the common basis of outlay necessary per month
to obtain approximately equivalent calorific values, it is apparent,
therefore, that natural gas was less expensive than manufactured gas.
This is true because basic rates for a specified quantity of natural
gas usually were lower than those of manufactured gas,'t and also
because the B. T. U. content of natural gas is greater, with & con-
sequently smaller allowance for & given purpose.

The largest annual outlays for gas were required in the two cities
where its use for 9 months was allowed, where manufactured gas is
consumed, and where the rates for the monthly ailowance were high.
The combination of ¢ or 7 months' use and high price manufactured
gas explains all annual gas costs exceeding $15, except in three cities,
In Tucson and Mobile, which have natural gas, the budget allowance
called for 9 months’ use, but the rates were higher than in any other city
in which natural gas was priced. In Spokane for 5 months' use of
manufactured gas the rate for the monthly budget allowance was the
highest reported.

From the foregoing analysis it appears that loeal fuel price differ-
ences depend for the most part on the kind of fuel eonsumed and dis-
tance from the source of supply. Coal grade variations cannot be
measured, but they account for some of the diversity of reported prices.
The B.T. U. content of gas plays alarge partin determining how much
the monthly bill will be. Natural gas is used in the locality of its
source and often it is piped long distances. Manufactured gas usually
is consumed within a small radivs of the place where it is made, and
to n large extent its price is related to the price of the coal from which
it is produced. Shipping costs, therefore, may enter into gas rates
as well as into coal and wood prices. The demand for gas and
the location of its customers in each locality also determine the
price of the service rendered. Gas rates, like charges for other public
utilities, are subject to government regulation; and peculiarities of 2
given local situation, unrelated to any other community, often are
embaodied in the rate structure.

14 Basic rates have not been discussed because of the great variety of factors of
which they are composed.
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Inasmuch as annual outlay necessary for fuel depends on quantity
allowance, kind of fuel, and price, its amount in the separate cities is
determined by different combinations of three variables. Places
which require more than average fuel for room warming because of
their long and celd winters frequently are far removed from the coal
fields. Prices, therefore, are high, since often only the better grade
of coal is shipped and freight charges are heavy. If manufactured
gas is used for cooking and water heating in these same cities, its costs
may be greater for 5 months’use than the costs of natural gas consumed
over & longer period of time in cities where rates are lower, Where
rates are high and gas is required for 7 or 9 months, even with low
price coal or wood necessary for only 5 or 3 months, costs of the
total fuel budget may exceed costs where more fuel for room warming
is required. These are only examples of possible combinations of gas
rates, coal or wood prices, and quantity allowances which determine
the annual cost of fuel in & given community.

The fuel included in the quantity budgets was more expensive than
possible substitutes in a few cities, and use of these alternatives was
sometimes reported. For example, range oil may take the place of
anthracite in New England, and homes are warmed by natural gas
in Los Angeles. Families of small means do not use gas in certain
cities, but coal, wood, or oil takes its place. Thus, in Columbia,
Portland (Oreg.), Spokane, and Winston-Salem wood is the custom-
aty cooking and water heating fuel the year around; in Seattle
wood is used in summer, and eoal, in winter, Both oil and wooed
are used for this purpose in Jacksonville and Mobile; coal, in Butte,
Knoxville, and Salt Lake City; and oil, in Portland {Maine).

A smaller quantity of fuel may be required to warm rooms in
apartments or other compact units than is included in the budgets for
a stove heated house. The total cost of fuel is not likely to be much
reduced, however, because coal for apartment use frequently is pur-
chased in small units at high rates, The smaller quantity required,
therefore, may be counterbalanced by the higher prices paid.

A factor making for greater uniformity in fuel costs than would
exist otherwise is the inclusion of an identical money sllowance in
all cities to provide for kindling, matches, and other fuel accessories
not subject to quantity itemization. The cost of coal and gas alone,
without this stabilizing element, was over 400 percent greater in
the highest cost city than in the }owest, as contrasted with 327
percent difference when the allowance for accessories was added.

The sales tax as such played a minor part in accounting for intercity
differences in the costs of the fuel budget. Consumers paid a tax on
coal or wood and accessories in 18 cities and on gns in 11 cities (ap-
pendix tables 15 and 16). Among the cities where fuel costs were
highest, the top 7 in the array of 59 had no sales tax; and Clarksburg,
at the bottom of the scale, had a sales tax.
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ICE

Few families at the economic level with which this study is con-
cerned own mechanical refrigerators. Ice is commonly used for food
preservation during part of the year, however, in most sections of the
country.

The average cost of ice in the 59 cities included in this study was
$22.40 per year for a 4-person manual worker’s family living at the
maintenance level (appendix table 2); 21 cities were above this average,
and 38 were below (fig. 6). Hizhest costs were $47.97 in San Fran-
cisco '® and $47.50 in Tucson; lowest costs were $12.96 in Milwaukee
and Philadelphia. The cost of ice in San Francisco was 270.1 percent
more than in Milwaukee or Philadelphia; the former exceeded the
average by 114.2 percent and the latter were less than the average by
42.1 percent (appendix table 3). In nearly three-quarters of the cities
the costs of the maintenance ice budget were between $15 and $25
per year (table 28); emergency budget costs were similarly concen-
trated, at a lower level.

Table 28.—Annual Costs ! of lce, 4-Person Manua! Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March
1935

Number of cities

Annual cost
Maintenance | Emergency
evel leval
50 59
3 14
n 32
12 4
[} [
2 2
& 2
z —
£22. 40 $18.67

1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 186).

The emergency ice budget allowance is 83.3 percent of the mainte-
nance budget allowance. The annual costs of ice, therefore, showed
this ratio in all cities (appendix tables 8, 9, 11, and 13), and the ranks
of cities were identical in both series.

infuence of Geographic Location and Size of City on Costs of Ice 1*

Ice costs averaged highest in the South Atlantic, West South
Central, Mountain, and Pacific cities. They were well below the
average in all other aress except the East South Central, and here

¥ Bee p. 55 for comment on the representativeness of this ice cost.

18 See table 1, p, XV, for list of cities in each geographic division and their popu-
lation and tahle 62, p. 128, for cost variations within separate geographic divisions
and size of city classifications.
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they were 99.7 percent of the average in the 59 cities combined (ap-
pendix table 5). Every New England, Middle Atlantic, and North
Central city was low; every Pacific city was high; in other sections
above and below average costs accounted for the relative positions
of the areas as a whole.

Size of city was without significance as a factor in ice costs (appendix
table 7). The group average in the smallest places was well above
that in the 59 cities combined, but in 8 of the 13 smallest cities costs
were below the 59-city average.

Cost Differences

The annual cost of ice is dependent on the quantity allowance and
the price for which it is sold. Ice is allowed in the budgets for the
months when fuel for room warming is not necessary: namely, 5, 7, or 9
per year. ‘The high average cost of ice In the group of 59 cities results
from the fact that in a few places where most ice was allowed its price
was the highest recorded. All cities where ice costs exceeded $25
per year were in the group for which the budget allowed a period of
7 or 9 months’ use,

Table 29.—Prices! of lce per 100 Pounds, 59 Cities, March 1935

. Number of
Frics cities
Tetal 50
$0.40-30.44_ 7
$0 45-30.49 5
$0.50-%0.54_ 13
$0.55-50.59_ 5
BO60-B064 .l 21
$0.65-$0.69__ 2
$0.70-$0.74_ ____ 1
$0.75-$0.79_ . 1
$0.80-80.84 .. 1
Avernge, S9eities_________________________.____ PPN 0. 57

| Prices are without sales tax and are based on & sales unit of 25 Ibs.

Most ice for city consumption today is manufactured rather than
winter cut and stored, but plants are located where the product is
used and only the peculiarities of the local situation control its price.
The rate per 100 pounds computed from quotations for a 25-pound
piece delivered can be used to separate the price of ice from its annual
allowances in the budgets. This rate ranged from 40 cents to 80 cents
(table 28). The most frequent quotations for 25 pounds were 13 cents
and 15 cents. Prices varied within the cities but the average in each
would purchase ice at a representative rate.

Average prices of ice per 100 pounds, when purchased in a 25-pound
piece delivered, were almost identical in the four climate groups for
which quantity allowances differed (table 30)."" The large allowances

T Quantity allowances of ice in the “A” and “B” cities were identical. See
pp. 108 and 110.
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assigned to the 22 cities in the “C” and “D” groups, therefore, were
more accountable for the fact that their ice costs ranked at the top of
the array of the 59 cities than was the price of ice. A comparison of
average prices with annual costs in different parts of the country
{table 31) indicates that high prices and high annual costs or vice versa
seldom went together.

Table 30.—Average Prices ! of Ice per 100 Pounds in 4 Separate Climate Groups, 59
Cities, March 1935

Average

Clitpate group price

Average, b CitleS_ e $0. 57

.55
.56
.58
.57

1 Prices are withoul sales tax and are based on a sales unit of 25 1bs,

Except for Tucson and Albuquerque, where quotations were among
the highest reported, the price of ice, in general, was low where most
is required and high where least is required. This relationship does
not appear from the tabulations, because employing winter tempera-
ture as a criterion for city gronping resulted in large ice allowances in
several places where use of artificial refrigeration is uncommon at any
time. In San Francisco, Portland (Oreg.), and Seattle ice was 80
cents per 100 pounds when purchased in 25-pound units, but 85 per-
cent of the families interviewed in San Francisco, 77 percent in Port-
land (Oreg.), and 55 percent in Seattle reported that they used neither
ice nor mechanical refrigeration. This custom may be due partly to
the high price of ice and partly to the fact that summers are not warm
enough to make ice & necessity.”® The latter is probably the more
important reason, because in Tucson, where ice also was 80 cents per
100 pounds and summer temperatures are high, more than half the
reporting families purchased ice, and all but three of the remainder
bad mechanical refrigerators. In Albuquerque, with ice at 76 cents
per 100 pounds, 53 percent of the families used it, but 31 percent
reported they used no refrigeration of any kind. Thus, it is not un-
likely that in San Francisco and Portland (Oreg.), and possibly in
Seattle, the estimated costs of living are high by the amounts that
have heen allowed for ice, if inadequate proviston for other essentials
did not absorb these surpluses. From the information collected on the
family schedule, it appears that ice is a necessity in the other cities.
m is not a necessity in San Francisco is indicated by the fact that in
the Heller Committee budgets only the executive is allowed refrigeration. His
cost of living averaged $6,025 per year in November 1935. Budgets for a clerk
and for a wage earner make no provision for ice or refrigeration. See Heller
Committee for Research in Social Economics, Quantity end Cost Budgefs * * *
Prices for San Francisco, November 1835, University of California, Berkeley,

Calif., February 1936.
32592°—3B——6
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A sales tax was levied on ice in all 18 cities where there was such a
tax (appendix tables 15 and 16). Without the tax the ice cost spread
would be somewhat reduced.

The budget allowances of fuel and ice were based on the assump-
tion that the periods of their use within a year were complementary.
It is perhaps best, therefore, to consider costs also as complementary.
The annual outlay necessary for coal or wood, gas, and ice in each
city would then be considered in the aggregate rather than separately.
In such a combination dispersion was greatly narrowed as compared
with the cost spread of any one of these items alone (table 62),"* and
a better comparison of intercity variations is obtained.

Table 37.—Relative Prices of Ice per 100 Pounds and Relative Annual Costs? of Ice in
9 Separate Geographic Divisions, 59 Cities, March 1935

Percent of 59-city
average !
Cleographic division
; Annual

Price cost
New England____ 102.1 83.4
Middle Atlantie. .. .. ... . e 100. 5 82. 4
East North Central__ R 9.7 81.5
West North Central . _____ .. ... o 20.9 737
South Atlantie. e 7.7 107.8
East South Central. .. . . . . ilieal. 86.4 99.7
West South Central.. 85.8 112.3
Mountain_..______... 117.9 125.7
Pacifle - 131.0 0.1

|

1 Prices are without sules tax and are based on & sales unit of 25 1bs.; sunual costs include sules tax where
levied {appendix tables 15 and 16).

ELECTRICITY

Electricity is generally consumed for light and operation of small
household appliances.® Hence, electric energy was priced in all
cities, and provision for lamp replacements and other electrical acces-
sories was included in annual electricity cost. At rates in operation
March 15, 1935, the outlays necessary for energy and accessories in
the 59 cities combined averaged $18.68 per year for a 4-person manual
worker's family at the maintenance level of living. Twenty-five
citles exceeded this average and thirty-four were lower, suggesting
that high rates for the budget allowance in a few places somewhat
raised the average (fig. 6).

¥ This phenomenon appears for many combinations of items. The present
one is significant because of the complementary allowances in the quantity
budgets, not because of canceling price differentials. The latter may play a part,
however, in the greatly reduced dispersion of combined costs as compared with
any one separately,

¥ In a few cities families of small means reported using oil for illumination,
because they either had found it cheaper than electricity or had failed to deposit
the necessary guarantee with the utility companies.
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In Newark where $25.37 was required, the annual necessary elec-
tricity bill was 127.9 percent more than the $11.13 required in Cleve-
land (appendix table 2). For energy only, the difference was 145.1
percent. Newark’s cost exceeded the average by 35.8 percent and
Cleveland’s was less than the average by 40.4 percent (appendix
table 3). Costs within a range of $8 per year provided for necessary
energy and accessories in most places (table 32).

Table 32.—Annual Costs ! of Electricity, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities,
March 1935

Number of cities

Annual cost

Maintenance | Emergency
level level

.................................................................... 59 59

1
4
)}
19
11

bl

$13.00-814.99__ o
$15.00-816.99 . ...

$17.00-318.99
£19.00-520.99_ .
£21.00-322.99
$23.00-524.90
$25.00-$26.00_ ...

_

x| wmaoe caw
1 lee

Averape,! S9eities. ... ... ___. ...

8 §14.52

! Include seles tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 186).

Emergency electricity budget costs (appendix tables 8, 9, 11, and
13) averaged about $4 per year less than maintenance budget costs.
Cities ranked somewhat differently at the two levels of living, how-
ever, owing to the fact that minimum bills, meter, and similar charges
carried greater weight with the smaller allowance in the emergency
than in the maintenance budget.

Influence of Geographic Location and Size of City on Costs of Elechicity 2L

Electricity rates for the budget allowance, in general, were high in
the New England, Middle Atlantic, West South Central, and Moun-
tain Divisions (appendix table 5); all but 7 of the 25 cities studied in
these 4 areas reported costs considerably above the average in the 59
cities combined. Below average costs, on the other hand, were
reported from every East North Centrzl, East South Central, and
Pacific city. High and low rates were found in the other sections.

Electricity rates seem to have increased as the size of cities de-
creased, except that where the population was a million or more
they were higher than in cities where the population was between
250,000 and 1,000,000 (appendix table 7).

2 See table 1, p. XV, for list of cities in each geographic division and their
population and table 62, p. 128, for cost variations within separate geographic
divigions and size of ¢ity classifications.
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Cost Differences

Factors influencing the cost of electricity are largely local in charac-
ter. Kind and density of the populaticn served, and diversity of their
requirements both as to time of day and amount of energy used, ac-
cessibility to fuel or water power, and seasonal consumption probably
condition the price necessarily charged. Inasmuch as the distribu-
tion of electric energy is virtually a monopoly in most communities,
State regulation has attempted to control rates for the benefit of the
consumer, but the force of tradition has kept many variations of which
some depend on circumstances no longer in operation.?

The inclusion of an identical amount in all cities to pay for accesso-
ries which can be purchased everywhere for the same price resulted
in a smaller cost spread than was shown for energy alone.

A sales tax was added to the total cost of energy and sccessories
in 11 cities and to the cost of accessories only, in 7 cities (appendix
tables 15 and 16). The amounts required were small but contributed
a little to the variation in electricity costs among the separate cities.

HOUSEHOLD SUPPLIES

The annual costs of soap and other cleaning and laundry supplies
for a 4-person manual worker's family in each of the 59 cities studied
ranged from a high of $23.93 in Tucson to a low of $16.10 in Columbia,
at the maintenance level of living (appendix table 2); the former was
48.6 percent more than the latter. The outlays necessary for house-
hold supplies in the 59 eities combined averaged $18.82. More cities
reported low costs than high costs, however, for extreme prices in a
few produced an arithmetic mean which only 24 exceeded while 35

Table 33.—Annual Costs ! of Household Supplies, 4-Person Manual Worker’s Family,
59 Cities, March 1935

Number of cities
Annusl cost

Maintenance | Emergency

level tevel
59 59
— 5
— 17
8 13
18 13
13 3
$16.00-%19069____ .. __ 11 2
$20.00-820.9¢_ . 2 4
$21.00-821.99_ ___ - 3 2
$22.00-822.99 . ___.___ - 3 —
SLO-STBID_ o k] —
Average M50citles .. . ... . . . $18.82 $16. 04

t lnclgde sales tax where levied (appendix taples 15 and 16),

2 Federsl Power Commission, Electric Kate Survey, Preliminary Report, Do-
mestic and Residential Rates in Effect January 1, 1935, Cities of 50,000 Population
and Over, Rate Series No. 1, p. 14,
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were less (fig. 6). The most expensive city was above the average
by 27.2 percent but the cheapest was only 14.4 percent below (appen-
dix table 3). Differences of $3 per year marked the range among
two-thirds of the cities (table 33),

Inasmuch as the cost of the emergency household supplies budget
was computed as 90 percent of the cost of the maintenance budget
{appendix tables &, 9, 11, and 13), relative costs of both were identical.

Eleven commodities coustitute the household supplies budget.
Five were separately priced in each city; for the other six, an identical
amount of money was allowed in all cities, based on chain limited price
variety store quotations which are likely to be the same everywhere.

Though the costs of household supplies as a group differed but
slightly among most of the cities, the spread was much greater for
some of the separate commodities of which it is composed (table 34).%

Table 34.—Household Supplies Commedity Price Ratios,! 59 Cities, March 1935

Num beé' t()ifcities where prices
exceedsd =10 percent with
refercnce  to  the Sbeity | T ercent
N average ! highest
Commodity price is of
Iowes!;
Above Belnw price
Total average | average
Total? household supplies_ ... ... 17 10 7 148.6
Soap powder. .. ... [ a5 | 2| 21 417. 4
Kitchen S0BD. e 44 19 25 282.0
Soap Bakes. . .. e e 30 11 19 250.9
Btarch__ ... e e 10 5 B 180. &
Laundry S08P . . 14 11 3 149, 2

L The ratio for the total is identical for a 4-person manual worker's family at bolh the maintenance and
emergency levels, The total cost of household supplies includes sales tax where levied {appendix tables
15 and 16}; commodity prices are without sales tax.

1Includes anidentical allowance in all eities for itams not separately priced, as well as prices for the items
isted which were priced in each city, combined with their quantity allowsances in the maintenance budget.

Prices of soap flakes, for example, were so high in a few cities that the
average in the 59 combined was greater than in 42 of them separately.
Laundry soap quotations were more uniform, but in 33 cities the
prices were below the average for this item, in 2 they were at the
average, and in 24 they were above the average.

Influence of Geographic Location and Size of City on Casts of Household Supplies

Nine of the ten highest cost cities for household supplies were in the
group of ten in the Pacific and Mountain States (appendix table 5).

2 Prices in all instances are compared without sales tax in order that the two
may not be confused in the measurement of intercity differences. Were the tax
where levied added to prices, the spread often would be greater than appears in the
comparison without tax. The total cost of household supplies includes sales tax
where levied.

3 Bee table 1, p. XV, for list of cities in each geographic division and their popu-
lation and table 62, p. 128, for cost variations within separate geographic divisions
and asize of city classifications.
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The lowest cost cities were geographically more scattered, but 5 of the
10 in this class were found among the 14 South Atlantic and East
South Central cities.

No cost variation for household supplies appears to be directly
connected with size of city (appendix teble 7). The largest deviation
from the average was observed in the excessive cost in the smallest
cities. Three of these are located in the Mountain Division, however,
where prices were the highest in the country.

Cost Differences

The dispersion of costs of household supplies among the 59 cities
exceeded that for certain other commodity groups, but was less than
might have been expected, considering the few items of which the
group is composed and the extremely general specifications by which
these goods were priced. Average prices per pound in the separate
cities reflect differences in brand, in weight of the commodity unit, and
in unit of sale, as well as price differentials of specific commodities on
a unit price basis. For the most part, however, field agents obtained
samples of strong and mild cleansing materials in a range of prices so
that when quotations were averaged, combined with quantity allow-
ances, and totaled, the costs of the budget as a whole showed no such
spread as the prices of the separate items displayed. In the highest
cost cities better brands of merchandize were more uniformly priced,
and quotations for these brands were higher than the average.
A preponderance of yellow soaps and powders in the sample kept down
the cost of household supplies in the South.

The relatively narrow range in the costs of household supplies as a
group is also to be accounted for by the inclusion of an identical
amount of money in all cities for a few items, the prices of which tend
to be the same everywhere. This identical allowance totaled 30.5
percent of the average cost in the 59 cities, 24,2 percent in the high-
est, and 35.4 percent in the lowest.

A sales tax in 18 cities (appendix tables 15 and 16) had little effect
on the variation in costs of the household supplies budget.

Had it been possible to set up a balanced budget of cleaning supplies
by brand name, identical size of commodity unit, and uniform unit
of sale, prices might not have been so widely dispersed as happened
where & variety of articles meeting each specification was priced, but
some differences would have appeared. Each locality seems to have
its own group of best sellers, however, and these are not the same the
country over.,

Thus, though the variation in prices of individual commodities
was wide, the very greatly reduced differences observed when all
were combined probably represent what families in the separate local-
ities had to pay for household supplies in the course of a year. To
analyze commodity price differentials separately, brand, size of
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commodity unit, and unit of sale would necesszarily be segregated, and
comparisons would be made only to the extent that prices could be
related to a completely homogeneous sample.

FURNITURE, FURNISHINGS, AND HOUSEHOLD EQUIPMENT

The annual costs of necessary replacements of furniture, furnishings,
and household equipment for a 4-person manual worker’s family
living at the maintenance level averaged $31.10 in the 59 cities com-
bined and ranged from a high of $36.27 in Butte to a low of $27.53
in New York (appendix table 2). This difference of 31.7 percent
represents rather extreme variations, with the excess somewhat on
the side of high costs; 28 cities were above the average and 31 were
below (fig. 6). Necessary cutlay in the most expensive city was 16.6
percent more than the average, but in the least expensive it was
only 11.5 less (appendix table 3). Five dollars per year marked the
difference in costs of necessary replacements of furniture, furnishings,
and household, equipment among most of the cities (table 35); emer-
gency budget costs were within narrower limits.

The cost of the emergeney furniture, furnishings, and household
equipment budget (appendix tables 8, 9, 11, and 13) was computed
as 60 percent of the cost of the maintenance budget. Intercity
differences, therefore, were identical at both levels of living.

More than 150 commodities constitute the requirements for house-
keeping listed in the quantity budgets; their prices represent the

Table 35.—Annual Costs ! of Fumniture, Furnishings, and Household Equipment, 4-Person
Manuval Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

|
Nurnber of cities

Anntai cost
Maintenance | Emergency
level level

3
[=]
g
E
:

:

:

:

:

:

;

:

:

:

:

;

.

:

:
o
2

59

180081690 e
$17.06-517.09___ .

$13.00-$18.090___
$10.00-510.99__.
$20.00-520.99___

19
17

[N

[

Frrrn

$20.00-820.09_ i ieeeiemieieecme—eeie o
$27.00-$27.09. .. -
$28.00-%$28 49
$29.00-$29.00
$30.00-$30.96

£1.00-831.90

YL rrnd

-
et P 3D G DD D

NN

Average,) 5@cities. . ... ... ... e $31.10 $18, 668

1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 16).
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initial cost of furniture, furnishings, and household equipment from
which annual replacement cost was calculated. About one-third of
these commodities were separately priced in each city and two-thirds
were quoted everywhere at prevailing chain limited price variety store

Table 36.—Furniture, Furnishings, and Household Equipment Commodity Price Ratios,!
59 Cities, March 1935

Number of eities whete prices

exceeded = 1( percent with | Percent
reference to the G&0-city | highest
Commodity average! price is of
lov;ves}
Above Below price
Total 4verage | average

Total * furniture, furnishings, and househoeld equipment.- 5 4 1 1317
Living room rag._ . ... e .. ... I 25 13 12 185. 7
Livingroom heater___ ... . . . 36 15 21 475.8
Liviog room table ... aan.. 28 14 14 180 0
Upholstered chair._________ .. 35 19 18 260. 7
Rocker orarm chair. .. L. ______. 24 11 13 179.3
8traight wood chair. .. 34 17 17 220.7
Table amD . . e em 31 15 16 204.0
4= e (o T 27 15 12 238.9
Small bedroom rag. ... 39 19 20 305.8
Bureau with mirror. . i 14 8 6 138.3
Chest of AraWers. . . e 18 B 10 157.3
Doublebed. .. .. 15 8 7 156.1
L 24 12 12 17. 0
Double bed spring 24 12 12 179. 8
Bedroom chair. - ... .. ... __ e 44 21 23 311.8
Double bed mattress.._.___ e 21 10 1 183.5
Cot matbress . 29 14 15 218.0
Bed piliow ... 22 11 i1 229. 6
Double bed sheet - _ . __ ... 16 9 7 154. 2
Cot sheet . 41 3 13 191.3
Pillow case. s 24 13 1 207. ¢
Wool blankets . _ e 34 15 19 2026
Cotton comforter . . ... e 26 " 15 2111
Bedspread. . oL . 30 14 18 206, 1
Coucheover _._._ . .. 40 13 22 333.3
Table cloth . . e I 22 12 10 183. 0
NBDKIDS. e 38 16 22 375.4
Felt base rug. .. 16 9 7 164.8
Kitchenrange . ... 37 18 21 308. 8
Cosalseuttle. . e 21 9 12 177.0
Ash ean. oo, 33 13 20 242.6
G plate . e 34 11 23 343, 2
Portableoven______._ T 42 18 24 356. 3
Refrigerator. .______._______ ... _________ ...t 26 11 15 226.0
Kitchen table____________________ . . ____ T 27 12 15 160.6
Kitchenehair_ . ... .. ___.___ e e 18 10 8 150.0
Garbagepald ... .. ___________ T 23 1¢ 13 189. 3
Bread box__._ ... T 21 9 12 182. 4
Teakettle. ... __ . ¢ . 23 12 11 158. 5
Largekettle _......____________ .. Tt 19 10 9 208, 3
Washtub ... e ———— 10 5 5 158.1
Washbonrd . 00T 24 13 11 180. 2
Clothes wringer _____ ... . _____ . TTTTTTTTTReTT 26 12 14 205. 7
Clothes boiler . ______________ ___ 0Tt 20 14 15 229. 3
Electrie iron. . ... . TTTTmmmmTTemn 37 17 20 214, 2
Tromimgboard. ... . . . 25 1 14 210, 5
Clothes basket......_..______ _____ 7T TCTTTTmmmTmmeees 20 10 10 170. 4
POOIN . o e e 30 14 16 236. 4
Hatehet. ... . It o 3z 16 18 209. 7

! The ratio for the total is identical for a 4-person manual worker's family at both the maintenance and
emergency levels. The total cost of furniture, furnishings, and housebold equipment includes sales tax
wllmre levied (appendix tables 15 and 16); commodity prices are without sales tax.

4 Includes an identical allowance in a]t cities for items not separately priced, as well as prices for the items
listed which were priced in each city, combined with their quantity allowances in the maintenance budget .
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figures. The identical amount of money allowed for these items in all
cities, however, averaged only 12.1 percent of total cost, varying from
10.3 percent in Butte to 13.8 percent in New York.

Of the 49 commodities separately priced, the highest city average
quotation for 27 was more than twice the lowest (table 36), % but no
city reported consistently high or consistently low prices?® Com-
modities showing the greatest price variations were living room heaters,
with an intercity price variation of nearly 500 percent, and kitchen
ranges, napkins, portable ovens, gas plates, couch covers, bedroom
rugs, and bedroom chairs, with price variations of 300 to 400 percent.
The smallest differences between lowest and highest prices for any of
the 49 commodities in the separate cities were 36.3 percent for bureaus
with mirrer and 50 percent for kitchen chairs. For 20 other items the
ranges in prices from lowest to highest were less than 100 percent,

Influence of Geographic Location and Size of City on Costs of Furniture, Fumnishings,
and Houysehold Equipment ¥

Though furniture, furnishings, and household equipment costs were
found to be highest in the Pacific and Mountain States and lowest in
the West Central Areas, the differences between sections were rela-
tively small (appendix table 5). All geographie divisions except those
where costs were highest contained cities both above and below the
average. Costs seemed to go up as population decreased (appendix
table 7), except for the middle group. High and low cost cities
appeared in the separate size of city classifications.

Cost Differences

The explanation of the relative similarity in the annual costs of
replacing furniture, furnishings, and household equipment in the 59
cities lies in the large number of commodities making up the list.
City average prices of the separate items were never all high or all
low in the same place, and the extremes tended to cancel when com-
bined to obtain the total cost. The allowance of $3.73 in each city,
plus sales tax where levied, as the annual cost of articles which ecan
be purchased for the same amount everywhere in the chain limited
price variety stores also acted as a cost stabilizer. Constituting less
than one-eighth of the average outlay necessary for this budget sub-

2 Prices in all instances are compared without sales tax in order that the two
may not be confused in the measurement of intercity differenices. Were the tax
where levied added to prices, the spread often would be greater than appears in the
comparison without tax. The total cost of furniture, furnishings, and household
eguipment includes sales tax where levied.

# It so happens that in New York most prices were low and in Fall River
most were high, but these situations were unusual.

¥ See table 1, p. XV, forlist of cities in each geographic division and their popu-
lation and tahle 62, p. 128, for cost variations within separate geographic divisions
and gize of city elassifications.
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group, however, its influence in this direction was relatively
unimportant.

Omission of the sales tax on furniture, furnishings, and household
equipment in 18 cities (appendix tables 15 and 16) would make for
a greater rather than smaller cost range among the 59 cities studied,
because New York, the chespest city for this budget subgroup, had
a sales fax. The largest amounts added as sales tax were found in
the 3 Ohio cities where the rate was 3 percent; without the tax the
posttion of Cleveland would drop 10 places and this city would no
longer be among the 10 with highest costs for this budget subgroup.

The tendency toward higher prices in the Pacific and Mountain
Divisions observable for other commodities appeared also for furniture,
furnishings, and household equipment. This reflects perhaps higher
charges for shipping from factory to market, perhaps a superior
quality of merchandise, perhaps above average costs of doing business.
Specifications for many of these items were necessarily somewhat
general and could be met by articles of wide quality range. Some of
the commodities whose price ranges were widest, however, appear to
be more adapted to exact specification than others whose price ranges
were less. To the extent that quotations were obtained for commodi~
ties in popular use, they indicate the sums required annually for re-
placement of the items listed in the quantity budgets or for obtaining
equivalent commodities serving the same purpose,

REFUSE DISPOSAL

A variety of customs governs the disposal of refuse. In some cities
the householder is responsible for this service; in others, the city
collects garbage, ashes, and other trash, either charging directly for
this service or covering its cost in the tax rate. Provision for refuse
disposal is made in the quantity budgets if it involves a direct expense
to the family.

In 18 cities included in this study, the householder assumed all or
part of the cost of refuse disposal. There was a direct charge for
garbage removal and none for ashes in one city, and in nine the oppo-
site practice was found. Ingeneral, the smallest outlays were reported
where it was necessary to pay for the removal of ashes for a few months
or for some other part of complete service.

Maintenance and emergency budget provisions for refuse disposal
are identical, hence costs at the two levels of living were identical
(appendix tables 2 and 8). Cost relatives were computed {(appendix
tables 3, 5, 7,9, 11, and 13), but they are without significance because
the costs of refuse disposal were direct charges in only 18 cities.

UNSPECIFIED ESSEMTIALS

) The quantity budgets for a four-person manual worker's family
include $3.05 at the maintenance level and $2.75 at the emergency
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level in all cities to cover the cost of a number of minor family needs,
such as writing materials, postage, telephene calls, twine, glue, tacks,
and similar essentials. Where a sales tax was applicable to that part
of the allowances included for commodities as contrasted with postal,
telephone, and other services,® its amounts (appendix tables 15 and
16) were added to annual costs; in all other cities the allowances noted
above were included for unspecified household essentials (appendix
tables 2 and 8).

# Telephone calls were taxed in one city, but no effert was made te apply the
rate to that part of total annual allowances of $1.90 and $1.65 in the mainte-
nance and emergency budgets, respectively, which might be expected to be neces-
sary for telephone calls.
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Chap’rer VI

MISCELLANEOUS FAMILY NEEDS

IN THE group of budget items combined under the classification “Mis-
cellaneous” is included a number of unrelated family needs grouped
together for convenience of summary. Specifically, these are medical
care, transportation, school attendance, recreation, life insurance,
church contributions, other contributions, and taxes.!

Miscellaneous items as & group required the largest annual outlay
in Cleveland, $316.41 for the maintenance budget, and the smallest
in El Paso, $193.72 (appendix table 2). The former averaged 63.3
percent more than the latter. The average in the 59 cities combined
was $252.67, with budget costs above this fizure in 29 cities and
below it in 30 (fiz. 7). The highest exceeded the average by 25.2
percent and the lowest was less by 23.3 percent (appendix table 3).
Thirty cities reported annual costs of miscellaneous items between
$220 and $260 at the maintenance level of living (table 37), and
thirty-eight were between $120 and $160 at the emergency level.?

The average outlay necessary for the emergency budget of these
goods and services was only 57.5 percent of the maintenance budget
cost, a smaller ratio by far than was shown for any other major budget
group (table 3). The content of the 2 budgets for miscecllaneous
family needs differed considerably in some respects; hence, the rela-
tive positions of the 59 cities in the 2 cost arrays often were not
identical (appendix tables 8 9, 11, and 13).

! Sales taxes have been computed as part of the costs of specified groups of
goods and services. They are aggregated and discussed in this chapter, but the
only taxes included in misecellaneous expenses as a separate item are personal
property and capitation taxes.

! Quantity budgets for the two levels of living are given in complete detail in
Btecker, Margaret L., Quantity Budgets for Basic Maintenance and Ewmergency
Standards of Living, Research Bulletin, Series I, No. 21, Division of Soecial
Besearch, Works Progress Administration, 1936, For the metheds used in
collecting quotations aud computing city average prices and aggregate costs,
see ch. VII,

&7
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Table 37.—Annual Costs! of Miscellaneous Fomily Needs, 4-Person Manual Worker's
Family, 59 Cities, March 1935
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¢ Include sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 16}.

The goods and services making up the group of miscellaneous family
needs are a heterogeneous lot. Certain items in the maintenance
budget are omitted entirely in the emergency budget ; for some, smaller
allowances are made and for others, identical allowances are made.
The proportions of the total miscellaneous costs required for each
1tem, therefore, were different (table 38). The average distribution
in the 59 cities comnbined varied considerably among them separately,
not only with prices but also with differential transportation allowances
and public policy as to school costs and taxes.

Certain items whose costs are the same everywhere and certain
needs which cannot be definitely specified were covered by money
allowances of $92.20 at the maintenance level and $36 at the emergency
level in all cities, plus sales tax where levied. These sums were
Table 38.—Percent Distribution of the Average Annual Costs ! of Miscellaneous Family

MNeeds Amon? the Principal Commadity and Service Groups, 4-Person Manual
Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

Maintenance | Emergency
Group level level
Ol e e e e e e iamammmaassasmemm———————— 100. 0 100. 0
Medieal CAre e e e mma 2.7 32.5
TransPOrtaliOn. . e 2. 4 30.

School attendanee. e 2.7 4.7
Recreation . ... e 28.8 8.7
Motion picture theater admissions . 13. 4 5.4

Newspapers_ ... ______________. _ 4.3 ()]

Organizations_ ____._______._.. - 3.8 O
Tobaceo and C0¥S. ... mm—mmm—ama———- 8.3 3.3
Life inSuranoe .. ... eeeean 18.3 14.3
Church contributions and other contributions . ___ .. .. .. ____.____ 6.1 7.2
Taxesy .. .. e 1.0 1.7
Average, ' 59cities. ____ . _________._.. R $252. 67 $145. 30

! Include sales tax where leried (appendix tables 15 and 16).
I Not included in emergency budget.
1 Eaclusive of sales tax.
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designed to provide for organization memberships, tobacco, toys, and
other leisure-time accessories, life insurance, church contributions, and
other contributions. The maintenance allowance constituted 36.5
percent of the average miscellaneous cost in the group of 59 cities
combined and varied from slightly more than 29 percent in Cleveland
to slightly less than 48 percent in El Paso. Though the inclusion of
an identical amount in all cities for so large a part of the total cost of
miscellaneous family needs apparently tended to limit the range
between cities, the procedure depicts a situation which exists and its
use does not misrepresent the true spread.

The variety and unrelated character of the items grouped as mis-
cellanecus family needs (table 38) explain the absence of any consistent
cost tendency among the separate geographic areas (appendix table 5},
except as these were influenced by the size of cities making up the
groups. There was a definite relationship between the size of city and
costs of miscellaneous items (appendix table 7), due primarily to the
fact that the quantity of transportation allowed in the separate cities
decreased with pepulation and area.* The analysis proceeds, there-
fore, to consideration of the various budget subgroups as & means of
explaining miscellaneous costs.

MEDICAL CARE

Neither the kind nor the quantity of medical care required by any
one individual or family can be predicted in advance; hence, its cost in
any one year cannot be estimated. Requirements by large groups of
persons, over a period of years, however, can be caleulated. Such
estitnates on a minimum basis constitute the quantity budgets for
medical care priced in the present study. The amounts obtained
measure the costs of the minimum medical care required during a
life time, prorated to an annual basis for a four-person family. They
should be regarded only as a means of accounting for this necessity
in the annual costs of living for average families. They are without
significance as a measure of the necessary cost of medical care for
any one family.

The amounts required each year to provide minimum medical care
when needed for a four-person manual worker's family were com-
puted from reported charges for a representative sample of medical
services, and drugs and appliances in such volume as would represent
minimum requirements per 1,000 persons of small means. Prices of
11 services and 9 commedities were used in the cost calculations. In
29 cities costs were above and in 30, below the average of $52.32 in
the 59 cities combined (fiz. 7). Thirty-seven cities reported main-
tenance budget costs within a range of $10 (table 39). There were
extremes, however, which resulted in Spokane, the highest cost city,

8 See pp. 115-117.
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with a budget cost of $66.10 per year, being 71.9 percent above
El Paso, the lowest cost city, where $38.46 was required (appendix
table 2); the former was 26.3 percent more than the average and the
latter, 26.5 percent less (appendix table 3).

Inasmuch as the cost of the emergency budget for medical care
(appendix tables 8, 9, 11, and 13) was computed as 90 percent of the
maintenance budget cost in all cities, intercity relationships in the
two series were identical.

Table 39.—Annual Costs ! of Medical Care, 4-Person Manual Warker's Family, 59
Cities, March 1935

Number of cities

Annual cost

Maintenance | Emergency

laval level
59 59
— 1
1 7
8 9
8 24
£50.00-354 99 22 14
$55.00-$50.90__ 15 4
$60 .00-564 09 _ — 4 —
6500368 80 e emmaaaan 1 —
Awerage,! 89 cities. . .. ... $52. 32 $47.08

| Tnclude sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 16).

The average annual cost of medical care in the group of 59 cities
was so distributed that services accounted for 90.5 percent and com-
modities, 9.5 percent (appendix table 14}. Hence, the costs of medical
care in the separate cities tended to be fixed largely by combined local
charges for physicians’, dentists’, nurses’, and hospital services,
though the relative positions of these items separately were not iden-
tical in the same place.* For example, Spokane, where medical care
as & whole cost most, also reported the largest outlay necessary for
all services combined and highest physicians’ fees; but dentists’
charges ranked 30th from the top; hospital care cost, 25th; and drugs
and appliances cost, 23d. The least expensive city for medical care,
El Paso, on the other hand, was lowest for all services combined, and
for physicians separately, 41st from the top for dentists, 53d for hos-
pital care, and 38th for drugs and appliances.

Among the 59 cities 29 reported more than average costs for services
and 30 reported less; the excess of highest over lowest was 81.4 per-
cent. The spread for drugs and appliances,including eyeglasses and
my substitutions of quotations for eve refractions by optometrists and
for nursing care by public health nurses in 22 and 36 cities, respectively, resulted
in identical costs for the first service in 36 cities, and for the second, in 59 cities.
The amounte involved were $1.80 per year in the maintenance and $1.62 per year

in the emergency budget costs in 36 cities, and $1.60 and $1.44, respectively, in
23 cities. See pp. 114-115 and 115.
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frames, was from 15.6 percent above the average to 14.9 percent below,
with the highest cost city 35.9 percent more than the lowest. The

separate services and commodities showed still wider cost ranges
(table 40).*

Table 40.—Medical Care Commodity and Service Price Ratios,! 59 Cities, March 1935

Nuth&' ccilf cities where pril::el.?l

exceeded -+ 10 percent wit

reference to the 5f-city Efég‘;?g'

Commodity or service average ! price is of
lowest
Above Below price !
Totsl average | average
Total medical care..___._._ .. _____________________.__ 22 11 11 171.8

Services.______.__._._.__. e 23 12 11 181.4
Physician2 ________________ ..., 25 12 13 216.4
Deut@st ___________________________________________________ 37 16 21 214.6
Hospitel ______ .. 32 12 20 235, 9
Nurse 3, ... .. e [ (%) &) )

Drugs and applianees. ... .. .. ..cciececieaiiiaal. 6 3 | 3 135.9
odine____ . _ 9 2 7 140.7
Cough syrup_ 4 4 U] 1286
Cold ointment . 9 4 5 143.3
Milk of magnesia 9 4 3 164.8
Laxative. .. ... iiiiceiceeee . 10 1 0 179.2
Aspirin e e 4 1 3 171.6
Preseription.__ . ________________. . _____.. 14 ] 6 153.3
Eveglasses and frame____ ... ____._______._______... ____. 45 19 26 382.3

1 Ratios for all totals are identical for a 4-person manual worker’s family at both the maintenance and emer-
gency levels of living. The total cost of medical care includes sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15
and 16); the group totals and commodity and serviee prices are without sales tax.

1 Includes optometrist.

# The fees fof nurses’ services were the same ino all cities. Ses footnote 4, p. 70, and p. 115.

1 In no city was the deviation from the average as much 45 10 percent.

InAuence of Geographic Location and Size of City on Costs of Medical Care *

Medical care was notably expensive in the Mountain and Pacific
Divisions (appendix table 5). All cities in the former and three of the
five in the latter group reported both service and commodity costs well
above the average; drugs and appliances were relatively cheaper,
however, than services. In all but one of the East South Central
cities and 1n all but one of the West North Central cities medical care
costs were below the average, but high price services often were com-
bined with low price drugs and vice versa; in general, charges for
services in these areas were relatively lower than for commodities.

The costs of the medical care budget tended to decline with decreased
city size (appendix table 7), at least until the 250,000 population group

5 Prices in all instances are compared without sales tax in order that the two
may not be confused in the measurement of intercity differences. Were the tax
where levied added to prices, the spread would be no different than that shown,
inasmuch as neither of the extreme cities had a sales tax. The total cost of
medical care includes sales tax where levied.

8 See table 1, p. XV, for list of cities in each geographic division and their popula-
tion and table 62, p. 128, for cost variations within separate geographic divisions
and size of city classifications.

32592° —38—T
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was reached. Highest costs were found in the smallest cities, but these
may be influenced more by geographic location than by size,

Cost Differences

Physicians’ and dentists’ fees and charges for hospital care did not all
rank in the same direction in many places; where some were relatively
high, others were relatively low, with numerous intermediate ratios.
Thus, when all service prices in each city were combined, variations
were not nearly so great as were those for any one separately. After
the outlay necessary for drugs and appliances was added to service
fees, the tendency toward cost uniformity was further narrowed. As
elready noted, however, services everywhere required so much more
of the total cost of medical care than commodities that the ranks of the
cities in total medical care costs were somewhat similar to their ranks
in service costs alone.

When causal factors are considered, it is logical that there should be
a considerably greater spread between the costs of services than the
costs of commodities. Charges for most services depend on local eir-
cumstances past or present which vary widely and on a diversity of
influences within & given community. Quotations obtained in cities
with well-defined working class neighborhoods, for example, may
represent a fee scale somewhat below the general level for the com-
munity. In places where physicians serve patients of small means
along with those of larger resources, on the other hand, the reported
charges may not be those usually paid by unskilled laborers, owing to
the custom of adjusting prices to what the patient can afford. Check
of fees reported in the separate cities indicates, however, that this
factor was relatively unimportant as an explanation of cost differ-
ences. The fact that the costs of nurses’ and optometrists’ services
were identical in most cities only slightly counteracted the general
tendency toward wide medical service cost variations, because the
allowances for these two items were small.

The influences which determine commodity prices are more alike
than are those which account for service charges. Specifications for
drugs and appliances permitted inelusion of several brands of some
proprietary medicines in the sample, however, and a variety of other
circumstances served to produce a diverse range of eity average
prices. The dispersion of commodity costs as a group was less than
half that of service costs and tended to reduce somewhsat the spread
in costs of the medical care budget as a whole.

Except in one city the sales tax on medical care was applicable
only to drugs and appliances, and not to &ll these in every city. In
New York, for example, only physicians’ prescriptions for drugs were
exempt; in Oklahoma City only eyeglasses and frames were taxed.
Thus, the existence of a sales tax in 18 cities (appendix tables 15 and
16) contributed little to medical care cost differences.
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TRANSPORTATION

Transportation requirements are largely an individual matter.
They depend on the location of each family’s home in relation to the
place of employment of its members and the children’s school, as well
as on shopping, visiting, and other social demands. Average frans-
portation needs are without. significance, therefore, except to provide
for this item in a balanced measure of the cost of living. TIn general,
requirements may be presumed to differ somewhat with the area of a
city and the size of its population. Quantity allowances based on
these factors varied among the cities; but even though they were taken
into account in computing necessary transportation costs, these costs
must be regarded primarily as representative for groups of families,
rather than for any one family.

Toble 47.—Annual Costs! of Transpartation, 4-Person Manual Warker's Family,
59 Cities, March 1935

Number ol cities
Annual cost Maintenance | Emergency
lavel level
L OO 58 58
$0.00-$0.90_ 2 5
$10.00-§19.99 7 ]
$26.00- $29.00 a8 L]
$30.00-$39.09 9 9
$40.00-340.09 & 5
£50.00-$59.99 3 9
$80,00-£60. 99 7 4
$70.00-570.08 . ... .. ____.. 5 ]
$30.00-%4Y 98 2 [
$5000-309.09 5 2
$100.00-$100.00. 4 —_
$110.00-$119.99__ 2 —
Averapr,! BB eitled. . L iiiiceeieaeaaaa $53. 06 1 $44. 97

! Inchude sales tux {n 1 elty (appendix tables 15 and 18).

Charges on public conveyances cominonly patronized by industrial,
service, and other manual workers of small means were used as a basis
for computing annual transportation costs; an automobile is not
included in the quantity budgets. If the costs as computed permit
transportation in an automobile 7 the same purpose will be served.

Owing to the wide range in the quantities of transportation allowed
in the separate cities, annual costs of this service for a four-person
manual worker’s family also were widely dispersed; the largest outlay
necessary on the basis of March 15, 1935, rates was more than 13.5
times the smallest (appendix table 2). In St. Louis where most was
needed to purchase the quantity allowed at the maintenance level,
$118.44 per year was required; in Columbia where annual cost was
lowest, a smaller quantity was allowed and $8.75 was required. The

! It is not uncommon for several men to share the eost of transportation to and
from work in an automobile owned by one of them.
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average cost of the transportation budget in the 59 cities combined was
$53.96 annually ; 27 cities exceeded this amount and 32 cities were less
{fig. 7). In the city where most was required, cost was 119.5 percent
more than the average, and in that with smallest necessary outlsy, its
amount was 83.8 percent less {(appendix table 3). There was no well-
defined concentration of transportation costs (table 41}, such as was
found for most. other items of family consumption, but rather a fairly
even grouping in $10 intervals.

Emergency transportation budget cost (appendix tables 8, 9, 11,
and 13), by definition, averaged 83.3 percent of maintenance budget
cost everywhere; relatives, therefore, were identical in all arrays.

Influence of Geographic Location and Size of City on Costs of Transportation *

Geographic location as such had little to do with car and bus fares
or with the annual costs of transportation, except as costs were in-
fluenced by the size of cities in the separate areas. Costs were per-
haps somewhat higher in the Middle Atlantic and North Central
States than in other sections (appendix table 5), save for the Pacific
Division where high costs in three of the larger cities brought up the
average for the area.

Because quantity allowances were larzely based on the population
factor, transportation costs were more dependent on size of city than
were the costs of any other budget group and declined as cities de-
creased in size (appendix table 7).

Cost Differences

The quantity budgets set certain basic standards for the calculation
of transportation costs and provide for modification of the basic
allowance to represent local needs. These adjustments were made
for each city on & percentage basis adapted to local population and
city area.® Three elements, therefore, entered into the annual cost
of transportation as computed for this study: the lowest rate of fare
on public conveyances for each purpose specified, the basic allowance
in the quantity budgets, and the percentage of the basic budget allow-
ance applicable in each city.

Street railway and bus fares were sufficiently varied to acecount for
most of the range in unmodified transportation costs in the 59 cities:
namely, from 5 cents cash fare or reduced ticket or token rate where
the cash fare itself exceeded 5 cents, to 10 cents cash and no reduction
by ticket or token, Some cities had special fares for children under
12 years of age or for all children within eertain hours on school days,
while others charged children the same rates as adults. Cash fares

9 See table 1, p. XV, for list of cities in each geographic division and their popu-
lation and table 62, p. 128, for cost variations within separate geographic divisions

and size of city classifications.
¢ Bee pp. 116-117.
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Table 42.—Adult Cash Fares and Annual Costs! of Transportation, 4-Person Manual
Wortker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

Aggregate cost ! Relative cost !
Pe(ric_agnt
modifica- . .
City ‘basic. | Basic hadet o Basic budgot 1
budget |budget| loWance | Adult budget | lowance | Adult
allow. | allow- | ROSHRD | Gare | allow- |medified | each
ance ance tion and 8nee tion ang
city aresa city area

Average, Sbcities_____________ — | $96.48 $53.96 | $0.087 | 100.0 100. 0 100. 0
Kansas City, Mo____ ___ _____ 72,0 | 132.83 95. 63 ) 137.7 177.2 114.9
Pittsburgh, Pa___._____________ 84.0 | 126. 50 106. 26 10 131.1 196.9 114, 9
Boffalo, N. Y .. _______..._. 72.0 | 124.00 89, 28 il 128.5 165. 5 114.9
Peoria, INL. . _______________. 24.0 | 124.00 29,76 .10 128.5 56. 2 114.9
8t. Louis, Mo...___._.________ . ___ 96.0 | 123.38 118. 44 .10 127.9 219. 5 114. 9
Bridgeport, Conn_.__._ ... ______ 36.0 ] 121.50 43.74 10 125.9 81.1 114. 9
Omeha, Nebr. __________ .. ______. 48.0 | 121. 80 58. 32 .10 125. 9 108.1 114. 9
Baltimore, Mg:l ..................... 96.0 | 120,30 115. 49 .10 124.7 214.0 114. 9
Portiand, MBII!ﬂ ..... e 24.0 | 118. 80 28, 51 .10 123.1 52. 8 114. 9
Cincinpati, Ohio___________________ 84.0 | 112.62 94, 60 .10 118.7 | 175.3 i14.9
8alt Lake City, Utah... ... ______ 48.0 | 112.39 53.95 10| 1165 0.0 114.9
Bersoton, Pa_ ... ________ 36.0 | 111.83 40. 26 L0B | 1159 74.6 92.0
Philadelphia, Pa______________ "’ 95.0 | 110.48 106. 06 OR | 114.5 198.6 920
Manchester, N.H____.____.. _____ 3.0 110.25 39.69 L1071 114.3 73.8 114. 9
Atlanta, Gé_ .o 48.0 ; 109, 35 52. 49 .10 113.3 7.3 114.9
Minneapolis, Minp_ . ___.._. __ 84.0 { 109.35 01. 85 10 113.3 ) 170. 2 114.9
Rochester, N. U 60.0 | 106. 50 63. 80 10 110.4 | 118.4 114. 8
Cleveland, Ohip-- 96.0 | 105.75 101, 52 10 109, 6 188. 1 114, 9
Milwaukee, Wis.____________.__._. 72.0 | 105.75 76. 14 , 10 109.6 141.1 114.9
Albuquerque, N. Mex. .. ___.._____ 12.0 (?105. 57 212 67 .10 | 1109, 4 115 114.9
Los Angeles, Calif___ ... __________ 96.0 | 105 53 101. 30 10 ] 109.4 187.7 1140
Denver, Colo. _________.__.__. . ..__ 72.0 | 103 95 74.84 .10 107.7 138.7 114. ¢
Cedar Rapids, Iowa __.__._________ 24.0 | 103. 50 24 84 10 107, 3 46 0 114 9
Tueson, Arfz__ . ... .. 12.0 | 102.75 12.33 .10 106. 5 22,9 114, 9
Birmingham, Ala_____.______ ____ 60.0 | 102. 48 61. 49 07 106.2 114.0 80.5
Memphis, Teon.._______.  ______ 60.0 | 102.068 61.24 .07 | 1058 113.§ 80§
New Orleans, La________________.._ 96.0 | 101.85 97,78 Nin 105. 6 181.2 R0. 5
Norfolk, Va..__.__ e amaacmana 36.0 | 99.50 35. 82 .10 1031 66, 4 114.9
Louijsville, Ky_______._____._..____ 80.0 ) €9.25 59, 55 L10 | 102,98 110.4 114.9
Binghamton, N. Y...___.___.__ _ _ 12.0 97.35 11. 68 .10 100. 9 21. 8 i14. 9
Chicago, INT_._____._____.. 96.0 7. 20 93. 31 87 100. 7 172.9 BO. 5
Portland, Oreg.. 72.0 97. 14 69 54 10 100. 7 120. 6 114.9
Houston, Tex._. 720 | 92.81 66. 68 10 06. 0 123. 8 114.9
Sioux Falls, 8. Dak. . ____._______. 120 91.13 10. 94 10 .5 20.3 114.9
[ndianapolis, Ind. . _.____.._______. 72.0 ] 90.5 85. 21 07 93.9 120.8 805
Butte, Mont . _____________._._. 12.0 90.19 10. 82 10 93.5 20.1 114.9
Beattle, Wash__. ... __ 84.0 89, 85 75. 47 .10 93.1 139.9 114.9
Kpoxville, Tenn. .. ..oeeee . __ 38.0| 89.28 32. 14 .10 92. 5 59.6 114.9
Fall River, Mass_________________ . 38.0 B7. 38 31. 45 L1 80. 6 583 114.9
Winston-8alem, N. C___.________.. 24,0 | 87.38 20. 97 .07 80. 6 38.9 80. 5
Mobile, Ala. ... ... _.__ 24.0| 87.23 20. 93 .08 60. 4 38.8 92.0
Providence, R. I ... ... _________ . 48. 0 86. 10 41.33 .08 89.2 76.6 82.0
Jacksonville, Fla___________________ 36.0 85. 88 30.M 10 880 857.3 114. 9
Spokane, Wash_ _.____.______.____. 480 R5. 86 41.21 10 88.0 76. 4 114. 9
Detroit, Mich____.___________._____ 96. 0 B5, 50 82 08 06 88. 6 152, 1 69.0
Washipgton, D. C.____________.._ B B4 0| 8505 71. 44 10 88.2 132. 4 114.9
Richmond, Va___.___.__________ ... 8.0 8318 39. 92 a7 86.2 7.0 80.5
Oklahoma City, Okla.____________. 48,0 82. 35 39. 53 10 85 4 73.3 114.9
Clarksburg, W, Va_____________.... 12.0 | 78.67 9.20 07 79.5 17.0 80.6
New York, N. Y oo . 0968.0 | 74.40 71.42 05 771 132, 4 57.5
Columbus, Ohlo. .. ________________ B0.0 | 74.10 44 48 . 06 76.8 82.4 69,0
Boston, Mass____________________.. 84.0 73. 50 61. 74 , 05 76.2 114. 4 57.5
Columhia, 8. C...______ __________. 12.0 | 72.90 8.75 irs 75.8 18. 2 80. 5
Wichita, Kans. . ________ ... _.._ 38. & 72,96 26. 24 07 75.6 48. 6 80. 5
ElPaso, Tex. ... .. H.0| TL28 7.1 .06 73.9 3.7 69.0
Little Rock, Ark. ... ___________ M.0| 6858 16.46 061 7L 30.5 69.0
Newerk, N J__ . ... 80. D 62. 91 37.75 . 05 65, 2 70.0 57. 5
Sen Franciseo, Calif __.____ .. _.____ 8.0 | 60.45 50, 78 .05 62.7 94.1 A7. 5
Dallas, TeX. ..o ooooiiiriiann. 60.0 | 5094 35. 96 07 621 66. 6 80. 5

! All costs refer to the maintenance budget. Inasmuch as this table is included only for illustrative pur-
poses, comparable data for the ernergency budget were not assemhbled. Emergency transportation budget
cost, by definition, is 83.3 percent of maintenance budget cost; aggregale and relative annual costs
are shown in appendix tables 8 and 9.

1 Includes sales tax (appendix tables 15 and 16),



76 » COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES

varied 100 percent from lowest to highest: in 36 cities the rate was 10
cents;in 11 cities, 7 cents;in 4 cities, 8 cents;in 4 cities, 6 cents;and in
4 cities, 5 cents (table 42). The total spread between the lowest and
highest annual costs of transportation in the 59 cities, obtained by com-
bining minimum charges for specified services with the basie allowance
for transportation in the quantity budgets, was 121.6 percent.

The basic budget allowance of transportation for the man to work,
612 rides, is identical in all eities, but for the boy to school it varies
with the number of school days per year. Twenty-one separate
numbers were reported.'® They ranged from 156 days in Dallas to
200 days in St. Louis;" the median and the mode were 180 days.
Assuming that all cities had a school year of 180 days, the maximum
differences in total transportation costs attributable to variations in
the number of school days would be $4.03 per year reduction in St.
Louis and $1.30 addition in Dallas. Thus, differences in the annual
transportation costs among the separate cities were not closely related
to differences in the basic budget allowances.

Modifications of the basic budget allowance in the separate cities
to provide for local transportation requirements ranged from 96 per-
cent in the largest to 12 percent in the smallest places. Applying the
appropriate local percentage to the basic budget allowance cost in
each city produced a transportation cost range of 1,253.6 percent
between lowest and highest cost cities, as compared with 121.6 per-
cent unmodified cost range. Tt i3 apparent, therefore, that the great
spread in transportation costs among the 59 cities in this study was
due primarily to differential needs based on population and area,
Without this modifying factor of differential needs, the cost disper-
gion would have been wider than for many other items, but not nearly
so great as the final ealeulations show.

To illustrate the effect of these three elements in transportation cost
computation, attention may be directed to Kansas City (Mo.) and
Dallas, the extreme cities for basic budget allowance costs unmodified
by local differentials (table 42). In Kansas City (Mo.), where the
basic budget allowance cost was highest, fares were at the rate of 4
rides for 35 cents on a token basis for adults &nd children over 12 years
of age; cash, 10 cents; and a weekly pass, $1.10. Neither cash fare
nor weekly pass was used in computing costs. The cost of the basic
budget allowance in Kansas City (Mo.} was modified to 72 percent
to provide for local requirements, and that city then ranked 8th from
the top in the cost of this service as finally calculated for the 59 cities.
In Dallas, at the other end of the scale of basic budget allowance

®* Not including three cities where 5 days were added in computing carfare
to provide for midweek holidays.

1 The school year was 200 days but ewing to the use of & weekly pass 41 weeks
were asaumed to provide for weeks in which there were holidays,
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transportation costs, the adult cash fare was 7 cents but 6 tokens were
sold for 30 cents and school children rode for 3 cents. The basic
budget allowance for transportation in Dallas was reduced to 60 per-
cent to provide for local needs, but in many other cities reductions
were s0 much greater that instead of being at the bottom of the list
for carfare actually required, Dallas was 20th from the cheapest city.

Basic budget allowance transportation costs and adult cash fares
were not closely related, primarily by reason of the great variety of
modifications of cash fares expressed in ticket or token rates for adults
and children.'? Both happened to average highest in the 72 percent
cities and lowest in the 60 percent cities (table 43). Though local dif-
ferentials declined in 12 point intervals from largest to smallest, the
average ahnual costs of transportation in the groups of cities with the
same differentials did not vary so regularly. The largest local con-
sumption differential was eight times the smallest, but the average
ennusal cost of transportation in the group of cities with the largest
percentage allowance was more than nine times that with the smallest.

Table 43—Relative Car and Bus Fares and Relative Annual Transpertation Costs,
Classified by Locol Consumption DiHferentials, 59 Cities, March 1935

Percent of S4-city average

Basic budget
Local consumption differential Basic allowance
Adult cash budget co3t modi-
fare allowance ! fied for
cost population

ahd city area

G pereent. ... . 108 5 182.7

92.0
B4 percent.__._ 108. ¢ 97. 4 146. 2
72 percent . _.__ 114. 9 10 6 142 4
60 pereent .. B0. 5 89.0 9.5
48 paroent - _ .. 103. 4 100 8 86.5
36 percent._.. 103. 4 1008 64.9
24 percent. .. 92.9Q 0.9 42.0
L2 peroent e e mmmmm— e emmmmaan 103. 4 T94.0 3120, 2

! Includes slight differentia!s related to number of school days in esch ciiy.
1 Jecludes sales tax in 1 clty (appendix tables 15 and 16).

One factor possibly affecting transportation costs in certain cities,
which could not be considered in any generalized method of cost cal-
culation, is the circumstance that reduced fares for children are good
only for school use. In computing total transportation costs from
these charges, payable only under eertain circumstances, these totals
may be slightly understated. The average fare good only on school
days in 34 cities was 4.13 cents per ride, and that paid by children in
cities where there were no such special rates averaged 7 cents per ride.
On the basis of 180 school days per year the budget cost differences
were $10.33 for school use at both the maintenance and emergency
levels of living, $5.17 for other purposes at the maintenance level and

1 Differences in the numbers of achool days reflected in the basie budget allow-

ance accounted for some, but very little, of the differences between basic budget
allowance costs and adult cash fares. See p, 76.
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$2.58 at the emergency level, or total average annual differences of
$15.50 and $12.92, respectively, in basic budget allowance costs,
Maodified by local consumption differentials, reductions varying from
4 percent to 88 percent would be made.

For only 22 cities is any test available of the reliability of the local
consumption differentials used in computing transportation costs.
Even this probably means little because the bases for measuring local
transportation use were different. The Real Property Inventory of
the Department of Commerce in 1934 attempted to ascertain the
number of prineipal income earners in areas studied who walked to
work and the kind of transportation used by those who rode. ’?
Assuming that all who did not walk required transportation, reducing
these aggregates to percentages of all principal income eamers, and
comparing these percentages with the local consemption differentials
used in this study, it appears that, for principal income earners only,
the smaller local consumption differentials were too small and the larger
ones were too large in an almost uniform progression. In other
words, in the smaller cities not enough transportation to work was
provided by the local percentage differentials and in the larger ones,
too much. Manual workers, however, are more likely to locate their
homes near the places of their employment than are all income earners
as a class, This practice is especially noticeable in smaller cities,
where industrial plants quite generally are surrounded by modest
residential areas in which their employees live. Moreover, from such
information as was obtained in this study regarding school transpor-
tation needs, location of shopping areas, and related matters, any
apparent deficiency of transpertation to work in tha smaller cities
seems to be fully counterbalanced by an excessive allowance of trans-
portation to school. The reverse relationship probably exists in the
larger cities,

Fares on public conveyances are subject to control by public service
or other regulatory bodies, and & number of local circumstances de-
termines what are reasonable rates. From this standpoint, the process
of their establishment is analogous to the fixing of gas and electricity
charges. The present analysis in no sense constitutes a comparison
of car or bus fares. Its purpose is to measure, s accurately as possible
according to a definite formula, the costs of transportation in the
different cities. Inasmuch as requirements as well as fares varied,
both are reflected in the costs as computed.

A sales tax was levied on bus fares in Albuquerque in March 1935
{appendix tables 15 and 16). This was the only city among the 59
which had a sales tax on car or bus fares.

" United Staies Department of Commerce, Bureau of Foreign and Domestic
Commerce, Real Property Invenlory, 1934, City Proper, Table V, “Mode of

Transportation and Time for Principal Income Earners to Get to Work,” There
are separate reports for 64 cities.
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SCHOOL ATTENDANCE

The two children in the family whose costs of living are measured
here were assumed to attend public schools. Minimum requirements
connected with this attendance for the boy age 13 in the 9th grade and
the girl age 8 in the 3d grade are books, staticnery, other supplies,
and gymnasium equipment.” Resulting annual school costs for a
four-person manual worker’s family varied from nothing a year in
Fall River, Pittsburgh, St. Louis, and Sioux Falls to $21.19 in Clarks-
burg (appendix table 2). Extremes were unusual, however, and in
most places school costs were less than $12 per year (table 44). The
average outlay necessary in the 55 cities where school attendance
required a direct charge on the family was $7.37. In 27 cities costs
were above this amount; and in 32, including the 4 in which there was
no cost, they were below {fig. 7). Relative costs are shown in appendix
table 3.

Toble 44.—Annual Costs? of School Attendance, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family,
55 Cities, March 1935

Number of

Aunnual cost cities

! Maintenance and emergency level coats by definition are identical; sales tax included where levied
{sppendix tables 15 and 18).

By definition, maintenance and emergency school attendance
budget costs were identical (appendix tables 8, 9, 11, and 13).

InfAluence of Geographic Location and Size of City on Costs of School Attendance %

In general, the New England and Middle Atlantic cities required
the smallest direct outlays {from pupils in the public schools for books,
supplies, and gymnasium equipment, and the East North Central and
South Central States required the largest (appendix table 5). The
cost of school attendance in the South Atlantic Division also was
well above the average.

Though there seemed to be a tendency for school costs to increase
with decreased city size (appendix table 7), the reladionship was neither
uniform nor regular.

18 Qutlay necessary for school lunches is included in the cost of food, car or bus
fare in the cost of transportation, and social expenses in the cost of recreation.

15 See table 1, p. XV, for list of cities in each geographic division and their popula-
tion and table 62, p. 128, for cost variations within separate geographic divisions
and size of city classifications.
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Cost Differences

The most significant cause of the wide range in the amounts families
must pay as a direct charge for public school attendance in the separate
cities, based on use of identical or comparable equipment by two
children of specified sex, age, and school grade in all, lies in variations
in local practices regarding expenditures for this purpose from public
funds.

State laws govern the policies concerning textbooks and supplies
in some cities; other cities are permitted to determine how many of
these necessities the taxpayers will furnish. Between 1931 and 1934
the amounts spent for books and supplies by the public school systems
in 728 cities of all sizes the country over declined about one-third,
though the number of pupils increased.’® Decreased public support
means that these materials must be supplied privately. Table 45,
embodying the results of a survey made in 1934 by the National
Education Association,” suggests an important explanation of the
variation in school costs reported in the present study.

Table 45.—Policy Relating to Furnishing Free Textbooks and Supplies, 800 Public
School Systems, 1933

Sehool systems

Items furnished by public funds
Numbet Percent

Tobal e ———— 800 100.0
Texthooks and supplies in all classes. ...... el 354 4.3
Textbcoks and supplies in elementary elassesonly ... .. .. ....... 35 4.4
Teoxtbooks and some SUPPIBS. .. i icceei s 38 4.7
Bupplies and some textbooks e 25 3.1
Texthooks but 1o SUPEIeS. . oo 24 3.0
Supplies but no textbooks . _ .. 66 8.2
Texthooks in elementary classes only_ .. ... 23 2.9
Neither textbooks nor sapplies_ ___ o ____ 128 18.0
Some materinls—other policies not classifiable under above jtems. .. _____._______ 107 13. 4

Source: National Education Association, Department of Superintendence and Resenrch Division, School
Books and Supplies; Recent Trends in Expenditures and Poficies, Educational Research Service, Circular
No, 2, February 1934, p. 5.

Some or all school materials were subject to tax in the 18 cities
where a sales tax was levied (appendix tables 15 and 16). School
books were frequently exempt but supplies and gymnasium equipment
usually were covered.

Though in 1935 children in the public schools were paying for some
of the equipment previously supplied by the community,'® few cities

18 National Edueation Association, Department of Superintendence and
Research Division, School Books and Supplies: Recent Trends ¢n Expenditures and
Policies, Edueational Research Service, Circular No. 2, February 1934, p. 1.

7 [d., p. 5.

8 Bome cities are attempting to return all children to a free basis. From Seattle,
for example, eame the report in 1935: ““Students are furnishing stationery and sup-
plies (partially) due to shortage of money for school. This condition is for this
year only and, therefore, is not representative of Seattle schools.”
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failed to provide equipment for pupils who were too poor to furnish
their own. Cost estimates in the present study are designed to
cover all school needs in & self-supporting family of the specified size

and composition.
RECREATION

The costs of recreation for a four-person manual worker's family at
the maintenance level were $87.18 per year in Binghamton and
$62.33 in Kansas City (Mo.) (appendix table 2). These were the
extremes among the 59 cities studied. The average for the group as
8 whole was $75.18, made up of more low than high ¢ost cities; the
spread from lowest to hiphest was 39.9 percent. Binghamton cost
exceeded the average by 16 percent and Kansas City (Mo.) cost was
less by 17.1 percent {appendix table 3). While maintenance recrea-
tion budget costs covered a $25 range among the 59 cities, emergency
budget costs were less than $15 a year in all of them (table 45).

Toble 46.—Annuol Costs! of Recreation, 4-Persan Manua! Worker's Family, 59 Cities,

March 1935
Number of citiss
Annual cosl

Maintenance | Emergency

lovel lovel
» ]
- »
$40.00- 544 — -
$45 00-B40. — —_
$80.00-§54 - -
854 00-$50 — -
960.00-964 99 1 —
W3 00-8. 9% 1 -
$70.00-474 % 12 —
$73.00-§70.99 1 -
$80.00-$54 W 12 -
985.00-580 .99 2 —
Average,! Wefthes . 75 18 $12.63

¢ include sales tax whare levied (sppendiz tables 15 and 18).

The emergency budget contains no provision for newspepers or
organization memberships, and the identical money allowance in all
cities for toys, tobacco, and other leisure-time accessories is materially
less than the maintenance budget ailowance. Highest to lowest cost
ratios in the two arrays were nearly the same, however, though ranks
of the individual cities were somewhat different (appendix tables 8, 9,
11, and 13).

Newspapers accounted for 14.4 percent of the average cost of the
maintenance recreation budget; motion picture theater admissions, 45
percent; and an identical allowance plus sales tax where levied amount-
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ing to 40.6 percent covered organization memberships, tobacco, toys,
and other leisure-time accessories. Cost details of the items making
up the recreation budget follow.

Newspapers

A daily newspaper is allowed in the maintenance budget as a
means of measuring the outlay necessary for reading material of all
kinds. A variety of prices and combinations of prices for newspapers
was found. These ranged from a per copy rate of 3 cents daily and 10
cents Sunday on the street, at a total cost of $14.56 per year, to 15
cents weekly or 65 cents per month for delivery 7 days per week by
carrier, at an annual cost of $7.80 (appendix table 2).

The spread of 86.7 percent between lowest and highest newspaper
costs was so distributed that among more than half the cities differences
of only $2 per year were found (table 47). The highest cost exceeded
the average in the 59 cities combined, $10.84, by 34 .4 percent, and the
lowest cost was less by 28 percent (appendix table 3). Newspaper
costs were more than the average in 24 cities and less in 35 (fig. 7).

Toble 47.—Annual Costs of Daily and Sunday Newspapers, 59 Cities, March 1935

‘ Number of
Annual cost cities

$11.00-811.90. .. ... e . e e eaem e mmmmmimeao oo 10
$12.00-812.99. .
$13.00-$13.99.
$14.00-814.90____ ... ...

Average, 59 cities $10. 84

The most frequently found annual newspaper costs were $10.40 in
17 cities, $11.44 in 9 cities, and $7.80 in 7 cities. These were, respec-
tively, 20 cents per week by carrier; 2 cents per day for 6 days and
10 cents on Sunday, street sale price; and 15 cents per week or 65
cents per month by carrier.

Analysis of street or newsstand sale prices of papers selling for the
weekly amounts used in computing cost estimates shows the following
rates per copy daily: 3 cents, 26 cities; 2 cents, 12 cities; 5 cents, 12
cities; 3 or 5 cents, 4 cities; 2 or 3 cents, 3 cities; 1 cent, 1 city; no
report, 1 city. Sunday papers most often were 10 cents on the street:
41 cities reported this price; 11 cities, 5 cents; 1 city, 5 or 10 cents;
1 city, 6 cents; 1 city, 7 cents; 1 city, no report; 3 cities had no local
Sunday paper.

Motion Picture Theater Admissions

Admission charges to motion picture theaters were adopted gs a

generally applicable means of measuring the costs of commercial
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entertainment on a common basis in all cities. If necessary outlays
thus computed were to be used for other kinds of recreation, the same
purpose would be served.

The amounts to be spent for motion picture theater admissions by a
four-person manual worker’s family living at the maintenance level
varied from a high of $42.54 in Philadelphia to a lIow of $24.13 in
Kansas City (Mo.}; the average was $33.80 (appendix table 2}, For
these amounts each member of the family could go to the theater
once a week.” The cost of attending the movies in Philadelphia was
76.3 percent more than in Kansas City (Mo.) and 25.9 percent above
the average in the 59 cities combined (appendix table 3); Kansas City
(Mo.) cost was 28.6 percent below the average. Costs exceeded the
average in 27 cities, were less in 31, and the cost was exactly the same
as the average in 1 (fig. 7).

Maintenance budget costs of motion picture theater attendance fell
within a range of $15 per year among most of the cities (table 48). The
costrange for the emergency budget was 35 between lowest and highest,
and in no city was as mueh as $10 per year required for this budget.

Table 48.—Annual Costs! of Motion Picture Theater Admissions, 4-Person Manual
Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

Number of cities

Annuaj cost
Maintenance | Emergency
level level

£20.00-$24.89____
szs.ao-szg.g ___________________________________________________________________ 13

ﬂllll I1gle

E

1 Include sales tax where levied {(appendix tabies i5 and 16).
Organizations, Tobacco, and Toys

Within this classification the quantity budgets allow certain sums
of money to cover recognized needs which cannet be itemized. Chil-
dren belonz to character-building groups, school and church clubs,
and similar organizations; adults are sssoclated in nationality and
patriotic groups, fraternities, musical and athletic groups, and the
like. Their purposes are legion. To provide such memberships for a
four-person manual worker’s family at the maintenance level of living,

¥ The emergency budget allows one attendance per person per month.
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Cost Differences

The most significant cause of the wide range in the amounts families
must pay as a direct charge for public school attendance in the separate
cities, based on use of identical or comparable equipment by two
children of specified sex, age, and school grade in al], lies in variations
in local practices regarding expenditures for this purpose from public
funds.

State laws govern the policies concerning textbooks and supplies
in some cities; other cities are permitted to determine how many of
these necessities the taxpayers will furnish. Between 1931 and 1934
the amounts epent for books and supplies by the public school systems
in 728 cities of all sizes the country over declined about one-third,
though the number of pupils increased.® Decreased public support
means that these materials must be supplied privately. Table 45,
embodying the results of a survey made in 1934 by the National
Education Association,!” suggests an important explanation of the
variation in school costs reported in the present study.

Toble 45.—Policy Relating to Furnishing Free Textbocks and Supplies, 800 Public
Schoal Systems, 1933

School systems
Ttemns furnished by public funds

Number Percont

Total . o el 800 100, 0
Texthooks and suppliesinallelasses ... ... ______ 35¢ 44.3
Textbooks and supplies in elementary classes only .. .o oroioooao.. 35 4.4
Texthooks and some supplies..._.____.__..._._.... . 33 4.7
Supplies and some texthooks . _ . e eeieaeaas . 25 31
Textbooks but Do SUDPIies. Lo, 24 3.0
Bupplies but no textbooks. . ... . 86 8.2
‘Textbooks in alementary classes only ..o i iaaean 23 2.9
Neither textbooks norsopplles_ ... ___________ .. ... 128 18,0
Some materials—other policies not classiflable under above items. ... ____.__. 107 12,4

Source: National Education Association, Department of Superintendence and Research Division, Sehoot
Books and Supplies: Recen! Tyends in Erpenditures and Policies, Educational Research Service, Circular
No. 2, February 1934, p. §.

Some or all school materials were subject to tax in the 18 cities
where a sales tax was levied (appendix tebles 15 and 16). School
books were frequently exempt but supplies and gymnasium equipment
usually were covered.

Though in 1935 children in the public schools were paying for some
of the equipment previously supplied by the community,'® few cities

8 National Education Association, Department of Superintendence and
Research Division, School Books and Supplies: Recent Trends in Expenditures and
Policies, Educational Research Service, Circular No. 2, February 1934, p. 1.

7 [bid., p. 5.

8 Bome cities are attempting to return all children to a free basis. From Seattle,
for example, came the report in 1935: “Students are furnishing stationery and sup-
plies (partially) due to shortage of money for school. This condition is for this
year only and, therefore, is not representative of Seattle schools.”
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failed to provide equipment for pupils who were too poor to furnish
their own. Cost estimates in the present study are designed to
cover all school needs in & self-supporting family of the specified size

and composition.
RECREATION

The costs of recreation for a four-person manusal worker's family at
the maintenance level were $87.18 per year in Binghamten and
$62.33 in Kansas City (Mo.} (appendix table 2). These were the
extremes among the 59 cities studied. The average for the group as
a whole was $75.18, made up of more low than high cost cities; the
spread from lowest to highest was 39.9 percent, Binghamton cost
exceeded the average by 16 percent and Kansas City (Mo.) cost was
less by 17.1 percent (appendix table 3). While maintenance recrea-
tion budget costs covered a $25 range among the 59 cities, emergency
budget costs were less than $15 a year in all of them (table 46).

Table 46.—Annual Costs! of Recreation, 4.Persan Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities,
March 1935

Number of cities

Annual cost
Maintenance | Emergency
level level

&9
-“

BI000-814.90. i e iaamaaaan
$I5.00-819.00_ e ———————
:mm—szq.w.

i1rleie

B 00 R e

I
[N

™

11

B

11
12

Lyl

............................... $75. 18

2

! Include sales tax where levierd {appendix tables 15 and 18},

The emergency budget contains no provision for newspapers or
organization memberships, and the identical money allowance in all
cities for toys, tobaceo, and other Jeisure-time accessories is materially
less than the maintenance budget allowance. Highest to lowest cost
ratios in the two arrays were nearly the same, however, though ranks
of the individual eities were somewhat different (appendix tables 8,9,
11, and 13).

Newspapers accounted for 14.4 percent of the average cost of the
maintenance recreation budget; motion picture theater admissions, 45
percent ; and an identical allowance plus sales tax where levied amount-
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ing to 40.6 percent covered organization memberships, tobacco, toys,
and other Jeisure-time accessories. Cost details of the items making
up the recreation budget follow.

Newspapers

A daily newspaper is allowed in the maintenance budget as a
means of measuring the outlay necessary for reading material of all
kinds. A variety of prices and combinations of prices for newspapers
was found. These ranged from a per copy rate of 3 cents daily and 10
cents Sunday on the street, at a total cost of $14.56 per year, to 15
cents weekly or 65 cents per month for delivery 7 days per week by
carrier, at an annual cost of $7.80 (appendix table 2).

The spread of 86.7 percent between lowest and highest newspaper
costs was so distributed that among more than half the cities differences
of only $2 per year were found (table 47). The highest cost exceeded
the average in the 59 cities combined, $10.84, by 34.4 percent, and the
lowest cost was less by 28 percent (appendix table 3). Newspaper
costs were more than the average in 24 cities and less in 35 (fig. 7).

Table 47.—Annual Costs of Daily and Sunday Mewspapers, 59 Cities, March 1935

Number of

Annual cost cities

sl B

K
Y

$9.00-$9.99. ..
$10.00-$10.69_
S O0-811 00 el
$12.00-$12.09_

$13.00-$13.99.__.
$14.00-$14.09. .

Average, 59 cities

ERCN

"
1
=
o«
-

The most frequently found annual newspaper costs were $10.40 in
17 cities, $11.44 in 9 cities, and $7.80 in 7 cities. These were, respec-
tively, 20 cents per week by carrier; 2 cents per day for 6 days and
i0 cents on Sunday, street sale price; and 15 cents per week or 65
cents per month by carrier.

Analysis of street or newsstand sale prices of papers selling for the
weekly amounts used in computing cost estimates shows the following
rates per copy daily: 3 cents, 26 cities; 2 cents, 12 cities; 5 cents, 12
cities; 3 or 5 cents, 4 cities; 2 or 3 cents, 3 cities; 1 cent, 1 city; no
report, 1 city. Sunday papers most often were 10 cents on the street.:
41 cities reported this price; 11 cities, 5 cents; 1 city, 5 or 10 cents;
1 city, 6 cents; 1 city, 7 cents; 1 city, no report; 3 cities had no local
Sundsay paper.

Motion Picture Theater Admissions

Admission charges to motion picture theaters were adopted as a

generally applicable means of measuring the costs of commercial
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entertainment on a common basis in all cities. If necessary outlays
thus computed were to be used for other kinds of recreation, the same
purpose would be served.

The amounts to be spent for motion picture theater admissions by &
four-person manual worker’s family living at the maintenance level
varied from a high of $42.54 in Philadelphia to a low of $24.13 in
Kansas City (Mo.); the average was $33.80 (appendix table 2). For
these amounts each member of the family could go to the theater
once a week." The cost of attending the movies in Philadelphia was
76.3 percent more than in Kansas City (Mo.) and 25.9 percent above
the average in the 59 cities combined (appendix table 3); Kansas City
{Mo.) cost was 28.6 percent below the average. Costs exceeded the
average in 27 cities, were less in 31, and the cost was exactly the same
as the average in 1 (fig. 7).

Maintenance budget costs of motion picture theater attendance fell
within a range of $15 per year among most of the cities (table 48). The
cost range for the emergency budget was $5 between lowest and highest,
and in no city was as much as $10 per year required for this budget.

Toble 48.—Annual Costs! of Motion Picture Theater Admissions, 4-Person Manual
Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

Number of cities

Annual cost
Maintenagce | Emergency
level leve!
Total. ..., 50 59
$5.00-$0.90_ ___ — 58
$10.00-514.90. . — —
$15.00-510.99_. — —
$20.00-$24.90. 1 —
B2E.00-$20.99_ .. iiieciennenann . 13
$30.00-$34..
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1 Include sales tax where levied (appendiz tableg 15 and 18).
Organizations, Tobaceo, and Toys

Within this classification the quantity budgets allow certein sums
of money to cover recognized needs which cannot be itemized. Chil-
dren belong to character-building groups, school and church clubs,
and similar organizations; adults are associated in nationality and
patriotic groups, fraternities, musical and athletic groups, and the
like. Their purposes are legion. To provide such memberships for a
four-person manual worker’s family at the maintenance level of living,

¥ The emergency budget allows one attendance per person per month.
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$9.60 was included in all cities (appendix table 2). This amount does
not cover [abor union dues.®

An allowance of $20.80 in the maintenance budget (appendix table
2) and of $4.80 in the emergency budget (appendix table 8) was
included in all cities, plus sales tax where levied, to meet the costs of a
large number of goods and services which no two families probably
would specify similarly as to details. These amounts would provide
tobaceo, “treats’’ of various kinds, games, athletic equipment, and a
veriety of other leisure-time accessories, serving no particular purpose
but contributing something to life’'s more frivolous moments.

Influence of Geographic Location and Size of City on Costs of Recreation ?!

Recreation costs were above the average in the Middle Atlantic,
Mountain, East North Central, and New England States in the
order given and below in all other areas except the Pacific States,
where exactly the average cost was found (appendix table 5). In no
section, however, were all cities consistently high or consistently low.

Bize of city seems to have been a more influentisl factor than geo-
graphic location in the establishment of recreation costs, especially
with reference to the very large cities (appendix table 7). Differ-
ences in the costs of motion picture theater admissions were more
accountable for this relationship than variations in newspaper charges.

In general, newspaper coste were high in the Middle Atlantic,
East North Central, New England, and Pacific States; were about aver-
age in the Mountain Division; and were low in the West North and
South Central Areas. The five cities included in the East South Cen-
tral Division reported the same annual newspaper costs; identical
outlays were necessary in six of the nine South Atlantic cities. No
other sections showed such uniformity of newspaper costs. In all but
2 cities with 500,000 or more population newspaper costs were higher
than the average in the 59 cities combined, and in all but 4 of the
smaller places they were lower than the average,

Low cost motion picture theater admissions were usual in the
West North Central and East South Central States, and costs were
high in the Middle Atlantie, Mountain, and New England States,
but these costs perhaps were related more definitely to size of city
than to geographic area. Costs declined until the 25,000 to 100,000
population classification was reached; the smallest cities averaged
slightly more than those in the next 2 larger size classifications.
Among the 7 highest cost cities were 3 with a population of 25,000
to 100,000, and the lowest cost city had & population of approximately
400,000.

# Union dues for unskilled manual workers average about $12 per year.

1 Bee table 1, p. XV, for list of cities in each geographic division and their
population and table 62, p. 128, for cost variations within separate geographic
divisions and size of city classifications.
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Cost Differences

A large amount cannot be provided for recreation in a low cost
family budget but simple leisure-time activities must bs regarded as
necessities, What these activities shall be is a matter of opinion.
The quantity budgets embody those which seem most universally
popular, with the idea that cost computed on the basis of the goods
and services listed will supply recreation, no matter how the need
is expressed in individual cases. Families will not spend what these
budgets cost in the manner outlined, but the amounts thus provided
should take care of minimum needs,

The fact that the range in recreation costs from lowest to highest
city was only about half that shown for newspapers or motion picture
theater admissions is to be attributed to the partial cancellation of
extremes in combination, and to the fact that more than two-fifths of
the average total annual necessary outlay was carried as an identical
amount in all cities, plus salestax wherelevied. Newspaper and motion
picture theater admission costs together were nearly twice as far
apart between the extreme cities as was the spread when the identical
allowance for organizations, tobacco, toys, and other leisure-time
accessories was added. The smaller difference is the more representa-
tive, however, in that the identical allowance provides for items with
highly standardized prices, which normally differ little wherever sold.

Newspaper prices are largely of local origin and the fact that a range
of nearly 87 percent between lowest and highest costs was found is
without significance, except as a reflection of local conditions.

Average charges for admission of adults to moticn picture theaters
on Saturday evenings varied from 13.2 cents to 27 cents and on Satur-
day afterncons from 10 cents to 23.75 cents, but children’s prices on
Saturday afternoons ranged from 5 cents to 12 cents. City averages
for each admission were not uniformly high or uniformly low in any
place; hence, o narrower cost spread appeared for the entire family’s
theater attendance than that indicated for any individual separately.

Motion picture theater admissions were subject to a sales tax in
three cities (appendix tables 15 and 16). In addition, New Orleans
hed a l-cent tax on all admissions exceeding 10 cents; this was the
only direct consumers’ tax in the city in March 1935. Without these
taxes the dispersion of motion picture theater admission costs among
the 59 cities would have been slightly narrowed. Tobacco, toys, and
other leisure-time accessories always were covered where there was a
sales tax,

LIFE INSURANCE, CHURCH CONTRIBUTIONS, AND QTHER CONTRIBUTIONS
The amounts to be included in the total cost of living for life insur-

ance, church contributions, and other contributions are specified in
the quantity budgets and allowances were identical in all cities.
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Life insurance for a four-person manual worker’s family at a main-
tenance level of living required annual premiums totaling $46.40
(appendix table 2). These premiums would provide a death benefit of
$1,000 for the man and smaller amounts for the woman and two chil-
dren. The $20.80 per year premiums allowed at the emergency level
(appendix table 8) would assure small death benefits for each member
of the family.

Church contributions to be made by this family are allowed as
$10.40 annually in both budgets, but at the maintenance level of living
$5 more is included to cover support of community activities of various
kinds, bringing the total necessary outlay for contributions at this
level to $15.40 per year (appendix tables 2 and 8).

TAXES

Personal property and capitation taxes of various kinds may be re-
quired of industrial, service, and other manual workers of small means
as well as the consumers’ sales tax referred to previously. The sales
tax has been treated throughout this analysis as part of the cost of
the commodities and services on which it was levied, but its basis is
discussed in this chapter. Personal property and capitation taxes
constitute separate charges to be added to other budget costs.?

Reports regarding tax rates and their applicability collected for this
study were not always consistent among different authorities consulted
in the same State, or with available manuals.® This confusion prob-
ably occurred because some taxes are permissive and may or may not
be levied by a given local unit, and also because rates and their appli-
cation change from year to year and the dates to which the separate
reports refer may not be identical, The data used relate to taxes pay-
able as of March 15, 1935.

Personal Property and Capitation Taxes

Personal property taxes were collectible from the 4-person manual
worker’s family of this study in 22 cities in March 1935, and capitation
taxes, in 25; 11 cities had both and 23 cities had neither (appendix
tables 2 and 8). By definition maintenance and emergency budget
taxes were identical. The maximum amount recorded for a personal
property tax was $6.22, and sums in the neighborhood of $2 or $3
were most commonly required. Capitation taxes seldom amounted
to &8 much as $5 per year (table 49).

Personal property and capitation taxes were most frequently
found in New England and the Southern States; none of the Pacific

2 Though many States and the Federal Government levy income taxes, exemp-
tions and deductions were such that income taxes were not collectible from families
at the economic level with which this study deals.

# The Tax Research Foundation, Tex Systems of the World, sixth edition,
Chicago, 1935.
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Division cities reported such taxes. Among the largest cities only
Chicago reported a personal property or capitation tax, and the
popularity of these taxes increased as the size of citles decreased.
Geographic division and size of city relatives (appendix tables 5, 7, 11,
and 13) are without significance, however, owing to the fact that not
every city in the group of 59 had personal property or capitation taxes.

Table 49.—Annual Taxes ! Exclusive of Sales Tax, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family,
36 Cities, March 1935

Number of cities
Anpual tax
Personal .
Alltaxes | property Captlgzuon
tax

3 22 25
- 3 —
4 b4 2
7 9 5
9 8 9
3 3 5
4 - 2
4 1 1
2 - 2
8 — 1
Average anpuad 88X % .. FYRT; o o

| Maintanance and smergency budget taxes by definition are identical,
1 The averages in the separate columng are based oz the number of cities in which the specified tax was

levied.
Sales Tax

Any tax levied as a percentage of retail prices and paid by the con-
sumer as a charge separate from these prices was treated in this study
as & sales tax. On this basis, 18 cities had a sales tax in March 1935.2
The amounts represented by a sales tax in the aggregate cost of living
of a four-person manual worker’s family covered a fairly wide range
(table 50).% In Louisville where most was required for this purpose,
necessary annual outlay was $25.20 at the maintenance level of

# Known genersally as retail sales taxes, these taxes often are excises on grosa
income or receipts of business, levied in exchange for the privilege of engaging in
& specified occupation but designed to be paid directly by the retail purchaser.
Some statutes forbid vendora to advertise that they absorb the tax er will refund
the amount paid. In other States, however, the vendor may absorb the tax or
add it to the purchase price, as he pleases. A third group of States have taxes on
the value of retail sales which the vendor himself is required to pay. Changes in
the laws of several States have been made since March 1935, but rates and other
ppecifications in operation at that time were used in all cost ealculations.

# This table is included for reference only; the sales tax has already been added
to the costs of all items on which it is levied. A local tax of 1 cent on motion pic-
ture theater admissions exceeding 10 cents in New Orleans was also added to
the charge itself in all cost calculations. It amounted to $1.56 annually at the
maintenance level of living and 36 cents at the emergency level, This tax was
not a sales tax and New Orleans is not included with the sales tax cities.

32592°—38-——8
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living; the smallest sales tax was $6.49 in New York (appendix table
15). Emergency level sales taxes were proportionately less (appendix
table 16},

Toble 50.—Annual Sales Tax, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 18 Cities, March

1935
Number of cities
Annusl sales tax

Maintenance ([Emergeney

level level
18 18
— 2
2 —
—_ 2
. . 1 5
$12.00-813.99 el o e e e e e 1 1
$14.00-815.90. . 2 8
$16.00-517.99. 3 2
$18.00-%19.09. 4 —
$20.00-521.99. . 2 —
$22.00-$23.99 1 —
$24.00-525.99 1 —
Average, 18 cities ... ; $16. 76 $12 38

The sales tax accounted for 2.1 percent of the total annual cost of
living in Louisville and one-half of 1 percent in New York, The
average in the 18 cities combined was 1.3 percent of the maintenance
budget cost and 1.4 percent of the emergency budget cost (table 51).

None of the cities in New England had a sales tax, and the local
excige in the city of New York was unique in the Middle Atlantic
States. Sales taxes were found in a number of cities in other sections
of the country, and they were especially popular in the East North
Central and Mountain Divisions. Butte was the only Mountain city
which had no sales tax.

Table 51.—Sales Tax as Percent of Total Cost of Living, 18 Cities, March 1935

Percent of cost of living
Rate of
City tax
(percent} | Maintenance | Emergency
level level

Average, 18 eities_ .o — 1.3 1.4
Albuquerque, N. Mexo . 2.0 1.8 1.5
Cedar Rapids, Jowa . . 2.0 1.4 1.4
Chicago, 1. ... 2.0 12 1.2
Cincipnati, Ohio. . .. ... 3.0 1.4 1.8
Clarksburg, W. Va_______._... e m———— R 2.0 1.3 1.3
Cleveland, Ohio_..__ .. ... 3.0 1.5 1.6
Columbus, Ohio. . . 3.0 1.6 17
Denver, Colo . e 2.0 1.0 11
Detroit, Mich. ... 3.0 1.8 1.9
Los Angeles, Callf e 2.5 L5 1.5
Louisville, Ky oo il 3.0 2.1 2.1
New York, N. Y. ... i 2.0 0.5 0.5
Oklashaoma City, Okls__ e 1.0 0.6 0.6
Peoria, N . . 2.0 12 L3
Salt Lake City, Utah. .o el 2.0 1.2 1.3
San Franciseo, Calif.______ ... .. _____.___ .. I 2.5 1.4 1.5
Tueson, ATZ i | ] 0.9 L0
Winston-Salem, N. C.. .. ... 3.0 1.4 1.5
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Tax Differences

Tax differences among the separate cities are accounted for by a
number of circumstances. What personal property shall be taxed,
what percentage of full valuation shall constitute the tax base, how
much shall be tax free, and what rate shall be levied vary considerably
and explain personal property tax differences. The difficulty of col-
lecting these taxes from individuals of small means has resulted in
entirely exempting personal property of low value in some places,

So also with capitation taxes. These are fixed amounts which vary
among the separate cities, Roads, schools, poor relief, old-age pen-
sions, general expenses, and other purposes benefit from these taxes.
Several such taxes may be levied for different purposes or by different
branches of the government on one person in a given community,
They may be paid by men only, or by men and women, and age
limits usually are specified. Some States forbid poll taxes; nowhere
except In a few Southern States is their payment a prerequisite to
voting.

The sales tax laws indicate the percentage of gross income or
gross receipts which will be collected from the merchant and require
that this be charged to the retail purchaser; but few of the statutes
specify how the consumer shall pay, in the absence of legal tender of
less than 1 cent.?® A schedule of brackets usually is set up, in which
purchases of less than a certain amount are tax free; within the next
price grouping & tax of 1 cent is required; then & price group where
the tax is 2 cents; and so on, so that an average equal to the rate per
$1 of sales presumably will be collected. Unless the schedule is
embodied in the law or has general application throughout the State
by order of the State tax commission, a wide variety of bracket
systems may be used in any one State or even in any one city.

The States differ somewhat in their application of the sales tax,
varying from the procedure in New Mexico where in March 1935 all
retail purchases suppozedly were covered, including professional serv-
ices, car and bus tokens, and telephone calls, to North Carolina where
all services, public utilities, and many food commodities were exempt.
The most usual exclusions from sales tax coverage were services and
sales by nonprofit-making institutions. Rates also varied among the
18 cities from 3 percent of retail value in Cincinnati, Cleveland,
Columbus, Detroit, Louisville, and Winston-Salem to 1 percent in
Oklahoma City. In most of the others the rate was 2 percent.

These variations in applicability and rates, together with prices of
the goods and services taxed, account for sales tax differences. For
example, both Louisville and Detroit had a 3-percent rate. The annual

# Some States have adopted a system of tokens valued at fractions of 1 cent,

and the exact percentage specified is collected on each purchase no matter what
its price may be.
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tax on the maintenance budget cost was more in Louisville, however,
because a larger part of the budget was covered, than in Detroit where
prices were higher but fewer items were taxed. In New York the rate
was 2 pereent but food and personal services were exempt, so that the
tax at the same level of living amounted to less than in Oklahoma City
with its 1-percent rate and lower prices but more extensive coverage,
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TECHNIQUES AND PROCEDURES

PROPER INTERPRETATION of the cost of living figures analyzed in
the earlier chapters depends on an understanding of the methods used
in obtaining them.! These techniques and procedures are described

in the present chapter.
CITIES SURVEYED

Choosing the cities in which to make the study required considera-
tion of geographic location, size, and socio-economic characteristics of
various kinds. At the same time it was desirable to include as large
a proportion of the country’s population as possible. Inasmuch as
40 percent of all inhabitants of the United States live in cities of 25,000
or more,” and a greater body of information is available regarding the
characteristics of these communities and their residents than of
smaller places, the study was confined to cities of this size. Nearly
50 percent of the total population and slightly more than 63 percent
of the urban population live east of the Mississippi and north of the
Ohio Rivers.® This area is more homogeneous in climate and in social
and economic life than the remainder of the country, which comprises
severa] times as much territory, but the remainder of the country also
was represented. Covering the country as a whole in the group of
cities surveyed resulted in & certain amount of conflict between popula-
tion and geographic criteria, in that some sections are best represented
by cities of certain size; the inclusion of these reduced the proportion of
cities of the same size in other areas where they are more numerous
but less significant. Thus, it happens that in the present group of 59

1 Quantity budgets for the two levels of living are given in complete detail in
Stecker, Margaret L., Quentity Budgets for Basic Maintenance and Emergency
Standards of Living, Research Bulletin Serice I, No. 21, Division of Bocial Research,
Worke Progress Administration, 1936,

t Pifteenth Census of the United States: 1380, Population Vol T, p. 14.

3 Ibid., pp. 10 and 15.
L4
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cities the smallest are perhaps more typical of the section of the coun-
try in which they are located than of their population class.*

In compiling the list of cities to be investigated, free use was made
of earlier studies by other organizations interested in price and cost
of living research ® and of the list prepared by the Federal Emergency
Relief Administration for its study of urban workers on relief.® Be-
cause the retail food prices collected by the Bureau of Labor Statistics
were to be used as far as possible, most of the 51 eities in which these
were being reported regularly in March 1935 were included.” Their
inclusion automatically brought into the group all but 1 of the 32
cities in which the Bureau makes its quarterly study of changes in
the costs of living.® The cities finally chosen (table 1) proved reason-
ably satisfactory for the purpose in hand; those least representative
from an industrial point of view were included to obtain geographic
coverage (fig. 1).* Appendix table 1 indicates that the 59 cities in
which prices were obtained had 60.9 percent of the urban population
living in communities of 25,000 or more in 1930 and 24.4 percent of
the entire population of the United States,

MNEIGHBORHOOD COVERAGE

All cities were districted and neighborhoods were spotted for price
collection and other study. A variety of data formed the basis for this
neighborhood selection. Census tracts, local surveys, and opinions of
municipal authorities, chambers of commerce, social welfare organiza-

¢ For example, 7 of the 10 cities with a population of 25,000 or more in the
Mountain Division are in the group 25,000 to 50,000; 3 of these were included in
the investigation. The Mountain Division, with these 3 ecities, is 72.4 percent
covered as to population in places of 25,000 or more. There are 185 cities in the
United States, however, with a population between 23,000 and 50,000. Obvi-
ously many of these are not represented by the Mountain Division cities.

5 A list of 110 cities prepared by the Cost of Living Division of the Bureau of
Labor Statistics in 1934 contained 91 with a pepulation of 23,000 or more: 55
of these were included. A list of 237 communities prepared the same year for
the Joint Committee on Government Statisties and Information Services of the
American Statistical Association and the Social Science Research Council con-
tained 119 cities within the same size range; 57 of these were ineluded. Cover,
John H., Retail Price Behavior, Studies in Business Administration, Vel. V, No. 2,
University of Chicago, Chicago, 1935, pp. 3-4, and 69-75.

8 Wood, Katherine D., Urban Workers on Relief, Research Monograph 1V,
Divigion of Social Researeh, Works Progress Administration, 1936.

? Charleston, 8. C., New Haven, Conn., 8t. Paul, Minn., Savannah, Ga., and
Springfield, Il1., were omitted because of geographic eonsiderations.

¥ Savannah was not included hecause the Bureau’s list is somewhat over-
weighted with Atlantic port cities, and another city in the same area was sub-
stituted.

% In the analysis in chs, I-VI involving geographic location, city groupings
are made aceording to the census classification as shown in table 1. Size of eity
groupings are those of the census, except that cities with a population of 25,000 to
100,000 are combined.
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tions, and other local groups were correlated to determine where in
each city the industrial population lived and did its buying.

Coverage in a given city depended on the composition of its popula-
tion with reference to isolation of the industrial group, on its own
peculiar layout, and to a certain extent on its area. The study was
confined within each city’s corporate limits for the most part, but in a
few places these were exceeded because the suburbs were closely
integrated with the city itself. The proportion of each city’s popula-
tion living in the neighborhoods studied varied from city to city, but
in 49 for which coverage could be estimated the average was slightly
over 48 percent. These estimates are not exact and too great im-
portance cannot be attached to them, but they serve to indicate that
a representative sample was secured in each city as a basis for the cost
of living analysis.!

COMMOODITIES PRICED AND THEIR SPECIFICATIONS

The quantity budgets are made up of the kind of goods and services
used by families of industrial, service, and other manual workers of
small means in urban areas. The annusal allowances were designed
to supply the needs of such families,

A total of 251 separate commeodities listed in the quantity budgets
was priced in each city on 13 separate schedules.!! Four additional
schedules inquired into (1) consumer shopping habits; (2) medical,
dental, nursing, and hospital care; (3) housing, fuel, light, ice, and
water; and (4} such miscellanecus needs as transportation, school
attendance, newspapers, motion picture theater admissions, refuse
disposal, and taxes. Finally, quotations were available for 44 food
commodities,*? priced in 46 cities by the Bureau of Labor Statistics
and in 13 additional cities by the Federal Emergeney Relief Admin-
istration, Approximately 1,432,000 price quotations and pertinent
consumption data were obtained on 93,000 schedules, together with

1t The areas covered represent the most important industrial life of most of the
cities. Where plants are located outside the city proper, as sometimes happens
with mines, quarries, and similar extractive industries, or with factories which seek
to obtain lower taxes by suburban locations and operate on the company village
plan, some of the significant aspects of the working class life of the locality may
have been missed, but the necessity for uniformity of the sample dictated that they
be omitted.

1t The goods and services priced cover requirements for men and wornen and
for children of both sexes between the ages of 2 and 15, inclusive. Most of the
material was used in estimating costs for the four-person family of this study.
A few clothing, and furniture, furnishings, and houschold equiprnent items related
specifically to the needs of families of different size and/or ecomposition; rents for
larger and smaller units than those used also were collected. Specifications and
schedules on which guotations were collected are not reproduced in this monograph
because of space considerations.

12 Prices were collected for 87 food commeodities, but only 44 of them are listed
in the quantity budgets. :
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a large volume of supporting and interpretive facts and figures.
About 175 small articles, such as handkerchiefs, tea strainers, or bluing,
were not listed on the schedules, but their prices in Washington chain
limited price variety stores were used in all cities. All told, prices of
approximately 550 separate items went into the cost calculations in
each city.

To insure comparability of standard from store to store and place
to place, specification manuals were made up, embodying descriptions
of most of the goods and services to be priced. Neither second-
hand nor reconditioned merchandise was included. The specification
for & few commodities, such as cleaning supplies or proprietary medi-
cines,’ was that they should be those having the largest sale. The
types of housing and fuel priced were related somewhat closely to local
means available for satisfying stipulated needs. Public utility rates, of
which there usually was only one in a given city for a given service, re-
quired no definition beyond their relationship to the budget allowances,

Quotations were obtained for items which met the specifications as
closely as possible, but where the designated commodities were not
carried and comparable merchandise seemed representative of local
use, the latter was priced. These deviations from specifications in all
instances were to be noted by the field agents in order that noncom-
parable quotations might be eliminated,

Obviously, it is impossible to maintain absolute identity of budget
content in 59 cities scattered throughout the country. A few items
cannot be priced in some communities; average requirements over-
state or understate the needs in particular localities. One kind of
housing cannot be priced the country over. The same fuel is not used
everywhere. Average fuel allowances would be inadequate where
winters are long and cold, and excessive where they are very short, and
very mild. The reverse relationships would oceur for refrigeration
requirements. More transportation obviously is necessary for earry-
ing on life’s ordinary economic and social activities where s large
population is scattered over an extensive territory than in small
communities where the industrial and social life is more concentrated.
Quantity allowances for these items were adjusted in the budgets to
represent differential needs.

Because the costa of refuse disposal and school attendance may be
paid directly by individual families in some cities while they are met
from public funds in others, the cutlays necessary for these purposes
were included in each city’s cost estimates as required, without quan-
tity allowances. Taxes were similarly treated. Several costs were not
itemized but were included in the budgets as fixed values, without
provision for local pricing. These identica) allowances were for such

‘2 These were trade-marked or other commeodities usually sold by brand names,
which were not specified in the present investigation.
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necessities as postage, telephone calls, and insurance, whose costs
are the same everywhere; or church contributions and organization
membership, which obviously are ecompletely unstandardized.

Thus, certain departures from an identical budget were made.
Despite these departures, the principle of umiform budgets was
maintained by means of the substitutions and adjustments described

above.
PRICE COLLECTION

Local agents under the supervision of members of the research
staffs of the Federal Emergency Reltef Administration and the Retail
Price Division of the Bureau of Labor Statisties did the field work.
They obtained reports from families regarding their buying habits,
rents, and prices paid for certain items of household operation; !¢
they collected commodity prices from stores at which industrial, serv-
ice, and other manual workers of small means trade and service
charges from those who supply such families. The 17 schedules and
specifications previously described were used in this procedure.’
The time spent in each city depended on the size of the community,
its business and residential layout, and the number of persons engaged
in collecting the data. The average was about 2 months.

The commodity schedules called for notation of the kind of store,
such as department, specialty, variety, and the like; type of opera-
tion, such as independent or chain; type of service, such as ecash and
carry, credit and delivery, or installment credit; and location, such as
central shopping area, neighborhood trade center, or other neighbor-
hood location. Every city supervisor was provided with an estimate
of the number of different kinds of stores in the city and the commodi-
ties sold in each, based on the 1930 Census of Distribution.’® At
least 10 quotations for each commeodity in each shopping area were
called for, pro rata to the census classification as far as possible,
unless the commodity was not sold in 10 retail outlets. In some
cities, especially the smaller places, strict adherence to established
classifications was not feasible, and all stores which sold a specified
commodity necessarily were visited. The resulting sample adequately
covered stores which serve a working class trade, and the number of
quotations obtained for each article insured & representative city
average price,

u A total of more than 10,000 schedules was taken from families in the 59
cities for the purpose of obtaining certain information regarding consumer
shopping habits, rents, and prices paid for fuel and ice, Price data were used in
cost calculations for this study, but expenditures, reflecting consumption habits,
were not analyzed,

15 Retail food prices also were collected on 6 separate schedules in 13 cities
where the Bureau of Lahar Statisticse had no routine price reporting system in
March 1935.

18 Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1330, Distribution Vol, I, Pts. I1 and 111,
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Service schedules also were assipned on a quota basis. Selecting
the samples for housing, medical care, and various miscellaneous
family needs required more time and presented more complications
than any other phase of the study, owing to the fact that for most
of them standards could not be specified in definite terms.

Quotations were obtained as of March 15, 1935, except that for
certain essentially seasonal goods prices in the last preceding season
were taken. Special sale vahies were avoided if these were mark-
downs, clearance prices, or other discounts from regular quotations,
but stores always operating on a cut-rate basis were included. Install-
ment prices were quoted for commmodities frequently purchased on the
deferred payment plan,

OFFIKE PROCEDURE

Certain limitations are inherent in the use of spectfications in price
reporting, and the judgments of the agent who collects the quotations
and the dealer who sells the goods play a large part in the procedure.
Considerable discretion was required, therefore, in editing the sched-
ules to determine which prices to admit and which to reject. The
following general rule was laid down with reference to discards: quo-
tations were to be rejected for all commodities which did not conform
to specifications if apparently they would not serve the same purpose
as the item specified, if the length of their service probably would be
less than that called for in the quantity budgets, or if differences in
size, material, or construction might result in price differences. If
the specifications were not sufficiently precise to insure that they were
always interpreted in the same way or that they were checked care-
fully, all quotations which fitted into the array of prices for commod-
ities conforming to the specifications were used.

In the event that acceptable quotations for a given item were not
obtained in & community, one of several procedures was followed to
complete the cost estimates. If a similar commodity had been found
to sell elsewhere for approximately the same price, this price was
substituted for the one which was missing. If no such relationship
was apparent, the average of prices of the missing article in cities in
the same areas or prices from other reliable sources were used., The
theory behind these procedures was that certain wants were to be
provided for and that where the items specified were not sold, com-
parable merchandise at comparable prices would take their places.
All told, relatively few substitutions of any kind were necessary, and
city averages for the separate items are fair statements of local values.

In preparing the field data for analysis after editing and eoding,
both machine and hand tabulations were used, depending on the
nature of the material; and two types of average were necessary be-
cause of the variety of data to be handled, Tt may be said that, in
general, commodity price quotations were coded for machine tabula-



TECHNIQUES AND PROCEDURES » 97

tion and the average taken was the simple arithmetic mean; no
adjustments whatever were made in these results.”” Hand tabula-
tions were necessary for service prices, and s modified median ' was
the average most frequently used. Emphasis was placed on the
reasonableness of the results. Where the nature of the data, taken
in connection with nongquantitative field reports and other means of
checking, in a few instances suggested that the figures were not repre-
sentative, they were adjusted on the basis of apparently more authentic
information,

Eventually usable city average prices for every item in the budgets
were available, These were then combined with their respective
quantity allowances for the four-person family of this study, and the
costs of the budget groups were calculated. Finally, group costs
were totaled to obtain the outlays necessary for the content of living
as a whole at the two levels. Where there was a sales or similar
consumers’ tax, its amount was computed by taking the rate percent
of aggregate costs of the budget groups ® and was added to these
aggregates, This method of calculating the sales tax was used be-
cause in no two jurisdictions is it similarly applied in all respects to
separate purchases. By isolating taxes from prices, the latter can be
compared by themselves and the part played by sales taxes in inter-
city cost of living comparisons can be appraised.

In eomputing average costs in the 59 cities combined and in the
separate geographic divisions and size of city classifications, individual
city costs were not weighted by either their population or area im-
portance, but the simple arithmetic mean was taken. The average
in the 59 cities combined affords a convenient value in terms of which
individual city costs can be compared.

BUDGET GROUPS AND PRICES

The procedures used in collecting and tabulating prices and in com-
puting and analyzing costs are described below in essential detail for
the separate budget groups.

Food

The quantity food budgets contain 44 commodities listed for prie-
ing, with 1 percent of their cost added for nonpriced condiments.
These foods are grouped as follows: flour, cereals, and bread, 8 com-
modities; milk and cheese, 3; fruits and vegetables, 17, of which 9 are

17 City average food prices were calculated by the Bureau of Labor Statistics
which used machine operations and computed the arithmetic mean. Inasmuch
a8 the latter included a sales tax where levied, certain recalculations were neces-
mary to obtain each price without the tax. See footnote 22, p. 99.

8 Arithmetic mean of the three, four, five, or six central values in the array,
the number of central values averaged depending on the total numbhber in the array.

¥ Where certain commodities or services were tax exempt, they were excluded
from the aggregates for tax computation purposes.
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fresh, 5 are dried, and 3 are canned; lean meat, fish, and eggs, 6; fats,
sugars, and accessories, 10. They were selected from among the 87
items for which the Bureau of Labor Statistics regulerly collects
quotations each month, on the basis of their low cost food value, in
order to represent a balanced diet at minimum cost, The same
foods are included in both the maintenance and emergency budgets,
but the fortmer contains a more liberal supply of the higher cost foods
than does the latter. It is to be understood, of course, that the
budgets are only samples of inexpensive foods, ineluded in such quanti-
ties as to provide for consumption of the greater variety of com-
modities which families purchase in season, to satisfy their own tastes,
and to conform with local custom.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics’ regular price quotations obtained
as of March 12, 1935, were used in calculating average food costs in
46 of the cities. The Bureau had no routine reporting system in the
other 13, and food prices as of March 15, 1935, were collected for the
first time for the present investigation. The Bureau’s six food price
schedules * and the Bureau’s specifications as to type of store and
kind of commodity were used.

In general, merchandise was described as “U. 8. No. 1 or equal
grade,” ‘“‘good quality,” “best cut’’ earried, or by similar designations
applicable to different types of commeodities. These specifications
permitted a wide choice in pricing, but the articles selected for this
purpose were sold by each store visited to its working class trade,
Where only one grade was carried, that commodity necessarily was
priced. Potential inaccuracies resulting from the heterogeneity of the
sample were overcome in the average of a considershle number of
quotations. Their number varied among the separate commodities
and with the retailing situation in the different cities. As a rule, at
least 10 quotations were taken and sometimes &s many as 20; in no
instance was an average computed of fewer than 4.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics calculated all city average food
prices, using the simple arithmetic mean of quotations furnished by
the separate dealers in each city. All the Bureau’s food price averages
contain the sales tax wherelevied.” In computing the cost of food for
use in the present study, the tax was abstracted from the city average
price of each commodity with which it had been incorporated by the
Bureau, and these revised prices were then combined with the

A Some commodities were priced on more than 1 schedule, and 37 iterns not
used in this investigation also were listed, Hence, no attempt is made here to
classify commodities by the schedules used in their eollection.

2 Where provision has not been made for adding the tax to the sale price on &
unit basis, as, for example, through use of tokena valued at less than 1 cent,
bracket systems are used. With this arrangement, prices within certain ranges
call for taxes of specified amounts, so adjusted that on each dollar of sales the
average rate percent will be realized. See p. 89.
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quantity of each article required for the four-person family, as listed in
the budgets for the maintenance and emergency levels of living.? One
percent of the total of these amounts was added for condiments to com-
plete the estimate of necessary annual food cost, exclusive of sales tax.

Clothing, Clothing Upkeep, and Personal Care

Commodities and services to the number of 177 were priced, on 9
schedules, 102 of which were used in computing the cost of clothing,
clothing upkeep, and personal care (table 52). Those not used are
listed in the quantity budgets for children outside the four-person
family with which this monograph is concerned, or they were collected
for special purposes not directly related to the present study.

Table 52.—Number of Commodities and Services Priced and Used in Computing Costs
of Clothing, Clothing Upkeep, and Personal Care, 59 Cities, March 1935

Number of commaodities
and services
Behedule
Priced Used !

Total .. e 177 102
Men's elothing_ e 122 121
Women'sclothing___________ .. I 124 23
Boys clothing. e, 40 i 14
GIrls” clothing. 41 18
A0S e 25 14
8hoo repairs.__.. R 4 54
Pergonal services .. . . .. ... 15 4
Dry ecleaners ... ... - 14 3
Cleaning supplies and sundries. . .ot 12 s

t A few of these commodities and services were not used in computing the costs of the emergeney budget,

¥ Includes 1 itemn not in the quantity budgets.

! Does not Include 1 item from the women's clothing schedule, 11zed also for the man’s budgats.

¢ Does not include 2 itemns from the men’s clothing schedule, 1sed slso for the bay’s budgsts.

! 1 item used for both man and boy.

8 Other items on this schedule were priced either for the household supplies group or for the furniture,
furnishings, and household equipment group, or were not included in the quantity budgets.

Identical money allowances were added to the cost of goods and
services priced separately in each of the 59 cities to provide for coma
modities whose prices are likely to be the same everywhere and for
unspecified clothing incidentals (table 53). Though all these items
are essential, they are usually bought at chain limited price variety
stores for the amounts specified, and omitting them from the schedules

materially reduced the field work and other operations involved in
cost computations.

2 Because of the deletion of the sales tax, food prices used in this study differ
slightly in some instances from those reported by the Bureau of Lahor Statistica
which include the tax. In deducting the tax from each ecity average price, the
amount applicable to that price according to prevailing brackets waz removed,
unless this procedure resulted in a nontaxable price or one in another tax bracket,
in which case the average of the two taxes was deducted. In cities where there
was a sales tax, its amount was added to the aggregate cost of food to conform with
the procedure used in ealculating the annual costs of other budget groups.
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The exactness of the specifications varied with the nature of the
items described. They listed the appropriate size or age of each
person for whom each garment was priced and designated the material
and construction of “‘inexpensive quality” merchandise. Obtaining
quotations in the stores where the families of industrial, service, and
other manual workers of small means trade provided & good check on
the sample, and judicious editing for prices obviously out of line in-
sured representative city averages when all were combined.?

Table 53.—Identical Annual Allowances ? for Clothing, Clothing Upkeep, and Personat

Core: Commodities and Services Neot Separately Priced, 4-Person Manual Worker's
Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

Apnnal allowsnce !

Item
Maintenance | Emergency
evel level

Total..._ .. e el _.... $19. 80 $13.60
Men'sclothing. ... ..o .. 3.50 1.75
Women's clothing. B 2.75 145
Boys’ clothing._._ . 2. 65 1. 50
Qirls” clothing . 1.385 .75
Clothing upkeep _ _ . 1. 55 1.35
Personaleare e ieea——— 800 6. 80

1 Sales tax to be added where levied (appendix tables 15 and 16).

Prices for clothing, unlike those for food which were as of a given
day in mid-March, were the in-season prices. Thus, if the merchan-
dise called for was out of season on March 13, as, for example, winter
garments, the season’s prices rather than mark-down values were
reported. The arithmetic mean of all accepted quotations for each
item was taken, and this was combined with its appropriate annual
allowances as given in the quantity budgets. These processes were
performed entirely by mechanical tebulators. Agpregates of these
annual costs for the separate items gave annual costs for the budget
subgroups and for the major budget group as a whole, exclusive of
sales tax.

Heousing

In studying the costs of support at comparable levels of living in
58 separate cities, few problems presented so many phases demanding
special attention as arose in connection with rents. The homes of
industrial, service, and other manual workers of small means are
found in frame bungalows in some cities; in others, in big brick tene-
ments. A diversity of dwelling types exists between these two ex-
tremes. Houses vary as to material, age, and state of repair; as to
number, Jayout, and size of rooms; as to conveniences, neighborhood,
and numerous other criteria of desirability. Hence, the pricing speci-
fications were fairly general, and details were worked out in each city
to meet the peculiar local situation. In computing the outlay neces-
" B See pp. 95-97.
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sary for rent, more definite criteria were set up.* It should be clearly
understood, however, that the purpose of the study was to ascertain
representative rents for dwellings meeting specified standards; all
other data collected were collateral to them. In no sense was a
general housing survey conducted. 'The relative prevalence of dif-
ferent types of dwellings in a given city was not necessarily ascertained,
therefore, and a large sample was not always essential for proper
valuation of standard accommodsations.

The following excerpts from instructions for using the housing
schedule in the field indicate the method of collecting the data.

* * * The schedule is designed to fulfill the requirements for studying
both standard and prevalent types of housing. * * * The definitions of
dwellings, standard dwellings, and typical dwellings are as follows:

Dwelling Unit: This term is designed to eover any one of several types of family
residence units. It may be a single-family house; it may be part of a two- or
three-family building; or it may be & suite of rooms in an apartment, tenement, ete.
The term refers at all times to a residence unit in which a single family resides.

Standard Dwelling Unit: A standard dwelling unit mcets the housing require-
ments of either & minimum decency ® or an emergency budget. The former
provides for a private bathroom; the latter only for a private toilet. Qther
requirements are identical for both budgets.

The building must be safely constructed and in at least a fair state of repair,
clean, sanitary, and without serious fire hazards. Where there is a State or local
housing code setting minimum standards for light, air, sanitation, ete., and
where there is a building code setting standards for structural safety, the housing
must comply with these regulations. Each room in a dwelling unit must have
at least one window of normal size admitting natural light and providing venti-
lation. * * *

Bedrooms must be large enough to contain one double or two single beds, a
chair, and chest of drawers; the living roomn must be large enough to permit
seating all members of the family at table at the same time for meals, with addi-
tional space for a couch and easy chairs; or the living room may be large enough
for a couch and easy chairs, and a kitchen large enough to permit seating all
members of the family at table at meals. In all instances, space for moving
about, children’s play, etc., must be provided for.

The requirements for minimum decency and emergency housing are identical
in the above respects. The specifications for bath, toilet, and water facilities
differ between the two types of housing and are stated as follows:

Housing that meets the requirements of minimum decency must have a bhath-
room, runuing water, and a toilet for the exclusive use of one family, and these
facilities must be in a separate compartment within the dwelling unit of the
family. No variation, whatever, is permitted from these requirements.

The standard of emergency housing does not require a private bathroom. A
private toilet is essential, however, and if sewer and water mains exist in the
area being studied, both the toilet and running water must be within the dwelling
unit of the family and the toilet in a separate compartment, except that if the
locality being studiced is one where freezing temperatures rarely occur, the toilet
may be on the back porch and the water may be outside the house. The toilet
may be in the yard only when a privy is the only practicable form of toilet, and

# See pp. 103-104.
# Later called “basic maintenance.”
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when that privy conforms to local health requirements. There may be no other
variation from these standards, and under no circumstanees are cellar or com-
munity toilets of any kind to be considered satisfactory.

Typical Dwelling Units: Typical dwelling units are the types of units most
frequently found in the neighborhood in which the study is being made. Typical
dwelling unita may or may not meet the specifications for standard dwelling units.

Sources of Information: The information calied for on this schedule is to be
secured by interviews with a variety of informants, Health officers, building
inspectors, officials of zoning boards, local research organizations, real estate
agents, and social workers will supply most of the information concerning the
character and cost of housing. * * *

The local health officer and the building inspector will know whether the
housing in the study areas violates the sanitary and housing regulations or the
building code.

Schedules will also be taken of samples of families living in various types of
dwelling units in the designated neighborhoods, as s check on other sources of
information. * * *

Areas; The areas inhabited by low-income families in industrial, service, or
other manual worker groups will have been identified for the purpose of pricing
other items, such as food and clothing. The same areas will be covered with the
present schedule, * * * epcept when the standard dwelling units do not exist
in the areas selected for survey, * * * It is anticipated that in the larger
cities both standard dwelling tvpes will be found in some of the neighborhoods
studied. In some of the smaller places, however, housing which meets specifica-
tions for standard dwelling units may not exist in the neighborhoods selected, but
may be found in other parts of the city. In such cases it will be necessary to
price housing outside of the selected neighborhood. * * * Whenever this is
done, rentals for housing which most nearly approaches working class uses and
which is in areas that can be readily identified should be secured.

Interviews: All persons interviewed should be acquainted with the purpose
and method of the investigation. * * * After areas have been spotted for
study, the first visit should be made to those officials in the city hall who are
charged with the responsibility of enforcing zoning, building, or sanitary codes.
They will be able to tell the extent to which housing in the areas selected con-
forme to building and sanitary codes, and to designate specific blocks which are
acceptable from that point of view. This will enable the interviewer to complete
the detailed specifieations for standard dwelling units. Social workers familiar
with the neighborhood will also be informed on this point and will provide much
background material as the basig for further work. They also are likely to know
of particular studies made of the neighborhoods by research organizations, from
which information may be secured regarding the housing situation. Real
estate agencies handling housing in the area should then be visited, for the pur-
pose of obtaining definite information regarding rentals of specific groups of
houges, * * *

Finally, families living in houses of the types determined to be standard andjor
typical will be visited to obtain information regarding rents * * * actually
paid by them., * * * '

If there are variations in housing in the neighborhood based not on standards
of adequacy or bath and toilet facilities but on variations in the kind of housing,
such as single-family dwelling units, flats, and/or apartment houses or tenements,
and these are not covered in any of the dwelling units already scheduied, ag many
additional achedules should be taken as will properly represent them, also. * * #*

In interviewing families, select several specific dwelling units or blocks of
standard and typical dwellings with the help of health officers, real estate agents,
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social workers, etc. The number of dwellings of each type interviewed should be
approximately in proportion to the percentage which such types are of all types in
the neighborhood. * * *

Total Number of Schedules: The total number of schedules to be filled for any
one city varies with the number of different types of housing existent, with the
size of the city, with the presence or ahsence of standard dwelling units, with the
extent to which these units are typical units, with the number of areas selected for
study, and with other factors. Since not all of these factors could be known in
advance of the study, it was necessary to fix the pumber of schedules for each eity
somewhat arbitrarily. * * *

It should be particularly noted that adherence to these allotments is neither
necessary nor desirable. In & citv where only one or two areas are studied and
where standard dwellings are typical of the neighborhoods, the cost of housing and
other items can be readily obtained in only a few interviews and can be checked
with a comparatively small number of family visits. * * * On the other
hand, in some cities, several areas may have been selected for study, two or three
kinds of dwellings may be typical of the areas and these types may not meet
standard specifieations, In cases like this, it will be necessary to conduct many
interviews and to fill many schedules in order to obtain the cost of the various
types of housing demanded by the study.®® Considerable judgment is, therefore,
placed in the hands of the supervisor and of the interviewers who assume respon-
sibility for this part of the study.

Caution to the Interviewer: The specifications * * * developed for this
study are adapted to meet the minimum requirements for healthy and normal
life under existing cenditions and in no sense are they to be regarded or interpreted
as general housing standards established by the F. E. R. A.

With these instructions rents were ascertained for three-, four-,
five-, and six-room dwelling units.” Considerable nonquantitative
data also were assembled. The amount allowed as rent at the main-
tenance level was based on fulfillment of the following particular
conditions in addition to the more general ones listed in the instruc-
tions: the house or apartment must be built on a basement. or piers,
be in good or fair repair, have sewer and water connections or equiv-
alent services, and a private indoor bath and toilet; it must be rented
without heat, light, refrigeration, or furniture; water, stove, set wash-
tubs, and a garage might or might not be provided by the landlord.”
Beyond these requirements the specifications could not go, and the
accommodations obtainable for the estimated rents varied widely.

Minimum housing at any level of living requires at least one room
per person exclusive of bath, hall, porch, closets, attic, or basement.

# Housing which was either inferior or superior to standard specifications, rented
or owned, was studied with other purposes in mind than computing the.costs of
living. The variety of room units was required as a basis for estimating the costs of
living for families of other size and composition than the four-person family with
which this analysis is concerned.

27 Larger or smaller units also were priced in certain cities where they were
representative of working class dwellings.

8 Provision of these facilities by the landlord seemed to make no difference in
the rent, and their presence or absence was ignored in the computations, except
that the final rent estimate for each city included provision of water.

32592°—38—9
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Rents of both four- end five-room dwellings were used for the four-
person family of this study.”® For the amounts thus computed, accom-
modations of either size could be obtained in most cities.

Hand tabulations were required because of the nature of the rent
and supporting data. Complete comparability of values was not
obtained in some cities, and in some there were relatively few quota-
tions for four and five rooms. Reported rents could not be edited for
reasonableness, nor could substitutions be made as with commodity
quatations. Hence, the simple arithmetic mean of reported rents was
not computed. Instead, an average of several quotations clustered
about the median (three, four, five, or six central values) was taken.

Table 54.—Differences Between Rents Reported by Recl Estate Agents and by Families,
4 or 5 Rooms and Bath, 59 e;fies, March 1935

Number of

Percent difference cities

1-10.¢

Tdentical of less than 1 percent difference
Real estato agent lower:
1-109____ __

Two sets of rent averages were finally available for each city:
those derived from family reports of current charges and estimates
from real estate agents as to representative rents for housing meeting
the specifications. The agreement of these two series was very close
considering the nature of the data (table 54); in 47 of the 53 cities
where comparisons were possible there was less than 21 percent differ-
ence, and in 31 cities the difference was less than 11 percent. All
discrepancies in reports from the two sources were examined for
explanations of observed nonagreement. Such causes appeared as
differences in types of building or neighborhood, the overweighting of
one sample with four rooms and the other with five in those cities where
rents varied with the number of rooms, and the inclusion of water in
one sample and not in the other in cities where this made a difference
in rents %

Several tests of the reasonableness of city rent averages were ap-
plied. Did they agree with the field supervisors’ descriptions in the

® The composition of this family requires three sleeping rooms, one of which
may be the living room in a four-room house or apartment. Two bedrooms will
be sufficient for many four-person families, and there is no resson to include an
additional room because of the composition of a theoretical family. On the other
hand, averaging rents for units of two sizes provides for the necessity of an extra

room under certain circumstances.
@ Rec pp. 103-106.
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neighborhood data? How did they check with the Real Property
Inventory,® information in the files of the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
and reports of rents made by other students, especially loesl authori-
ties? What proportion did rent take in computed total cost of living?
As a result of these comparisons reported rents were revised slightly
in a few cities, where they seemed to be unrepresentative, on the
basis of apparently better data.

In recognition of the fact that mathematically computed rent
averages might give a semblance of exactness not warranted by the
basic material, they were rounded off according to the following
schedule in ecomputing the outlay necessary for rent in each city:

1. If the modified median lay between $X.21 and $X.29 inclusive,
the rent used was $X.25.

2. If the modified median lay between $X.30 and $X.70 inclusive,
the rent used was $X.50.

3. If the modified median lay between $X.71 and $X.79 inclusive,
the rent used was $X.75.

4. If the modified median lay between $X.80 and $X plus $1.20
inclusive, the rent used was $X plus $1,

Another problem which arose in connection with the rent estimates
was what to do about the water rate. Customs with reference to pay-
ing for water used by the tenant varied among the separate cities and
among landlords in the same city. For the purpose of intercity com-
parisons it was necessary that all rents cover the cost of water.
Decision as to whether or not the water rate should be added to re-
ported rents rested on the prevailing custom in each city. Usually
two-thirds of the reports either way determined the procedure used.
In a few cities where the custom was not clearly defined, decision was
made on the basis of other pertinent considerations. In general, 1t
may be said that in most cities there is a tendency for owners of low
rent dwellings to supply their tenants with water, and that where
strictly working class housing was priced water did not constitute a
separate charge. Rents for these houses often were less than for
houses in the same cities where the water rate was paid by the tenant.
1f typical working class housing was not up to the standard specified
for this investigation and city average rents were computed from
charges for better accommodations, tenants usually paid for water
separately and its cost was added to estimated rents. The minimum
annual cost of water reported by the local water company always was

4 United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of Foreign and Domestie
Commerce, Real Property Inventory, 1934. There are separate reports for 64
cities, 22 of which were included in the present investigation,

3% Teble 17 shows thet rents were lower in cities where water was a separate
charge than where it was supplied by the landlord, and vice versa. The inclusion
or exclusion of the water charge was of little, if any, importance in accounting for
these differences.
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used. Identical quantities were not allowed for the minimum in the
separate cities, but most families interviewed seemed to find that the
minimum allowance was sufficient.

The plan to ecompute emergency level rents from quotations for
dwelling units meeting all the requirements for maintenance level
housing except private indoor bath proved impracticable, because in
most cities houses which had a private indoor toilet also had a private
indoor tub or shower; where there was no bath the toilet frequently
was shared or outdeors, or the building was in poor condition snd
was eliminated on one or more of those counts, Where satisfactory
acconmodations with private indoor toilet only could be obtained,
their rents averaged ahout 75 percent of the amounts required to
obtain maintenance level housing. This ratic was used, therefore, in
computing emergency level rents in all cities. The resulting figure
was then rounded off as described, and the cost of water was added
where water was a separate charge. Rounding off 75 percent of the
modified median of maintenance level rent and adding the cost of
water resulted in ratios between emergency and maintenance level
rents in the separate cities which were not always exactly 75 percent,
though deviations from this average were not large.

The type of dwelling to be obtained for the estimated emergency
level rent cannot be specified as was maintenance level housing, but
accommodations were available in every city for the rent given,
which might be occupied at least temporarily without serious hazard.

Fuel

In a country where the area is as vast as the United States, with
its widely varied climate and wealth of natural resources, the demand
for artificial heat and the means available for supplying it form an
intricate pattern. Even at one specified level of living, requirements
differ in different places.* Anthracite eonsumption, in general, is
confined to New England and the Middle Atlantic States. Bitu-
minous coal is more commonly used for room warming throughout the
country than any other fuel, and wood is burned in the milder climates.
Gas or oil is the popular domestic heating fuel among families of small
means in some cities; wood or oil occasionally is used for cooking and
water heating; gas often is consumed for these purposes the year
around instead of only during the summer months.

3 [n Dallas, El Paso, and Winston-Salem a necessary sewer charge paid by all
tenants was also added to house rents and water rates.

¥ There are differences in the natural demand for many commodities based on
termperature and other climatic influences, but the theory of substitution which
ig inherent in the methed of cost computation used in this study implies that for
the costs of living estimated by valuing a quantity budget, locally used goods and
services may be obtained. For fuel, however, average allowances of specified
goods or services often would be excessive in one loeality and inadequate in others.
In some places the items themselves could not be priced at all.
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Local fuel consumption depends partly on available supply, hence
on price, and partly on custom. A cost estimate which ignores these
considerations may be less representative than one in which they are
taken into account. On the other hand, estimates which require
getting quotations for a variety of fuels and for fuels to be used under
a diversity of circumstances, with a corresponding number of separate
quantity allowances, would add unnecessary detail to an already
complicated problem. A considerable amount of attention, however,
was devoted to working out differential allowances in the quantity
budgets for several kinds of fuel under a variety of climatic conditions.

The 59 cities in this study were classified in four different climate
groups on the basis of their average winter temperatures and the
number of months cold weather might be expected. Thirteen were
in the A" group, twenty-four were in the “B" group, thirteen were
in the ““C” group, and nine were in the “D" group. These groups
do not conform to the usual census classification by geographic divi-
sions but cut across them all (table 55). The cities in each climate
group were as follows:

Table 55.—59 Cities Classified by 9 Geographic Divisions and 4 Separate Climate
Groups

Number of cities in climate group
(leographic division

Total g wpg wer apyr
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“A" eities (winter long or cold, or long and cold): Binghamton, Buf-
falo, Butte, Cedar Rapids, Chicago, Detroit, Manchester, Milwaukee,
Minneapolis, Omaha, Portland (Maine), Rochester, and Sioux Falls.

“B' cities (average): Baltimore, Boston, Bridgeport, Cincinnati,
Clarksburg, Cleveland, Columbus, Denver, Fall River, Indianapolis,
Kansas City (Mo.}), Louisville, Newark, New York, Peoria, Phila-
delphia, Pittsburgh, Providence, 5t. Louis, Salt Lake City, Scranton,
Spokane, Washington, and Wichita.

“O'" cities (winter short or mild, or short and mild): Albuguerque,
Atlanta, Birmingham, El Paso, Knoxville, Little Rock, Memphis,
Norfolk, Oklahoma City, Portland (Oreg.}, Richmond, Seattle, and
Winston-Salem.

“IP’ eities (winter very short or very mild, or very short and very
mild): Columbia, Dallas, Houston, Jacksonville, Los Angeles, Mobile,
New Orleans, San Francisco, and Tucseon.
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The quantities of anthracite, bituminous coal, or wood required
each winter for room warming, cooking, and water heating were
determined for each climate group. Gas was included for cooking and
water heating during the months when fuel for room warming is not
required, and quantity allowances for these in each climate group were
established (table 56). The same quantity of a given kind of fuel
was allowed in each city in each climate group.®® Though local taste

Table 56.—Fuel Allowances in 4 Separate Climate Groups!

Climate group
Fuel allowsnece
“A!! IIB!! | |lcl! ‘lDDD

Number of months coal or wood ia provided for room warming,

ecoking, and waterhesting . _ . ___ . ....._. 7 7 5 3
Number of months gas is provided for ¢ooking and water heating. 5 5 7 g
Helative quantity allowance ofcoal or wood ! ____________._.. 115. 4 100.0 B1. 5 26. ¢
Relative quantity allowanceefgas _________.___ .. _._._____.. 100.0 100.0 140.0 180. ¢

t This eomparison is based en meintenance budget allowances. Emergency budget allowances show
practically identical ratios. Only bituminous coal is used in all sections of the country; throngh establishing
anthracite and wood requirements equivalent to those for bituminous coal, comparable allowancss for the
former were evolved.
may prefer gas or oil for room warming, coal or wood was always
priced, and no substitution was made for gas as summer fuel. Costs
computed from prices of fuel not in general use among families of small
means undoubtedly cover the outlays necessary for the locally popular
fuels, inasmuch as the substitutes had become popular because of
their lower costs.

Coal or Wood

Annual quantity allowances of winter fuel in the budgets are
shown in terms of tons of coal or cords of wood. Ton or cord lots
could be priced everywhere, but quotations for smaller units were not
obtained in some cities or were obtained for quantities not convertible
into the budget units.3® Costs were computed, therefore, from prices
for tons and cords, delivered at the curb, no matter how purchases
actually were made.

Whether anthracite, bituminous coal, or wood was used to compute
winter fuel costs in a given city depended on local consumption.®

3 Quantity allowances of wood are included in the budgets only for cities with
a mild winter climate, but one average climate city in the present investigation
was located in a lumber region where wood was the usual fuel, and quantity allow-
ances for this city were estimated.

#® Smaller quantities were bought at a time in a few localities where little
fuel is required, or where storage space is limited, as in city apartments, Prices
uaually varied with the size of the purchase unit: the smaller the unit, the higher
the price.

¥ Coke, a coal derivative, was used in one city. Both ton-lot prices of coal
and cord-lot prices of wood were not always obtained in cities where coal and
wood are consumed. The fuel used in cost calculations was the one for which
quotations were svailable,
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Where anthracite was priced, quotations for the chestnut size were
generally obtained, but for bituminous coal or wood, the sample con-
sisted of whatever families reported they were burning in their stoves.
Heating equivalents cannot be measured exactly, and a better fuel
probably was obtained in some places than in others.

Two sources of information supplied coal and wood prices: reports
of what families paid and dealer quotations. The same schedule was
used for both. Questions asked were; price during heating season
preceding March 1935, and price of lot last purchesed (sold). Reports
from families were more uniform and complete than were dealers’
quotations; fuel cost estimates were made from these family reports.

Prices were collected on the housing schedule®® They were tabu-
lated, and averages for each city were computed as were rents: namely,
modified medians were calculated from hand tabulations. Clity
average prices in the heating season preceding March 1935 *° as thus
computed were combined with the appropriate annusl quantity
allowances for the particular climate group in which the city was
classed.

Guas

Gas for cooking and water heating may be natural, manufactured,
or a ixture of the two. The calorific value of natural gas averages
nearly twice as great as that of manufactured gas, and that of mixed
gas approaches one or the other. Eighty percent more manufactured
gas than natural gas is provided per month in the quantity budget
for a four-person family at the maintenance level, and the allowance
of mixed gas is either 1,800 cubic feet or 1,000 cubic feet per month,
depending on whether its B. T. U. content most nearly approaches
that of manufactured or natural gas.*® These ratios are not abso-
lutely applicable to all cities, inasmuch as B. T. U. content is not
uniform for the kind of gas specified, but they are sufficiently exaet
for the purpose in hand.

Gas rates for domestic cooking and water heating were obtained
from the local utility companies as of March 15, 1935, and that appli-
cable in each city to the monthly allowance in the quantity budgets was

3 Fuel prices were collected on the housing schedule rather than on a regular
commodity schedule, and reports were secured frorg individual families in order
that something regarding consumption habits might be learned.

¥ The date to which this study of the costs of living relates is mid-March 1935.
Collection of prices required a period of several months, and the last city was not
completed until mid-July. The period thus covered for last sales aometimes
included that of lowest fuel prices. It seemed more reasonable, therefore, io
combine the price of fuel during the preceding heating season with March prices
of other commodities and services than the price of fuel last purchased, which
may have reflected a seasonal drop. The same practice was used with reference
to certain seasonal articles of clothing.

0 Hee footnote 13, p. 50, for definition of B, T. U.
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used in computing costs. Minimum bills, block rates, and prompt
payment discounts were taken into account. Cost per month was
multiplied by the number of months’ consumption allowed in the quan-
tity budgets to determine the annual cost of gas,

To the annual cost of the maintenance budget allowance of coal or
wood and gas, $5 was added in each city to provide for kindling,
matches, and fuel accessories; * to the annual cost of the emergency
budget, 75 cents was added in the “A’ and “B" cities, and $3 in the
“C and “D" cities.*

Iee

The quantity budgets provide for ice consumption during the
same months as gas for cooking and water heating: namely, those in
which fuel for room warming is not required. This classification
resulted in a grouping of 37 cities where ice was allowed for & period of
5 months; 13, where it was allowed for 7 months; and 9, whereit was
allowed for 9 months.® The quantity per week was the same in each
group under all circumstances. Thus, multiplying the number of
pounds required per week by the number of weeks ice was to be used
gave necessary annual consumption in pounds. Needless to say,
this is an arbitrary method of computing the annual quantity allow-
ance of ice, but for the most part it provides a reasonable basis for
calculating annual cost. The distribution of consumption throughout
the year may differ, however, from that on which annual costs are
computed.

Ice is purchased in units varying from 10 pounds to 100 pounds
and is either called for or delivered. There may be a difference in the
price per 100 pounds on the basis of either of these criterta. The unit
priced for this study was 25 pounds delivered.* Data relating to the
sale of ice and its price were obtained on the housing schedule. Asin
the case of rents and fuel costs, facts obtained from families appeared
to be more consistent and complete than did quotations obtained from
dealers. The modifted median of prices reported by families who

it Though coal and wood are used fewer months in the “C” and “D* ¢ities than
in the “A” and “B” cities, the same amount is included in all for kindling, matches,
and fuel accessories to compensate for the fact that, where gas is used for cooking
7 or 9 months a ycar, a gas range is likely to be used instead of the gas plate and
portable oven included in the quantity budgets, which are satisfactory for 5
months’ supplementary use. The cost of the surplus allowance for fuel takes the
place of gas stove replacement eost.

“ See footnote 41 above. The excessive allowance for fuel in the “C’" and “D"
cities will pay for the depreciation on & gas range, which is not inctuded in the
quantity budget.

* Bee p. 107 for list of cities in each elimate group.

# If ice i called for its price may be lower than if it is delivered. Purchase of
ice tickets or coupon beoks may reduce the cost somewhat. Such prices were not
used in computing average cost, nor were deferred payment prices used.
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purchased ice in 25-pound lots delivered, therefore, was taken in each
city as the average price of ice,

Electricity

Electricity rates for residential service in effect March 15, 1935, in
each city were obtained from the public utility companies. The
main problem connected with computing electricity costs, therefore,
was how to disentangle from the mass of elements frequently entering
into the statement of monthly bills those applicable to the four-person
family whose costs of living are measured here. As pointed out in
the preliminary report on domestic rate schedules by the Federal
Power Commission, “S8o many and such varied factors enter into the
determination of electric rate structures that it is difficult to state them
accurately and comprehensively even for a single community.”
Many of the rate forms ‘“‘are beyond the grasp of the average layman,
and pot a few [are] difficult for even an experienced rate specialist to
interpret. 4

In both maintenance and emergency budgets a house of four rooms,
hall, and bath is assumed. Fifty-watt lamps are allowed for six
outlets. An iron and, in the maintenance budget, a small radio are
provided for. The total quantity of energy allowed per month for
this service is 23 K. W. H. in the maintenance budget and 17 K. W. I{.
in the emergency budget.* Demand, minimum, and other fixed
charges were considered in computing monthly costs. If there was a
prompt payment discount it was deducted, and all other modifications
were considered in order to ascertain the net monthly bill. This
amount was multiplied by 12 to obtain the average annual cost of
energy. An addition of $1.25 was made to the maintenance budget
cost in all cities to cover replacement of lamps and other electrical
aceessories, and $1.05 was added to the emergeney budget cost for the
same purpose,

Household Supplies

Eleven commodities comprise the Lousehold supplies budget, as
follows: kitchen soap, laundry soap, soap powder, soap flakes, starch,
bluing, ammonia, scouring powder, lye, insect powder, and toilet
paper. The first five of these items were separately priced in each

& Federal Power Commission, Electric Rate Survey, Preliminary Report, Do-
mestic and Residential Rates in Effect January 1, 1935, Cilies of 50,000 Poepulation
and Over, Rate Series No. 1, p. 8.

4 Jbid., p. 14.

4 Hours of daylight vary with the seasons and with latitude of the separate
cities; operaticn of a daylight saving program also reduces somewhat the necessary
demand for artificial light. Differentizl allowances based on these considerations
seemed unnecessary in view of the relatively small part of the total cost of living
required for electricity, in comparison with the elaboration of calculation which
would be required by their use.
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city (table 57),® but the last six were assigned an identical value in
all cities, based on quotations in the chain limited price variety stores
combined with their respective quantity allowances. This amount,
exclusive of sales tax where levied, was $5.70 per year for a four-
person manual worker’s family at the maintenance level of living.
Specifications for the five commodities priced separately in each
city were fairly general, requiring primarily that weight or size of
package and brand should be noted, except that kitchen soap was
described as ‘‘white, hard milled, no caustic properties nor special
cleansing agent, medium size.”” Multiple units as well as single units
were priced where the former method of sale was common. Quota-
tlons were obtained, as for other commodities, from stores at which
industrial, service, and other manual workers of small means trade.*®

Toble 57.—Number of Commodities Priced and Used in Computing Costs of Household
Supplies, Furniture, Furnishings, and Household Equipment, 59 Cities, March 1935

Number of commodities

Schedule
Priced Used
B 7 L 71 1 54
Furniture and floor eovering .. ... . 17 17
Household equipment and clectrical appliances. . _______________________________. a3 122
Cleaning supplies and sundries. . ____ ... 12 L§
Yard goods and textile furnishings. . ... 9 9

15 of these were household supplies; the remainder, furniture, [urnishings, and bousehold equipment,
Prices of cleaning supplies and sundries tot used in cotnputing the costs of household supplies and furniture,
furnishings, and household equipment were toilet soap &ersonal care) and kerosene {not listed in the quan-
tity budgets). ‘The other 4 are included in the list of commodities for which an identical amount was
allowed in sil cities.

# The 11 items of honsehold equipment priced but nat used in computing the costs of lurniturs, furnishings,
and hougehold equipment for the 4-£erson manual worker's family were commodities required for familiss
of different size or required under different conditions, as, for exaruple, where kerosene is used for fuel and/or
light instead of cozl or wood, gas, and electricity. Some of these prices can be used in studies to discover cost
ditlerentials based on size of family; others, to compute cost relatives based on local consumption habits,

All accepted quotations were reduced to a rate-per-pound basis.
The arithmetic mean of these was taken as the city average for each
commodity in each city, and these averages were combined with their
appropriate quantity allowances in the maintenance budget. The
resulting annual cost of the five commodities separately priced was
added to the assigned value of nonpriced essentials to obtain the total
outlay locally necessary for household supplies. An emergency budget
for household supplies was not constructed, but its cost was assumed
to be 90 percent of the cost of the maintenance budget.

Furniture, Fumishings, and Household Equipment

Prices of furniture, furnishings, and household equipment were
collected on four schedules (table 57). Specifications described the

# Cleaning powder, toilet paper, bluing, lye, and kerosene were also priced, but
quotations were not used in cost calculations, because identical values for the firat
four items are given in the quantity budgets, and kerosene is not ineluded therein.
Toilet soap (personal care) and broom (household equipment) prices were also
collected on the same schedule.

® See pp. 95-97.



TECHNIQUES AND PROCEDURES » 113

material, construction, and size of “‘inexpensive quality’ merchandise,
Stores were selected for sampling, merchandise was priced, and quo-
tations were edited for reasonableness, according to the procedure
used for other commodities.®® In addition to the 49 commodities
separately priced in each city, the furniture, furnishings, and house-
hold equipment budgets for a 4-person manual worker’s family list
over 100 items for which a total of $37.25 was allowed as initial cost
in all cities at the maintenance level on the basis of quotations obtained
in chain limited price variety stores.

The arithmetic mean of all accepted quotationa for each commodity
in each city was taken by machine and combined with its designated
initial allowance as listed in the quantity budgets. The total of these
costs, together with the identical amount allowed in all cities, consti-
tuted the outlay required to purchase a complete stock of household
goods. Annual replacement cost at the maintenance level was com-
puted as 10 percent of initial cost; emergency level cost was calculated
a8 6 percent of initial outlay.

Refuse Disposal

The costs of refuse disposal in the separate cities for the most part
were calculated from reports by the local health officers or officials in
some other departments responsible for this service, Minimum
requirements were priced except in a few places where annual costs
were based on specified schedules from which the allowances for a
four-person manual worker’s family were computed. Where monthly
or weekly charges were given, annual cost was caleulated from budget
needs.’ The cost of refuse disposal was the same at the maintenance
and emergency levels of living.

Unspecified Essentigls

The dollars and cents allowed in all cities for unspecified essentials
of household operation (table 58) provide for such commeodities as

Table 58.—ldentical Annual Allowonces! for Unspecified Household Essentials:
ommodities ond Services Not Seporately Priced, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family,
59 Cities, March 1935

Annual allowance 1

Ttem
Muintenance | Emergency
lavel level
Total....______.... S U 8305 $2.75
Commodities__. - 115 114
Barviees. ... __........_.... N L0 1. 68

t Bales tax to he added where Jevied (appendix tables 15 and 16).

% See pp. 95-97.
¢ The number of montha” use of coal or wood, with complementary require-
ments for disposal of garbage.
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writing materials, twine, glue, tacks, and similar odds and ends of
minor importance and small cost; also such services as postage and
telephone calls. No itemization of this allowance is necessary, but
its desirability is obvious.

Medical Care

The annual cost of medical care was computed from prices of a
small sample of the great variety of goods and services needed for
this purpose. The quantity of each item allowed per year was ad-
justed to represent average minimum requirements per 1,000 persons.
This method of cost calculation was used because only by observing
the need for care among a large number of persons of different sex
and all ages over a period of years could an estimate of requirements
be hazarded. From cost per 1,000 persons the outlay necessary per
year for the 4-person family of this study was computed, without
reference to the particular needs of the sex and age of its component.
members.

Six sets of items listed in the medical care budget were priced
(table 59). Quotations for services and for eyeglasses and frames
were collected on one schedule and those for drug store commodities
on gnother. Specifications varied in degree of exactness with the
kind of items priced.

Table 59.—-Number of Commodities and Services Priced and Used in Computing Costs
of Medical Care, 59 Cities, March 1935

Number of commaodities
Schedule and services

Priced F Uszed
LY 29 bl
Medical care______ 14 13
Physician..... 6 L6
Dentist____ .. _. 3 3
Hospital ______ 2 1
Nurse . _. . ... ........ I 1 1
Eveplasses and frame . __.___ 2 2
Drugs, toiletrics, and drug store sundries 15 17

Isldllggi}il;}(t‘s l”\](‘nrkefl;l;(;ttll}n which Iater was assigoed to optometrists on the basis of data seeured in the field,
? Though priced on the medical care service schedule, the cost of eyeglasses and [frame was apalyzed
with the cost of commodities prieed in drug stores.
7 of the 8 druy store commodities net used were not included in the quantity budgets; toothpaste was
assigoed an identical amwount in all ¢ities in the personal care budget.

Physicians’ and dentists’ charges were obtained from general
practitioners and represent the usual fee asked from patients of small
means. Services include physicians’ office visits, day house calls,
obstetrical care, appendectomies, and tonsillectomies; and dentists’
filling, cleaning, and extracting teeth. The schedule called for eye
refractions by physicians, specified as “simple examination for the
fitting of cyeglasses.” When performed by a member of the medical
profession this serviee is usually in the field of a specialist whose fee

exceeds that of general practitioners. Families of small means
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customarily have their eyes refracted by optometrists, and in many
cities in this study only optometrists’ charges were recorded. It
seemed best, therefore, to use optometrists’ fees for calculating costs
in all cities. In those in which optometrists' fees were not obtained,
$2 was uniformly allowed, as this seemed to be about the average or
usual charge for eye refractions.

The hospital services priced were beds in the cheapest pay wards
per day, ineluding meals, general medical, surgical, and nursing care,
and clinic visits. Clinic visits were dropped from the quantity budgets
because this service is not always available, and its cost was not used
in computing the cost of medical care.

The fee for nursing care was supposed to be the usual charge per
visit by instructive visiting or other public Lealth nurses., Private
duty nursing was outside the scope of thisstudy. Not all cities have a
public health nursing service, however, and other provision for esti-
mating the necessary cost of nursing care for a manual worker’s
family was necessary in some places. Information obtained from
the National Organization for Public Health Nursing indicates that
costs pervisit for usual services in 34 of the 59 cities studied ** ranged
from a minimum of 57 cents to a maximum of $1.23 in 1935; the mean
cost was 93 cents and the median, 91 cents. It appeared, therefore,
that if $1 per visit were allowed as the fee for nursing care in cities
where no amount was reported for this service, a representative
figure would be provided. This would cover the outlay necessary for
& public health nurse or would supply other kinds of nursing care in
cities where such services are not organized.®

Quotations were to be obtained for inexpensive types of eyeglasses
and frames, without additional specification except that toric lenses
were not to be priced. One simple prescription, one antiseptic, two
laxatives, aspirin, a cough syrup, and a cold ointment were used as
the drug store sample. U. 8. P. standard, size of container, or other
recognized specification deseribed the merchandise culled for. Prices
of these drug store commodities were obtained in chain, cut-rate, and
neighborkood stores, according to the procedure already described for
other commedities,™ and city averages are representative of customary
local charges.

Fees for physicians’, dentists’, optometrists’, and hospital services
were hand tabulated, and the modified median was calculated.
In cities where services of a fairly homogeneous group of practitioners
were priced, the average fee often was the usual charge; in cities
where offices in both residential and downtown buildings were visited,

82 No privately supported public health nureing service exists in 8 of the 59 cities
studied, and no information regarding cost per visit wae available in 17 of them.

# In the cities without a public health nursing service no study was made to
ascertain what kind of care was avaiable. M See pp. 95-97.
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a combinstion of the two sets of data sometimes produced an unusual
figure, but one representative of & complete cross section of the cost
of medical services locally available. The average price of eyeglasses
and frames in each city was calculated by the same method as that
used for medical services, since quotations were obtained on the
same schedule and were subject to the same limitations. For the
drug store commodities, machine calculated arithmetic means were
the city average prices.

Charges for individual items in the medical care budget were com-
bined with their annual quantity allowaneces per 1,000 persons to obtain
the annual cost of a balanced list, and all intercity differences were
computed from these figures. The amount a 4-person family would
have to set aside each year as the cost of the maintenance medical
care budget was four cne-thousandths of the local cost per 1,000
persons, The allowance for medical care in the emergency budget
is 90 percent of the cost of the maintenance budget and this amount

was included in each city.
Transportation

The basic allowance of car or bus fare * in the quantity budgets for
a 4-person manual worker’s family provides a deily round trip to work
for the man and to high school for the 13-year-old boy, plus an amount
for other necessary activities equal to one-half the total of these two
costs at the maintenance level, and to one-quarter, at the emergency
level. A work year of 306 days and the number of school days as
reported in each city were assumed.

The need for transportation is not identical in all communities.
Layout of the city, location of residential aress with reference to
industrial plants, schools, shopping and recreation centers, and the
like, as well as transportation facilities available are responsible for
customary use at any level of living, Attempts to get local estimates
of patronage of public transportation systems by industrinl, service,
and other manual workers of small means in the cities studied were
not successful, and more arbitrary means of measuring intercity
differentials were necessary.

Two sets of data bearing on the need for transportation—population
and land area-~are available for all cities. One without the other is
significant but not conclusive, and in combination they suggest a
basis for local transportation differentials. This combination was
made by multiplying 1930 population by land ares in square miles
and reducing the results to such an index as would group the 59 cities
in epproximately equal numbers. It is to be presumed that even in
the largest cities, with the most extensive land area, some men will
walk to work and some children will walk to high school, but, it also is

% The quantity budgets do not include an automobile,
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probable that the larger the population and land area the larger will be
the proportion who will need an allowance for transportation.

The percentage modifiers of the basic budget allowance of trans-
portation in the separate cities were as follows.

96 percent: Baltimore, Chicago, Cleveland, Detroit, Los Angeles,
New Orleans, New York, Philadelphia, and St. Louis.

84 percent: Boston, Cincinnati, Minneapolis, Pittsburgh, San
Francisco, Seattle, and Washington,

72 percent: Buffalo, Denver, Houston, Indianapolis, Kansas City
{Mo.), Milwaukee, and Portland (Oreg.).

60 perceni: Birmingham, Columbus, Dallas, Louisville, Memphis,
Newarlk, and Rochester.

48 percent: Atlanta, Oklahoma City, Omsaha, Providence, Rich-
mond, Salt Lake City, and Spokane.

36 percent: Bridgeport, Fall River, Jacksonville, Knoxville, Norfolk,
Seranton, Wichita, and Manchester.

24 percent: Cedar Rapids, El Paso, Little Rock, Mobile, Peoris,
Portland (Maine), and Winston-Salem.

12 percent: Albuquerque, Binghamton, Butte, Clarksburg, Colum-
bia, Sioux Falls, and Tucson.

Several public transportation systems sometimes are found in a
given c¢ity, and they may charge different fares. The same system
may operate on a zone basis; may issue tickets or tokens, or passes for
adults or children, or both at a discount from the single cash fare;
or may issue transfers free or with s charge, or may issue none at all.
Thus, calculating comparable transportation costs in the separate
cities becomes further complicated by the necessity for specifying a
reascnable basic fave.

Were relative prices the principal consideration in this analysis,
they would be computed from adult cash fares. Inasmuch as its pur-
pose is to represent transportation requirements in the total cost of
living, the appropriate charge is the lowest fare payable in each city.
This appears to be the ticket or token rate, but nothing necessitating
more than $1 outlay at one time was used in the calculations.® Where
more than one transportation company operates in a city, the charge
on that system which appeared to carry the greatest number of pas-
sengers was used ; the existence of zones and transfers was disregarded. ¥

The fare in each city for each purpose specified was combined with
its budget allowance for transportation to work, to school, and for
other purposes, and the total cast of transportation was ealculated.
This amount then was modified by the percentage differential assigned

8 Except that in Mobile a hook of 30 tickets sold to school children for $1.05
was allowed,

5 Except that in Los Angeles, with three street railway and bus systems operat-

ing in zones with a variety of fares, the rates used were designed to secure a
representative cost picture.
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to each city, as described above, to obtain the annual cost of
transportation.
School Attendance

An attempt was made to ascertain average requirements and costs
of public school attendance for a boy age 13 in the 9th grade and for a
girl age 8 in the 3d grade. School systems are not operated on an
identical plan in all cities and the 9th grade was found in both junior
and senior high schools. Cost calculations for each city were made on
the basis of the local plan. Technical, commerecial, and other special
schools were not included. TItems checked were books, stationery,
other supplies, and gymnasium equipment. It was assumed that lab-
oratory and other special {ees would not be required, that the cost of
school lunches was taken care of in the food budget, and that social
expenses Imust come out of the recreation allowance. Necessary car
or bus fares were provided for in the cost of transportation. The
same school attendance budget and prices were used for both the
maintenance and the emergency levels of living; hence, costs were
identical.

Information regarding school costs was collected from the hoards
or departments of education in the separate cities, as well as from
schools in the neighborhoods where other cost data were obtained.
As far as possible, initial cost of equipment which might be used
longer than 1 year was prorated to measure annual cost.® Final
figures for the most part were calculated as the modified median of
separate reports, but in some cities data supplied by a central authority
were accepted as representative.

Recreation

The cost of recreation was computed from costs of the quantity
budgets for newspapers and motion picture theater admissions, plus
identical amounts allowed in all cities for certain miscellaneous needs.

Newspapers

In the maintenance budget a newspaper is allowed every day; in
the emergency budget there is no newspaper. Street sale is usual,
but in some places papers are delivered to the purchaser by carrier at
a weekly or monthly cost considerably below the street sale rate.® In
many cities there is more than one newspaper. The price used in
computing annual cost was the lowest at which the paper baving the
largest reported local circulation could be obtained each day. This

i Instructions for use of the schedule called for net annual cost; i. e., “obtained
by deducting any refund from fees at the end of the year, sale of books, gym-
nasium suit, ete. If the latter is worn 4 years, only 1 year’s cost should be
entered.”

® This system of carrier delivery is not to be eonfused with delivery by a news-

dealer; in the latter case the customer pays a premium for the service instead of
getting a discount from the street sale price.
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was the carrier delivery charge in some places; in others, it was the
street sale price; and in still a third group of cities, it was the carrier
delivery charge daily and street or newsstand sale price on Sunday.
In three cities where no paper was printed on Sunday, prices of Sunday
editions of papers published in nearby cities were included.

Motion Picture Theater Admissions

One motion picture theater admission per week is allowed for each
mermber of the family in the maintenance budget; in the emergency
budget attendance once & month is allowed. Three different admis-
sion charges for attendance on Saturday are ealled for: night prices
for two adults, adults’ afternoon prices for the boy age 13, and chil-
dren’s afternoon prices for the girl age 8. Lowest prices for the per-
formances named were used in the cost calculations, unless these rates
were for special groups, such as Negroes or Mexicans, in theaters where
the different races were segregated.

Admission charges were obtained from downtown and neighbor-
hood theaters patronized by industrial, service, and other manual
workers of small means. Some showed first run features; others
showed pictures of later release. Some offered stage shows, others
did not. Cost calculations were made from charges at neighborhood
theaters and at those downtown theaters whose price scales were in
line with the neighborhood theater prices. Where all theaters were
centrally located, an effort was made to differentiate between them
on the basis of entertainment offered, but in the smaller cities, for
the most part, all necessarily were included.

The arithmetic mean of accepted quotations was computed for each
admission specified above. These averages were totaled and multi-
plied by the number of admissions allowed per vear in the budgets
for the two levels of living.

Organizations, Tobacco, and Toys

To the cutlay necessary in each city for newspapers and motion
picture theater admissions were added the amounts specified in the
budgets for a four-person family to cover organization memberships
Toble 60.—Identical Annual Allowances! for Organizations, Tobacco, and Tors:

Commodities and Services Not Separately Priced, 4-Person Manuol Wori<er's Famil
59 Cities, March 1935

Annual allowance ?

Itewn SN
Maintensnce | Emergency
level evel
. $30. 40 $4.80
Organizaticns 9.680 0]
Tobaceo and foys? . .. e FEEPOEN 2080 1. 60

1 Bales tax to he added where levied (appendix tables 15 and 18,
1 Not included in the emergency budget.

32592°—J8——10
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and similar activities, tobacco, toys, and other leisure-time acces-
sories {table 60),

Life Insurance, Church Contributions, and Other Contributions

Table 61 gives the budget allowances for life insurance, church
contributions, and other contributions. Except for insurance on the
life of the man at the maintenance level, which at death would leave
a small surplus over funeral expenses, the provision for insurance
covers the outlay necessary for burial, prorated to an annual basis.

Toble &61.—ldenticcl Annual Allowances for Life Insurance, Church Contributions, and
Other Contributions, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

Annual allowauce
Item

Maintenance | Emergency

level leve)
B $61. 80 $31. 20
Lifeinsurance .. __ . _________ i, R, 48. 40 20, B0
an. .. .. 3 00 7.80
Womsan___ 13. 00 7.8G
Boy age 13. 6. 20 2.60
Girlage 8. _.________ 5. 20 2.60
Church contributions_ __ ... .. ... _.._.._.... 10, 40 10. 40

Other contributions._ ... e e e . 5.00 U}

t Not included in the emergency budget.

Life insurance premiums depend on the character and amount of
benefits, age at which the policy is taken out, sex of the insured, and
frequency of premium payment. Though industrial, service, and
other manual workers of small means usually buy their insurance on a
weekly basis, with relatively small benefits for the premiums paid,
the maintenance budget calls for an ordinary life policy on the whole
life plan, with benefits of considerably greater value for the man of
the family; the wife and children, however, are allowed industrial
policies.

There is little difference in premiums among the recognized com-
panies for eny specified type of policy, and the $23 per vear included
for the man’s insurance should pay for a $1,000 ordinary life policy
on the whole life plan, taken out at age 35. An allowance of 25 cents
per week for the woman in the family and 10 cents for each child will
supply death benefits aggregating approximately $900 if the policies
are taken out at their present attained ages.

In the emergency budget, both the man and the woman have
industrial policies calling for payment of 15 cents per week; each
child has a 5 cents per week policy. Benefits payable for these
premiums average about $700 for the family.

Chureh contributions are included in all budgets at the rate of &
cents per person per week regardless of sex or age; $5 per year is added
in the maintenance budget for other contributions of various kinds.
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Taxes

Details of tax procedure as of March 15, 1935, were obtained from
local assessors and others charged with tax collection; taxes sup-
posedly were payable in 1935. Xvery effort was made to get reliable
reports, but there were conflicts in the data obtained from different
sources in the same community, and recourse to statutes and manuals
did not always clear matters completely. Data which appeared most
nearly accurate as far as they could be cheeked were used in cost
computations.

For the present study the value of taxable personal property em-
bodied in furniture, furnishings, household equipment, and clothing
was assumed to be $100 in all cities, Rates, percentages, and exemp-
tions were applied with reference to that amount in computing per-
sonal property taxes. Capitation taxes were allowed in full for those
members of the four-person manual worker’s family to whom they
applied.

In computing the amount of sales tax to be added to the costs of the
goods and services included in the quantity budgets, it was necessary
to ascertain which items were subject to tax in each city, and to apply
the proper rate to their costs. No two States included or exempted
the same items, and in some instances the laws were none too specific
regarding their exact application. Without going into an exhaustive
study, which was not warranted by the present purpose, the exact
scope of some of the laws, in all details, could not be determined.

No attempt was made in this study to use the bracket system for
the purpase of adding the sales tax to each desler's price,” because
price comparisons between cities without the tax seemed the best
procedure, or at least segregation of the tax permitted an analysis
which considered it as a possible causal factor in intercity cost differ-
entials. Moreover, in the absence of universally applicable brackets
in certain cities, no general rule could be applied on a bracket basis.
Instead, the amount of the sales tax in each eity was computed by
applying the rate percent to the total cost of those groups of goods
and services on which it was levied, on the assumption that if the
base were large enough, the necessary consumer outlay would be
accurately measured.

@ Sce p. 89 for description of the bracket system. The tax en motion picture
theater admissions was computed as levied, because all admissions are not taxed.
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CONCLUSIONS

THIS STUDY was designed to find out how much a 4-person industrial,
service, or other manual worker’s family would need for self-support
at 2 specified levels of living in each of 59 cities in the United States;
to ascertain how much costs differed among the cities; to compare
costs at a basic maintenance level with costs at one reduced at certain
points to meet the demands of emergency conditions; and to deter-
mine what circumstances were responsible for observed intercity cost
variations.

To answer these questions, new techniques were necessary. These
entailed establishing the contents of the levels of living priced; main-
taining their comparability under varied conditions of climate and
size of community; and insuring that all the large number of persons
necessarily employed in collecting prices had the same objectives in
view. From construction of the budgets to analysis of the data
problems were presented for the solution of which there were neither
precedents nor analogies. Experimenting and testing were necessary
at every stage as the work progressed. Like the results of meny other
investigations of social phenomena, the findings are indicative or
approximate rather than exact measurements. The quantity budgets
are generalized statements of average needs; judgments to some extent
necessarily entered into the specifications, and into the sampling and
pricing procedures used. On the other hand, the completeness of the
details insures a reliability to the conclusions which might not be
justified were the findings built up from a less exhaustive analysis.

How far these findings for two specified levels of living in certain
cities are representative of other levels of living in the same cities or of
the same levels of living in other cities cannot be stated. Though these
questions were outside the scope of the present study, the limits
within which ascertained costs fall and the factors which seem to
account for observed variations suggest that some of the conclusions

of this investigation are of wider application.
123
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The purpose of the present chapter is to summarize the prineipal
facts brought out in those which have preceded it, in order to work the
various threads into a consistent pattern and analyze any general
characteristics thus displayed. The validity of the findings is checked
by comparing them with the results of other studies ! and by comparing
the cost of the maintenance budget and its distribution with expendi-
tures by actual families of small means. Finally, certain conclusions
regarding methodology are presented for the benefit of those who are
interested in techniques or who may wish to make similar investiga-
tions in the future.

WHAT THE COSTS OF LIVING ARE AND HOW THEY VARY

The costs of support at a maintenance level of living for a 4-person
manual worker’s family in 59 cities at March 1935 prices averaged
$1,261 per year, and at the emergency level comparable costs averaged
$903. The average difference of 28 percent between the two did not
vary greatly among the separate cities, and for all practical purposes
this ratio may be considered representative. Annual costs of the two
budgets were most alike for those goods and services where smallest
economies are possible, and they were least similar where psychological
rather than physical needs are involved or where certain commodity
substitutions ean be made to achieve the same purposes,

Local differences in the costs of living were found to be relatively
small (appendix tables 2, 3, 8, and 9). The lowest cost of both the
maintenance and emergency budgets was about 10.5 percent less and
the highest was about 12 percent more than the average in the 59
cities combined. These differences amounted to $131 and $154,
respectively, at the maintenance level,? a total excess of highest over
lowest cost of 25 percent.> The variation between cities was $100 a
vear or less in more than half those studied. Nowhere did the maxi-
mum spread, $285, equal the difference between the costs of support
at the maintenance and emergency levels of living.

The tendency toward similarity in the costs of the same level of
living is further emphasized when the cities in the present investiga-
tion are classified by geographic division or by size (table 8). The
extremes geographically at the maintenance level were found in the
Middle Atlantic States, where the group average was 3 percent above

! No other study is exactly comparable with this in all respects, but certain
comparisons can be made.

* All comparisons in this chapter are made with maintenance budget costs.

* A measure of variation from the average which takes into aceount every
deviation plus or minus from the arithmetic mean is obtained by squaring these
deviations, totaling the results, obtaining the mean of the squared totals, and
extracting ite square root. This so-called “standard deviation’ is expressed as &
percentage of the arithmetic mean to obtain the “coefficient of variation.” Table
62, p. 128, shows coefficients of variation in the costs of living at the maintenance

level by major budget groups and principal subgroups in the 59 cities, in
geographic divisions, and in size of city classifications.
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the average in the 59 cities combined, and in the 2 South Central
Areas, where the averages were 6 percent below. Within the groups the
costa of living for the most, part were much alike, though they seemed
to be more nearly uniform in certain sections than in others. For
example, the spread from lowest to highest cost among the Mountain
cities was less than 5 percent; in the two South Central Areas and
New England it was less than 10 percent; and in the Middle Atlantic
Division the range between the extreme cities did not greatly exceed
10 percent. Wider cost variations wera found in the two North
Central Divisions, especially among the West North Central cities,
and in the South Atlantic Area. Minneapolis, with its high rent
and fuel cost, ranking as the 3d most expensive city in the group of
59, is in the West North Central Division, however, and so is Wichita,
where the cost of living was next to the lowest among the 59 cities,
Abnormal housing conditions and bigh rent in Washington to a
considerable extent accounted for the wide spread between lowest
and highest living costs in the South Atlantic Area. The large outlays
necessary for practically all necessities in San Franeisco raised the
average cost in the Pacific Division above the level which perhaps is
more typical of that section of the country,

The average cost of living in the largest places exceeded that in the
59 cities by less than 6 percent, and in the smallest it was not 2.5
percent below the average in the 59 cities. By analyzing the size of
city classifications sepsrately, it appears that the narrowest cost
range was found among the largest cities, progressing toward greater
dispersion as size of city declined, except for the middle group. While
the average in the middle group as a whole fell just below the average
in the 59 cities combined, it was computed from extremes: Wash-
ington and Minneapolis at the top were the highest and 34 from the
highest, respectively, in the array of the 59 cities; Birmingham and
Columbus had lowest costs in their size of eity group and ranked 6th
and 7th from the lowest among the 59, These contrasts resulted in
the maximum spread, 21 percent, in the costs of living among cities
in any one population group. A more representative average would
be in line with the range shown {or the smaller cities.

The costs of all but a few essentizls were high in the New England,
Mountain, and Pacific cities (appendix table 5); but rents were below
the average in these areas. Most costs were low in the Southern
cities,! especially in those in the South Central States. In the Middle
Atlantic and North Central States, on the other hand, & combination
of low costs of some items and high costs of others served to establish
the level for cities in these areas as above the average in the 59 cities
combined. The most nolable characteristics of the cost arrays in the

* Washington, in the Scuth Atlantic Division, pushed the average for that
section above its apparently more representative figure.
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three last named geographic divisions were the relatively high rents
and the large outlays necessary for transportation. This pattern is
typical of the largess cities studied, and 13 of the 19 with a population
exceeding 375,000 are in the Middle Atlantic and North Central
States, It would be difficult to say, however, whether high land
values often associated with large cities or the necessity for housing
which is more substantial than the average accounted for above
average rents, Transportation costs were higher in the largest cities
because more transportation is needed.®

For no other budget group or subgroup except clothing upkeep
could cost tendencies be completely associated with size of city {ap-
pendix table 7). The outlays necessary for certain budget items,
notably food, coal or wood, household supplies, medical care, and
motion picture theater admissions, increased or decreased with size
of city through the three or even four largest city classifications and
were erratic in tendency as to the smallest places. Costs of the budget
as & whole declined with size of city, except that the averages in the
two largest city groups were practically identical, The inconclusive
relationship between size of ¢ity and costs of certain budget items may
have resulted from the choice of cities studied and may not be indica-
tive of general tendencies. In order to cover all sections of the coun-
try properly in an investigation confined to 59 cities, 1t was necessary
to represent some areas by small cities. These are important in their
own sections of the country, but may not be typical of their size
classification because most of the country’s cities with comparable
populations are in other areas.

All the values used in the comparisons just made include a sales
tax in the 18 cities where such a tax was in operation. The maximum
amount required for a sales tax was $25.20 in Louisville, or 2.1 percent,
of the total cost of the maintenance budget in that city.” The exist-
ence of a sales tax slightly increased the cost of living dispersion beyond
what 1t would have been had there been no tax}? and the ranks of
certain cities would be shifted up or down a few places in the scale
were the tax omitted. The average cost of living in the 18 cities
with a sales tax was $22.43 more than in the 41 cities without a tax,®

§ See pp. 116-117.

® Transportation cost makes up 21.4 percent of the average total cost of miscella-
necus family needs and serves to move the latter in its general direction. Personal
property and capitation taxesseemed to increase as size of city decreased, but group
relatives are inconclusive because only 36 of the 59 cities reported such taxes.

7 The rate was 3 percent but not every budget itern was taxed.

8 This does not show in 2 comparison of highest and lowest cost cities, because
neither of them had a sales tax.

¥ In New Orleans there was a tax amounting to $1.56 per year at the maintenance
level of living on motion picture theater admissions excecding 10 cents. This

was not g sales tax and, for comperative purposes, New Orleans is included among
the 41 cities having no sales tax.
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but the cost of living in the latter group would still have been $5.67
less than in the former had there been no tax.

The sales tax, however, for families of small means in certain cities
was equivalent to a large part of the amounts required for such little
luxuries as motion picture theater attendance, and it was more than
the cost of such necessities as clothing upkeep, gas, electricity, ice,
or household supplies. Sales taxes, morecover, are State-wide except
for the local excise in the city of New York and tend toward a certain
geographic popularity. Henece, they constitute an element to be
reckoned with as a cost of living factor in some places,

An influence toward greater cost similarity, on the other hand, lies
in the inclusion of $132.33 plus sales tax where levied '* in the mainte-
nance budget to provide for items whose costs ure known to be the same
throughout the country, such as life insurance premiums, postage, and
telephone calls; or whose costs are likely to be uniform because the com-
modities can be bought everywhere in chain limited price variety
stores; or whose costs cannot be measured in terms of quantity allow-
ances, such as church contributions, other contributions, and organ-
ization dues. These costs, which were carried as identical amounts
in all cities, averaged 10.5 percent of the total cost of living in the 59
cities combined, varying from 9.4 percent in Washington to 11.7
percent in Mobile. Without this identical allowance, the range in
the costs of living amoeng the separate cities from lowest to highest
averaged 28.5 percent, as contrasted with 25.2 percent when it was
included. The similarity of costs which this 10.5 percent of the total
is designed to measure is as real as the differences noted for items
which were separately priced. The necessity for including them in
the budget, in fact, does tend to hold the costs of living as a whole to
& narrower range than would be found were these items not essential.

COSTS OF MA JOR BUDGET GROUPS AND PRIMCIPAL SUBGROUPS

The relative similarity of total living costs in so many cities when
these costs are measured by pricing one quantity budget everywhere
did not appear for its constituent items (table 62). Inasmuch as all
of these items are required in a balanced content of living, it is their
combined cost which represents the outlay necessary for support at a
specified level in each cormmunity; and all of ther must be taken into
account in intercity cost comparisons.

The annual cost of each group in the quantity budget is a composite
of quantity allowances, specification factors, and city average prices of
the goods and services of which it is made up. The first two were uni-
form in all cities studied for most goods and services. Average require-
ments for a few iterns were excessive in some localities and inadequate
in others; hence, quantity allowances varied in designated ratios.

1o Comparable allowances in the emergency budget totaled $62.96 in the “A™
and ‘B cities and $65.21 in the “C” and "D cities, plus sales tax where levied.
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¢ Prices were the same in all cities in this geographic division.

8 Exclusive of sales tax.
¥ None payable.

pt as indicated (appendix table 15},
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Some items required no direct outlay in certain cities because they were
supplied from public funds; some could not be priced everywhere and
substitutes were necessary ; some were priced by specifications so broad
that, even with the same quantity allowances, identical values were
not necessarily obtained from place to place. All items priced met
Joeal needs, however, and their costs represent a satisfactory measure
of requirements in the separate cities,

Widest Cost Variations

The greatest spread between lowest and highest costs among the 59
cities was found for those major budget groups and principal sub-
groups for which there were no quantity allowances or for which
allowances differed and specifications were most general (table 62).

Refuse Disposal, School Attendance, and Taxes

Refuse disposal, school attendance, and tax costs were included as
charged for a four-person manual worker’s family of specified age and
sex composition, without definite quantity allowances. These costs
ranged from nothing per year to slightly less than 2 percent of the
total budget cost (appendix table 17). ‘The householder paid directly
for his refuse dispossal in some cities, and in others this service was
covered by the tax rate. Expenses connected with school attendance
depended largely on local policy with reference to supplying books
and other equipment from public funds. Some cities levied personal
property, capitation, and other direct taxes; others did not or pro-
vided exemptions sufficiently large to exclude families of small means.

Transportation, Fuel, and Ice

Wide cost dispersions for transportation, fuel, and ice were partly
attributable to differential quantity allowances. The number of
streetcar or bus rides provided in the budgets varies slightly with the
length of the school year in the separate communities but more
especially with city area and population, Eight times as many rides
were allowed in the largest as in the smallest places. Cash fares on
public conveyances in the 59 cities ranged from 5 cents to 10 cents
per ride, but the token or ticket rate did not show such a wide spread.
The combination of quantity aflowances and fares payable resulted
in transportation costs which were more than 12.5 times greater
where most was required than where least was required. Transpor-
tation costs declined as city size decreased, regardless ot fare, though
the differences among size of city groups were by no means uniform.
Rates themselves are subject to regulation by public authority with
reference to the locsl situation, and competition between public
carriers in most places has little to do with car or bus fares.

The budgets allow coal or wood as winter fuel and gas for cooking
and water heating during the months when fuel for room warming is
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not necessary. As a result, several kinds of fuel had to be priced in
the separate cities for the same purpose and two purposes had to be
served,

The basis of gas cost differences among the 59 cities was threefold
apart from rates: namely, kinds of gas, their heating values, and
number of months’ consumption allowed. The B. T. U. content of
natural gas is much greater than that of manufactured gas.!'! Hence,
less natural gas is required for a given purpose than manufactured.
Natural gas rates as a rule are lower than manufactured gas rates.
Differences, therefore, in monthly bills for gas to serve a specified pur-
pose were very wide between cities where natural gas or manufactured
gas was used. Annual cost dispersion was widened still farther by
differential budget allowances based on climatic needs. As in the
case of mass transportation facilities, supplying gas usually is a mo-
nopoly and rates are subject to public regulation.

Not so many elements contributed to the spread in the costs of
fuel for rcom warming as of gas for cooking and water heating, and
the range was correspondingly less. Budget allowances of coal or
wood were adapted to the needs of four different winter climates,
and specifications were so general that they were met by a number of
different commodities. If, for example, wood was the popular local
fuel, its price was combined with the annusl quantity allowance as-
signed to the cliruate group in which the city belonged; the same pro-
eedure was followed where bituminous coal or anthracite was most
frequently used for room warming.’* Coals and woods could not be
reduced to common units of heating value, however, and for each fuel
priced & diversity of quality probably was obtained, depending on
local consumption. This circumstance may be reflected to some ex-
tent in relative fuel prices.

Competition among fuels for the local market is perhaps more
important than competition among sellers of the same kind of fuel,
but for all of them distance from the supply seems to be the outstand-
ing factor in price differentials. These differentials may be attributa-
ble partly to freight rates and partly to the fact that it does not pay
to haul the lower grades of fuel far from the places where they are pro-
duced. Wood prices seldom embodied heavy shipping charges,
because wood is used extensively for room warming only near the
source of its supply. Anthracite, which is perhaps of a more nearly
uniform grade wherever sold than either wood or bituminous coal, cost
90 percent more in some New England cities than in Seranton, the

It See footnote 13, p. 50, for definition of B, T, T,

1z There were certain exceptions to this, in that quantity allowances were not
developed for gas or oil as room warming fuels, In the few eitics where either is
the most popular fuel, costs were necessarily computed from the price of coal or
wood, whichever most nearly represented loeal use.
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center of the industry.”® Gas rates also seemed to vary with distance
from the supply, whether this was oil fields for natural gas or coal
mines for manufactured gas, but purely local considerations elso
entered into the rate structure.

For gas a relatively small monthly allowance and a low rate usually
were found together, and a relatively large monthly allowance and a
high rate were usually combined. Prices of anthracite, bituminous
coal, and wood, however, varied more nearly in inverse ratio to their
respective quantity allowances. Hence, annual costs of coal and
wood were less diversified among the 59 cities than annual gas costs.

The last among the budget subgroups for which differential quantity
allowances were used in annual cost calculations was ice, a commodity
of simple specification, locally produced, and sold for prices locally
determined. Allowances of ice in the quantity budgets are comple-
mentary to allowances of coal or wood, because, in general, refrigera-
tion is required during the months when fuel for room warming isnot
necessary. Ice allowances depend on whether its use is necessary
during 5, 7, or 9 months per year. The largest reported annual ice
cost was 3.7 times the smallest, but the highest price per 100 pounds
was only double the lowest. Differential quantity allowances ac-
counted for the discrepaney.

The combined costs of coal or wood, gas, nnd ice were less widely
dispersed among the 59 cities than the cutlays necessary for any one
of them separately. In view of the arbitrary character of the quantity
allowances, which are complementary as to period of use, it is perhaps
unwise to attribute too much importance either to separate quantity
allowances or separate costs as such.

Intermediate Cost Variations

The budget greups and subgroups whose cost dispersions were next
widest were those whose quantity allowances were identical in all
cities but whose specifications were general (table 62). FHence, con-
siderable discretion was nllowed In choice of the sample, local more
often than universal influences entered into their price determination,
or both of these circumstances pluyed u part in establishing costs.
These groups were newspapers, electricity, housing, motion picture
theatler admissions, clothing upkeep, and medical services. None of
them varied so much as the outlays necessary for the group of items
for which the dispersions were widest, but they differed considerably
more than combined commodity prices which made up the narrowest
cost range classification.

13 Anthracite was cheaper in Boston and Bridgeport, where oil is much used by
families of small means, than in Fall River and Providence, where alternative
fuels were not reporled.  In Manchester anthracite prices were as high asin Fall

River, though cilalso wasused. Bituminous eoal was the most popular fuel reported
in Portland (Maine), but oil, anthracite, and wood were used to some extent.
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Newspapers, Electricity, Motion Picture Theater Admissions, Medical
Services, and Clothing Upkeep

Annual newspaper cost was computed from the price of that daily
having the Jargest local circulation, and price factors were local.
Local considerations also largely accounted for the charges reported
in each city for motion picture theater admissions, medical services,
and clothing upkeep." Cost differences for electricity resulted entirely
from the wide range and variety of rates.'® These are subject to public
contro} like rates for transportation and gas; they reflect more nearly
loeal than general price making influences.

Housing

Specifications for housing necessarily were gemeral in order that
they might be used in pricing the wide veriety of dwellings which is
found the country over. Hence, it cannot be said that for a given
rent in one place identical accommodations could be obtained in
another. Reported rents were being paid in the separate cities,
however, to secure the standards of housing specified, Relative
rents seemed to depend almost entirely on the prevailing balance of a
combination of unmeasurable local forces. Obvious considerations
of scarcity, land values, and tax policies, of desirability connected with
neighborhood, type and age of structure, building material, conven-
iences, size of rooms, and of other circumstances which influence all
rents in normal times were supplemented in this survey by factors
connected with locally accepted working class housing. Where
typical wage earners’ dwellings in a given city met specifications for the
maintenance level of living, reported rents can be explained as the
result of operation of the usual forces. Where typical working class
dwellings were substandard, reported rents were above the level
customarily paid. Thus, high rents may have reflected local fiscal
policies, a scarcity of acceptable housing, working class dwellings
above the average the country over, or accomodations superior to
those locally occupied by industrial, service, and other manual workers
of small means. In general, high rents were found in the largest cities
and in sections of the country where the most substantial housing and
equipment are necessary. On the other hand, if working class dwell-
ings mesting all specifications for standard housing were plentiful,
they were obtained for less than the general average of rents. Lowest
rents for standard accommodations were reported for the most part
from cities with a mild climate, many of which are not far removed
from the source of supply of locally popular building material,

" The allowance of an identical amount in all cities for cleaning and sewing
materials served but slightly to counteract the widely varying prices of shoe
repairs and cleaning and pressing services.

18 Hee pp. 58 and 111,
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Narrowest Cost Variations

The greatest cost uniformity was reported for those budget groups
and subgroups which contain the greatest number of commodities
or for which prices were the same the country over, or both (table
62). An identical quantity of each was allowed in all cities, their
specifications for the most part were most definite, and their prices
were local varintions of wholesale costs more or less nationally de-
termined. These groups were household supplies; personal care;
clothing; drugs and appliances; furniture, furnishings, and house-
hold equipment; and food.

Household Supplies and Personal Care

Prices of trade-marked and nationally advertised household sup-
plies, such as soap and starch, are mark-ups from wholesale prices
which are identical over a wide territory. Retail quotations range
all the way from resale prices established by the manufacturer to
extreme cut rates, depending on individual merchandising policies,
The range in costs of these commedities, most of which were priced
without specifications, except that best sellers were to constitute the
sample, might possibly be narrowed somewhat were only identical
brands compared. Few brands have complete national distribution,
however, and even these are not equally popular in all sections of the
country. The cost dispersion for the household supplies group was held
within a narrower range than would otherwise have been found, consid-
ering the few items separately priced, by the circumstance that three-
tenths of the average group cost was an identical amount allowed in all
cities. This provided for materinls which ean be bouglt for the same
price everywhere at the chein limited price variety stores.

Personal care belongs in this group, from the standpoint of cost dis-
persion, largely because nearly one-third of the average cost was an
identical amount allowed in all cities. The stabilizing effect of this
common cost element counteracted to a large extent the fact that
more than half the total was composed of charges for local services,
and less than one-sixth for other commodities of national distribution.

Clothing; Drugs and Appliances; Furniture, Furnishings, and Household
Equipment; and Food

The budget groups whose combined costs were most uniform con-
tained no services. These groups were made up as follows: clothing,
90 separately priced commodities, identical allowance $10.25 in all
cities plus sales tax where levied; drugs and appliances, 9 separately
priced commodities; furniture, furnishings, and household equipment,
49 separately priced commodities, identical allowance $3.73 in all
cities plus szles tax where levied ; food, 44 separately priced commod-
ities, 1 percent of their cost added for condiments. The identical
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allowances constituted relatively small proportions of the total costs
of clothing, furniture, furnishings, and household equipment, and they
served only slightly to reduce group cost dispersions.

Price variations for these commeodities among the cities were as wide
as, or wider than, these shown for items with differential quantity
allowances; and within the separate cities articles presumably meeting
identical specifications were quoted at prices of comparable diversity.
Only for congh syrup was the individual commodity price range less
than the cost range for the budget group in which it belongs. The
relative similarity of the prices of drug store items, no matter where
obtained, results probably more from control through national distri-
bution of relatively few trade-murked articles than occurs for any
other group of commodities in the quantity budgets.

Commodity prices were never all high or all low in any one city.
As was pointed cut earlier, combination of the prices of a large number
of items permits a partial cancellation of extremes in the component
parts, the extent of which determines the average cost dispersion for
the group. The effect of balancing high prices for some commodities
against low prices for others is particularly evident for food. Costs of
this major budget group varied within narrower limits than any other.
This similarity of food costs as a whole results from relative price
uniformity for some commodities but a cancellation of extremes for
others. The range of quotations for the different subgroups suggests
that can and package foods may be standardized as to quality, meat
prices may be affected by national competition and shipping costs,
and prices of fresh fruits and vegetables may be dependent largely on
seasonal factors. In other words, in general, the first group showed
the narrowest price range the country over and the last showed the
widest. Indeed, the prices of carrots, cabbage, spinach, and apples
were more widely dispersed than prices of any other single commodity
included in any budget group. The factor of alternative specifica-
tions used in sampling many food commodities is more or less operative
in accounting for price differences.

The Budget as @ Whole

Differences in service charges and other costs which for the most
part are locally determined apparently are more accountable for inter-
city cost of living variations than differences in commodity prces.
Service charges and other locally determined costs include what must
be paid to the landlord and the utility companies; to physicians,
dentists, and hospitals; to beauty parlors, barbers, and dry cleaning
establishments; and for refuse disposal, school attendance, newspapers,
motion picture theater admissions, and taxes; plus the amounts re-
quired for cosal or wood and ice to obtain their budget allowances.
Taken together, the outlays necessary for these items differed nearly
6 times as much between the extremes among the 59 cities included
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in this investigation as the amounts required for food, clothing, furni-
ture, furnishings, and other commodities, plus allowances for items
whose costs are likely to be the same wherever purchased. Costs
which are determined largely by local conditions cannot be measured
so accurately as commeodity costs, and it Is possible that in some
instances their intercity range is overstated. The effect of their
greater dispersion on the relative costs of the budget as & whole was
reduced somewhat by the fuct that they required slightly under two-
fifths of the average annual cost of living. The less varied commodity
costs, exclusive of coal or wood and ice, together with the outlays
necessary for life insurance, postage, and other essentials whose prices
are identical everywhere, required skightly over three-fifths,

Budget Cost Distributions

The proportion of the total cost of living taken by each of the
major budget groups varied among the 59 cities with prices, quantity
allowances, and specification factors applicable in each city (appendix
tables 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, and 22). The percentages required for food
and for elothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care at the same level
of living were much more alike from city to city than were the per-
centages required for miscellaneous 1amily needs, for household opera-
tien, or for housing, in the order named. Even for food, however,
the largest share of the total maintenance budget cost required in
any of the 59 cities was 28 percent more than the smallest, and the
share taken by rent differed from smallest to largest by 86 percent.

Food, in general, required the smallest percentage of total budget
cost where total cost was highest and increased in relative importance
as the total cost of living declined. Housing required proportionally
more, and clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care proportionally
less, in the higher than in the lower cost cities. The proportions of
total budget cost required for household operation and for miscella-
neous family needs seemed to have no relationship to the total cost
of living.

As compared with the average cost of the maintenance budget in
the 59 cities combined, the average emergency budget cost was so
distributed that relatively more was required for food, housing, and
household operation and relatively less for miscellanecus family needs,
with clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care taking a nearly
identieal share of both budget costs.

The largest percentages of the total cost of living required by the
separate budget groups were not elways found in cities where their
absolute costs were high in comparison with other cities, and vice
versa, but a tendency in this direction was indicated for rent, house-
held operation, and miscellaneous family needs.

Because of the influence on budget cost distribution of circumstances

peculiar to each community, it apparently is unsafe to generslize too
325p2°—38——11
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positively with reference to the percentage each budget group requires
of the total cost of living. This is particularly true with reference to
local service group costs as contrasted with costs of commodities.

COMPARISONS WITH RESULTS OF OTHER STUDIES

The findings of the present investigation are not subject to absolute
tests of accuracy, but they may be compared with the findings of
other studies of budget costs for comparable levels of living and with
expenditures by working class families to defermine how closely the
cost of & synthetic budget conforms with actual spending experience.
The first comparison is made with the results of a survey by the
National Industrial Conference Board ; the second, with data collected
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Both studies were made at prac-
tically the same time as the present investigation. The report of an
investigation of relative internationsa! living costs is also available,

Quantity Budget Costs Compared

The National Industrial Conference Board studied the outlays
necessary to purchase a synthetic budget for wage earners in 69 cities
in February 1935.® The purpose of the investigation “was to measure
differences in costs in the various cities and not differences in stand-
ards. For this reason the same commodities and services were used
in the budget for all cities, except insofar as elimatic or peculiar local
housing conditions dictated a different choice. The figures resulting
from the survey, therefore, show how much it would cost wage earners
to live in the various cities if they lived according to the chosen
standard.”

Equipped with a quantity budget designed to ‘“‘provide an adequate
allowance of the primary necessaries, such as food, shelter, clothing,
and fuel and light, as well as various misecellaneous goods and serv-
ices,” and questionnaires for pricing, the Conference Board secured
quotations “with the aid of manufacturers and chambers of commerce
and similar organizations in the cities studied.” General specifica-
tions called for “inexpensive but a fair grade of merchandise” and
more explicit instructions where possible deseribed the commodities
desired. “The cooperators were requested to take the questionnaires
to the stores,” which they themselves had previously selected as repre-
sentative of working class trade, “to ask the managers to have them
filled out, to collect them, and to return them to the Conference
Board. In cases where information could readily be obtained
by telephone,” it was suggested that the cooperators employ that
mesns. * * * After all the necessary questionnaires for a city were
received [by the Conference Board], they were examined for possible

1¢ National Industrial Conference Board, Conference Board Bulletin, December
10, 1935, pp. 89-95.

" As, for example, motion picture theater admissions.
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Inaccuracies. Questionable data were followed up or rejected. The
average price of each item was calculated by the arithmetic mean
method” and weighted by its annual quantity allowance. These
values, representative of annual use, were totaled and the sales tax
was added where necessary.

The Conference Board’s average for a 4-person wage earner’s
family in the 69 cities combined shows a cost of living in February
1935 which was 19 cents per week greater than the average in the
59 cities combined required by a 4-person manual worker’s family at
the maintenance level of the present investigation (table 63). The
Conference Board’s list includes 32 places with a population of 25,000

Table 63.—Auverage Costs ! of Living, Works Progress Administration's Study, 59 Cities,
March 1935, and National Industrial Conlerence Board's Study, 69 Cities, February
1935

Itern W.P.A |N.LCB

50 cities 60 cities
Average cost of living perweek __ ... _____ ... _........._.. 4.4 182443

B U 100.0 300.0

Food e a5. 8 34.3
L0 141 ¢ T 12.8 12.4
BOUSIDE . i ieeicnamsmmmmnncnsasesnemn oo c—amssssurrenan. e 17.6 19. 3
Fueland Hght. . e ——— 8.1 7.6
Bundries t. e emeeeaan %1 2.4

Average, all cltbd®_ ... e e eeeeewamm 100. 0 100. 0
7. N - 104.3
New Bngland _ e 101. 7 -
Middle Atlantie. ... . 103. 0 —
L3« -~ 47. 6
Bouth Atlantic 2. & —
East South Central 9.7 —
West Bouth Central [T —
Middle West e eaens — 47. 5
East North Central. - . ..o oo ceeeeeean 102, 5 —_
West North Central_____________________________. 100, 2 -
Far West . e — 100, 6
Mountain. . .. e aeaaan 100. 9 —
PRI . o e e 101. 2 —_
Coet relatives by size of city
Average, all cities_ . ____ . maimaaaazo. 100. 0 100. &
1,000,000 or more.._.__ I e 105. 6 } 1045
500,000 to 1,000,000. . ..... 105.7 ’
250,000 ta 500,000 99.3 99.3
100,000 to 250,000. __ 98.0 .8
25,000 to 100,000. . . - R B 97.6 99. 4
10,000 80 25,000, . ..o e — 96. 6

! Both studies measure the coats of living for a family composed of a man, 8 woman, and 2 children under
sge 14. The Works Progress Admimstration's figures measure the oullays necessary for basic maintenance
for industrial, service, and other manual workers; the National Industrial Conference Board's fizures ** would
provide an adequate allowance of the primary necessaries for a wage earner's family.” National Industrial
Conference Board, Comference Hoard Bulletin, December 10, 1635, The cities making up the Conference
Board's list are only partially ldentical with those in the Works Progress A dwninistration’s list and include
9 with less than 25,000 population, a class not included in the Works Progress Admibistration’s study.

Do not include an sutomobile. The National Industrial Conference Board also computed costs to
Include an sutomobile.

Bource: Works Progress Administration, table 4 and appendix tables §, ¥, and 17; National Industriai
Conference Board, Conference Board Bulletin, Decernher 10, 1935, p. 90.
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or more which also were covered in the Works Progress Administra-
tion’s study and 28 which were not covered. It contains 9 places
where the population was less than 25,000. The Conference Board's
figures for the separate cities have not been published. The differ-
ence between the lowest and highest costs was 29 percent as compared
with 25.2 percent between extremes which the present study shows.
None of the extreme cities in the two series were identical. Geographic
and size of city groupings of the two sets of cost figures produced
averages which were much alike. There was also close similarity of
the percentage distributions of costs among the major budget groups.
Considering the differences in city coverage, quantity budgets priced,
and methods of collecting the data, the similarity of results is striking.

International Costs of Living Compared

Aninternational comparison of costs of living, which as far as possible
took into account “differences in national customs, consumption
habits, and price systems,"” '® did not show such similarity of necessary
outlays as the American studies, which attempted to hold these fuctors
constant, The International Labour Office “estimated the cost of
maintaining in 1931 a standard of living approximately equivalent
to that enjoyed by a certain category of Detroit worker with a family
of a certain size and composition, which spent on an average a certain
number of dollars during 1929.” ** It was not “a question of deter-
mining what 1t would cost an American worker to live in different
Furopesan cities on the American standard” * but, rather, “how much
8 European worker would need to expend if his general standard of
living were to be approximately equivalent to that of his Detroit
counterpart.” ?'  The spread in the costs of living as thus estimated in
15 eities, including Detroit, was 82.5 percent from low to high.?

Quantity Budger Costs and Expenditures for Living Compared

In order to see how closely these estimates of necessary costs of
living agree with expenditures for living by real families, comparison
of the costs of the maintenance budget ascertained in the present
investigation may be made with expenditures by self-supporting white
families of small means in & 12-month period falling sometime within

% International Labour Office, A Contribution lo the Study of Internalional
Comparisons of Costs of Living, Studies and Reports, Series N (Statistics) No. 17,
second revised edition, Geneva, 1932, p. 218.

% [bid., p. 35.

® fbid, p. 7.

M fbid., p. 2. See also, pp. 3 and 8.

2 Ibid., pp. 30-31. See also Magnussen, Leifur, “An International Inquiry
inte Costs of Living: A Comparative Study of Workers’ Living Costs in Detroit
and Fourteen Furcpean Cities,” Journal of fthe American Slatistical Association,
June 1933, p. 136.
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the years 1933-1936, as determined by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.?
The 2 sets of data are available for 10 cities.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics studied incomes and expenditures
of wage earners and lower-salaried clerical workers without reference
to the standard of living they maintained, size, or sex and age com-
position, except that none were on relief and the chief wage earner
must have had at least 1,008 hours of employment within 36 weeks
during the preceding year. Families averaged larger than the four-
person group of the present investigation,?* and treatment of certain
budget items was dissimilar in the two analyses.?

Reported expenditures by the lowest income group # in each of the
10 cities under observation were similar to estimated budget costs
in sorme respects and different in others (table 64). The average
cost of living in the 10 cities combined was greater by $10 per year
for a 4-person family than the average expenditure per year by a
family of 4.75 members. Even allowing for possible differences in
age and sex of constituent families, it is cvident that the costs of the
maintenance budget would provide funds equal to or greater than the

23 The study was made in 55 cities. Of the reports released up to May 1937,
11 were for places where the Works Progress Administration’s study was earried
on, but in ounly 10 were expenditures classified by income groups. Williams,
Faith M., “Money Dishursements of Wage Earners and Clerical Workers in
Eleven New Hampshire Communities,”” Monthly Labor Review, March 1936;
“Money Disbursements of Wage Earners and Clerical Workers in Richmond,
Birmingham, and New Orleans,” Monthly Labor Review, May 1936; “Money
Disbursements of Wage Earners and Clerical Workers in Four Michigan Cities,”
Monthly Labor Review, June 1936; “Money Disbursements of Wage Earncrs and
Clerical Workers in Boston and Springfield,” Monthly Labor Review, September
1936; “Money Disbursements of Wage Earners and Clerical Workers in Rochester,
Columbus, and Seattle,’”” Montkly Lubor Review, December 1936; ‘““Money Dis-
busements of Wage Earners and Clerical Workers in New York,"” Montkly Labor
Review, January 1937. For the city of Denver, see Kaplan, A, D. H,, Family
Disbursements of Wage Earners and Salaried Clerical Workers in Denver, Univer-
sity of Denver Reports, Business Study No. 81, April 1936. Additional studies of
consumer purchases were made during 1936 by the Bureau of Labor Statistics as a
Works Progress Administration project in 32 cities, and by the Bureau of Home
Economics in 19 cities, 140 villages, and 66 farm counties, The results of these
studies have not yet been published,

u Comparable “consumption units” were not caleulated. “Consumption
unit’ is equivalent to the requirements of one adult male, computed for the
purpose of eliminating size and composition of family as a factor in expenditure
differentials. For method of computation in the Bureau of Labor Statisties’
analysis, see Monthly Labor Review, March 1836, pp. 558-559.

3 For example, life insurance was counted as investment by the Bureau,
whereas the quantity budgets of the Works Progress Administration list insurance
as a current charge. The Works Progress Administration’s budgets make no
provision for carrying debts, a current charge in the Bureau of Labor Statistics’
expenditure data.

» Those with average annual expenditures per consumption unit of less than
$400 per year,



Toble 64.—Annual Costs of Self-Support at Maintenance Level of Living, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 10 Cities, March 1935, and Annual
Expenditures by Wage Earners and Clerical Workers in Lowest Income Self-Supporting Groups,! 10 Cities, 1933-1936

|
: Percent distribution of cost of living and family expenditure 1
Average | Apnusl

Number m;mber | cost of Cloth Furniture
City and study of fami- | of per- iving or othing ) " b . .
lies sons per | expendi- | mosor | Food and slggl;l Hous- h%ﬁi'?fp. ig;rqm:g 3 Mci?l "lI)‘;??as. Recre- | All
tamily ture clothing | “op Ing | eration 3 | household | care tion | 8tlon otherd
upkeep equipment

Average, 10 cities: Cost of living_____________ - 4. 00 $1,267 | 100.0 35.8 12, 8 19 16.9 9.8 2.4 4.1 5.0 6.0 5.5
Family ex diture... . ..o 1,269 475 1,257 100.0 34.5 10. 6 21 16. 6 12.2 2.6 3.5 56 4.8 3.5
Manchester, N. H.: Costofliving..______.__ — 4,00 1,254 | 100.0 3.9 12.6 1.9 14. 8 12.0 2.4 4.0 3.2 6.6 56
Family expenditure.. ... ___._______. 73 4.73 1,327 | 100.0 381 13.3 1.9 12.8 13. ¢ 3.8 35 3.9 4.7 41
Boston, Mass.: Cost of living.... — 4. 00 1,353 100.0 34.7 12.1 1.9 19. 5 9.8 2.4 4.1 1.8 6.2 4.7
Family expenditure & 195 5.23 1,356 | 100.0 40.9 9.4 1.7 20.3 13.1 1.8 2.4 4.2 3.8 2.6
New York, N. Y.: Cost of living_ —_ 4.00 1,375 100.0 M7 10.8 1.8 218 9.3 2.0 41 5.2 5.7 4.6
Family expenditura b________ 194 4. 986 1,407 | 100.0 42,1 91 1.8 22.6 9.5 1.2 25 3.7 5.3 2.2
Rochester, N. Y.: Costof living____________. — 4.00 1,299 100.0 34.4 12.2 1.9 17.5 11.8 2.4 4.1 50 5.7 5.2
Family expenditure... ... .cccccomcaaoaas 88 4.51 1, 284 100.0 34.5 10.3 2.0 20.8 13.6 2.7 3.0 4.2 4.9 4.0
Calumbus, Chio: Costof living____________. — 1.00 LI79 | 100.0 w7 13.6 2.1 16.3 82 2.7 38 3.8 5.7 8.0
Family expenditure._____._._._________.__ 103 4.21 1,134 | 100.0 34.8 10. 4 2.2 16.6 12.2 3.6 3.0 6.7 5.2 3.3
Detroit, Mich.: Cost of living___ — 14.00 1,318 100. 0 17 13.0 1.9 16. 8 9.8 2.4 4.4 8.2 6.0 5.8
Family expenditure d___.________________ 178 5. 18 1, 348 100. 0 9.6 1.7 2.0 14. 5 1.4 2.4 30 6.5 5.1 31
Richmond, Va.: Costofliving....____.__..._ — 4.00 1, 268 100.0 35.3 13. 2 1.9 18.6 9.5 2.7 4.0 3.1 5.8 59
Family expenditure_ .. ______._____.____._. 72 5.04 1,231 100.0 37.2 10, 4 2.1 16.6 12.3 2.9 5.0 5.8 3.8 3.0
Birmingham, Ala.: Costof living_....._._.. — 4. 00 1,169 | 100.0 38.2 12. 8 2.0 14.2 8.6 2.4 1.1 5.3 8.1 8.5
Family expenditure__. .. . _._____.| . 88 4. 56 1,153 100. 0 36.2 11. 8 2.6 11. 4 12.9 3.1 5.0 8.9 5.6 4.5
New Orleans, La.: Costotliving. . _________ — 4. 00 1,233 100. 0 35.0Q 12.1 1.9 16.1 8.3 2.4 4.3 7.9 6.4 5.8
Family expenditure ... ______________. 158 4. 60 1,042 | 100.0 41.3 10. 1 2.5 16. 6 10. 6 1.9 35 56 52 2.7
Seattle, Wash,: Cost of living. ... — 4. 00 1,233 100. 0 35.9 13.6 2.1 13. 6 10. 8 2.6 42 6.1 8.0 5.1
Family expenditure. . ... ...ococarmaomnos 112 1 49 1,280 | 100.0 38.1 9.9 2.0 13.5 11.6 3.0 4.5 8.8 4.6 4.2

:

1 Those with average annual expenditures per consumption unit of less than $400 per year. *Consumption unit” is equivalent to the requirements of 1 adult male, computed
for the purpose of eliminsating size and composition of family as a factor in expenditure diflerentials. For method of computation in the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ analysis, ses
Manthly Labor Review, March 1936, pp. 558-559.

1 The budeet groups are slightly difTerent from those used throughout the analysis of the Works Progress A-}ministration’s figures, hecause thelatter could be recombined to com-
pare with the Bureau of Labor Btatistics’ data, but the reverse procedure could not be used. The cost of living figures include insurance, but expenditures do not; expenditures
Include interest on debt, but the cost of living figures do not.

* Exclusive of furniture, furnishings, and household equipment, shown separately.

4 This classification ineludes seversl minor items in the 2 studies. not identieal or sufiriently significant to state separately.

¢ Weighted average of families with less than $300 and $300-$400 annua! expenditures per consumption unit.

Sonrce: Cost of living figures, appendix tables 2 and 17; family expenditure figures, Manchester, Monthly Labor Repiew, March 1936; Richmond, Birmingham, and New Orleans,
Monthly Labor Review, May 1936; Detroit, Monthly Labor Review, June 1936; Boston, Month!y Labor Review, September 1938; Rochester, Columbus, and Seattle, Monthly Labor Reriew,
December 1936; New York, Monthly Labor Repiew, January 1937.
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amounts spent for self-support by families of small means in 1935.
The excess of estimated necessary costs of living over actual expendi-
tures by larger families in certain ecities may reflect superior purchas-
ing habits or managerial ability, or the substandard conditions under
which some families are living. Expenditures greater than estimated
costs of living are accounted for in every city by families larger than
the one of four persons in the present study.

The distribution of family expenditures in these 10 cities was not
exactly like the distribution of maintenance budget costs. Agree-
ment would net be expected in view of the fact that the quantity
budget was designed as a balanced plan, tuking ail the essentials of
living into account, whereas in practice families often economize on
certain necessities in order to permit greater expenditures for others
which meet their requirements better. Expenditure distributions
vary, also, with different relationships between funds available and
family needs. Thus, proportionately more of a given total must be
spent for the elementary necessities as the number of persons to be
provided for increases; and proportionately less must be spent for
these necessities by families of the same size as the amount of their
total expenditures becomes more liberal.

These relationships constitute an important consideration in any
comparison of budget cost and family expenditure distributions,* and
they serve to explain several of the observed differences between them.
In each of the 10 cities, for example, families averaged larger than the
4.person group whose costs of living were measured in the present
investigation. In five of the cities expenditures for living by these
larger families were less than estimated costs of living.® KEither of
these circumstances may account for the fact that food required a
greater share of expenditures than of living costs, if exact ratios could
be worked out cn the basis of comparable consumption units. In
addition, however, the maintenance food budget was especially
constructed to provide adequate nutriment at Jow cost, comparable
with allowances of other necessities on a minimum basis. Hence, &
smaller proportion of the total cost of living should be required for it

% It might be assumed, because of the period covered by the expenditure studies
in certain cities and because considerably less than full time employment was
required a8 a prerequisite for including families in the sample, that eurrent expendi-
tures might have been reduced somewhat below normal. Analysis of the data
regarding relative financial positions at the beginning snd end of the year indicates
that in all the cities, except New York, more than half the lowest income families
studied had increased their net assets or decreased their liabilities or both within
the year. In New York 46.9 percent were financially better off at the end of the
year than at the beginning and 7.7 percent reported ne change. Monthly Labor
Review, March 1936, p. 563; May 1936, p. 1484; June 1935, p. 1753; September
1036, p. 792; December 1936, pp. 1609, 1612, and 1614; January 1437, p. 240.

# No attempt was made to compare the results of these two studies in terms of

identical consumption urits.
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than the proportional expenditure by families of the same size and
with incomes equivalent to the estimated cost of living.

The expenditure for household operation proportionally larger than
the cost of the maintenance household operation budget seems to be
attributable to consumption not provided for in the cost of living
estimates: domestic service, laundry out, moving, express, freight,
drayage, safe deposit box, insurance on furniture, and interest on
debts. The extent to which any of these services should be provided
for in a basic maintenance budget for industrial, service, and other
manual workers of small means obviously is a matter of opinion.
Furniture insurance, for example, might be incinded were its cost
readily determined;? interest on debts would hardly enter into a
current cost of living estimate. Water also is accounted for as an item
of household operation expense, whereas in the cost of living caleula-
tions its cost was added to rent.

For furmture, furnishings, and household equipment, personal care,
and transportation the very slight excess of proportional expenditures
over proportional costs shown in the average for the 10 cities appeared
in varying degrees in some of the cities separately, and in some propor-
tional costs exceeded proportional expenditures. The relatively large
expenditures for transportation reported in certain places is attrib-
utable to automobile ownership® The percents of families in the

lowest income group owning cars in the separate cities were as follows:
FPercent mwning

City autemobile
Detroit, Mich_ ___ .. 55.6
Beattle, Wash____ ___ .. 55. 4
Columbus, Chio- . . . 52 4
Birmingham, Ala______ ______________ L l__... 47. 0
Rochester, N. ¥ .. 344
Richmond, Va. .l 310
Manchester, N. H_______ ____ ... 27. 4
New Orleans, La_ . . o oo 25. 0
Boston, Mass. - _ e 6. 2
New York, N. Y e il_ 57

Expenditures relatively greater than proportionsal maintenance costs
for certain budget groups just shown were counterbalanced to some
extent by reversed ratios for others. Average costs of the quantity
budgets for clothing and its upkeep, housing, medical care, recreation,

¥ This item was omitted from the quantity budgets because its cost is fixed
by numerous variables even within a given eity and amounts to very little on an
annual basis. Type of dwelling, its location, and the material of which it is built
determine the premium to be paid for fire insurance on furniture therein. For
the $100 valuation of persenal property adopted in the present investigation for
the purpose of estimating taxes payable (see p. 121}, in houses meeting specifica-
tions for this study, premiums would be less than $1 per year.

* Monthly Labor Review, March 193G, pp. 561-563; May 1936, pp. 1457 and
1462-1463; June 1936, pp. 1744-1745, 1747, and 1740-1750; September 1936, pp.
784-786; Deccrnber 1936, p. 1616; January 1937, p. 234.
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and all other items," for example, took more of the average total cost
than comparable percentuges of the average family expenditure,
Though there were variations among the separate cities for these
groups, comparable with those already noted for others, a. larger share
of budget cost than of expenditure went for recreation and all other
items in every city, and for clothing and its upkeep in all of them ex-
cept. Manchester. In half the cities relatively more of the total
expenditure was assigned to rent than quantity budget cost distri-
bution called for. Larger families, usually with smauller total expend-
itures, may account for this difference in rents; counting life insurance
as a current charge in budget cost and not in {amily expenditure ex-
plains some of the difference for all other items,

It has already been noted that family size in relation to total ex-
penditures influences the proportion of total outlay apportioned to
different needs and that exact comparisons hetween the results of
the present study and available expenditure data are not possible.
The evidence at hand suggests, however, where economies will be
made when the amount required for support of a four-persen family
is stretched to cover the needs of a family with 4.75 members.

More than half the families whose expenditures were studied had
flush toilets, running hot water inside the dwelling, electric lights, and
gas or electricity as cooking fuel.¥ The proportion living in accom-
modations which met the superior standards specified in the cost of
living study cannot be told from the data available.

Of the 10 cities only for the city of New York have expenditures for
medical care been made public. They show that & much smaller
volurme of medical care is purchased than the maintenance budget pro-
vides and that clinic visits, at fees far below private practitioners’
charges, ate made as frequently as are visits to a doctor’s office.®
The small proporticn of the total expenditure allotted to medical care
in Boston possibly is to be explained on the same basis. Cities not
so well provided with public facilities for medical services may require
a larger proportional outlay for medical care from private sources.

From the comparisens just made, it is apparent that the cost of the
maintenance budget in 1935 provided somewhat more than lowest
income self-supporting families were spending in the 10 eities where
costs of living and expenditures can be compared. Average appor-
tionments of costs and expenditures for various essentials of living are
reasonably alike, or at least their differences can be explained. The
degree of similarity varied in the separate cities. These deviations

314 All other” in table 64 is a classification which includes several minor groups
in the two lists not identical or sufficiently significant to stete separately.

32 Monthly Lebor Review, May 1936, p. 1458; June 1936, p. 1751; September
1936, p. 790; December 1936, pp. 1610, 1612, and 1615; January 1937, p. 237.

B Monthly Labor Review, January 1837, pp. 234-235. No information is available
as to the volume of medical care received by these families without money expense.
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from the average reflect local peculiarities of tastes or needs which
cannot be accounted for in a synthetic budget. Any of these local
factors can throw the whole relationship of the separate values into
changed positions. Thus, if larger than average families must spend
more than the average for food and housing and if automobile owner-
ship is not common, the entire spending pattern will be different from
that in which expenditures for food and housing are less than the
average, and automobiles are commonly owned by families of small

means.
COMMENTS ON METHODOLOGY

The study from which the foregoing conclusions wers derived was
an experiment in measuring intercity differences in costs of living
through pricing a definite list of goods and services by specifications
which were uniform, in the main, in all places. Much was learned
in the process of carrying the study to completion which may be of
benefit to future students of the subject. Certain comments on
methodology, therefore, are of interest.

Uniform quantity budgets in all cities as a measure of working class
family needs at a given level of living, with minimum adjustments
for groups of cities, for the most part afford a satisfactory basis for
cost analysis. Without additional modification of a few quantity
allowances to conform with prevailing local customs, some costs may
prove to be too high or too low in particular communities. These
adjustments seem particularly desirable for ice in certain cities, and
for providing quantity ellowances for gas and oil for home heating.
Were it possible to differentiate between various grades of bituminous
coal and wood, an improvement in cost estimates would result. That
irregularities resulting from not using such procedures are smoothed
out in the cost of living as & whole, and to a lesser extent perhaps in
some of the major budget group costs, is apparent through such checks
on the results of the present study as can be made.

It is possible that the food budget assumes too much interest on the
part of the housewife to obtain an adequate diet at minimum cost, and
that to supply requisite nutrition according to prevailing practice a
somewhat costlier food allowance is necessary than the maintenance
budget provides. At the same time, the clothing and clothing upkeep
budget may be more liberal than family expenditures for these items.
The household operation and transpertation budgets when priced also
required smaller shares of the total cost of living than the percentages
which real families at a comparable economic level found necessary to
spend. Increased allowances for these items, however, might require
the inclusion of goods and services not called for in a basic maintenance
budget. Their absence is covered by the greater budget cost of recrea-
tion and all other needs. The medical care allowance in the budget
apparently should not be changed. Inasmuch as expenditures with
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which costs for a four-person family are compared were made by some-
what larger families, these conclusions are necessarily tentative rather
than final.

It for any reason readjustments should be made in the quantity
budgets for pricing purposes, the entire list of goods and services
included for each level of living must be considered, because each
presents a consistent picture which can easily be distorted unless
adjustments ere balanced at every point,.

Analysis of the behavior of retail prices within a given city with
reference to all the merchandising and other local elements which
enter therein is no part of the present report. It is of interest, how-
ever, that despite the wide range of quotations for specified commodi-
ties, average prices in the separate cities when combined with their
quantity sllowances produced group costs which seemed to be repre-
sentative. All commodity prices except food ** originally were
edited for specification conformity and general consistency, and the
arithmetic means of accepted quotations were calculated for all except
fuel and ice?® In six cities chosen to represent a variety of price
factors, these values later were recalculated in terms of the modified
medians of prices which had been edited to eliminate only articles
which the field agent reported did not meet specifications. Differ-
ences in group totals calculated by these two methods varied among
the separate cities, reflecting possibly a range in original editing
policies, but never exceeded 3.3 percent of the costs as originally cal-
culated, and for three cities the differences were less than 1 percent,

The use of specifications as a means of maintaining comparability
of goods and services priced was an integral part of the technique of
this study. Until more exact descriptions are used for some of them,
however, it is not unlikely that a wide range of prices will be obtained
in each city and that these will not be for identical items among the
cities. Some foods are graded aceording to accepted specifications,
but such matters as depree of freshness in fruits and vegetables are
difficuit to define. Pricing number of units in a range of sizes or
weights does net make for uniformity of quotations. Comparing can
or package and bulk sale prices results in different relationships than
would be found were the sample entirely homogeneous.

Consnimers demand variety and dissimilarity in clothing, furniture,
furnishings, and household equipment. Merchants strive to carry
goods different from their competitors’ lines which may be preferable
for a given purpose within the same price range. Materials, styles,
colors, and construction constantly change and reorders often are not
identical with original stock. The purchaser does not know how to

3 The Bureau of Labor Statistics compiled the retail food price data.
% The modified median was computed for housing, cosl and wood, ice, and
medical services for reasons explained on p. 104,  See also pp. 109, 110, and 115.
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ask for many commodities in terms of precise specifications, and fre-
quently the retailer cannot tell him exactly what he is buying, The
assumption that prices obtained in this study were always for identical
quality, material, construction, size, or shape, therefore, i3 open to
question.

Some specifications were more exact than others, and some com-
modities had definite trade names which made identification easy.
Thus, for example, when given brands of food, drugs, cosmetics, or
household supplies were quoted in terms of & common size, weight, or
volume, there can be little question of price comparability. Certain
commodities of readily defined material, such as copper, iron, or tin,
or construction, such as riveted, welded, or nailed, which were labeled
in terms of linear, area, or volume measurements, could be recognized
and prices of identical commodities usually were obtained. Where
specifications depended largely on variations of such descriptions as
“part wool,” “Inexpensive quality,” “well made,” snd similar abstrac-
tions, and where commodities were priced without specification,
except volume of sale or customery use, as in the case of bituminous
coal or wood, some household supplies, and some drug store items,
identical merchandise was not necessarily priced, though comparable
values probably were obtained.

A price range of several hundred percent for a given article in any
one city probably does not measure differentials for identical mer-
chandise among stores in that place, but represents the spread of
quotations for what the dealer had in stock most nearly meeting the
specifications. No one quotation is necessarily typical, but the aver-
age of a group of them in a city usually can be counted on to give a fair
statement of the price to be paid in the shops patronized by working
class families, for a commodity of the standard specified.

In the study of the costs of living in 14 European cities compared
with Detroit, the investigators attempted to maintsin similarity of
standard by carrying to the different places samples of certain articles
of clothing for which quotations were desired.®® It often happened,
however, that nothing similar to the sample could be found in European
shops; hence, no quotation could be obtained. The same situation
would arise in this country were a similar method used, for even at a
specified social and economic level different commodities satisfy the
same needs without standardization or uniformity.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics, which has been pricing by specifica-
tion since Mareh 1935, notes that ““the type of goods priced has been va-
ried from city tocity in conformity with the purchasing habits of moder-
ate-income families in the separate cities,” and that differences in the
average costs of commodities from which its indexes of the costs of living

* International Labour Office, op. eil., pp. 11 and 21,
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are computed ““may be due to varying standards and purchasing habits
in these cities as well as to varying prices for goods of given grades.” ¥

Possible variations in the kinds of commaodities sold are duplicated
for services. Motion picture theater admission charges furnish a case
in point. Prices at the same theater vary between adults and chil-
dren, with the time of the performance, the day of the week, and with
seat location, but other circumstances influence prices when those
factors are held constant. How long has the film been released in
the city;i. e., what “run’ is it? What other entertainment does the
program offer? First-run features in downtown theaters comrmand
the highest admission fees in the large cities. The cheapest theaters
in these cities, the so-called ‘‘grind houses,” also are located down-
town where, almost on a 24-hour schedule, Westerns and other
filins which never appear on the better known circuits cater to those
with least to spend for this kind of amusement. Many residential
centers have their own theaters where popular fare may be obtained
for less than the first-run houses downtown. A variety of tariffs
also prevails in these neiphborhood theaters, depending largely on the
local age of the film. With all these matters to consider in pricing,
obviously the sample may vary considerably from city to city, and
average admission charges in each do not necessarily indicate price
differentials for identical programs, unless every quahifving factor is
considered. They do measure, however, what people are paying on
a certain date for a generic type of entertainment.

Rating physicians’ and dentists’ charges in terms of quality of
services presents a similar problem. If a working class practice is
consistently priced, the most comparable rates are obtained, but in
some places physicians cater to persons of several economic levels,
and reported fees may or may not be what they expect to collect from
patients of small means. Thus, their charges showed a wide range
from city to city and may not exactly represent the local situation in
some of them, As previously noted, however, a combination of fees
for several different services usually produced reasonable cost ratios
for medical eare as a whole.

The International Labour Office suggested, as a result of its efforts
to measure international differences in living eosts, that maximum
comparability would be secured by having a single group of individuals
supervise the work in all cities. This visiting commission of experts
would investigate each locality, and by using the sume ‘“standards of
appreciation’’ would be able to compare relative values.*® Such a
method is time consuming and expensive. The results of the present
study suggest that it may not be necessary, if cost comparisons rather

s Monthly Labor Review, October 1936, p. 1063. The same note appears in con-

nection with each write-up of the Burean's quarterly index numbers.
# International Lahour Office, op. €it., p. 5.
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than price comparisons are required and if standards of living in the
separate cities are reasonably homogeneous. In astudy of the costs of
a specified level of living pricing the goods and services which families
at that level buy, in stores and from service sellers that they patronize,
probably will produce results sufficiently accurate for the purpese in
hand even though specifications are fairly general. A large number of
price quotations will have to be obtained in each community, and the
local work must be done according to one plan and under one super-
vision, Precise measurements will not be obtained for every item
which families consume, and intercity price comparisons for certain
items may not be possible. For the cost of the budget as a whole,
however, the results are likely to be representative.

Price comparisons present a different problem. For these, specifi-
cations cannot be too exact or refinements of sampling too minute.
The more definite the specifications are, however, the fewer will be
the quotations which can be obtained in any locality for commodities
and services which exactly meet them, and the fewer will be the
localities in which these items can be priced. Specifications will
change over a period of years and probably will never be of general
application. Research locking toward the improvement of specifi-
cations in price reporting has been carried on for & number of years,
and changes are made as the utility of new descriptions is proved.
Were measurement of the costs of a uniform level of living in different
parts of the country or among cities of different sizes to awsait the
development of universally applicable specifications for all necessary
goods and services, however, it might never be made.

The schedules used in the present study could be improved, espe-
cially those on which data regarding housing and other services were
collected. Such a conclusion is usual after first trial of a given method
of inquiry. A larger vanety of schedules, each concerned with
fewer, more similar items and directed specifically to certain sources
of information, would be better than the few all-inclusive schedules
directed to a variety of sources which were used for some items in the
present investigation.

Certain changes in sampling are advisable, especially in sampling
services. With more definite descriptions of some items, prices can
be confined to those goods and services which clearly eomply with
the specifications. This procedure will greatly reduce the work of
editing the schedules and will simplify the calculation of average
values. As long as enough items are priced to afford a field within
which extreme quotations will largely cancel, the device of getting
prices for the goods and serviees listed for a given level of living, in
the shops and neighborhoods where persons living at this level buy,
should provide a measure of costs adequate for all practical purposes
in a field where exact values cannot be obtained.
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Appendix B

BASIC TABLES

Table 1.—Cities of 25,000 or More Population, 1930, in the United States and Included
in the Study of Costs of Living, Classified by Geographic Division and by Size

All cities in the United
States

59 eities included in

) the study Percent
Qeographic division and size of city of popula-
classification tion in-
Number | Population | Number | Population cluded
United States_ _...... [ 376 49, 242, 877 59 30, 011, 692 1 60.9
i) 15, 064, 555 5 15, 064, 555 100. 0
8 5, 763, 987 8 5, 763, 987 100, 0
24 7,956, 228 19 6, 538, 086 82.2
58 7, 540, 966 14 1, 927, 0B} 25. 8
283 12,917, 141 13 717,875 58
55 4, 457, 465 6 1, 443, 803 132.4
N ® Q! O] Q)
L 781, 188 1 781, 188 100. 0
1 252, 981 1 252, 981 1.0
11 1, 468, 630 2 261, 990 17.9
412 1, 958, 666 2 147, 644 7.5
76 15, 499, 658 8 11, 114, B64 LILT
2 B, 881, 407 2 8, 881, 407 100.0
2 1, 242, 893 2 1, 242, 893 100. 0
3 1,087, 184 2 770, 469 0o
11 1,438, 853 1 143, 433 10.0
58 2, 849, 321 1 76, 662 2.7
97 12, 810, 858 8 7, 634, 832 | 59.8
LOO0 000 ormore. . ... 2 4. 945, 100 2 4,945, 100 100. 0
500,000 to 1,000,000 . _______ .. ______..._.. 2 1, 478, 678 2 1. 478, 678 100. 0
250,000 to 600000 ___________... 5 1, 651, 643 3 1, 105, 885 67.0
100,000 to 250000______________________. In 1,327, 757 1 104, 969 7.9
25,000 t0 100,000 _ ... 78 3, 407, 880 O] ) (1
‘West North Central___ ... ___..... 27 3,482,012 7 2, 100, 637 160.3
" ) (] 0] N
)] 821, 960 1 821, 980 100. 0
3 1,135, 708 2 864, 102 76.1
b 690, 995 2 325,118 47.1
18 833, 349 2 89, 459 10,7
41 3,826, 115 9 2, 180, 018 1 56.5
* () ) 0] O
1 RO4, B74 1 804, 874 100. 0
2 757, 235 2 757, 235 100. 0
8 760, 583 3 442,188 58.1
32 1, 503, 423 3 155, 721 10. 4

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 1.—Cities of 25,000 or More Population, 1930, in the United States and Included
in the Study of Costs of Living, Classified by Geographic Division and by Size—Con.

All citles in the United
States

59 elties included in

the stud Percont
Geographic division and size of city ¥ of popula-
classification tion in-
Number | Populatien | Number | Population | ¢aded
East South Central . ________ .. __... 18 1, 642, 978 5 884, 570 160, 5
1,000,000 ot moTE. ... ... (" 1 (1) (N O]
500,000 to 1,000,000 . ____.. v m Q) Q) L) U]
250,000 to 500,000 .. ... 3 820, 566 3 820, 564 100.0
100,000 10 250,000, _ . . . eaiaiaas 3 379, 466 1 105, 802 27.9
25000t0 100,000 . . ... iiece.a-- 10 442, 944 1 88, 202 15.4
West South Central. ...___.. mmmanen 26 2, 807, 986 6 1, 381, 078 1 53.0
1,000,000 OF MOTe. . ..o avrnamc e m EI) m él) mn
500,000 to 1,000,000_ . ........ eereb—nas (n 1 ] 1 o)
250,000 t0 500,000 . ... .o eae._. 3 1,011, 589 3 1,011, 589 100.0
100,000 to 250,000 . _ . .. ... 5 BM, 057 2 287,810 34.9
25,000 to 100,000, .. .. L. 18 772, 340 1 81, 679 10. 8
Mountaln_ ... 10 727, ;1 5 526, 736 T2 4
1,000,000 0F MOF®. .. .o (1 (f e] )] E')
500,000 to 1,000,000 _ .. ____ .. ... ..... 1t M e ) n
250,000 to 500,000 .. .. .. __.__...._. i 287, 881 1 287, B61 100. 0
100,000 t0 250,000 .. ... .. oo...... 1 140, 267 1 140, 267 100. 0
25000t0 100,000 . .. . . aieeeeeiiianeee § 20,153 3 B8, 603 33.0
Pacific fecmassssrrrecvamcemcanoew % 4, 188, 526 3 2,655, 34 '83.4
1,ODO OO or MODre. .. .. . iicevsnssncnssan 1 1,238, 048 1 1, 238, (43 100.0
600,000 t0 1,000,000 . .. oo oo 1 634, 304 1 634, 304 100. 0
250,000 10 500,000, . _ . ___ ... ... ... 3 D51, 48] 2 667, 308 70.1
100,000 10 250,000, . _ . . ... ... .. .. ..._... 4 512, 358 1 115, 514 22.5
25,000 to 100, .. 19 852, 265 ()] ™ (1)

1 This figure represents the peroent which the population in cities studied is- of the population in ail

cities with 25,000 or more.
? No city in this group-

Bource: Fifteenth Census of the United States: 18306, Population, Vol. I, pp. 14, 16, and 22-26.



Table 2.—Annual Costs! of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

MAINTENANCE LEVEL

Clothing, clothing upkeep, and
personal care

Household operation

Total Housing, Fuel tlf “",‘l'l‘ :

City cost of | Food including ni;g'ing;

living Clothing | Personal | ¥Bter Electric- | 10use- and

Total | Clothing | Total Ice hold
upkeep care Coal or ity supplies house-
Total | “00- 8 Gas PP held
aquip-
ment

Averoge, 59 cities_ ______ $1,260.62 [$448. 18 | $184.35 | $145.93 $13. 55 $24.87 | $221.80 $153. 54 | $57. 68 $47. 00 | $10.98 [ $22. 40 $18. 68 $18, 82 $31.10
Washington, D.C._.__ . . ___ 1.414. 54 | 476. 34 176. 23 142. 13 12. 98 24.12 342 00 | 146. 62 64. 65 56, 80 7.85 19. 44 12. 05 17. 31 30.12
8an Francisco, Calif.l_________| 1,280.87 | 459.37 | 208,62 165. 32 14.00 29. 31 270.00 | 179.81 | 48.08 35.03 [ 13.05 | 47.97 18. 56 22,32 32 4
Minneapolis, Minn________._.| 1,387.70 | 436.75 198. 49 159. 63 15. 82 23.04 264. 00 | 202.13 | 108. 28 101. 68 6.60 18. 14 18. 89 18. 37 3. 90
New York, N. Y& _______ . |1,37513 | 477. 22 172. 67 137. 08 10. 87 24,71 300.00 | 155.87 | 66.21 55. 85 10. 56 19. 83 22.08 17. 15 27. 83
Chicago, INS____._____.______ 1,356. 11 | 462. D8 193. 45 153. 64 12. 46 27.35 240. 00 ; 162,36 73. 82 68. 21 5.61 19. 83 17. 92 17.45 30. 26
Milwaukee, Wis_____________. 1,353.34 ] 425. 66 206. 15 163. 61 14.20 28.25 270.00 ¥ 176. 48 02. 85 85,10 7.75 12. 96 13. 28 17. 15 32.18
Bosten, Mass_ . _....._.. 1,352.77 | 468.45 189. 02 149. 95 13. 4 26. 63 264.00 { 164.20 1 V0. 11 59.76 | 10.35 ] 19.44 19. 85 19. 83 32,02
Cleveland, Qhio 1., _ 1,348. 33 | 444.40 210. 95 168. 35 13. 46 29. 14 234.00 | 142. 58 53.11 55. 36 3.75 17. 35 11.13 19. 41 32. 47
8t. Louis, Mo _______ 1,339. 55 | 448. 46 179. 50 i44. 08 11. 46 23,97 270,00 § 127.27 44 26 as. o 8. 25 16. 85 14. 33 17. 36 28.42
Detroit, Mich. v 1,317.53 | 444.01 195 # 158. 33 12.797 24. 44 22200 | 160. 47 70.25 a3, 69 7.16 18, 69 17.48 19.71 31,26
Scranton, Pa____.__________ ___ 1.312.39 | 448. 54 188. 51 148. 67 13. 69 26. 15 276.00 | 146.33 50. 70 36. 60 14.10 21. 61 19. 25 19. 99 31.73
Cincinnati, QhioV____. oo 1,311, 74 | 448.74 185. 37 145. 25 13. 51 26. 61 25680 | 138. 9 50. 21 46. 46 .75 20. 02 14.37 19. 39 31. 83
Pittsburgh, Pa_._________ ...| 1,810. 52 | 447.52 184. 21 146. 88 13. 38 23 94 246.00 | 126.59 | 36.85 31.85 5. 00 16. 85 18. 85 17. 49 20.21
Los Angeles, Calif.l_ __. ...| 1,308.11 | 442.07 206. 36 167.23 12. 43 26.70 198.00 | 156.73 49. 63 38.12 11. 52 35.08 14. 48 21.33 32. 23
Newark, N.J_________________ 1,300.85 | 474.63 170. 13 133. 30 11. 44 25,39 258.00 | 160.88 | 65.40 53, 00 12, 40 19. 44 25.37 17.62 20. 09
Baltimore, Md________________ 1, 300. 85 | 452.85 170. 27 134.93 11. 76 23. 58 228 .00 | 142. 86 58. 71 50. 18 8. 55 17. 89 15.05 18. 32 20. 85
Albuguerque, N, Mex.!,______| 1,290.14 | 485.68 192, 62 147. 94 16, 26 28. 42 232.20 | 173. 40 48. 37 37. 68 10. 71 35. 14 24. 53 23. 47 34.01
Phlladelphla Pa_ _____... .| 1,297.69 | 447.68 175. 62 140. i1 11. 64 23. 87 240.00 | 138. 15 55. 62 47, 52 8 10 12. 96 18.05 18.93 29. 54
Bridgeport, Conn.........-... 1,296.35 | 48751 181. 43 143. 14 12. 58 25.72 234.00 | 157. 96 72.37 59, 32 13.05 19. 44 15.77 18. 41 28, 93
Bioux Fal]s, S.Dak______.___. 1, 200. 60 | 423.75 190. 77 152. 36 15,07 23.34 271.20 | 208.08 | 101. 95 2. 45 9.80 | 19.44 20. 45 21.04 30.15
Rochester, N. Y 1,287.63 | 442.78 181. 09 141. 56 14. B8 24. 65 225. 00 | 180. 99 82,75 83.75 8. 00 18, 14 19, 85 16.79 30. 41
Tucson, Ariz.! 1, 287. 25 | 464.09 188. 48 148, 25 17.17 26. 56 222.00 | 179.73 51. 69 30. 62 21.08 47. 50 21. 89 23.93 31, 64
Butte, Mont______ 1,283. 69 | 448. 69 214. 54 163. 40 21.82 29. 32 210.00 | 184. 39 79.13 70.63 8. 50 19. 44 23.33 23. 18 38, 27
Portland, Maine. . _-.{ 1,275.48 | 450. 60 198, 44 156. 53 16. 50 25. 41 204.00 | 185.00 82.50 G8. 75 13.75 18. 40 21. 53 19. 87 32.15
Peoria, I, ... 1,274. 30 | 448.89 189. 21 150. 91 12. 73 25 58 274,28 1 130. 76 40. 69 30. 49 10. 20 1. 83 18. 41 18,12 30. 63
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Fall River, Maga______..____._
Atlanta, Oa_ ... .. .. ...
Richmond, Va..___._.__......
Buflalo, N. Y. .o oo,
Omaha, Nebr._. ... .. ...

Manchester, N.H_..._.__.__.
Norfolk, Va . ... ...,
Denver, Colo.!\_ ... .......
Kansas City, Mo__.______.__.
Providence. R, I__.._________.

Bioghamton, N. Y __._._._..__.
Salt Lake City, Utah }_______.
Seattle, Wash__... ... ..
New Orleans, La_ . __________.
Spokane, Wash_ . ._._._._.....

Winston-Salem, N.C.h.___._.

Portland, Oreg.__ ... ____.__..
Memphis, Tenn. . __._......__
Louisville, Ky.\_________
Qklahoma City, Okla.l.

Jacksonville, Fla______. ... _...
Houston, Tex. . __......_.....
Indianapolis, Ind_ . __. I
Columbia, 8. C_._..___.___._.
Clarksburg, W. Va.lo.___.__..

Dallas, Tex_ . ooooeoeoiaoo-.
Cedar Rapids, lowa i _______.
Columbus, Obiot ... ... .
Birmingham, Ala_....._.__...

Knoxville, Tenn_ . _.._.ceeen..

El Paso, Tex. __......___..___.
Little Rock, Ark._._.....____

Wichita, Kans _ ... ... __
Mobile, Ala...................

1,243.19
1,243. 07
1,243. 35
1,233. 08
1, 228, 62

18
Ve

CELH

w
BRRY L¥E

e
- B3
EBES

1.131.30
1,129, 81

453. BO
463. 10
47,07
441 B0
443. 61

463. 60
455. 94
434. 93
448. 20
459, 56

+48.83
432.04
42,77
43220
426. 71

458 34
435, 93
433. 2
443. 43
441.03

458, 87
431, 07
419, 64
480. 26
464. 41

451. 62
418.28
44425
446. 74
i83.23

1. 00
443. 99
426. 97
433. 40

191, 48
169, 33

184, 85
184, 48

181, A5
175. 46
182. 40
180. 96
170. 82

180. 38
199. 74
193. 22
172.7¢
208. 956

179. 29

173,15
178, 84
183. 20

172 98
181. 12
177. 45
166. 80
184. 76

162, 0%

188. 4
170. 87
171. 71

167. 67
172, 56
174.32
165. 00

154. 31
1.7
153. 88
147.88
145. 79

142 54

144. 93
147.19
134. 47

143. 67
159. 27
151. 59
137. 19
160. 85

141, 18
162. 81

142 70
143, 28

137. 48
143. A
135. 41
130. 97
147. 93

127. 81
148. 59
148. 93
134. 98
136. 68

132.36
135. 34
140. 56
123.79

LBSTH B00ZT BEEEI

EBEE RSN NHNER NENER HNHEX XuENE

ZEERR 8BBx=2

BEHE
2883

SEXEz RSEIN
3383% 33383 3388

% ¥EzEH

z

28 R2R
2888 ¥x353

3

EREES §
£2848 S

195. 00
174 00
165. 00
163. 44

78. 60
a5 18
64. 23

85.30
58. 52

ER=ZB REENE

=88z
Jgsa

SEENE Sn2az £B383

=¥ e

SHER R5:Hs ZREZS K545 B2BBR

%@m@ g—m

EEFRPT Fophe NRBSo
FRER BREZER BizoB HRE=3

ChOD R =D

[P

Gl wle

pEwsl weSHE
2&
[~}

L]
o
=]

1. 26
10. 20

2,75
10. 08
21. 42

12. 11
7.35

5.00
19. B0

2273
18.18

22.36
18. IR
15. 55
30. 42

2393
17. 57
17.81
13. 85
16. 40

23.33
17.81
18.17
18. 53
22.86

22.97
22. 57
15.05
25.01
16. 49

21.09
16. 49
16. 48
15. 50
20.78

20. 57
15. 17
17.09
19. 85
19. 28

16. 49
18.17
12,33
17.93
17. 57

23.33
23.81
19. 37
17. 57

18. 98
16. 40
16.77
17.94
18. 19

18. 80
17.29
19. 91
16. 34
19. 49

17.71
20. 78
21. 57

22. 98

34.78
31.73
34. 10
3L.00
28. 90

30.06

20. 30
376

31.80

See footnotes at end of table.
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Toble 2

Continved

MAINTENANCE LEVEL—continued

—Annual Costs of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935—

Household opera-

tion—Continned Miscellaneous
Recreation Taxes?
City Chutrqh
Unspec- . . ; contri-
Refuse ifled ‘Total | Medical ‘g;?t]{f- astigggl_ Motion | o000 i]?sllfx?'- butions
disposal °§5an; care tion ance Total | News- Fﬁcnér? zations, | ance? Mdn‘;“i]-er Total | Personal | Capita-
t otal | papers ade:?JISG- tobaceo, bfﬁio;s . property | Lion
sions and toys?

Average, 59 cities_______ 4131.50 $3.06 |$252.67 $52.32 $53.06 | 99$6.87 | $75.1% $10. 84 $33. 80 $30. 55 | $46.40 $15.40 882,54 [ 78L10 | 08l 44
Washington, D. C___._.._____ 0] 3.05 | 270.34 58. 41 71 44 1.35 | 76.84 7.80 38. 64 30.40 | 46.40 15.40 | () 10) (11}
8an Francisco, Califi___ .. . _ 7.20 3.08 | 27227 64. 28 50. 78 8.47 | B6.94 13.80 42,22 30,92 | 46.40 15.40 | (1) 10) 10)
Minnespolis, Minn_ - 3.50 3.05 | 286, 42 54.12 9185 6.26 | 72.39 8.40 33.59 30.40 | 46.40 15.40 | (9) 1) 19
New York, N. Y.J_ . ... ® 3.07 | 269.38 56. 29 71.42 1.45 | 8. 41 8.84 38.75 30.82 | 46.40 15.40 [ () {10 10}
Chiecago, .. ..o .. *) 3.07 | 208. 21 57. 42 93.31 3.04 | s0.84 11.44 48.58 30.82 | 46.40 15.40 1.81 1.81 10}
Milwaukee, Wis_.___._____.._. ) 3.05 | 275.05 44, 51 76.14 11,28 | 78.19 14. 56 33.23 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 314 314 (1)
Boston, Mass_ .. ___________. ) 3.05 | 267.00 55.36 61. 74 1.88 | 84.22 14. 56 39. 26 30.40 | 46 40 15. 40 2.00 (10} 2. 00
Cleveland, Ohio ! .__._.._.... (%) 3.00 | 316.41 59,21 101. 52 10.50 | 83.39 14. 56 37.80 31.02 | 46.40 15.40 | (19) (1) (0
Bt. Louis, Mo_. _cuooacuco___. 3. 00 3.05 | 314.32 49, 54 118, 44 'l 8L.77 13.20 38.17 30,40 | 48,40 15.40 2.77 277 | (19
Detroit, Mich______________ (") 3.09 | 295 51 58.34 B2. 08 14.06 | 70.23 13.00 35.20 3102 | 46.40 15.40 | (%) (1) (1)
Seranton, Pa_________.____..__. 0! 3.05 | 253.01 58.01 40,26 .85 [ 83.35 11.44 41.51 30.40 | 46.40 15.40 | 8.4 (1% 8
Cincinnati, Ohio .. __...__.. ) 3.09 | 281.93 41.82 94.60 4.07| 79 64 11, 44 ar. 18 31.02 | 46.40 15.40 | (%) (0 (1%
Pittsburgh, Pa__......______.. 4. 50 3.05 | 306.20 54. 52 108. 26 Q) 81.62 14. 56 36.66 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 2.00 (1 2.00
Los Angeles, Calit.l. __________ ) 3,08 | 304.95 60.08 | 10130 2.49 | 79.27 10. 60 37.75 30.92 | 46.40 15.40 | (1) (10 (9
Newark, N.J ... 0} 3.05 | 237.22 51,94 7.7 4.00 | 86.74 4. 56 35.78 30,40 | 46.40 15. 40 1.00 ] 1
Baltimore, Md_____________... Q) 3.05 | 306.87 4. 04 115. 49 1.69 | 83.88 11. 44 42.02 30.40 | 46. 40 15.40 | (:9) {10 “’;
Albuquerque, N. Mex.!____... 4.80 3.07 | 215.24 57.56 12.67 0.40 | 73.B2 7.80 35.20 30.82 | 45.40 15.40 | (w0 (W; 10
Philadelphia, Pa._._ ... _____. (" 3.05 | 206.25 43.02 | 106.06 1.00 | 84.38 11. 44 42. 54 30.40 | 46.40 15.40 | (W (1 E"‘)
Bridgeport, Conn..ooooooo.___ (% 3.05 | 235,45 56. 15 43. 74 72 T4 8. 84 33,80 30.40 | 46.40 15.40 | (10 (19 19)
Siocux Falls, 8. Dak__.__.__._. 12.00 3.05 | 196.81 51.41 10.94 ™ 71.08 B.84 31.82 30.40 | 46.40 15.40 1,60 180 (9
Rochester, N. Y. ..o___._.. Q)] 3.05| 257.79 52.83 83. 90 565 73.61 10, 92 32.20 30.40 | 48.40 15.40 | (9 ("9 %)

uecson, Arizd_, . ____._________ " 307 232,45 81. 31 12.33 814 | 82.68 10. 40 41. 55 30.71 | 4640 15.40 6.2 6.2 (19
Butte, Mont__________.._..... m 3.05 | 228.07 62. 84 10.82 6.50 | 78.11 11,06 35.75 30.40 | 46.40 i5.40 | 6.00 2.00 4.00
Portland, Maine.....ccce..... 7. 50 3.05 | 237. 44 58. 85 28. 51 6.08 | 74.86 13. 00 3L 48 30,40 1 48.40 15. 40 7.38 438 3.00
Peoria, ILV ... ... m 3.07 1 23116 43.80 29.76 18.58 1 73135 10. 40 3214 30.82! 48.40 15,401  3.80 3.801 (1
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Fall River, Masa_._.._......... ¥ 3.05 | 728.05 51. 24 ! 31. 46 ") 77.38 11.44 35. 52 30.40 | 4840 15, 40 6. 20 4.20
Atlanta, Ga__ ... 3.05 [ 253.34 53. 48 52. 49 7.13 | 70.44 10. 40 20. 64 30. 40 | 48.40 15 40 8. 00 3.60
Richmond, Va_________.__.___ iy 3.05 | 239.72 51.33 30. 92 7.76 | 73.82 7.80 35, 62 30. 40 | 4640 15. 40 5. 20 2.20
Buffalo, N. Y __._ ... ......... Y] 3.05 | 274.00 50.75 80. 28 206 70.13 1. 44 28.29 30.40 | 46. 40 15. 40 S"') (1)
Omaha, Nebr___________.___.. 1.00 3.05 | 241. 85 48 01 58.32 432 6040 10. 40 28. 80 3. 40 | 46.40 15. 40 1 (40}
Manochester, N.H_........... ('; 3.05 | 42.71 4;{.30 39. 69 1.00 | 8313 11. 44 41.29 30.40 [ 48.40 15. 40 7.20 3.20
Norfolk, Va______._.__________ (* 3.05 | 232,27 51.08 35.82 511 72.68 10, 40 31.88 3. 40 ) 46. 40 15, 40 5. 80 2. 80
Denver, Colo.! .. .. ... .. 1. 50 3.07 | 8220 58. 52 74. 8B4 7.78 1 BL2G 13. 00 37. 44 30.82 | 48,40 15. 40 (% (1)
Kansas City, Mo_____________ 00 3.05 | 8. 10 51. 35 95. 83 11,37 | 82.33 7.8 24. 13 30.40 [ 46.40 15. 40 3.82 3.62
Providence, R. I.._......_._.. 3.00 3.05(229.78 5M.78 41.33 1.5 ] 6754 11. 44 26. 00 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 2. 45 2. 45
Binghamton, N. Y__.___ . .. - "M 3.08 | 233. 00 55. 03 11.68 10.50 ] B87.18 14.58 42. 22 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 (" {19)
Salt Lake City, Utah 1 _______ " 307 | 5100 50. 85 5. 05 Loz | 7331 10. 80 31.82 30.82 [ 48,40 15. 40 4. 44 4 44
Seatlle, Wash__..___._........ (" 3.05 | 284.40 bl H2 75.47 1.3 ( 73.67 10. 20 B 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 "9 (!9
New Orleans, La_...___...._. *) 3.06 | 208.30 52 46 97.78 3.80( 70.02 8.4 39.78 30.40 | 4840 15. 40 3. 45 3. 45
Spokane, Wash__ . ______.__._. 12. 00 3.05 | 240. 48 68. 10 41.21 4.20) 67.06 10. 40 62 30.40 | 46. 40 15. 40 (10 (9
Winston-Salem, N. C.l.____._ (4] 309 | 214.50 51.05 2. 97 10.32 [ 6846 10. 40 o 31.02 | 48.40 15. 40 1.00 (10}
Portland, Oreg__ . 6. 00 3.05 | 258.77 49. 56 69. 94 B.48 | o508 10. 40 2818 30.40 | 48.40 15. 40 (10} (9
Memphis, Tenn. - " 3.05 | 260,97 53.29 6L 24 750 7314 10. 40 32 34 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 4.00 (19)
Loulsville, Ky.1._ O Iy} 3.09 | 254.85 40.71 89. 55 11.66 | 78.97 10. 46 37. 54 3.02 | 48.40 15.40 2,18 2,14
Oklahomsa City, Oklal_ . . B. 00 3.06 | 242 92 30.71 39.53 11.50 [ 79.38 15.00 35. 78 30.61 | 46.40 15. 40 () (19
Jacksonville, Fla______________ m 3.05) 233.78 57.20 30. 91 7.00 [ 74.81 10. 40 34.01 30.40 | 48.40 15. 40 2.00 10y
Houston, Tex.______.._________ (" 3.05 | 2683.80 52.78 66. 68 9.73 | 69.82 @ 38 30.06 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 3.00 (19
Indianapolis, Ind_____________ (] 3.05 | 259.90 43. 52 85. 21 9.40 | 74.39 13. 00 30. 99 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 5.58 2.58
Columbia, 3. C. ... ______._ " 3.05 | 145,79 40. 84 8.75 11.14 | 71,17 10. 40 30.37 30.40 | 48.40 15. 40 2.00 {10)
Clarksburg, W. Va.l_ . ________ 4.00 3.07 ) 22232 55.32 9.20 21.19 | 69 .82 10. 40 4. 60 30.82 | 46.40 15.40 5.00 (9
Dallas, Tex. . . ... *) 3.05 | 233.77 49.51 35. 96 1225 70.75 7.80 32 55 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 3.50 (19
Cedar Rapids, lowa !l . __ .. _. 1.25 3.07 [ 21153 45. 88 4. 84 4.88 | 70.18 10. 40 28, 98 30.82 | 48.40 15, 40 4. 00 {19
Columbus, Ohiot____________. ] 3.09 | 228 20 45,78 4. 46 R Y4 | 6722 832 27 87 31.02 | 46.40 15. 40 (10} (0
Birmin !Jam F.Y I " 3.05 | 256.08 47.78 81. 49 10.25 | 71.74 10. 40 30. 94 30.40 | 468.40 15.40 3.00 (19)
Knoxville, Tenn.. ... (" 3.05 | 227. 8¢9 50, 25 3214 ¥.50 | 63 .48 10. 40 27. 66 30.40 | 46,40 15. 40 6.73 273
ElPaso, Tex_._____._____...... 2.50 3.05|193.72 38. 48 17.11 1.84 ( 70.91 7.80 3271 30.40 | 40.40 15. 40 3.50 tl)]
Little Rock, Ark..__..._.___.. (L] 3.06 | 223 22 53. 56 18. 48 1317 0.1 9. 60 30,11 30.40 | 48,40 5. 40 8.13 213
Wichita, Kans s 1. 45 3.05 | 218. 49 50. 08 20. 24 14. 50 | 65.88 7.80 7. 66 30.40 | 48.40 L5 40 (1% (1)
Mobile, Ala____ .. .. _.______. m 3.05 | 225.75 51. 84 20. 63 20 51| 67.22 10. 40 26. 42 30.40 | 46 40 15. 40 3.45 .
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1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 15).

t Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

¥ Exclusive of sales tax.

4 Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities Is used in order to balance the table. The 18-city average is $4.90,

! Though only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 55-city average is $7.37.
* Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in arder to balance the table. The 36-city average is $4.17.

! Though perzonal property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 22-city average is $2.96.
® Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities i3 used in order to balance the table. The 25-city average is $3.40.

¥ Not a direct charge. i® None payable.

NoTE.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies between certain totals and the sums of their component itema,
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Table 3.—Relative Costs ! of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

MAINTENANCE LEVEL

Clothing, clothing upkeep, and
personal care

Household operation

Totsal Housing,
City r.l‘ost of | Food including Fuel Furniture,
iving \ water House- |furnishings,
Total | Clothing Culgﬁt;;%g 13 eg;?gal Total Ice t}rzllc?fy hol? gnlr(ij honse-
Cosl or supplies | holdequip-
Total | "z od Gas ment
Average, 59 cities:
Amount...... ... $1,260.62 3448 18 | $184.35 | $145.93 $13. 55 $24.87 $221.89 (8$153. 54 | $57.98 $47.00 | $10.93 | §22.40 $18. 68 £18.82 $31.10
Percent....c...... 100. ¢ 100.0 100. 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100. 0
Washington, D. C____...__. 112. 2 106. 3 87. 2 97. 4 65. 8 97. 0 154. 1 95. 6 1115 120. 9 715 86. 8 64. 5 02.0 6.8
San Francisco, Calif.!_ .. ____ 110. 3 102. 5 113. 2 113. 3 103. 3 117. 9 121. 7 117.0 82 4 74. 5 118.9 214.2 99. 4 118. 6 104. 2
Minneapelis, Mino___._._ . 110. 1 97. 4 107.7 109. 4 116.7 92.6 119. 0 131.8 186. 8 218. 3 60. 1 81.0 101.1 7.6 102. 8
New York, N. Y1 ________. 109.1 106. § 93.7 03.9 80. 2 99. 4 135. 2 101. & 114. 2 118. 4 96. 2 88. 5 118.2 211 88. 5
Chicago, II8.1__..____________ 107. 6 103.1 104. 9 105.3 92.0 110.0 108. 2 105.7 127.3 145.1 511 88.5 5. 9 92.7 97.3
Milwaukee, Wis. .. __..___. 107. 4 5.0 111.8 112.1 105. 5 113.6 121.7 114.9 ( 160.1 181.1 70.6 57.9 97.9 811 103.5
Boston, Mass. . ....ocoeao... 107. 3 104. 5 102. 5 102.8 96. 2 104. 7 119.0 107.0 120.9 127. 1 094.3 86. 8 106. 3 105. 3 102.9
Cleveland, Ohio!__________. 107.0 96.2 114. 4 115, 4 §9. 4 117.2 105. 5 9. R 1019 117.8 34.2 77. 5 59. 8 103. 1 104. 4
8t. Louis, Mo__.___________. 106. 3 100.1 7. 4 a8. 7 4. 5 8.4 $121.7 32.9 76.3 76.6 751 75.2 6.7 92 2 01.4
Detroit, Mich.t______._._... 104. 5 8.1 106. 1 108. 5 94.3 Pa8. 3 100.0 1.5 121.2 134. 2 65. 2 83. 4 93.6 1047 100. §
Scranton, Pa______.________. 104. 1 100. 1 102.3 101. 9 101.0 105.1 124. 4 95.3 87.4 77.0 128 4 96. 5 103.0 106. 2 102.0
Cincinnati, QOhio\__.._.__._. 104.1 100. 1 100. 8 99. 5 99.7 167.0 115.7 90. 5 86. 6 98 9 34.2 80. 4 78.9 103.0 102.3
Pittsburgh, Pa._____.______. 104. 0 09.9 99.9 100. 7 98. 7 06. 3 110. 9 82 4 63. 6 67.8 45. 5 75.2 99.8 92.9 93.9
Los Angeles, Calif.l___._____ 103. 8 08. 6 111.9 114. 6 91.7 107. 4 89, 2 1021 85. 6 81. 1 14. 9 180. 6 7.5 113.3 103.6
Newark, N.J . __.___.__. . 103. 2 105. 9 92.3 9l1.3 84. 4 102.1 116. 3 104. 8 112. 8 112.8 112.9 B6. 8 135. 8 3.6 06, 4
Baltimore, Md_._____._ .. ___ 103. 2 101. 0 02 4 B2 5 36.8 04 8 102. 8 93.0 101.3 108. 7 7.9 9.8 80. 6 97.3 96. 0
Albuquerque, N. Mex.1___.. 103. 1 108. 4 104, 5 101. 4 120, 0 114.3 104. 6 112.0 83.4 0.1 87. 5 156. 9 131.3 124.7 109.3
Philadelphia, Pa............ 102, 9 99. 9 95 3 06.0 85, 9 94. 0 108, 2 $0.0 95.9 101.1 73.8 57.9 96. 6 100.6 5.0
Bridgeport, Copn........... 102.8 | 108.8 98. 4 98,1 92.8 103. 4 105. 5 1029 124.8 126.2 ] 118.9 86.8 84. 4 07.8 93.0
Sioux Falls, 3. Dak.__.._.._. 102. 4 4. 5 103. 5 104. 4 111. 2 943.9 122. 2 135.5 175. 8 196.7 86. 5 86.8 109.5 111. 8 96. 9
Rochester, N. Y. _......_.. 021 8.8 8. 2 97.0 109.8 $9.1 101. 4 117. 9 1680. 0 178. 2 82.0 810 106. 3 B9. 2 §7.8
Tucson, Ariz.b oo . __. 102. 1 103. 5 102, 5 865 126.7 106. 8 100. 0 117.1 89, 2 65.1 192.0 212.1 117. 2 127.2 101, 7
Butte, Mont_......_._._._ . 101. 8 100.1 116. 4 112.0 161.0 117. 9 §4.6 120.1 138. 5 150. 3 7.4 84.8 124. 9 123.1 118. 8
Portland, Maine. .. 1012 100.5 107.6 167.3 121. 8 102.2 91,81 120.5] 1423 146.3 125. 2 82.2 115.2 105. 6 103. 4
0L 1002 102.6 103. 4 93.9 102. 8 123.6 85.2 70.2 64.9 92.9 83.5 98.5 §6.3 8.5
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164 ¢ COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES
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Pall River, Masa____.......... 9.7 90.3 97.9 88. 3 ( 102.0 105. 6 105. 1 9.5 100.0 100.0 ] 2441 281.8
Atlanta, Ga.____. 00.7] 100.3 102 2 07.3 103. 8 n.7 94.0 87.7 99.5| 100.0 100.0 | 318.0 rrr A
Richmond, Va. _____.____..... 0.7 ™o .9 740 112.8 08,2 7.0 108. 4 0.5 100.0 100.0 | 204.7 200. 0
Buffalo, N.Y .. ..o .. " 9.7 1084 97.0 185, 5 2.7 $3.3 105 8 83.7 99.5| 1000 100.0 | (10 10y
Omaha, Nebr_ ... .._._..._.. 8. 7 .7 95.7 9.8 108. | 62.9 92.3 96.0 4.8 9.5 100.0 100.0 | (M (%)
Manchester, N.H...._...... ™ 09.7 98. 1 05.4 73,6 4.6 | 110.8 108. 8 122.2 98.5 | 100.0 100.0 | 283.5 290. 9
Noarfolk, Va__ .o 0] w.7 0l 6 9.6 B6. 4 74 4 8.7 9.0 ™3 9.5( 100.0 100.0 | 228.3 254. 5
Denver, Colo.!. . _________.__.. 100, 0 100.3  NML7 108. ¢ 138, 7 132! 181 120. 0 110. 8 100.9 f 100.0 100. 0 ] {19)
Kansas City, Mo............. 200. 0 .7 N32 B8 1 177.2 108, 5 82.0 72.0 74 .5 100.0 100.0 [ 1425 120.1
Providenoe, R. L. .ooomeononns 200.0 9.7 90.9 1047 76. 6 27 9.2 105. 6 76.9 98.5 | 100.0 100. & 98. 5 22.7
Binghamton, N. Y.. .. ....... " .7 92.3 106.9 21.8 0.2 | 118.0 134. 4 124.9 90.5| 1000 100.0 | (1% {19
Balt Lake City, Utaht________ Q) 100. 3 90.4 108.3 100. 0 14.8 97. 4 .7 93.8 (00.8| 100.0 100.0 | 174.8 403.6
Seattle, Wash_ __.___.___.___.. U W7 1046 w1 139.9 n.7 980 ™. 1 97 8 .5 100.0 100.0 | (19 (9
New Orleans, La. .. ... é') 7| 181 100. 3 181. 2 55.3 | 106.1 81.6 17.7 9.5 100.0 100.0 | 1358 313.6
Spokane, Wash__._._..____.__ 300. 0 w7 95. 2 126.3 76. 4 62.4 80.2 06.0 7T .5 1000 100.0 | (1) ()
Winston-Salem, N. C.l_______ " 101.0 84.9 99.3 38.9 150.2 91.1 96.0 80. 0 1005 | 100.0 100.0 30. 4 19)
Portland, Oreg______._______.. 400. 0 W7 1024 4.7 120.8 123.5 9.8 96. 0 83. 4 9.5 100.0 100.0 ( (19 10)
Memphis, Tenn... :') W7 1083 101. 9 13.5 1.2 07.3 96. 0 05.7 9.5 100.0 100.0 | 157.6 10)
Louisville, Ky.\._________._._. " 10.0 | 100.9 71.8 110. 4 186.7 | 106.0 96.0 111.1 101.6 | 100.0 100.0| B850 196. 4
Oklahoma City, Okla.\.__.____ 5333 100.0 | 96.1 94. 9 73.3 187.4 | 108.8 120.0 105, ¢ 100,2 | 100.0 100.0 | (19 (10
Jaoksonville, Fla. ....ooue..... ™ 9.7 92. 5 109. 5 57.3 101.9 .5 9.0 100. 6 9.5 100.0 160. 0 ¥8.7 (19)
Houston, Tex. ... __ ’) 9.7 1044 100. 9 123.6 L8| 929 86. 4 889 9.5 100.0 100.4| 1181 (19
Indianapolis, Ind. ... ________. U 0.7 1029 83,2 120. 8 1368 99.0 120.0 91.7 99.5| 100.0 100.0| 219.7 234. 5
Columbia, S. C...___________. " .7 7.5 7.2 18. 2 162. 1 .7 08. 0 89.0 9.5 100.0 100.0| 78.7 (19
Clarksburg, W. Va.l.______._. 400. 0 100.3 83.0 105.7 17.0 308. 4 929 96. 0 84.6 100.9 | 100.0 100.0 | 196.9 {19
Dallas, Tex... ... __.________ ™ 9.7 2.5 .6 66, 8 178.3 ™1 72.0 96,3 9.5 1000 100.0 | 137.8 1%}
Cedar Rapids, lowa ! ________ 5.3 100. 3 83.7 87.6 46.0 70.7 03. 4 96.0 85.7 100.8 | 100.0 100.0 | 157.5 (9
Columbus, Ohio ... ...... m 101.0| 9003 87.5 82.4 130.2| 89.4 76.8 82.5 100.5] 100.0 100.0 | (10) 10
Birmingham, Ala..._________. f') 070 101.3 01.3 114.0 149.2| 95.4 06.0 915 9.5 | 100.0 100.0| 118.1 9
Knoxzville, Tenn......_______. " 99.7 90. 2 96. 1 59.6 18.7 81.1 06.0 81.8 9.5 | 100.0 100.0 | 265.0 248.2
FlPaso, Tex .. ... 166.7 9.7 76.7 73.5 3Ly 2% 2 94.3 72.0 96.8 9%.5| 1000 100.0 | 137.8 (19
Little Rock, Ark_.__._______.. ™ 0.7 88.3 102 4 30.5 19,7 3.3 88 6 80.1 99.5( 100.0 100.0 | 3201 193.6
Wichits, K8D$. ..cvenoauo_. 96.7 2.7 86.5 05,7 48.6 211.1 87.6 72.0 81.8 9.5 100.0 1000 (19) (19
Mohbile, Ala.______.__________. * 9.7 £9.3 99.1 38.8 208.5 80.4 96. 0 78.2 9.5 100.0 100.0 | 1358 40.9
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t Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 15).

1 Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

¥ Exclusive of sales tax.

¢ Though only 18 eities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 1B8-city average is $4.90.

& Though only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. Tbe §5-city average is $7.37.
¢ Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 69 cities 13 used in order to balance the table. The 36-city average fs $4.17.

i Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. ‘The 22-city average is $2.98.
¢ Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities i3 used in order to balance the table. The 25-city average is $3.40.

9 Not a direct charge. 19 None payable,

NOTE.—Owing to the necessity [or rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies between certsin Lotals and the sums of their componsnt {tems.
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Toble 4—Annual Costs! of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, in 9 Geographic Divisions, 4-Person Manual Worker's
59 Cities, March 1935

MAINTENANCE LEYEL

Family,

Cieographic division

Budget group ‘%g :ﬁﬁ;’ ‘
New Eng- Middle [East North{West North| South At- | East South |West South Mountain Pacific
land Atlantie Central Central lantic Central Central

Total cost of BVIDE . c oo emamace e $1,260.62 | $1,282. 57 | $1,208.58 | $1,202.27 | $1,202.73 | $1,258.32 | $1,181.40 | $1,190.41 | §1,271.R4 $1,276. 33
) T U 448. 18 463.93 453. 37 442 21 435.186 461. 65 438. 00 440.18 453. 08 441. 37
Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personel care_......__ 184. 35 185. 48 179. 69 193. 02 185.23 176. 56 171. 81 173. 24 165. 66 203. 78
Clothing. - e eaans 145.93 146. B2 142, 39 153. 05 148.31 140. 19 135 57 136. 50 152. 16 tal. 52
Clothingupkeep. . ..o 13. 55 13.73 12.70 13.23 13,62 12. 55 12.82 12.93 17. 02 14. 94
Personal care_ ... .. .. _.__._____. R, 24 87 24.93 24. 80 26. 74 23, 29 2.8 23. 52 23.81 26. 48 27.33
Housing, including water_ _____ ... 221,89 221. 00 247.88 236, 26 220. 69 231. 87 193. 62 199. 70 212. 64 193. 88
Household operation . ... oot e 153. 54 172. 09 151.77 147. 48 161. 87 147. 26 134.77 134. 67 169, 05 160. 33
1 57.98 76. 80 61, 58 60. 54 T2.39 52. 55 14. 20 35.493 58. 47 54. 75
Coalorwood._____ o aiaaeoo. 47.00 64. 72 52. 54 0. 36 64. 77 386. 69 3. 11 26. 83 46. 74 148 10
T 10. 98 12.18 9. 05 6. 19 7-62 15. 86 13. 09 9. 10 11.73 15, 65
Yee. e 22.40 15. 88 18. 46 18. 26 18. 62 24. 15 2233 25.15 28.15 35.87
Electricity. . ... - el 18. 68 2111 20. 01 15. 88 18. 03 17. 8¢ 17.01 20.76 22.10 18. 21
Household supplies. .. - oo 18. 82 19.23 17. 95 18. 45 18. 39 17.31 17.47 18.38 22.25 2209
Furniture, furnishings, and household equipment . 3110 31. 37 30.15 31. 28 29. 89 31. 62 30. 70 20, 64 33.75 32. 31
Refuse disposel. ... oL 11.50 1.76 ] (U] 3.60 .67 O] 1.75 1.26 5. 04
Unspecified essentials . ..o ioramcmenan 3.08 3.05 3.05 3.07 3.05 3.06 3.06 3.03 3.07 3.08
Miscellaneouws ..o ... . e e 252 67 240. 07 265. 88 273.30 250. 79 240. 99 245.10 242. 62 241. 41 268. 17
Medicalcare. .. _ . ... 52.32 54.38 52.91 49.31 50. 05 51. 58 48.78 49. 58 58.97 58.37
Transportation________ .. ______________ ... 53. 96 41, 08 65. 83 73.39% 60. 90 42.78 47.07 45, 59 32.92 67. 74
School attendanea . ... . ... Y 6. 87 1.87 3.9 9.98 5.90 8.08 11. 68 8.73 8. 57 507
Recreation . _ . . . iimveiemiaaccmrcaaaas 75.18 76.74 79.93 77.03 70. 43 73. 54 7191 73.33 77.82 75 18
NewsSDAPeIS e e iiieccacianaaaaan 10. 84 11.79 12, 22 12.09 9.55 9. 94 10. 40 9. 40 10. 79 11, 08
Motion picture theater admissions......._..... 33.80 34. 65 37.26 34.13 30. 42 33.00 30. 68 33.50 36. 31 33. 50
Organizations, tobacco, and toys ¢ __________. 30. 55 30, 40 30. 45 30. 82 30. 46 30. 52 30. 53 30. 44 30.71 30. 61
Life insurance ¢ _ o aeeae 46. 40 48. 40 48. 40 48. 40 48, 40 46. 40 48. 40 48. 40 46. 40 46. 40
Church contributions and other eontrlbutlons LR 15. 40 15. 40 15. 40 15. 40 1540 15. 40 15. 40 15. 40 15. 40 15. 40

Taxes® _____________... 72 54 4.20 1.49 1.79 1.71 3.22 3.87 3.80 3.33 4]

Personal property 1,10 237 (%) 1.41 114 .89 .07 .93 2.53 [

Capltation. ... o ieiaana rwman. 10 ] 44 1.83 1.49 .38 57 2.33 2. R0 2 67 .80 ()
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1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 15),

1 Though only 18 cities had a direct ¢ for refuse disposal, an aversge for 50 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 18-city average ia $4.80. The averages for the geo-
graphic divisions are based on the total number of cities in sach division included In this study.

3 Not a direct charge.

¢ Budget allowance identical in all citles, plus sales tax where Jevied.

& Though only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendanoe, an average for 5 citles 13 used in order to balance the table. The 55-city average is $7.37. The averages for the
geographic divisions are based on the total number of cities in sach division included in this study.

§ Exclusive of salas tax.

! Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 59 citles ls used in order Lo halance the tsble. The 36-city average i3 $4.17. The averages for the geographic divislons
are based on the total pumber of cities in each division included ip this study.

t Noue pavable.

" Though personal property taxes were payable In only 22 cities, an average for 50 clties Is used in order to balance the table. The 22-city average is $2.88. ‘The averages for the
geographic divisions are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

19 Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 58 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 25-city average is $3.40. ‘The averages for the geographic
divisions are based on the total number of clties in sach division {ncluded in this study.

Norte.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers In computing averages, there are slight discrepancies between oertain totals and the sums of thelr component items.
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Table 5.—Relative Costs ! of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, in @ Geographic Divisions, 4-Person Manual Warker's
Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

MAINTENANCE LEVEL

Average, 59 cities Geographic division
Budget group N E . East West Fast
Amount Percent el:'ndng- Ellggi}fc North North Ast.(l):gtl:lic Bouth Pacific
Central Central Central
Total cost of living_____..___.._...: §1,260.62 100.0 101.7 103.0 102. 5 100. 2 99.8 93.7 101. 2
Food_ . ... . . o 448. 18 100.0 103. & 101. 2 98.7 97.1 103.0 97. 3 98. 5
Clothing, elothing upkeep, and personal i
caré._._ . __________ e . 184, 35 100. 0 100. 6 97. 5 104, 7 100. 5 5. 8 93.3 110. 5
Clathing___ . ___________ ... 145.93 100. 0 100. 6 97. 8 104. 9 101. 6 96. 1 92. ¢ 110. 7
Clothingupkeep.__.___.____... e 13. 65 100.0 101. 3 93.7 97. 6 100. 5 §2.6 94. 8 110. 2
Personaleare____ . ... .. .. ..___. 24.87 100.Q 100. 2 98.9 107.5 93.7 95.8 94. 8 109.9
Housing, including water________________ 221. 89 100.0 99,6 111.7 106, 5 103. 5 104.5 87.8 87.3
Household operation. . _ ... ___.. .. _____ 153. 54 100. 0 1121 98. 8 94, 1 106. 4 85. 9 B7.8 110.3
Fuel ... ... 57, 08 100.0 132. 6 106, 2 104. 4 124.9 90. 6 76.2 94. 4
Coslorwood  ._ ____________. 47.00 100. 0 137.7 111.8 115. 6 137.8 78. 1 66. 2 83 2
BS. . .. 10. 98 100. 0 110. 9 82.1 56. 4 69. 4 144. 4 119. 2 142, 5
) (O - 22.40 100. 0 83.4 B2.4 8.5 73.7 107.8 9.7 160. 1
Electrieity_ .. .. .... o cieaaao . 18. 68 100, 0 113.0 107.1 850 96. 5 95, 8 91. 1 86.8
Household supplies.________________. 18.82 100. 0 102. 2 95. 4 98.0 97.7 92.0 92.8 117. 4
Furniture, furnishings, and house-
hoid equipment________.__ . _______ 31.10 100. 0 100. 9 96. 9 100. 6 96. 1 101. 7 98.7 5.3 103. 9
Refuse disposal .___________________.. 11,50 100. 0 116, 7 37.3 (& 240. 0 4.7 ® 16.7 338.0
Unspecified essentials ¢_______________ 3.06 100 0 99.7 9.7 100. 3 90.7 100.0 100.0 99.7 160. 0
Miscellaneous. . ... . _____________. 252. 67 100. 0 95.0 105. 2 108, 2 99.3 85. 4 97.0 96.0 106. 1
Medicaleare. ... ... .... N 52,32 100. 0 103. 9 i01.1 ™3 §5. 7 98,8 93.2 04 8 111. 8
Transportation. . ___...____ - 53.96 100. 0 76. 1 122.0 136. 0 112.9 79.3 87.2 B4 5 125.6
8chool sttendance 8§ BT 100. 0 27.2 56.9 145.3 85.9 117.6 170. 1 127.1 73.8
Recreation. . .. _____.________ - 75. 18 160. 0 102.1 106, 3 102. 5 93, 7 97.8 95.6 97.5 00,0
Newspapers. .. ___..... 10, 84 100. 0 108.8 112, 8 111, 6 88.1 91.7 96.0 86.8 102.3
Motion picture theater admissions. 33.80 100. 0 102, 2 110.2 100. 9 80.0 97.9 91.7 99,1 99. 1
Organizations,tobaceo,and toys 4. 30. 55 100. O 99.5 99.7 100. ¢ 99.7 99.9 99. ¢ 9.6 100. 2
Life insurance*_ ... . ... ... __.. 46, 40 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100, 0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0
Church eontributiong and other con-
tributionsd_ _ . _________.._.__._ 15. 40 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100.0
Taxes .. ... t2.54 100. 0 166. 4 58.7 705 7.3 126.8 152. 4 141.7
Personal property....._..._..... 1,10 100.0 2,5.5 ) 128, 2 103. 6 80.9 97.3 84.5
Capitation. . - - oo, 101 44 100. 0 127.1 103. 6 28. 4 30.6 161.8 191. 4 185. 4
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1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix tabls 15).

1 Though only 18 cities bad a direct charge for refuss disposal, an average for 59 cities {s used in order to balance the table. The 18-city nverage {3 $4.90. The averages for the
geographie divislons are based on the total number of cities in sach division included In this study.

¥ Not a direct charge.

+ Budget allowanoe identical in all cities, plus sales tax where Jevied.

+ Though onl¥ 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendance. an average for 59 cities is used In order to lmlance Lhe table. The 85-city average ia $7.37. 'The averages for the
geographic divisions are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

s Exclusive of sales tax.

* Though taves were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balanos the table. The 36-city aversge is $4.17. The averages for the geographic divislons
are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

t None payable.

* Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 citias, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 22-city average is $2.68. The averages for the
geographic divisions sre based on the total oumber of cities in each division included in thiy study.

10 Though capitation taves were payable in only 23 cities, an average for 59 cities i3 used in order to balance the table. The 25-city average iz $3.40. The averages for the geo-
graphic divisions are based on the total number of cities in each division Included in this study.

NonrR.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepanciss betwesn certain totals and the sums of their component items.
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170 ¢ COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES

Table 6.—Annval Costs ! of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Sub-
ﬂoupﬁ, in35 Size of City Classifications, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities,
arch 1935

MAINTENANCE LEVEL

Size of city classification
Budget group gg:ﬁ'
1,000,000 or | 500,000 to 250,000 to 100,000 to 25,000 to
more 1,000,000 500,000 250,000 100,000
Total cost of living______ $1,260.62 | $1,330.92 | $1,332.03 $1,251. 68 §1,235. 05 $1,230. 26
Food . . ... 448. 18 454. 61 448. M4 445. 58 445. 37 452. 31
Clothing, e¢lothing upkeep,
and personal care . _________ 184. 35 188. 73 191. 71 179. 85 184. 15 184. 91
Clothing_ .. ____________._ 145. 93 151. 28 152. 63 142. 22 146. 12 144 96
Clothing upkeep______.... 13. 65 12.04 13. 08 13. 25 13. 62 14.79
Personalcare ... _.... 24 87 25. 42 26. 00 24.38 24. 42 25.16
Housing, including water...... 221.89 240, 00 249. 00 218. 63 218.32 207.01
Household operation.......... 153. 54 154. 72 151. 27 146. 45 153. 66 164, 71
Fuel ... .. 57. 98 63.11 50.39 53. 90 58. 11 60. 95
Coalorwood , ____.__. 47. 00 54, 52 51. 90 44. 38 41 46 47.63
Gas. ... 10. 68 8. 59 7.49 952 13.65 13.32
Toe . 22. 40 21. 46 21.09 22 14 21.28 25, 14
Electrioity___.___________. 18. 68 18.00 16. 21 17. 64 19. 25 21.37
Household supplies. _..... 18.82 18.91 18.73 18. 27 18.70 19.78
Furniture, turnishlugs.
and bousebold equip-
ment . ________ 31. 10 30. 15 30,95 30.54 31.48 3. 69
Refuse disposal ______.___ 11.50 @ 1.84 .90 1.78 2.43
Unspecified essentials +__. 3.08 3.07 3.08 3.06 3.05 3.08
Miscellanecus.. ... ... 252. 867 292. 86 201. 52 261. 27 233. 56 221.30
Medical care. ... .._._..._ 52. 32 55. 03 52. 78 50, 68 52. 08 53. 63
Transportation_ . __.__.___. 53. 96 00, 84 89, 06 66. 40 37.17 17. 52
School attendance_ . ____.. 36, BT 4. 41 4 48 6. B9 6. 13 a9
Recreation_ . _______ 75.18 80. 42 81.26 73.31 73.05 74. 44
Newsnapers_ ___ e 10. B4 11.06 13, 52 10. 26 10,09 10. 74
Motion picture thea-
ter admmissions...... 33. 80 38, 56 3721 32.53 32,48 33. 14
Organizations, to-
bacco, and toysé__ .. 30. 55 30. 80 30. 54 30. 52 30.47 30. 57
Lifoinsurance ‘.. ___._._. 16. 40 46. 40 48. 40 46, 40 46, 40 46. 40
Church contributions and
other contributions . . _. 15. 40 15.40 15. 40 15. 40 15. 40 15. 40
Taxes®. . . . 72 54 .36 1,24 2.00 3.33 4. 00
FPersonal property . ___ 1,10 .36 .74 ') 1.44 1. 54
Capitation_ . ________. 144 (] .50 1.18 1.89 2. 46

1 Include sales tux where levied (appendix table 15).

? Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is nsed in order to
balance the tahle. The 18-city average is $4.90. The averages for the size of ¢ity groups are based on the
total number of cities in each group included in this study.

3 Not a direct charge.

1 Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

8 Though only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 59 eities is used in order to
balance the table. The 55-city average is $7.37. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the
total number of cities in each group included in this study.

¢ Exclusive of sales tax.

7 Though taxes were pa¥able in only 36 cities, an average for 59 cities is user in order tc balance the table.
Tha 38-city average is $4.17. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the total number of cities
in each group included in this study.

¢ Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to
balance the table. The 22-city average is $2.86. The averages for the size of ¢city groups are based on the
total number of cities in each group included in this study.

? Though capitation taxes were Dayable in only 25 ¢ities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance
thetable. The 25-city average is $3.40. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the total num-
ber of cities in each group included in this study.

1¢ None payable.

NoTE.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, therse are slight discrepancies
between certain totals and the sums of their component items.



BASIC TABLES » 171

Table 7.—Relative Costs! of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Sub-
;&oup}s’, i33555ize of City Classifications, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities,
arch 1

MAINTENANCE LEVEL

Average, 59 cities Size of city classification
Budgct group 1000000 | 500000 | 250,000 | 100,000 | 25,000
Amount | Percent n'r more to to to to
1,000,000 | 500,000 250,000 100,000

Total cost of living. __ ... $1, 260. 82 100.0 105. 6 105. 7 99.3 98.0 97.6

Food. . .. ___..._ .. mmen 448 18 100.0 1. 4 100. 1 99. 4 99. 4 100. 9
Clothing, clothing upkeep, and

personal care_.... PR 184. 35 100.0 102. 4 104.0 97.86 99. 9 100. 3

Clothing. .. _coveeieiaan. 145. 93 100. O 103. 7 048 97.5 100.1 90.3

Clothing upkeep._.......__. 13. 55 100. 0 88. 8 96, 5 97.8 100. 5 108, 2

Personalcare ____.._ .. _.. 24, 87 100.0 102, 2 104. 6 98.0 93.2 101. 2

Housing, including water...____ 221.89 100.0 108. 2 112. 2 98. 5 98, 4 03.3

Household operation__________. 153. 54 100.0 100. B 98, 5 95 4 100. 1 107.3

Fuel __ . ... 57.98 100.0 108. 8 102. 4 93.0 100. 2 105. 1

Coalorwood. _..._..__. 47.00 100. 0 118.0 110, 4 .4 04, 8 101. 3

Oas_ . iicemmreeanan 10. 98 100. 0 78.2 88,2 M. 7 124.3 121, 3

) (S, 22 40 100. 0 85. 8 94.2 98.9 85.0 1122

Electricity. . ..o ..____ 18. 68 100. 0 96, 4 &0, 8 94. 4 103.1 114. 4

Household supplies. . __.._. 18. 82 100. 0 100. & 905 67.1 80 3 105. 1
Furniture, furnishings, and

household equipment.._.|  31.10 100.0 97.0 9.5 98, 2 101. 2 102.9

Refuse disposal__ . ___...... 1150 10¢. ¢ &) 122.7 80.0 118.7 182. 0

Unspecifled csseptials 4 .. __ 3.08 100. 0 100. 3 100.0 100. 0 9.7 100, O

Miscellaneons. .. ccveeccnccnann. 252 67 100. 0 115. 9 115, 4 103. 4 92. 4 87.6

Medical care. o _.ooo...._. 52,32 100. 0 105. 2 100. 9 9.9 9.5 102. 5

Transportation. .._..._..__. 53, 96 100.0 168, 4 168. 7 123.1 68. 9 325

Bchool aitendance..._..... +6.87 1000 6.2 65,2 101. 7 89.2 144.2

Recreation. ... ...._._. 75.18 1. 0 107.0 1081 75 7.2 99.0

Newspapers.._......... 10.84 100. 0 102.1 124. 7 .7 93. 2 99.1
Motion picture theater

admissions._.......... 33. 80 100. 0 114.1 110. 1 96, 2 6. 1 98. 0
Organizations, tobacoo,

and toysd ____ . __.. .. 30. 55 100. 0 100. 8 100.0 0.9 99.7 100. 1

Life insuranced. ... .. __.. 48, 40 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100. 0
Church contributions and

other contributions *. . _ .. 15. 40 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100. ¢

Taxes® . __ . .. ... 12 54 100. 0 14.2 44 8 R2.3 131.1 157. 5

Personal property.___._. Y110 100. 0 32.7 67.3 R2.7 130.9 140. 0

Capitation. __.......... V144 100 0 [ 4] 4.7 R1. 9 131.2 170, R

i Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 15},

1 Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order to
balance the table. ‘The 18-—city average is $4.00. The averages for the site of city groups are based on the
total pumber of cities in each group included in this study.

§ Not & direct charge.

« Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

L] Thou%lb only 55 cities had a dire~t charge for school attendance, an average for 59 cities is used in order to
balance the table. The b5-city average is $7.37. The averages for the size of city groups nre based on the
total number of cities in each group included in this study.

¢ Exclusive of sales tax.

7 Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 59 eities is used in order to balance the table.
The 36-city average is $4.17. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the total number of citles
in each group included in this study.

* Though personal property taxes were paysable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to
balance the table. 'The Z2-city avorage is $2.98. The averages for the size of city groups arc based on the
total number of cities in each group included in this study.

# Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 50 cities is used in order to balance
the tahle. The 25-cit§ avernge is $1.40. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the total
pumber of cities in each group included in this study.

19 None payable.

NoTE.—Owing to the necessity for ronnding nutnbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepan-
cles between certain totals and the sums of their component items.



Table 8.—Annual Costs! of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

EMERGENCY LEVEIL

Clothing, clothing upkeep, and

personal care

Housshold operation

Total I:}ggls&gg, Foel F;::::l

City gost of | Food ing - - [urpish-
ivin ‘ . ouse-

4 Total | Clothing | Clothing | Personal | water | p,0) e | Electric-| Spo0g” | ines, ar}d

upkeep care Cuoal or ity supplies house

Total wood Gas hold

equip-

ment
Average, 50 citfes....__..| $003.27 {$340.30 | $128.05 | $100.23 $11.88 $15.93 | $167.79 |$121.84 | 348.80 $38.66 | $10. 14 | $18.67 $14. 52 $16.94 $18. 66
Washington, D. C_____._____.{1,013.98 | 356.94 124. 24 97.51 11. 44 15.29 258.00 | 115.98 | 53.33 46. 08 7.25 | 16.20 10.05 15.58 18,07
Minneapolis, Minn_____.. __. 1,013.88 1 334.77 139. 52 110. 49 13.81 15. 23 198.00 | 166.33 | 93.96 87.78 6.20 | 15.12 15.33 18. 53 19. 14
San Francisco, Calif}, .. ... 1,001.12 | 352. 21 144. 78 114, 71 12.17 17.90 204.00 | 145.63 | 41.04 28.71 | 12,33 39.88 15.12 20.08 19. 45
New York, N.Y.____........| 98211 | 350.24 120. 06 94, 25 9 58 16. 23 222.00 | 124.14 | 54.6% 45 00 9.60 | 16.52 18.21 15. 43 16, 52
Chicago, I\ ..o . . ....| U72.59 | 349.16 134.17 105. 88 10.72 17.57 180.00 | 129.98 | 62.77 57.57 5.20 | 18.52 14.05 15.71 18. 16
Milwankes, Wis_. ______.____. 970.64 | 321. 54 141. 53 111.90 12.13 17.50 204.00 | 141.98 | 80.04 72.84 7.20 | 10.80 13.65 15. 44 19.31
Cleveland, Ohml____--,g_, J|  984.71 | 337.59 144, 97 115. 96 11.26 17. 74 177.00 | 111.90 [ 48.64 45.19 3.75| 14.48 8,76 17. 47 19. 48
Boston, Mass___. ... , 058. 45 | 340.43 131. 30 102. 60 11. 80 16.89 198.00 | 129.51 | 58.17 48. 67 9.50 | 16.20 15.33 17.84 19. 22
Bt. Louis, Mo.____________ .| 956.48 | 237.03 124. 61 99. 11 10. 06 15. 44 204.00 | 99.07 | 35.83 28.18 7.65 | 14.04 10.77 15.63 17.05
Albuquerque, N. Mex,1__._._.| 904757 | 376.86 134. 91 102.63 14. 14 18. 14 181,20 | 138.63 | 41.55 31.55 | 10.00| 29.28 18. 70 21.13 2041
Detroit, Mieh.! . __________._ 944.00 | 332.05 135. 72 108. 60 10.85 16. 18 168.00 | 128.99 | 59.46 52. 92 6.5¢4 | 15.57 14. 68 17. 74 18. 78
Sioux Falls, S, Dak._ ... 938, 27 | 329.30 133. 29 104, 53 13. 51 15.24 205.20 | 170.16 | 85. 66 79. 46 6.20 | 16.20 18. 53 18.93 18.09
Los Angeles, Calif.i . ... _| 93585 | 336 11 142, 47 114. 75 11. 00 16. 72 147,00 | 124.45 | 42 24 31.35| 10.89 | 20.98 10. 92 19.19 19. 3¢
Cincinnati, Ohio ... _______ y35. 54 | 339.61 128. 52 100. 05 11. 67 18. 80 193. 40 | 108. 36 | 41,07 37.32 3.75| 16.69 11, 28 17.45 19. 10
Beranton, Pa_ o _____..._. 932.21 | 341. 42 129. 06 101.23 11. 44 18. 38 207.00 | 113.80 | 41.65 28.40 | 13.25| 18.01 14. 37 17.99 19.04
Butte, Mont_ ... ...._.____. 932.11 | 347.07 150. 66 114. 13 18.91 17. 62 165.00 | 147.05 | 68.11 59.81 8.30 | 1620 17.37 20. 86 21. 78
Pittsburgh, Pa__ . ____________ 930. 45 | 336.73 127. 74 100. 68 11.53 15. 53 183.00 | 98.91 | 29.50 24. 50 500 1404 14.85 15. 74 17. 53
Baltimore, Md.____.___ e 926. 71 | 3+0.77 147.27 o1. 92 10.21 15. 15 174.00 | 111.41 | 48.12 40.27 7.85| 14.90 1125 16. 4% 17.91
Rochester, N.Y . ___________ 925. 16 | 333.12 126 99 07. 41 13. 51 16. 07 168. 04 | 147.15 | 79.88 71.63 8.25 | 1512 16.05 1511 18. 24
Philadelphia, Pa_.____________ 924. 56 | 340. K7 121. 81 96.04 10. 23 15. 55 180.00 | 107.97 | 45.41 37.96 7.45 | 10.80 14.25 17.04 17. 72
Portland, Maine. .....cceennn. 921. 04 | 343. 46 138. 03 108. 87 14. 90 16. 25 156.00 | 151.05 | 70.93 58.13 | 12.80 | 1534 17.37 17.88 19. 29
Newark, N.J.oooaninaas. 920. 54 | 356 38 1.8 04 92 09 9.77 16. 18 192.00 | 126.87 | 54 45 42,75 | 1L.70| 16.20 19. 41 15.85 18.00
Bridgeport, Conn. 920.39 | 363.25 125. 49 97. 95 11.02 16. 53 174.00 | 126. 15 | 60.23 48.28 | 11.95 [ 18.20 13.05 18, 57 17.38
Tueson, Arizt ... ... .. 920 05 | 306 83 131 14 99, 52 15.27 16. 35 16500 | 14L.62 | 42.13 2404 | 17.19 | 39.59 16. 62 21. 54 18. 99
Peoria, I e eeracaaeen s 913.39 | 342.08 131.93 104. 21 11.25 16. 47 208.28 | 100,92 | 32 41 23.23 918 | 16.52 14. 54 16.31 18, 38
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Atlanta, Q8 ... ..oconnennn..
Richmond, Va__._ .. vasmmramen
Omaha, Nebr_ .. ..077
Buﬂalo, N.Y e
Kansas City, Mo ____....._..

Fall River, Mass__ . .. .......
Spokane, Wash, _ . ____ _______.
Norfolk, Va. .. _...corrnan
Salt Lake City, Utah Y. ......
Manchester, N. H___________.

Seattle, Wash ____.____.______
Denver, Colo.! ... ..coo...
Providence, R. I __...........
Portland, Oreg. ... ..cocuaea_.
New Orleans, La  __________.

Binghamton, N. Y...........
Memphis, Tenn....._.........
Oklahoma City, Okla.' ... ___.
Winston-Salem, N. C.1
Louisville, Ky}

Houston, Tex. . .. _..oocunnn..
Jacksonville, Fla____.._______.
Indianapolis, Ind . _________.__
Dallas, Tex. .. ... ________.
Clarksburg, W. Va.t ... .___..

Cedar Rapids, Jowal_ .. _.____
Columbia, 8.
Knoxville, Tenn______________
Colurnbus, Ohio V. ______..__..
Birmingham, Ala. . .. ... .__

347.39
337, 8
339. 07
333. 11
338. 88

337. 15
333.17
342. 02
331.30
348.25

339.91
331.04
340.75
33497
331.30

335.71
332.53
339. 00
342.05
337.98

327. 94
344.87
319, 30
gn
355. 40

318. 56
360.21
326. 74
340. 95
336. 88

340. 31
340.15
330. 35
anmar

118. 70
131, 90
129. 21
128, 90
125. 83

13185

9.7¢
11. 93
12 61
11.74
10.21

.21
15.36
12. 18
14.04
13.38

13. 18
12. 46
11,40
13. 44
10. 76

10.70
11.38
11.22
11. 10
10. 66

12.78
11.89
12.62
10. 81
9.7

12.77
10. 44
11.75
10. 46
10. 80

10. 88
12. 50
1. 57
10.98

14. 81
15.13
15. 82
15. 67
14.82

16. 34
17.28
15. 05
16. 28
15, 52

16. 38
15. 24
15.07
16. 82
18.68

15. 81
15. 66
18, 03
15. 93
15. 61

15. 15
14. 90
17. 16
14. 55
15.711

15.85
14. 76
14.23
16. 10
16. 42

15. 19
14. 53
14. 81
14.28

189. 00
181. 92
181, 20
154. 00
150. 00

14,00
132 00
178. 00
144. 00
138. (0

128. 00
150. 00
182. 00
119, 40
147. 00

171. 00
168. 00
157. 20
157. 92
161. 80

159. 00
150. 00
156. 00
165. 00
147. 00

153. 43
150. 00
157. 80
144. 00
128. 04

153. 00
135.00
127 44
123.00

38. 43
47. 80
57. 94
54. 30
38.38

4. 10

SENE BBISEER &N
8¥=Sk Be

E@8E

w2

._.
b
ZIERE

S onBRe w
BTSSR RIews:

—_
£ 30—

18. 94
22.73
11. 83
16. 20
12.53

18. 20
18 80
19.70
1%.00
16. 20

30.30
13. 22
13.28
30.30
19. 50

16.20
19. 70
22.95
23. 41
13.01

25. 35
19. 50
14. 47
24,18
16, 52

13. 60
29. 25
15.15
16. 89
18. 94

18. 64
15. 15
25, 35
12. 96

14.13
13. 20
12. 33
11.01
14.37

17.37
12. 33
13. 20
17.23
17.37

11.25
13. 56
17.97
13. 05
19.41

20. 25
12,33
15. 48
18,20
11. 59

12. 09
15. 33
12.81
12.33
14.39

13. 56
15.33
14.13
9.24
14.13

17.37
19. 29
14. 13
16. 41

14 84
15. 10
16.37
18.15
14.70

17.08
20. 69

18.70
18. 92

19. 41
17.92

20,02
15.48

15. 84

19.04
20. 48
17.39
18. 60
17. 36

20. 87
20. 56
17. 64
21.06
18.03

19.03
19. 08
18. 17
18. 56
17. 59

19. 08
18. 53
16. 97
18. 44
i8.12

18.71
19.29
17. 59
17.38
19.83

18. 96
20. 09
19.79
19. 39
17. 04

18.12
17. 93
18. 62
17. 54

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 8.—Annual Costs of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March

1935—Continyed

KMERGENCY LEVEL—continued

Housebold opera- .
tion—Continuad M iscellaneous
Recreation Taxes ?
City ! Uns
pecl— ~ : i .
Jetuse L fed | moga | Medical | Trans | Sehool Motion | Life in- | Gonteh
Sposa gy care tion ance peure 0DACCO | SUTANCe ™| hutions * Personal | Capita-
tials 3 Total ‘Bf:je:]‘lgf t.g;]';li Total | property | tion
sjons

Average, 59cities_..___..| *$1.50 $2.76 | $145.30 $47. 08 $44.097 | v §6.87 $12.63 $7.80 $4. 83 §20. 80 $10.40 | e$2.5¢ | 3L 10 ' 81,44
Washington, D. C.._._._._____ ) 2.75 | 158.83 53.02 | 59.54 1.35 13.72(  8.92 4.80 | 20.80 10. 40 10y (10 10)
Minneapolis, Minn.._..___.... 3. 50 2,75 175. 26 48. 71 76. 55 6.25 12. 55 7.75 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 :‘” (e ”’;
San Francisco, Calif.t___ . ____ 7. 20 2.78 154. 50 57.B5 42, 32 B. 47 14. 66 9. 74 492 20. 80 10. 40 Y ?“ )
New York, N, Y.1_____________ 0] 2.77 156. 68 50. 66 59, 52 1.45 13. 54 8.94 4. 90 20. 80 14). 40 (e 10 ('
Chieago, N1 777777177 % 2.77 179. 28 51. 67 77.76 3.04 13.80 8. 90 4.90 20.80 10. 40 1.81 1.81 (1%
Milwaukee, Wis_. {® 2.75 161. 59 40. 06 63. 45 11,28 12. 47 7.67 4, B0 20. 80 10. 40 3.14 3.14 10
Cleveland, Ohig ! ® 2.78 193.25 53.20 84. 60 10. 50 13.67 8 72 4.94 20. 80 10. 40 (10 (10) (1%
Boston, Mass__._______________ 0] 2,75 150. 21 49,82 51, 45 1.88 13. 86 9.06 4.80 20. 80 10. 4¢ 2.00 (1% 2.00
St. Louis, Mo_________.__.___ . 3.00 2.75 190. 87 44, 59 98, 70 0] 13.61 B.81 4. 80 20. 80 10. 40 2.77 2.77 (19)
Albuquerque, N. Mex,!_______. 4.80 2.77 115. 98 51. 80 10. 58 9. 40 13.02 812 4,90 20. 80 10. 40 (1) (19 (19
Detroit, Mich________________ %) 2.78 179. 23 52, 51 68. 40 14. 08 13.07 B.12 4. 94 20. 80 10. 40 (10} (1% 10
Sioux Falls, 8. Dak____________ 12. 00 2.75 100. 33 46, 27 9. 11 Q) 12.14 7.3 4,80 20.80 10.40 1.60 1 (19
Los Angeles, Calif.l____________ (% 2.78 185. 82 54.08 84. 42 2.49 13.63 871 1.92 20. 80 10. 40 14y 10) (1)
Cincinnati, Ohjo . ____________ %) 2.78 165. 26 37.63 78.83 4.07 13. 52 B. 58 494 20. RO 10. 40 (19 1) (19
Scranton, Pa (?) 2.75 140. 93 52,21 33.55 .85 14.38 9. 58 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 894 {19y 8.94
Butte, Mont. ... _____________ 0] 2.75 122.33 56. 56 9. 02 8.50 13. 05 B.25 4. B0 20. B0 10. 40 8. 00 2.60 4. 00
Pittsburgh, Pa.________________ 4.50 2.75 184. 08 49.07 88. 53 Q) 13. 26 8. 46 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 2.00 (1) 2.00
Baltimore, Md. .____________.. ® 2.75 183. 26 39. 63 96, 24 1.69 14. 50 9.70 4. 80 20, 80 10. 40 (1) {19 ?"’)
Rochester, N. Y . _........._._ D] 2.75 149. 90 47.55 53.25 5.65 12.25 7.45 4. 80 20. 80 10. 40 Elﬂ) (19 1)
Philadelphia, Pa_____.___..____ U] 2,75 174, 91 38.71 88,38 1.00 14. 682 0.82 4. B0 20. 80 10. 40 1) (1) (1)
Portland, Maine_._._.___._.__. 7.50 2.75 133. 40 52,96 23.76 6. 06 12.06 7.26 4. 80 20,80 10. 40 7.38 4.36 3.00
Newark, N. J.. ... o) 2.75 127. 46 46.75 31. 46 4,00 13.06 8.26 4. 80 20. 80 10. 40 Loy 10 1.00
Bridgeport, Conn_._____ " 2.75 131. 50 50. 53 36. 45 .72 12.60 7.80 4. 80 20. 80 10. 40 (1) (¢ (19
Tucson, Ariz.! . _________ . 0! 2.77 125. 47 55. 18 10. 28 8. 14 14. 46 9.59 4,87 20.80 10. 40 8,22 8.22 (1)
Peoria, TN ___________________ Ul 2.97 130. 17 30. 50 24. 80 18.58 12,31 7.42 4.90 20. 80 10. 40 3.80 3.80 (19
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Atlants, Ga__..._ .. ..________. ® 2.75 149. 85 48 14 43.74 13 11.64 8. 84 4.80 20.80 10. 40 8.00 3.00
Richmond, Va.. oo .. ® 2.75 136. 64 46. 11 33.26 7.75 13.02 8.22 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 520 2.20
Omsaha, Nebr_._______________ 1.00 275 138.73 43.21 48. 60 4.32 11. 40 6. 60 4.8 20. 80 10. 40 (w; ﬁm)
Buflalo, N.Y_ . emmeamae Q] 2.75 164. 65 45. 68 74. 40 2.04 i1.33 6.53 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 (10 10)
Kansas City, Mo _....._._.___ 3.00 2.75 182. 47 46.21 79.70 11.37 10. 37 557 4.80 20.80 10. 40 3.62 3.62
Fall River, Mass__ __.......... ) 2.75 122.72 46.11 28. 21 ™ 13.00 8.20 4.80 20. 30 10. 40 6. 20 4.20
Bpokane, Wash________________ 12.00 2.75 140. 18 59. 49 34 4.29 10.88 8. 08 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 (10) (]
Norfolk, Va . _ _ ... .. (] 2.75 130. 07 45.95 289, 85 511 12.18 7.38 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 5. 80 2,80
Salt Lake City, Utah1.._______ " 277 144.79 50. 98 44.05 1.02 12.19 7.30 4.90 20. 80 10. 40 4.4 44
Manchester, N.H............. O 2.75 131. 711 44. 90 33.08 1.00 14.33 9. 53 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 7.20 320
Seattle, Wash___________.______ (" 2.75 154. 80 46. 64 62. 90 1.63 12. 43 7.63 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 (el (lng
Denver, Colo. .. _._.. ... 1.50 297 165. 75 5. 86 62.37 7.78 13. 54 B.64 4.90 20.80 10. 40 (+9) (10
Providence, R. I._____..___.__. 3.00 275 129.75 49, 30 34. 44 1,58 10. 80 6. 00 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 2.45 2. 45
Portland, Oreg._.______.__..__. 8. 00 2.75 153. 88 44.61 58. 28 8.48 11.30 6. 50 4.80 20. 80 10, 40 (1% (1)
New Orleans, La.._...._...._. " 2.75 181. 12 47.21 B1.48 3.80 14. 98 9.18 4.80 20.80 10. 40 3. 45 3.45
Binghamton, N. Y _ (" 215 122.31 30. 34 9.74 16. 50 14. 54 9.74 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 (1) {19
Metmnphis, Tenn..... aeae ) 2.75 153. 95 47. 96 51.03 7.50 12. 26 7.46 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 4.00 (19)
Oklahoma City, Okla.b_______. 8.00 2.78 134.38 45. 64 32.94 11. 50 13.10 B.26 4.85 20. 80 10. 40 62} (%}
Winston-S8alem, N. C.l__. Q) 2.78 117.93 48. 75 17. 48 10. 32 11.18 8.24 4. 94 20.80 10. 40 1.00 (1)
Louisville, Ky.'_.___.___.______. % 2.73 144. 89 36. 64 49.63 11. 66 13.61 8.66 4.94 20. 80 10. 40 2.16 2.16
Houston, Tex..__..__..._...._. ] 2.95 158. 73 47. 50 55, 57 9.73 11.74 6.94 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 3.00 (%)
Jacksonville, Fla_.________.____. " 2,70 130. 14 51.53 25.76 7.00 12.65 7.85 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 2.00 ("
Indianapolis, Ind. . _........... (] 2.75 15164 38.17 54,34 9. 40 11.95 7.15 4. 80 20. 80 L. 40 5.58 2,58
Dallas, Tex____. ... _.____... Q) 275 | - 13379 44. 56 29.97 12,25 12.31 7.51 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 3.50 1y
Clarksburg, W. Va.l_________.. 8.00 277 126. 34 49.78 7.67 21.19 11. 50 6. 60 4.90 20. 80 10, 40 5. 00 (1)
Cerlar Rapids, lowa ! ___._____ 1.25 2.77 113. €1 41.27 20.70 4.86 11. 58 8. 68 4.90 20. 80 10. 40 4.00 (1
Columbia, 8. C.._.........._. Q)] 2.76 100. 28 38. 84 7.29 11. 14 11.81 7.01 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 2.00 (G
Knoxvitle, Tenn_..........._.. ® 2.75 129. 63 4523 28.78 8. 50 11,18 8.38 4. 80 20. 80 10. 40 6.73 2.73
Columbus, Ohio!_____._____._. " 2.78 129.78 41.21 37.05 B.94 11.38 643 4.94 20. 80 10. 40 m 1)
Birmiogham, Ala_________._... ") 2.75 150. 64 43.01 51.24 10.25 11.94 714 4.50 20.80 10. 40 3.00 ]
FlPaso, Tex................_.. 2.50 2.75 97. 86 34. 82 14.28 1. 94 12.35 7.55 4.80 20.80 10. 40 3. 50 (%
Little Rock, Ark_._..___...____ " 2.78 126. 18 48. 20 13.72 13.17 11.75 4.95 4. 80 20. 80 10. 40 B.13 .13
Mabile, Ala..________._ .. _____ (% 2.75 130. 18 48. 66 17. 45 20, 51 10. 80 6.10 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 3.45 .45
Wichita, Kans..___.___....._.. 145 2.75 123.83 45.07 21.87 14. 50 1118 8.38 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 " (%

g gn

3z

g 223

Teaw WK WM
223

! Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 18).

! Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

+ Exclusive of sales tax.

¢ Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 15-city average is $4.90.

' Though only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 59 cities is used in order to halance the table. The 55-city average is $7.37.
* Though taxes wers payable in only 38 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 36-city average is $4.17.

! Though personsl property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 22-city average is $2.96,

' Though eapitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balanoe the table. The 25-city average is $3.40.

* Not a direct charge. 1o None payable.

Norz.—Owing to the necessity for rounding oumbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies betwesn certain totals and ths sums of thsir component items.
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Table 9.—Relative Costs ' of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

EMERGENCY LEVEL

Clothing, clothing upkeep, axd personal

Household operation

care

Bousing, Fumi-
Total includ- Fuel ture, fur-

City (1?:1'; of Faod ing - pishings

ng : i ouse- '

Total | Clothing | (lothing | Personal | water | g Ioe |Flectric-| “poig | 80d

preep Total | Co8lOr | gyq ¥ | supplies | “oiy
wood .
equip-
ment
Average, 59 cities: i

Amount._________..] $603.27 |$340. 30 $1728.05 $100. 23 §i1.83 $15. 93 $167.79 |$121.84 | $48.80 $IB. 68 | $10. 14 | $18.67 §14.52 $16. %4 $18. 66
Percent. ... ... 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 1. 0 K. O 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0
Washington, D. C.____._.___. 112.3 104. 9 97.0 97.3 96.3 46. 0 153. 8 95.2 109. 3 119.2 7135 86. 8 69,2 92.0 96. 8
Minneapolis, Minn_____ _ 112.2 98. 4 1098 O 110. 2 118.2 95. 6 118.0 136. & 192.5 227.0 61.1 81 ¢ 105. 6 97.8 102. 6
San Francisco, Califa_ ... ___. 110. 8 103. 5 113.1 114. 4 102. 4 112. 4 121.6 11%. 5 84.1 74.3 | 121, 214.2 104. 1 118.8 104. 2
New York, N. Y.\________ - 108. 7 105. 8 B93.8 9.0 304 101. 9 132.3 101.9 112.1 118.4 95.8 88.5 125. 4 91.1 BE. 5
Chicago, 111} ____________.___. 107.7 102.6 104. B 105. 6 90. 2 110. 3 107.3 106. 7 128 6 148. 9 51.3 33.5 96.7 92.7 97.3
Milwankee, Wis_....oceauaun- 107.5 M5 110. 5 111. 4 102. 1 109.8 121. 6 118. 5 164.0 188. 4 71.0 57. 9 .0 91.1 103. 5
Cleveland, Obio? 106. 8 99, 2 113.2 115.7 M, 8 111. 4 105. 5 91.8 100.3 118.9 370 77.5 60.3 103.1 104. 4
Boston, Mass_____________ 106. 1 102, 7 102.5 102. 4 99.3 106. 0 118.0 106.3 119.2 125.9 B3.7 36. 8 105. 6 105.3 102, 9
St. Louis, Mo__.__._..___. .. 105.9 99.3 %7.3 8.9 B4.7 6.9 121. 8 813 73.4 72.9 5. 4 75.2 74.2 92.2 ot 4
Albuquerque, N, Mex.1_______ 104.9 1L 7 105. 4 102. 4 118. 0 113.8 108.0 113. 8 85.1 Bl. 8 98. 6 156. ¢ 128.7 124.7 104. 3
Detroit, Mich.______________. 104. 5 7.6 106.0 108. 4 91. 3 101. 5 100. 1 105. 9 121. 8 136.9 4.5 Bl 4 101.1 104.7 100. 5
Sioux Falls, S. Dak___.. .- 103.9 96. 8 1.1 104.3 113.7 95.7 122.3 139.7 175. 5 205.5 811 86.8 113.8 111.8 08, 9
Los Angeles, Calif.l__________. 103. 8 98 8 111. 3 114. 5 92.8 104.9 87.6 102.1 86.6 811 107.4 160.6 75.2 113.3 103. 6
Cincinnati, Obiot_____ ... .__ 103. 6 9.8 100. 4 9.8 98.2 105. 4 116. 5 BR. 9 84.2 96. 6 37.0 89.4 7.7 103. 0 102.3
Scranton, Pa. . ____.______._.__ 103. 2 100. 3 100.8 101.0 6.2 | . 1028 123. 4 83.4 853 73.5 130.7 96.5 98.9 108. 2 102. 0
Butte, Mont___.___. 103.2 102.0 117.7 113. 9 159. 2 110. 6 98.3 120.7 139.6 154.7 8.9 B6. 8 119.6 123.1 116.6
Pittsburgh, Pa______ 103.0 99. 0 80.8 100. 5 g7.0 97.5 108. 1 Bl 2 60. 5 B3.4 493 75.2 102.3 92. 9 063.9
Baltimore, Md.......... 2.6 100.1 91. 6 917 5.9 05,1 103.7 91. 4 08. 6 104. 2 7.4 79.8 77.5 97.3 96,0
Rochester, N. Y _______. 102. 4 97.9 9.2 97.2 113.7 100.9 100. 1 120.8 163. 7 185.3 81. 4 81. 0 110. 5 89.2 97. 8
Pailadelphia, Pa 102. 4 100. 2 95.1 95.8 86.1 97.6 107.3 83.6 93.1 98.2 73.5 57.9 g8.1 100. 8 B85.0
Portland, Maine_____________. 102.1 100. 9 107.8 106. 6 125. 4 102.0 93.0 124.0 145, 3 150. 4 126. 2 82.2 119.6 105. 6 103. 4
Newark, N.J.. __.._...._ _ 101. % 104. 7 92. 2 al.9 B2.3 101. 6 114. 4 104. 0 111. 6 110.8 115, 4 86. 8 133.7 93 48 66. 4
Bridgeport, Conn 101. 9 106. 7 8.0 97.7 92.7 108.7 103.7 103. 5 123. 4 124.9 117. 9 86.8 89.9 97. 8 23.0
Tuecson, Ariz.\_ . . __. - 101.9 104.9 102. 4 09.3 128.5 102. 68 98.3 116. 2 BB. 3 64.5 160. & 212.1 114. 5 127.2 1617
Pecria, IL1_____ ... 101.1 100. 5 103.0 14.0 4.6 103. 4 124.1 82.8 66. 4 60.1 90. 5 B8. 5 100.1 96.3 98.5
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Table ®.—Relative Costs of Living, by Major Budget Groups and F(’:rincipuldSubgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935—
ontinye

EMERGENCY LEVEL—continued

Household opera- i
tion—Continued Miscelluneous
Recreation Taxes?
City Unspeci ‘
necl . Trans- | School Motion Life Church
Refuse fied Medical : . ;
) Total porta- attend- picture insur- |eontribu- :
disposal | essen- cure - Tobacco : Personal Capita-
tials 1 tion ance Total tgéa:]tigf and toys?| 8Dce 1 tions * Total property | tion
sions
Average, 50 clties:
Amount._______.____. +$1. 50 $2.76 | $145.30 $47.08 $44. 97 ¢ $6. 87 $12. 63 §7.80 $4.83 $20.80 $10. 40 832 54 T$LH) " 81,44
Percent._ ... _.___ 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100, 0 100. ¢ 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 106. 0 10 100. 0 100. 0 100, ¢ 100. O
Washington, D. C_.___._...._. Q] 09 6 109. 3 112. 6 132. 4 19. 7 108. 6 i14.3 99. 4 IDEJN 100. 0 {10) {19) (L))
Minpeapolis, Minn........___. 233.3 99.6 120. 6 103. 5 170. 2 81.0 99. 4 99. 4 99. 4 100. 0 100. 0 {10y 10 )]
S8an Franciseo, Calift ... 480. 0 100. 7 106, 3 122. 9 94,1 123.3 116. 1 124.9 101. 9 1000 100. ¢ (10} (10} {10}
New York, N. Y.l __._..__._.. (% 100. 4 107.8 107. 6 132. 4 21.2 109. 5 114.6 101. 4 100.0 100. 0 (19) (19) 19
Chicago, IILA___ .. ________.. ) 100. 4 123. 4 109. 8 172.9 44,2 109. 2 114. 1 101, 4 100.0 100. 0 71.3 164. 5 (19)
Milwaukes, Wis___________.__. Q] 99. 6 111.2 85.1 141.1 164.1 98. 7 98.3 99. 4 100.0 100.0 123. 6 285. 5 {10y
Cleveland, Chio _____________ Q] 100. 7 133. ¢ 113. 2 188. 1 152.7 108. 2 111.8 102. 3 100. 0 100. 0 (10) {19) {10)
Boston, Mass. .. ... oao.._ (] 99. 6 103. 4 105, 8 114. 4 27. 4 109. 7 116.2 9. 4 100. 0 100. 0 78.7 (10} 138. ¢
8t. Louis, Mo_ ________.....__. 200.0 99. 4 131. 4 94,7 219. 5 O] 107.7 112. % 99. 4 100.0 100. 0 108, 1 251. 8 10
Albuquerque, N. Mex. 1. ______ 320.0 100. 4 79.8 110.0 23.5 136.8 103. 1 104.1 101, 4 100.0 100.0 (10) 10y {10)
Detroit, Mich_ . ______. B (U] 100. 7 123. 4 1.5 152.1 204.7 103. 4 104. 1 102. 3 100. 0 100.0 (10} (10} (1)
Sioux Falls, 8, Dak___._.__.._. 800.0 99. 6 69.0 08.3 20,3 ) 96.1 4.1 89. 4 100.0 100. 0 63.0 145. 5 (19)
Los Angeles, Calif.t___________. Q] 100. 7 127. 9 114.8 187.7 36.3 107. & 1117 101. 9 100. 0 100. 0 10 (10) 1o
Cincinnati, Ohiot_ ... .- %) 100. 7 113.7 79.9 175.3 59, 2 107. 1 110. 0 102. 3 100. 0 100. 0 {1y (10) {10)
Seranton, Pa__ ... ... *) 99. 6 97.0 110. 9 74. 6 9.5 113. 8 122.8 9. 4 100.0 100.0 352.0 (10) 620. 8
Butte, Mont_..____ ____.__ ___ @) 99. 6 84,2 120. 1 2.1 94.8 103. 3 105. 8 99.4 100. 0 100. 0 236, 2 18L. 8 277.8
Pittsburgh, Pa________._.____. 300.0 93 6 126.7 104. 2 196. ¢ {} 105. 0 108. 5 ul, 4 100. 0 100. O 78.7 (10) 138. 9
Baltimore, Md_ ___________.__. Q] 99. 8 126. 1 B4. 2 214. 0 24. 6 114.7 124. 3 99 4 100. 0 100. 0 (10} g“‘) {1y
Rochester, N. Y. ... ....-. . (" 99. 6 103. 2 1010 118, + B2.2 97.0 85, 5 99, 4 100.0 100. 0 (10} 10) (19
Philadelphia, Ple.. .couooo._.. " 99, 8§ 1197 82.2 196. 6 146 115.7 125.9 99.4 100. 0 100. 0 (W) (19} (o3
Portland, Maine.. . _______.__. 500.0 99. 6 al. 8 112.5 52. 8 B8. 2 95. & 93.1 99. 4 1060. 0 100. O 289. 8 3940. 4 208.3
Newark, N. J_ .. ... " 9.6 87.7 99.3 70.0 58, 2 103. 3 105. 9 99, 4 100. 0 100. 0 39. 4 (19) 64. 4
Bridgeport, Conn._____._ ___ . (9 99. 6 90. b 107.3 811 10.5 9.7 100.0 0.4 100.0 100. O 10 (19) 10)
Tueson, Ariz.t ________________ &') 100. 4 88. 4 117.2 4 22. 9 118. 4 114. 5 122.9 100. 8 100. 0 100. ¢ 244.9 565. b 10
Peoria, INA L e U] 100. 4 8.6 83.9 | 55.2 270.2 97. 5 85.1 101 4 100.0 100.0 149. 6 345. 5 (1)
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Atlanta, Ga. .. ... oieeeeen... Q)] 9.6 103.1 102 3 87.3 103.8 92.1 R7.7 9. 4 100.0 100.Q 315.0 272.7
Richmond, Ve.._.occoae ... U] 9.6 .0 07.9 74. 0 1128 103. 1 105. 4 90. 4 100. 0 100. ¢ 2. 7 200. 0
Omaha, Nebr._.___________.._. 86.7 9.6 95. 5 P18 108, 1 82.9 0.2 240 09.4 100. 0 100.0 ("'g ("
Buftalo, N. Y _______ . _____... (] 9.6 113. 3 97.0 185. 5 2.7 8.7 83.7 B4 100.0 100.0 19 ()]
Kansas City, Mo.............. 200. ¢ 9.6 125.8 481 177.2 165. 6 82.1 Tl 4 09.4 100.0 100.0 142 5 320.1
Fall River, Mass____. - " 00. 8 84.5 47. 9 58,3 O] 102. 9 105. 1 9.4 100.0 100.0 244.1 381. 8
Spokane, Wash B00.0 0.8 98. 5 126. 3 M. 4 B82.4 38. 0 7.7 994 100. 0 100.0 (19) (19)
Norfolk, Va... . (" 9.8 89.5 W7. 8 66. 4 .4 6.2 4.3 9.4 100. 0 100. 0 228.3 254. 5
Salt Lake City, Utah1__._____. 5') 100. 4 99, 7 108 3 100. 0 14.8 [, 43. 8 101. 4 100. 0 100. 0 174.8 403. 6
Manchester, N. B _____._____.. ) 9.6 ™. 8 95 4 73.6 14.8 113. 4 122.2 9.4 106, 0 100. 0 283. 5§ 200. 9
Seattle, Wash_ ... ____..__._.... (U] 0.8 106. 5 891 130.9 2.7 98. 4 97.8 99, 4 100.0 100.0 E“‘] (10)
Denver, Colob. ... rinennnnn. 100.0 100. 4 114.1 108, 0 138. 7 113.2 107. 1 [10.8 101. 4 100. ¢ 100. 0 10) (19
Providence, R. I.._____________ 200.0 9.6 893 M. 7 76.6 2.7 85 5 78. 9 9.4 100. 0 100. 0 08. 5 22,7
Portland, Oree._____....._._.. 400. 0 9.8 105. 9 W7 120.6 122. 5 89. 5 83.4 99. 4 100. 0 100. (19) (10)
New Orleans, La. ... ...ccano... ) 9.8 124.7 100. 3 181. 2 55.3 110.7 117.7 9. 4 100. 0 100. 0 135. 8 313.8
Binghamton, N. Y. _..._.____. U] 9.8 84.2 106. 9 21. 6 240. 2 115. 1 f24 o 99. 4 100. 0 100. 0 (19) (10
Memphis, Tenn._........._.__. U] 8.8 106. 0 100, 9 113. 5 109. 2 87.1 95.7 .4 100. 0 100. 0 157. 5 (i)
Oklahoma City, Okla.!________ 531.3 100. 0 0925 46. 9 73.3 187 4 103.7 105. 9 100. 4 100. 0 100. 0 (19) 10}
Winston-8alem, N. C.1__ ____. (U] 100. 7 81,2 9.3 389 150. 2 88.5 80.0 102.3 100. 0 100. 0 39. 4 10)
Louisville, Ky.l.ouiioaa .. ) 100. 7 99. 7 77.R 110. 4 169. 7 107.7 111.1 102.3 100. 0 100. 0 5.0 196. 4
Houston, Tex.________._. ... ___ ] 99.8 100, 2 100. 9 123.6 141.6 92.9 88. 9 99. 4 100. 0 100. 0 118.1 ('9)
Jacksonville, Fla_______________ (? 99. 6 B9. 6 109. 5 57.3 101.9 100. 1 100. 8 99. 4 100.0 100. 0 8.7 (1)
Indianapolis, Ind_ ... ..._...__. ¢ 99. 8 14. 4 83. 2 120. 8 136. 8 M. 8 91.7 0.4 100. 0 100. 0 219.7 234.5
Dallas, Tex__ ... ... U] 9.6 921 'E 9. 86. 6 178. 3 97.5 96.3 9. 4 100. 0 100. 0 137.8 (19)
Clarksburg, W, Va.l_______.__ 400.0 100. 4 B7.0 105, 7 17.0 308. 4 91.0 84.8 101. 4 100. 0 100. 0 196. 9 (t9)
Cedar Rapids, Iowa ) ......... 83.3 100. 4 78.2 87.4 46.0 70.7 1.7 85 7 101. 4 100. 0 100. 0 157. 6 (19)
Columbia, 8, C_. ... ___.__ (] o6 69. 0 78. 2 16. 2 182. 1 23. 5 89.9 9. 4 100. 1 100. 0 78.7 (10}
Knoxville, Tenn____.______.___ (Y] 9. 6 89. 2 86. 1 50.6 13.7 88.5 81.8 99.4 100. 0 100. 0 265. 0 248.2
Columbus, Ohio 1. (U] 100. 7 80 3 87. 5 B2 4 130. 2 90.0 82.5 102.3 100. 0 100. 0 (40} (1)
Birmingham, Ala__. (U] 9.6 103.7 913 114.0 140. 2 4. b 91. 5 99 4 100. © 100. 0 118.1 (9
E.l Paso, Tex_ . ... _._.. . 166. 7 90. 8 687.4 75 i1 A I 28,2 @r. 7 24. 8 99. 4 100.0 100. 0 137.8 ()
thllt_! Rock, Ark________.____. (U] 9. 6 86. 8 102 4 30.5 WL 7 93.0 89.1 9. 4 100. 0 100. 0 320. 1 193. 8
Moabile, Ala___________________ ® 9.8 0.6 0g. 1 38.8 298.5 86. 3 78.2 99. 4 100. 0 100. 0 135.8 40.9
Wichita, Kans___________.__... 96.7 99.6 85.2 95. 7 48.6 | 2151 88.5 81.8 9.4 100. 0 100. 0 (1%} (%

7.2
(o
{m

)
138.9

277.8

L~

M
b N :
O =W

416.7

1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 18},

* Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

3 Exclusive of sales tax.

+ Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 18-city average is $4.90.

5 Though only 55 cities had a direct charge for school sttendance, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 55city averaze is $7.37.

¢ Though taxes were payable in only 38 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 38-city average is $4.17,

7 Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 22-city average is $2.96.
* Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 25-city average is $3.40.

¥ Not a direct charge. 10 None payable.

NoTE.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies between certain totals and the sums of their component itams.
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Table 10.—Annual Costs ! of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Princi
Family, 59 Cities,

arch 1935

EMERGENCY LEVE?,

Exll Subgtoups, in 9 Geegraphic Divisions, 4-Person Manual Worker's

(Geographic division

Budget group %;e??geg’
c¢ilieS | New Eng-| Middle |East North|West North| South At- | EastSouth |[WestBouth | gp 0o pooine
land Atlantic Central Central lantic Central Central
Total cost of living._ . ... . i iaaaa.. $903. 27 $912. 27 $024. 36 %925. 07 $910. 88 $890. 25 $848. B0 $855. 37 $915. 16 $020. 48
Food. e 340. 30 347. 05 342. 07 335. 29 331. 80 347.50 332.89 336. 97 348.74 339. 27
Clothing, clothing upkeep, snd personal care._.___.__ 128. 05 128, 69 124 68 133. 43 129. 31 12215 118. 95 120. 88 137. 67 141, 57
Clothing. ... e 100, 23 100.31 o7, 72 105,12 102. 10 5. 96 92.58 03, 87 105. 38 1L 53
Clothing UPKedD. .. o ove e vee e e e ccee e eceeeeeen 11. B8 12.28 11, 06 11. 37 L1. 9% 10.99 11. 23 1L 49 4. 96 13. 02
Porsonal Care ... ia e ——————— 15,93 16. 10 15. 90 18, 04 15. 21 15. 19 15. 15 15. 52 16.73 17. 02
Housing, including water________ ... ______ 167. 79 166, 00 184, 88 178. 89 173. 55 176.20 148, 62 152. 70 181. 04 145. 68
Household operation. ... . __________ . . .. ____. 121 .84 137,32 120. 24 116, 20 129.1 116. 38 106. 48 106. 15 133. 48 136,11
1 48, B0 64. 71 51 24 50. 46 61,01 44, 58 7.71 30. 36 49. 00 48. 63
38.66 53. 43 42 79 44.72 54, 28 29.92 25. 40 2L 86 38, 53 32,00
10. 14 11. 28 8 45 574 6.73 14. 66 12. 32 8.50 10. 47 14, 62
_ 18. 67 15. 67 15. 39 15,22 13.77 20,13 18. 61 20. 96 23.46 28. 89
Electricity . el 14, 52 16. 41 16. 05 12.38 14. 19 13. 70 13 26 16, 00 18. 70 12. 53
Household supplies_ .. .. ... 16. 94 17.31 16, 18 18, 80 16. 53 15. 58 15.73 16, 54 20.03 19. 88
Furniture, furnishings, and housshold equip-

ment. .. . ... 18, 66 18. 82 18. 00 18. 77 17.93 18. 97 18. 42 17.78 20.25 19. 39
Refuse disposal _________ 11,50 1,78 . 58 )] 3. 60 .67 W) L. 75 1.28 5 04
Unpspecified essentials+ 2.76 2,75 2.75 2.177 2,75 2. 76 2,76 2.75 2.76 2.78
Miscellaneowus. . ... .. .o oo 145.30 133. 22 152. 49 161. 28 146. 44 137.02 141.85 138. 67 134.88 157. 84
Medical care. .. ... 47.08 45. 94 47. 62 44, 38 45.05 46. 42 43. 90 44, 62 53. 07 52. 53
Transportation_ ... ... .. ... ..o _. 44. 97 34.23 54.86 6l.15 B50.75 35.65 39.23 37.99 27.44 56. 45
Schaol a_ttendanoe ,,,,,,,,,,,,, 6. 87 1.87 2.01 9. 98 5. 90 B.08 11. 68 873 6. 57 5.07
Recreatmn,-___ ____________________________________ 12. 63 12.77 13.41 12.77 11.83 12. 46 11.98 12. 54 13. 25 12. 58
Motion picture theater admissions_ .. __...... 7.80 7.97 8. 60 7.88 7.02 7.64 7.15 7.73 8.38 7.73
Tobacco and toysd. . .o o ... 4 83 4.80 4. 81 4. 90 4.81 4. 83 4.83 4. 81 4.87 4 .85
Life Insurance d. . ___ . .. 20. 80 20, 80 20. B0 20. 80 20. 80 20, 80 20. 80 20.80 20. 80 20). 80
Church contributions®. . . ___ ... . ... _._.. 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40

Taxes® . T2 54 4.20 1. 49 1.79 1.71 3.22 3.87 3.60 38 {*

Personal property 110 2.37 (%) 1.41 1.14 .89 107 .83 2.53 (*)

Capitatlon. e iemes 101, 44 1.83 1. 49 .38 .57 2.33 2.80 2. 87 .80 (&)
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1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 16).

3 Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 50 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 18-cily average is 34.80. The averages for the
geographic divisions are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

3 Not a direct charge.

+ Budret allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied,

¢ Though ouly 55 cities had a direct charge tor school attendance, an averago for 59 citles Ia used in order to balance the table. The 55-city average is $7.37. The averages for the
geographic divisions are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

® Exclusive of sales tax.

' Though taxes wera payable in only 36 citics, an average for 58 cities js used in order to balance the table, The 36.city average iz $4.17. The averages for the geographic divisions
are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this stndy.

8 Nonse pavable.

 Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 eities, an average for 50 cities is used in order Lo balance the table. The 22-city average is $2.96. The averages for the
peographic divisions are based on the total numbet of ¢itics in each division included in this study.

1t ‘Though capitation taxes were payable in oply 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 25-city average is $3.40. The averages for the geo-
graphic divisions are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

NoOTE.—Owing Lo the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies between certain totals and the sums of their component itemns,
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182 » COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CTIES
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1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 18).

1 Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order Lo bialance the tahle. The iR-city average is $1.80. The averages (or the geo-
graphic divisions are based ou the total number of citias in each division included in this study.

1 Not a direct charge.

+ Rudpet allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

¢ Though only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 59 cities i3 used io order to balance the tahle. The 55-city average is §7.37.
geographic «livisions are based on the total numuoer of cities in each division included iu this study.

¢ Exclusive of sales tax.

? Thouyh taxes wera pa¥able in only 38 cities, an average for 50 citles (s tused in order to balance the table. The 36-city average is $4.17. Thae averages for the peographie divi-
sions are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

* None pavyable.

? Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 22-city average is $2.96. The averages for the
geographic divisions are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

19 Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 25-city average is $3.40. The averages for the geo-
graphic divisions are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

Note.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies between certain totals and the sums of their component items.

The averages for the
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184 « COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES

Table 12.— Annual Costs! of Living, by Major Bud?ef Groups and Principal Subgroups,
in 5 Size of City Classifications, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March

1935
EMERGENCY LEVEL
Size of city classification
Budget group ‘;‘97 gmgg'

1,000,000 | 500,000 to ;250,000 to | 100,000 to | 25.000 to

or more | 1,000,000 500,000 250,000 100,000
Totalcostofliwing____.._...._______| $903.27 | $051.82 | $951.20 | $897.50 | $884.88 $883. 20
) e 340.30 343. 49 338. 66 338. 00 338.78 344. 94

("lothing, elothing upkeep, and personal

P o - TP 128. 05 130. 85 132 64 124. 96 128.13 128, 57
Clothing-.____ ... 100. 23 103. 92 104. 50 97. 65 100. 30 94, 69

Clothingupkeep.__________.____...__. 11. 88 10. 48 11, 36 11. 63 11.98 13.01
Personaleare. . ... ... ... 15,93 16.45 16. 48 15. 67 15.85 15.87
Housing, including water_.._.__._________ 167.79 179. 40 187. 50 165. 00 165. 39 157. 86
Household operation..___._..._._.... PR 12]. B4 123.10 119, 68 115. 89 121. 77 131. 46
Fuel e 48. 80 52,91 49, 49 45, 31 49. 04 51. 62
Coal or wood 38. 66 44, 98 42, 46 36, 45 36. 32 39.63
Gas_ ... 10. 14 7-95 7.03 8.86 271 ., 1200
£ T 18. 67 17.88 17.58 18,45 17.78 20.95
Electricity 14. 52 14, 42 12. 59 13.70 14.75 16. 70
Household supplies_ . oo cvveonno oo 16. 84 17.02 16. 86 16, 44 16.83 17.80
Furniture, furnishings, and house-
hold equipment 18, 66 18.10 18. 57 18. 32 18. 89 19.19
Refuse disposal . ... ___.__..._. 21,50 O] 1.84 .80 1.78 2.43
Unspecified essentials s ... .. 2.76 2.77 2.76 2,76 2.75 2,76
Miscellaneonts. ... ... __.__.. 145. 30 174. 98 172. 80 153. 57 130.82 120. 46
Medicalcare ._._____ 47.08 49. 53 47.50 45. 61 46. 87 48, 27
Transportation 44.97 75.70 74. 96 55.33 30.97 14. 60
Scheol attendance._ ... ... ... 56.87 4. 41 4. 48 6.99 6. 13 9. 91
Recreation. ... ... vooieeiininnnnn. 12.63 13.79 13. 42 12.33 12.31 12. 49
Motion picturetheateradmissions. 7.80 8.90 8.59 7.51 7.50 7.65
Tobaccoand toys* _______________ 4,83 4.89 4.83 4,83 4. 82 4 84
Life insurance *. . ... . ... 20. 80 2. 80 20. 80 20. 80 20. 80 ). B0
Church contributions¢_________..______ 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40
TaxeS oo eeeeee - 72 54 .36 1.24 2.09 3.33 4.00
Personal property. ... ... 51.10 . 36 .74 .91 1. 44 1.54
Capitation_._. . ... ... 1.4 (10) . 50 118 1.89 2.46

! Inelude sales tat where levied (appendix table 18).

t Though only 18 cities had & direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order
to balance the tabls. The 18-city average is $4.9%. The averages for the size of city groups are based on
the total number of cities in each group included in this study.

3 Not a direct charge.

4 Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

¢ Though only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 50 cities {s nsed in order
to halance the table. The 55-city average is $7.37. The averages for the size of city groups are based on
the total number of cities in each group included in this study.

¢ Exclusive of sales tax.

i Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.
The 36-city averago is $4.17. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the total number of
cities in each group included in this study.

& Theugh Rersonal property taxes were payablz in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order
to balance the table. The 22-city average is $2.96. ‘The averages for the size of city groups are based on
the total number of cities in each group inclzded in this study.

" Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 eities is used in order to balance
the table. Tha 25-city average is $3.40. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the total
number of cities in each group included in this study.

1° None payable.

Note.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, thereare slight discrepancies
betweeu certain totals and the sums of their componsent items,
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Table 13.—Relative Costs! of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Sub
?J‘oup;, in 5 Size of City Classifications, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities,
arch 1935

EMERGENCY LEVEL

Average, 50 cities 8ize of city classification
Budget group
1,000,000 | 500,000 ta | 250,000 to | 100,000 to | 25,000 to
Amount | Percent | .\ 'riore | 000,000 | 500,000 | 250,000 | 100,000
Total cost of living. . __._ .| $903. 27 100. 0 105. 4 105.3 99.4 08.0 97.8
Fooda .o amneeacccce e 340. 20 100.0 100, 9 99.5 0, 4 bo.a 101. 4
Clothing, elothing upkeep, and
personalcare ____. ... ... .. 128. 05 100.0 102, 2 103. 68 97.8 100. 1 100. 4
Clothlng. ... ..o 100. 23 100. 0 108. 7 104. 8 97. 4 100. 1 99.5
Clothing upkeep_ ... ..... 11.88 100. 0 84,2 95.8 97.9 100. 8 108. 5
Personal care. .............. 15.93 100. O 103. 2 103. ¢4 8.4 90.5 90.8
Housing, including water... ... 187,79 100. 0 1068.9 117 8.3 8.6 o4, 1
Household operstion.....__.... 121. 84 100.0 1.0 98. 2 95.1 9.9 107.¢
Fuel . iiieeeiiea 48, 80 100.0 108. & 101. 4 2.8 100. & 105.8
Coalorwood_.......... 38 .68 100.0 116.3 100 8 .3 9.9 102, 5
s . -10. 14 100. 0 .4 60.3 87. 4 125.3 118.3
) (U, 18, 87 100. 0 058 .2 9% 9 95.0 112.2
Blectriclly. . .oooooooooo . 14. 82 100. 0 .3 86.7 M4 101.6 115.0
Housebold supplies. .. ____. 16. 04 100.0 100. 5 9.5 9.1 99,3 105.1
Fumiture, fumishings, and
household equipment . ... 18. 68 100, 0 97.0 .5 8.2 101. 2 102.8
Refuse disposal . ... __._.. 1.5 100.0 (U] 122.7 80.0 118.7 162.0
Unspecified sssentiala ®..... 278 100, 0 100. 4 100, 0 100. 0 9.6 100. 0
Misoellaneons. _.... “~r 145. 30 100. 0 120, 4 1189 105. 7 90.0 82,9
Medicaloare . _........... 47.08 100. 0 108. 2 100. 9 9.9 9.5 102. 5
Trans jon. . . “ 7 100. 0 168. 4 168. 7 123. 1 [ ] 32.5
Behoo! attendance t8 87 100.0 642 85 2 101.7 89.12 144. 2
Roecremtion. .. .. ......... 12.63 100. 0 100.2 104 2 9.6 97.5 98.8
Motion picture theater
sdmisslons . ... ... 7.80 100. 0 1141 1101 4.2 94.1 98.0
Tobacoo and toyes. .. _. 4 K3 100. ¢ 100.2 100.0 100.0 9.8 100. 2
Lifeinsurance ¢.. .. __ .. .. 0. 80 100. 0 100, 0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100. ¢
Church contributions s. .. .. 10. 40 100. 0 100. 0 100, 0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0
Tazes Y ... aM 100. 0 14.2 48 8 823 131. 1 157. 6
Personal property ... .. 'L 10 100. 0 37 67.3 82.7 130. 9 140.0
Capitation. . _____..._.. LA 100. 0 () 4.7 8l.9 131. 2 170. 8

! [nclude sales tax where Jevied (sppendix table 18).
1T h only 18 citles had a direct char&e for refuse disposa), an average for 59 cities s used in order to
mnn table, The 18-city average is $4.90. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the
nnmber of citles LD each group included in this study.

3 Not s direct charge.

¢+ Budget allowanos identical in all cities, pius sales tax whers levied.

1 Though only 53 cities had & Jdirect charge for school attendance, an average for 50 citles is used In order
to balanoce the table. The 85-city nveme I5$7.37. The sverages for the siza of cily groups are based on the
total number of citiss iD each group included in this study.

§ Exclusive of ssles tax.

? Though taxes were paysble in anly 36 cities, an average for 50 cities Is used in order to balance the table.
The M-city s s$4.17. The averages for the sise of city groups are based on the total number of cities
in each group included in this study. . .

' Though personal pmperty taxes were ‘u able in only 22 cities. an averags for 59 cities 13 used in order
1o halsnce the tabls. The 2-citya ® 3{2.96. The averages for the aize of ¢ity groups are based on the
tatal number of cities In each group included in this study.

' Though capitation taxes ware sbls in only 25 clties, an svernge for 50 citles Js used in order to balance
the table. The 26city average E.éw The aversges for the sise of city gruups are based on the total
number of cities in sach group included in this study.

" None payable.

Notz.—Owing to the necessity for rounding humbers in computlog averages, there are slight discrep-
ancies hetween cartaln totals and the sums of their component items.
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Table 14.—Annual Costs! of Minimum Medical Care per 1,000 Persons, 59 Cities,

March 1935
: ; Drugs and
City Total Services ? appliances ?

Average, SBcities_.____________. e el $13, 079. 01 $11, 831. 67 $1, 247. 34
Spokane, Wash__ ... ... 16, 524. 49 15, 257. 24 1,267.25
San Francisco, Califl ._. 1§, 069, 47 14, 783. 61 1, 285. 86
Butte, Mont_._.__.________ 15, 709. 50 14,420, 25 1,280.25
Tueson, ATz, e micmeeeeaan 15,327. 21 13,976.75 1, 350. 46
T.os Angeles, Calif.d___________________..__.__ s 15, 020. 86 13, 808. 75 1,214 11
Cleveland, Ohio 1. .. e 14,802, 74 13,393. 44 1, 408. 30
Washington, D. C 14, 727. 93 13,618, 63 1, 109, 25
Portland, Maine_ .. ..o 14, 71183 13, 525. 08 1, 186.75
Detroit, Mich.l o ieiaaaa.. eieasseammemannan 14, 585. 40 13, 264. 00 1,321. 49
Seranton, Pa_ e caaaamaan - 14, 502. 50 13, 258. 25 1, 246. 25
Albuquerque, N. Mex.! ... 14, 389. 16 13, 061. 38 1,327.79
Chicago, 1LY ___ . __.___. 14, 354. 46 13, 120. 00 1,234. 46
Jacksonville, Fla__ . 14, 315. 60 13,137. 00 1,178.00
Salt Lake City, Utah! - 14, 161. 75 12, 836. 00 1,325.75
Denver, Colo.d e 14, 128. 40 12,841, 14 1, 288. 26
New York, N. Y1 ______.__. 14,072. 76 12, 854, 36 1, 208, 41
Bridgeport, Conn.________ 14, 036. 85 12, 861. 66 1,175.00
Binghamton, N. Y__..._._.__ 13,981. 50 12, 846. 00 1, 135. 50
Boston, Mass_.. . ....... - 13,839. 00 12, 620. 00 1,219. 00
Clarksburg, W. Vel . 13,829.03 12, 540. 00 1, 289, 03
Providence, R. ¥ i 13, 894. 44 12, 442 44 1, 252. 00
Pittsburgh, Pa___ . . _____.__. 13,630.11 12, 463. 36 1, 186. 75
Minneapolis, Minn._ 13, 530.75 12, 150, 00 1,380, 75
Little Rock, Avk_______ . ... 13, 387.75 12,158.00 1,229.75
Atlants, Ono .. e 13,370.91 12, 095. 16 1,275, 75
Memphis, TenN . - e aammmamcm o mcacmmccemememm e 13,322. 25 12,120. 00 1, 202. 25
Rochester, N. Y ___.._._...... 13, 208. 25 12, 053. 00 1, 185. 26
Houston, Tex_ .. ..___.___.__. 13,193.75 11, 964. 00 1, 229. 75
New Orleans, La____.________ 13,113.89 12, 036. 64 1, 077.25
Winston-Salem, N. C.0 . o iaan. 12,987.25 11, 633. 06 1,354. 19
Newark, N.J____.__.__ L 12,985. 14 11, 787.39 1,197.75
Mobile, Ala_ ______________ 12, 960. 50 11, 670. 00 1, 200, 50
Seattle, Wash.._____.____.. 12, 956. 00 11, 700. 00 1, 256, 00
Sioux Falls, S, Dak._.._.... 12,852. 19 11, 506. 19 t, 346. 00
Kansas City, MO ..o oo it e 12, 836. 65 11, 498. 4) 1, 338. 23
Fall River, Mass_ it cmmammann 12, 809. 25 11, 667. 50 1,141,735
Richmond, Va._ . e 12, 807. 36 11, 6U9. 36 1, 198. 00
Norfelk, Va_____.._ i 12, 765. 40 11, 603. 40 1,162. 00
Buffalo, N. Y _____ . .. I 12, 688. 39 11, 536. 64 1,151. 75
Oklahoma City, OKla.l. . 12,677. 61 11,377.00 1, 300. 61
Knoxville, TenD. ...t e e eeeeemen I 12, 562. 75 11, 280. 00 1,282, 75
Wichita, Kans e e 12, 519. 89 11, 225. 64 1, 294. 256
Manchester, N. H._ o eiaaciaieeona- 12, 472. 67 11,170, 92 1,301, 75
Portland, Oreg..... . ... [ 12,391.31 11, 071. 56 1,319.75
St. Louis, Mo_________________ el 12, 386. 46 11,193. 21 1,193, 25
Dallas, TeX e 12, 376. 56 10, 844, 56 1,432.00
Omaha, Nebr.. .. i 12, 001. 75 10, 770. 00 1, 28175
Birmingham, Ala.. . ... e oo 11, 945. 61 10, 777. 36 1, 168. 25
Cedar Rapids, Jowa 1o 11, 463. 64 10, 148. 35 1,315.29
Colurmbus, Obio . . .. .. e 11, 445. 52 10, 168, 00 1, 279. 52
Milwaukee, WiS_ . ... . i eccceciaaceesaas 11, 127. 66 9, 915. 66 1,212, 00
Baltimore, Md______. ... .. __.. 11, 008, 67 9, 954. 92 1, 053. 75
Peoria, 1LV ___ ... 10, 972. 60 9, 770. 44 1, 201. 56
Indianapolis, Ind .. ____.__.__. . 10, 881. 25 8, 521.00 1, 380. 25
Philadelphia, Pa___._________ P 10, 754. 44 9,633, 44 1,121. 00
Cineinnati, Ohio ! _ .. el 10, 454. 49 9, 116.00 1,338.49
Columbia, 8 10, 233. 54 8, 955. 04 1, 278. 50
Touisville, B¥dee oo 10, 178. 42 B, 934. 44 1, 243, 98
El Pasn, TOX i oiieiiae o iiiancmemo e 9, 616. 30 B, 40%. 80 1, 208. 50

1 Inelude sales tax where levied. Medicul care costs for a 4-person manual worker’s family at the mainte-
By definition, emergency
budget medical care cost is 90 percent of maintenance budget cost. See appendix tables 15 and 18 lor amount

nance level of living were computed as 4/1000 of the costs shown in this table.

of sales tax for B 4-person family.

! Includes physicians, dentists, optometrists, hospitals, and nurses.
3 Includes eyeglasses and frames, proprietary medicines, and prescriptions,

Note.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies

between certain totals and the sums of their component items.



Toble 15.—Annual Sales Tox on Costs of Living, by Major Budget Gro&l:ps and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 18 Cities,!
March 1935

MAINTENANCE LEVEL

—_— e = [ ————

Clothing, clothing u
kwp?‘ and DN"O‘ nl:l Housshold operation Miscellaneous
care
I . .
- e

£ a Fuel % q4% E g Recreation
city 2 ¥ g3t s | 4 -

b o E = a - =] A T e

] 2 g " ] 5 228|2

- - =2 E 3 aha| s
[ ™ [ g |3 |§9¢ - ] 2zlen
: - 3 " & |20 g 8 = g2 2 85

A R R A AR R AR AR AN N AR AR RN

&= t LU |2 || R 8 gl m | g = = | = & E =SB
Average,! 50 cities.. | 85 14 | $2 68 [$1. 16 |$1.04 ({9002 ($0. 10 [$0. 01 [$0. 04 |90 34 |$0.31 [$0.03 [$0.17 [$0.07 [$0.13 [$0. 22 |$0.01 |$0.37 (0. 03 * |$0.05 [30.27 |30.12 [80.15
Louisville, K¥y............ 252071202 AT 0] 32| .M 52| 383 | 1.47 | 1.35| 13| 49| 45| 51| 88| .04 | z77 | .1&| (O | .34 | 2729 188 | .62
Detroit, Mich_...._...._.. 37611203 (503 |46 08| .37 () {4m2i2o5| 1@ .21 .54 | .50] 57| 91| calnn9| 15| O | 41| .82 (9 A2
Albuquerque, N.Mex... | 2.25 | 9.52 (378|290 32| .81 () {3.27| 98| 7| .nn| 80| 48] 46| .67} .02 |368| _s6(s0.25| 08 /25 |208) .42
Cleveland, Ohio. ____ /" [ 20.08| 907 (532 | 4o0| (05| 38 ?1 3oftLe (e @ | .51 (404 57| 95] o4 (1090 .16 (| 31| .82 (M A2
Ban Francisco, Callf ______| 10.85 [ 11.20 | 437 |4 03| 04| .30 (» |242| .86| 88| ™ |17+, 5l e coa] s 12| (| 2] 52| @ 52
Columbus, Ohlo_.._____ [ 10.15[10.00 | 475|434} 05| .37 ™ |a28|Lue|vga| O | .59 |+1.04| .54 04| 04{1.04] .15 » | .28| .63 5') . A2
Los Angeles, Calif . .| 108 (1075|442 |a08| 04| .30 (ﬂz 307 .93 037 () | .88 (03 52| ./ 03 .70 .12 ® | 06| .52[ () | .52
Cincinnati, Ohio__ . 186881 9.85 | 464 (423 (08| .381 (M [3s0{ras| 38| (O 8 (vo4f 57| 93| .04 .BO| 15| ™ | .12| .62 (B ) .62
Winston-Salery, N, 17228 ) 841|481 (4| c05] 35| |48 037|017 | 2104 50| 80| .04} 87| 18| B [ .00 .82 & 62
Cedar Rapids, fows. 1695 820 (34st200| @] 24| 0320|1813l . 2| .32 .38 .38 | .62 .oz |218| 10| M | .10| LYR[1. 56| .42
Chicago, it} ... 1808 | 9.06 | 328301 | 03| .24 | ™ (35| 45| 03¢ 11| .29 38| .34 | 80| 02| .57| .10 (®» | .06 .42 5‘) .42
Salt Lake City, Utah_____ A2 838 (34003121 03] 2| (0 [320|[nw[rol] 18] 45| 44| 4| e@] Loz 54| (10| ® | 02| a2 (0 | .42
Pooria, Il.__...__........ 1552 8680|323 )2906| 03| .24 .08|253| 80| 60| .20 .29 | .36 .36} .80| 02| .88| .10 r*g .38 | .42 ('g .42
Clarksburg, W.Va.__. ... 1508 | 0.11 (3391200 | 24| . 25| () [1.02] .45 48| » | .30 |+ 03| .39| .65| .02 | .66| .10 ? L4 | a2 O .42
Denver, Colo..._........ 1306 | 6566 (3111284 03| 24| ( (273} rud| 88! a8 .30 | 36| 30| .62 .02| .67 | 10| (» | 15| 42| ® 42
Tucson, Arle.. . 11.95) 6861238 ) 215 02 .10 () (222} 58| 447 1] 70| .12 .35} .47¢ .02 .51 | .08| ™ | .12 .31 (® 31
Okiahoma City, Okla._...f 7.60 | 437|015 [p42| o2} 13| ™ [1.34| .30 .38| 03| .27 | .20 .18) .28, o0 [ .8 | o0 @ | .11 | .21 | ® 21
NewYork, N.Y.. . | &40 M [zes{2a | 3} 24 @ [302/13012000 .20 39| .43 ) .34} .54 02| .51 .06l ¢ | 03| 42!l ® 42

* Less than $0.005,

' In addition, New Orleans had a local tax of | cent on motion picture theater admissions exceeding 10 cents. It amounted to $1.56 per year. Though this tax was not a sales
tax, it is included in the average for the total cost of living and for motion plcture theater admissions.

? All averages in this table are based on 59 cities rather then on the number in which the tax was levied, in order to account for the tax in the Sé-city average total cost of living
and averages for the separate budget groups.

* Notax.

¢ Includes sales tax on accessories only; energy is not taxed.

NoTE.—0Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies between certain totals and the sums of their component items.

LB + S318V] DISva
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Table 14.—Annual Costs? of Minimum Medical Care per 1,000 Persons, 59 Cities,

March 1935
o inac 1 Drugs and
City Total Services appliances *

Average, 59 cities_ . ___ ... ...... $13,079. 01 $11, 83167 $1,247. 34
Spoksme, Wash_______________ ... 16, 524. 49 15, 257. 24 1, 267. 25
San Francisco, Calif.1._______ L 16, 069. 47 14, 783. 61 1, 285. 86
Butte, Mont____.____.___.____ 15, 709. 50 14, 429. 25 1, 280. 25
Tucson, Ariz.b. . ____ .. __. 15,327. 21 13, 976.75 1, 350. 46
Los Angeles, Calif.l .. .. .ernorimmerrenrine sissonammmmananrn 15, 020. 86 13,806.75 1,214. 11
Cleveland, Ohio 1. .. 14, 802. 74 13, 393. 44 1,409, 30
Washington, ID. C 14,727.93 13, 818. 68 1,109, 25
Portland, Maine________..___ 14, 71183 13, 525. 08 1,188. 75
Detroit, Mich.f______________ 14, 585. 49 13, 264. 00 1, 321 49
Seranton, Pa. e 14, 502, 50 13, 256. 25 1, 246. 25
Albuquerque, N. MeK.l . .. e iairrramcmmemceeeee e 14, 389, 18 13, 061.38 1,327.79
Chicago, Il ___________. 14, 354. 46 13, 120.00 1, 234. 46
Jacksonville, Fla____ . ... 14, 315. 00 13, 137.00 1, 178. 00
8alt Lake City, Utah '.____ .. ___ ... ___ 14, 161, 75 12, B36. 00 1,325. 75
Denver, Colo.d e 14, 129. 40 12,841, 14 1, 288. 26
New York, N, Y 1 .. 14,072.76 12, 864. 36 1, 208. 41
Bridgeport, Conn_....___.. 14, 036. Y6 12, 881. 98 1, 175. 00
Binghamton, N, ¥ 13, 081, 50 12, 848. 00 1, 135. 50
Boston, Mass_._. ... _____ 13, 839.00 12, 620. 00 1,219.00
Clarksburg, W. Va.l L ala. 13,829.03 12, 540. 00 1, 289. 03
Providence, R. I e 13, 804 44 12,442 44 1,252.00
Pittsburgh, Pa_.._ ... ... _.__ 13,830. 11 12, 463. 38 1, 166.75
Minneapolis, Minn 13, 530. 75 12, 150. 00 1, 380. 75
Little Rock, Ark____ ... 13, 387. 75 12, 1568. 00 1,229.75
Atlanta, G ccciusataceas 13, 370. 91 12, 095. 18 1,275.75
Memphis, Tenn. . ... .._.._.... 13,322. 25 12, 120, 00 1, 202. 25
Rochester, N. ¥ __. 13, 208. 25 12, 053. 00 1, 155. 25
Houston, Tex_ .o ee e o eeeemaee 13, 193. 75 11, 964. 00 1,229.75
New Orleans, La. .- ... ... ... . 13, 113. 89 12, 036. 64 1,077. 25
Winston-Salem, N. €.l L oo remcceecma e 12,987.25 11, 633. 06 1,354.19
Newark, N. J it etemimaanaee—me 12,085. 14 11,787. 39 1,197.75
Mobile, Ala_ - 12, 960, 50 11, 670. 00 1, 200. 50
Seattle, Wash_____ e e 12, 956. 00 11, 700. 00 1, 256. 00
Rioux Falls, 8. Dak__ _____._. . e 12, 852, 19 11, 506. 19 1, 346. 00
Kansas City, Mo._._. e e 12, 836. 65 11, 498, 40 1,338. 25
Fall River, Mass B 12, 809. 25 11, 687, 50 1, 141,75
Richmond, Va.. ..o iceoaao. 12, 807. 36 11, 609. 36 1,188, 00
Norfolk, Va_ . .. eeieeaaan 12, 765. 40 11, 603. 40 1,162. 00
Buffalo, N. Y ___._ .. ... 12,688, 39 11, 536. 64 1,151. 75
Oklahoma City, Okla.)._ .. _ . . ___. I, 12,677. 6t 11, 377. 00 1, 300. 61
Knoxville, Tenn______ .. ool 12, 562. 75 11, 280. 00 1,282.75
Wichita, Kans. o 12, 519. 89 11, 225. 64 1,294.25
Manchester, N. H e 12, 472. 67 11, 170. 92 1,301.75
Portland, Oreg. e e 12,301, 31 11, 071. 56 1,319.75
8t, Louis, MO, . cvevroacaeo.. e me e emmmeameemm————mann 12, 386. 46 11,143, 21 1,193. 25
Dallas, TeX. e e cee e ——— e 12, 376. 56 10, 644. 56 1,432.00
Omsaha, Nebr._.._.___. 12,001. 75 10, 770. 00 1, 231.75
Birmingham, Ala_____ ... .. ______ .. __. 11, 945. 61 10,777. 368 1, 168. 25
Cedar Rapids, lowa ! . 11, 463. 64 10, 148. 35 1,315 29
Columbus, Ohio . _ . __ .. e 11, 445. 52 10, 166. 00 1, 279. §2
Milwaunkee, Wis_____ . 11,127. 66 9, 915. 66 1,212, 00
Baltimore, Md__..____ 11, 008. 47 P, 954. 92 1,053. 75
Peoria, TI1.1. ... ... 10,972. 60 9, 770. 44 1, 201. 58
Indianapolis, Ind._.___ 10, 881. 25 9, 521. 00 1, 360. 25
Philadelphia, Pa. . icaeane.- 10, 754. 44 9, 633. ¢4 1, 121, 00
Cincinnati, Ohio Y . iiae.. 10, 454. 49 9, 116. 00 1,338 .49
Columbia, 8. C____._ 10, 233. 54 8,965. 4 1, 278. 50
Louisville, Ky.1__ . - 10, 178. 42 8,034, 44 1, 243. 98
El Paso, TeX_ . L eeeeiaaiao- 9, 616. 30 8,409, 80 1, 208. 50

t Include sales tax where levied. Medicul care costs for a 4-person manusl worker's family at the mainte-
By definiticn, emergency
budget medical care ¢ost is 90 percent of maintenance budget cost. See appendix tables 15 and 16 for amount

pance level of living wers computed as 4/1000 of the costs shown in this table.

of sales tax for a 4-person family.

* Includes physicians, dentists, optometrists, hospitals, sod nurses.
3 Includes eyeglasses and frawmes, proprietary medicines, and prescriptions.

NoOTE.—Owing to the necessity for rcunding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepanctes

between certain totals and the sums of their component items.



Table 15.—Annual Sales Tox on Costs of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 18 Cities,!

March 1935
MAINTENANCE LEVEL
Clothing, clothing up-
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Average,? 59 cities___| $5.14 | $2. 66 ($1. 16 |$1. 04 |$0.02 ($0. 10 |$0. 01 |$0. 94 1$0. 34 |$0.31 |$0.03 |80. 17 |$0. 07 |$0. 13 |$0. 22 ($0. 01 ($0.37 [$0. 05 * [$0.05 ($0.27 130,12 %0, 15
Louisvwille, Ky............ 25.20 1 1292 1 517 | 4.16 32 .69 52 1 31.83 1 1.471 1.35 L12 49 .45 . 51 88 04 | 2,77 .14 (%) M 221 62
Detroit, Mich.__.....o.... 2376|1293 1503 1461 | 05| .37 () 14.627205(1.88 | 210 .sa| .51 57| .9t | .o | pLie] 15| () | .41| .62| @ A2
Albuquergque, N. Mex____| 20.25 | 9.523.78 ] 2.90| .32 86 (2 127 .95 .74 .21 .69 .48 .46 67 021 3.88 .86 ($0.25 .08 2.50 | 2.08 42
Cleveland, Ohio ... 277" 2008 99753249 | 05| .36| (0 {3.70; .60 [wer| @ | s1|%04| 57| 95| 04| 108| 16 (2 3L .62 @ | A2
8San Francisco, Callf __.._.| 19.85 | 11.20 | 4.37 | 4.03 04 B0 () 3. 42 . 86 86 (9) 1.17 | 4.03 .54 0 .03 . 85 20 2l . 52 * .52
Columbus, Obio_._._.____| 19.15 | 10.09 | 4.75 | 4. 34 05| .37 & 328 (L4114 (O 58 | 404 | 54 941 04104 A5 1 () . 26 621 ]
Los Angeles, Calif ____.__.| 19.08 | 10.78 | 4.42 | 4. 08 1] .30 (‘? 3. 17 .93 N )] B8 | 1.03 | .52 Fid .03 .70 A2 () .06 . 52 ) .52
Cincinnati, Ohio_ .. 18.88 | 9.85]1464 (4.23| 05| .36 M |35 |135]|135] (@ 58 |1.04| 57| .03 | .04 .90 5 ™| 12 62| 0 | a2
Winston-Salemw, N, 17.25 841 (451411 .05 L3517 (Y 346 | 117 | 1,17 | (3 82 [ +.04 .50 30 .04 .87 A6 1 () .00 621 (3 .62
Cedar Rapids, Iowa.. 16.95 7 8.20 | 3.18 | 2.91 03 .24 9321 L5113l .20 32 36| .38 62| .02| 218 00 () L0 1,98 ) 158 .42
Chicago, I _____. ... _ 16.06 7 9.06 | 3.28 | 3.01 03 240 Y 3.15 [ 1.45 | 1.4 L1 39 a5 .M 59 ,02 .57 10 () .06 A2 () .42
Salt Lake City, Utah_,___| 15.52 838 (340312 03 .24 (3 3.20(1.19] 1.01 .18 .45 44 . 41 69 .02 .54 10 (3 .02 421 .42
Peorin, Il.___.___.__ ... 15. 52 8.B0|3.23| 296 03 .24 08 | 2.53 .80 .60 .20 .39 36| .36 i1} .02 .88 A0 () 36 .42 (’; .42
Clarksburg, W, Va.._.._..| 1508 9.11 | 339|290 | .24 | .25 (& 1.92| 45| .45 (9 .39 1403 .39| .65| .02 | .66 An () .14 42 0 .42
Denver, Colo. ... 13. 66 6.56 | 3.11 | 2. 84 .03 .40 27303 . L1814 .31 36| .39 , 62 .02 .67 A0 () 15 42| O .42
Tucsen, Ariz.... . 1.5 686236 (215 02| .19 & J222] .56| .46 11| 70| .12| .35 .47| 02| .52 | 08| | 2| .| & | .;
Oklahoma City, Okla_____ 7.00 | 437 156 1.42( .02} 13| () (134} .39 .36| .03 .27 | .21} .a8) e8| .ov| .33l .on| & | .1ty .2 @& | .a&
New York, N.Y.. ______| 6.49 )] 2096 | 2.R9 03 .24 () 3.0211.3011.09 .21 .39 43 .3 54 .02 i) 08 1 () .N3 .42 | (%) .42

* Less than $0.005.

! Tn addition, New Orleans had s local tax of 1 cent on motion picture theater admissions exceeding 10 cents.

tex, it is included in the average for the total cost of living and for motion picture theater admissions.

# All averages in this table are based on 59 cities rather then on the number in which the tax was levied,
and aversges for the separate budget groups.

3 Notax.

+ Ineludes sales tax on accessories anly; energy ix not taxed.

It amounted to $1.56 per year.

Though this tax was not a sales

in order to account for the tax In the 59-city average total cost of living

NoTE.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies between certain totals and the sums of their component items.
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Table 16.—Annual Sales Tax on Costs of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 18 Cities,!

March 1935

EMERGENCY LEVEL

keep, and personal care Household operation Miscellansous
b Fuel & =¥ £ o Recreation
£ o 2 28| & g
City = & & (52§ @ = 3

- - bt = 3 e a @ 8 q S| D

I=) [+ ) £ & w o= 'Uﬂ - Q oW g

2 = | 8 g | = |38 23 8| 81% 238

B & g 1 3 £ = EREMCIR:S 3 8, « cZulge

— = = a — g =] =249 8. - o == g <

3 £ &1 3 3 5 | % Bk & T | 48| 3 |Fe88°

s = =2 B k= g B S |58=| 4 ] [ 4 g |&5% 2

e o G o [ & =] H |= =) = = @ B [BE9=

Average,! 59 cities... £0.82 [$0 72 $0.74 [$0. 28 |$0. 26 $0. 06 $0.13 |$0.01 $0. 05 $0. 06 _($0. 03 |$0. 03

Louisville, Ky._______.__. 9. 3. 2. 84 .31 2.968 | L 1.08 L34 .08 .34 .53 .38 .14
Detroit, Mich___.___.____ 9. 3 3.17 .04 371 1L 1. 54 .43 .03 .41 4] M .14
Cleveland, Chio________._. 7. 3. 338 .4 2.88 1| 1 1.32 .03 .03 .31 .14 b .14
San Francisco, Calif______ 8. 3. 2. B0 .03 2.69 . .70 .03 .03 21 .12 1) .12
Columbusg, Ohio.___._.___. 8. 3. 205 .4 2.50 .80 .03 .03 .26 .14 1) L14
Albuquerque, N, Mex._. . 7.39 | 2 2.01| .28 250 | . .62 .37 .02 .08 .58 | .48| .10
Cincinnati, Ohio ... _...._ 7.8 | 3 291 .04 2.7 . 1.09 .03 .3 . 2] 14 ] .14
Los Angeles, Calif__ ... _ 8.20 | 3 2801 .03 2.49 | . .17 .03 .03 . .06 .12 ) .12
Winston-Salem, N, C __ __ 6. 98 | 3. 2.83 .04 2.72 . .98 .03 .03 . .09 .14 1 .14
Chicago, 1. ..o . 6.85 | 2. 2. 08 .03 2.62 | L 1.13 .28 .02 .09 .08 .10 (O] .10
Cedar Rapids, Towa_.___. 6.25 | 2 200 .03 2.55 [ 1. 1.10 . 02 .09 46| .38 ) .10
Peoria, I, _ ... ..., 6.71 | 2. 2.04 .03 1.95 . .46 .29 02 .09 .10 }’) 10
8alt Lake City, Utah.___. 6.42 | 2. 217 | .03 2. 50 .82 .34 .02 .00 .10 '{ .10
Clarksburg, W. Va_______ 6.97 | 2 2.00 .20 1. 43 .32 .02 .02 .09 ) }' .18
Denver, Colo, .._._.._._. 52212 1.96 | .03 21 .67 .27 .02 .09 .10 1) 10
Tueson, Ariz_ ... __ ... .. 527 | 1 1.47 | .02 1.75 .37 .09 .02 .07 0T .07
Oklahoma City, Okla__ .. 336 | L. .97 .01 1.05 .30 .18 .01 .01 05 M) .05
New York, N.Y____..... (3} 2 1. 85 .03 2. 40 .B8 .38 .02 .08 A0 ™ .10

* Less than $0.005.

1 In addition, New Orleans had a local tax of 1 cent on motion pieture theater admissions exceeding 10 cents. It amounted to 36 cents per year.
tax, it is included in the average for the total cost of living and for motion picture theater admissions.

Though this tax was not a sales

1 All averages in this table are hased on 59 cities rather than on the number in which the tax was levied, in order to aceount for the tax in the 59-city average total cost of living

and averages {or the separate budget groups.

1 No tax.

{ Includes sales tax op accessories only; energy is not taxed.

NOTE.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies between certain totals and the sums of thelr component items.
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Toble 17.—Percent Distribution of the Costs ! of Living Among Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manval Worker's Family,
59 Cities, March 1935

MAINTENANCE LEYEL

Total cost ol Clothing, clothing upkeep, and
living personsl care Household operation
Hous- Furni-
Food g Fuel ware,
City oo clug- House- | furnish-
. | Cloth- . ing Elec- ;
Amount | Percent Total C:g;h ingup-|F e&c;gal water | Total fee | tric- ?3;‘. millgg{l:en-d
keep Total Cvgg(ngr QGas iy plies held
equip-
ment
Average, 59 ¢itles. ___________.__. $1, 260. 62 100.0 35.6 14 6 11. 5 1.1 2.0 17. 6 12.2 4.6 3.7 0.9 1.8 1.5 1.5 2.5
Washington, D. C________ . ....... 1,414. 54 100.0 33.7 12.8 10. 0 09 1.7 .2 10.3 4.5 3.8 0.8 1.4 0.9 1.2 2.1
San Francisco, Calif.!. 1, 380. 87 100. 40 33.1 15.0 1.9 1.0 2.1 19. 4 12.9 3.5 2.6 0.9 35 1.3 1.8 23
Minpeapolis, Minn____ 1,387. 7 100.0 s 14.3 1.5 1.1 1.7 19.0 146 7.8 7.3 0.5 1.3 1. 4 1.3 2.3
New York, N. Y.\ .. .. 1,375. 13 100. 0 M7 12.6 10. 0 0.8 1.8 21.8 1.3 49 4.1 0.8 1.4 1.6 1.2 20
Chieago, I e 1, 356. 11 100. 0 34.2 14.3 11. 4 (1] 2.0 7.7 1.9 54 5.0 0.4 1.5 1.3 1.3 2.2
Milwaukee, Wis.. _____ ... .. o_o_.. 1. 353. 34 100. ¢ 315 15. 2 120 1.1 2.1 20.0 13.1 6.8 6.2 0.6 1.0 1.4 1.3 2.4
Boston, Mass________ 1,352.77 | 100.0 4.7 14.0 11. 1 1L.v 1.9 19. 5 12.2 5.2 4.4 0.8 1.4 1.5 1.5 2.4
Cleveland, Ohio '___. 1, 348. 33 100. 0 3.0 15. 6 12. 4 1.0 2.2 17. 4 10. 6 4.5 4.2 0.3 1.3 0.B 1.4 2.4
St. Lonis, Mo ... . .._... 1, 339. 55 10¢. 0 335 13. 4 10.7 0.9 1.8 2.2 9.5 33 2.7 0.8 1.3 1.1 1.3 2.1
Detroje, Mieht .. 1,317. 53 1010 33.7 149 12.0 1.0 1.8 16. 8 12.2 5.4 4.8 0.5 1.4 1.3 1.5 2.4
Seranton, Pa. . . ________________. 1,312. 39 100.0 .2 14. 4 1. 4 1.0 2.0 2.0 111 3.9 28 1.1 1.6 1.5 1.5 2.4
Cincinnari, Ohio ..o . 1,311. 74 100. 0 34.3 141 111 1.0 2.0 19.6 10.5 38 15 0.3 1.5 L1 1§ 2.4
Pittsbargh, Pa_ .. ____ .. ... 1, 310. 52 100. 0 M 14.1 1.3 1.0 1.8 18.8 8.6 29 2.5 0.4 1.4 1.4 1.3 2.2
Los Angeles, Calif____ . . ________ 1, 308. 11 100. 0 33.8 15. 8 12 8 1.0 20 15.1 i12.0 38 29 0.9 2.5 1.1 1.6 2.5
Newark, N.J_ .. ... 1, 300, 86 100. 0 36. 4 13.1 102 0.9 2.0 19. 8 12. 4 50 4.0 1.0 1.5 2.0 1.4 2.3
Baltimare, Md_ _______ ... .._________. 1, 300. 85 100.0 34.8 13.1 10, 4 0.9 1.8 7.5 1.0 4.5 3.8 0.7 1.4 1.2 1.4 2,3
Albuquerque, N. Mex.!_ . _________._.1 1,209 14 100.0 37.4 14.8 11.3 1.3 2.2 17.9 13.3 3.7 2.9 0n 2.7 1.9 1.8 2.8
Phliladelphia, } o S, 1. 2097. 69 100.0 3.4 1.6 10 8 0.9 1.8 18. 5 10,7 4.3 3.7 0.4 1.0 1.4 1.5 2.3
B:l'ldgeport, Conn___ .. ... 1,296, 35 1000 37.5 14.0 11.0 10 2.0 18.1 12.2 5.7 4.7 1.0 1.5 1.2 1.4 2.2
Sioux Falls, S. Dak_______.___________[ 1,29.60 100. 0 32.9 14.8 11.8 1.2 1.8 21.1 16.0 7.9 7.2 0.7 1.5 1.6 1.6 2.3
Rochester, N. Y ______ ... 100. 0 34.4 14.1 11.0 1.2 1.9 17.5 14,0 7.2 6.5 0.7 1.4 1.5 1.3 2.4
Tucson, Ariz.l_____ 100.0 36.1 14.7 11,3 1.3 2.1 17.2 14.0 4.0 2.4 1.6 3.7 1.7 1.9 2.5
Butte, Moot __.______________.. 100.0 35.0 16.7 12.7 1.7 2,3 16. 4 14.3 6.2 55 0.7 1.5 1.8 1.8 2.8
Portl_and, Maine__ 100.0 35.3 15.6 12.3 1.3 2.0 16.0 14,5 6.5 5.4 1.1 1.4 1.7 1.8 25
Peoria, N3 ___ . .. 100.0 353 14,8 11.8 1.0 2.0 21.5 10.3 3.3 2.5 0.8 1.6 1.4 1.4 2.4

KRee fnotnntes at end nf tabla.
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COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES
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Table 17.—Percent Distribution of the Costs of Living Among Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family,
59 Cities, March 1935—Continued

MAINTENANCE LEVEL—continued

Household opera-

tion—Continued Miscellaneous
Recreation Taxes ?
cit Church
ity . . conlri-
Unspeci- : Trans- School : Life v
1}?.:13::] fied es- | Total Medrlcal porta- | sattend- N{gg;&c;r; insuar- ':l‘(‘it:ﬁ?]:r
Hisp sentials 9 care tion ance News- | P gnee ! |8 : Personal | Capita-
Total papers tt(:ient_er bcm;lm- . Total property | tion
admis- utions
sions | #0d toys?

Average, 69 cilies_______ 10.1 0.2 200 4.2 4.3 t0. 5 5.9 0.9 2.6 2.4 3.7 1.2 0.2 0.1 LY}
Washington, D, C____________ ™ 0.2 19.2 4.2 5.1 01 5.4 0.6 2.7 2.1 3.3 1.1 (L] (19 %’“)
San Francisco, Califl_________ 0.5 0.2 19.6 4.6 3.7 0.6 6.3 1.0 3.1 2.2 3.3 1Ll 19) (19 10y
Minneapolis, Minn. ....._.... 0.3 0.2 20.6 3.9 6.6 0.5 52 0.6 2.4 2.2 3.3 1.1 ) 1) (W)
New York, N. Y. . . ... ... (&) 0.2 19.6 4.1 5.2 0.1 5.7 (L)) 2.0 2.2 3.4 1.1 (1) )] ﬁ“’)
Chicago, LYoo O] 0.2 21.9 4.2 6.9 0.2 6.0 08 2.9 2.3 3.4 1.1 0.1 0.1 10y
Milwaukee, Wis_._____.___.__ (n 0.2 20.2 3.3 5.6 0.8 58 1.1 25 2.2 3.4 1.1 0.2 0. )
Boston, Mass___._________.___. 4] 0.2 18.6 4,1 4.6 01 6.2 1.1 2.9 2.2 3.4 1.1 0.1 g“') 0.1
Cleveland, Ohio?______.______ (%) 0.2 23.4 4.4 7.5 0.8 6.2 1.1 2.8 2.3 3.4 1.1 (19 1) (N
Bt. Lonis, Ma.__. ... __________ 0.2 0.2 2.4 3.7 B.8 (9 6.1 1.0 2.8 2.3 3.5 1.1 0.2 0.2 g“‘)
Detroit, Mich.._______...___. (" 0.2 22.4 4,4 6.2 L 6.0 1.0 2.8 2.4 3.5 L2 (1 L) 10
Seranton, Pa__________________ " 0.2 19,3 4.4 3.1 . 6. 4 0.9 3.2 2.3 3.5 1.2 0.7 (n 0.7
Cincinpati, Ohio ... .__..... (") 0.2 215 3.2 7.2 0.3 6.1 0.4 2.8 2.4 3.5 1.2 (19) %“’) (10}
Pittsburgh, Pa. .. oceeea .. 0.3 0.2 2.4 4.2 g1 (W] 6.2 1.1 2.8 2.3 3.5 1.2 02 10) 02
Los Angeles, Calif.___________ ] 0.2 23.3 4.6 7.9 0.2 6.1 0.8 2.9 2.4 3.5 1.2 (19) 2‘“) (10
Newark, N.J____.._________. * .2 18.3 4.0 2,8 0.3 6.2 1.1 2.5 2.3 3.8 1.2 01l 10) 0.1
Baltimore, Md._...____..______ N 0.2 236 3.4 B.9 0.1 6.4 0.9 32 2.3 3.6 1.2 (10) (1) (1)
Albuquerque, N. Mex.!_______ 0.4 0.2 16.6 4.4 1.0 0.7 57 0.6 2.7 2.4 3.6 1.2 (1) 10) (1)
Philadelphia, Pa______________ % 0.2 22.9 33 8.2 01 6.5 0.9 3.3 2.3 3.8 1.2 ?.) 19) 10
Bridgeport, Conn_____________ (" 0.2 18.2 4.3 3.4 0.1 5.8 0.7 2.8 2.3 3.8 1.2 10) 10) 10)
Sioux Falls, 8. Dak. ______. ___ 0.9 0.2 15.2 4.0 0.8 U] 55 0.7 2.4 2.4 3.6 1.2 0.1 0.1 {9
Rochester, N. Y _____________. " 0.2 20.0 4.1 50 0.4 57 0.8 2.5 2.4 3.8 L2 | (9 (i) ('03
Tueson, Ariz.t.  ____________ U] 0.2 18.0 4.8 1.0 0.6 6.3 0.8 3.1 2.4 3.6 1.2 0.5 0.5 (10
Bulte, Mont.___..__.__________ ") 0.2 17.6 4.9 0.8 0.5 6.1 0.9 2.8 2.4 3.6 1.2 0.5 0.2 0.3
Portland, Maine_____________. 0.8 0.2 18.6 4.6 2.2 0.5 59 Lo 2.5 2.4 3.6 1.2 0.6 0.4 0.2
Peoria, 1.t oeee...... Q)] 0.2 18.1 3.4 2.3 L5 58 0.8 2,8 2.4 3.6 1.2 0.3 03] (1%
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Fall River, Mass ._.. - (v 0.2 17.9 4.0 2.5 (U] 81 0.9 28 2.4 146 1.2 05 0.3 0
Atlanta, Ga._.. ... _.....__.. ] a2 20.0 1.2 4.1 0.6 5.6 0.8 2.3 2.5 3.7 1.2 0.6 0.2 0
Richmond, Va_ ... ... (%) 0.2 18.8 i 0 1.1 0.6 58 0.6 2.8 2.4 3.7 1.2 0.4 0.2 0.
Buffalo, N. Y ___ ... ..... 6] 0.3 21,7 4.0 7.1 0.2 55 L] 2.2 2.4 3.7 1.2 (1) (9 (1m
Omaha, Nebr____.______._.._. 0.1 0.3 19.1 3.8 45 0.3 55 0.8 2.3 2.4 3.7 1.2 (" (19 (9
Manchester, N. H___________. {*) 0.3 19. 4 4.0 3.2 0.1 8. 8 0.9 3.3 2.4 3.7 1.2 0.6 0.3 0.
Norfolk, Va___ .. ) 0.3 186 41 2.8 0.4 5.8 0.8 2.6 2.4 3.7 1.2 0.5 0.2 Q.
Denver, Colo.l .. .. ... 0.1 0.3 22.5 45 8.0 06 a5 1.0 3.0 25 3.7 1.2 (‘9 (Y] (10
Kansas City, Mo___________._. 0.2 03 2.9 41 7.7 0.0 50 0.6 1.9 2.5 3.7 1.2 03 0.3 (10)
Providence, h ) 0.2 0.3 18. 4 4.4 3.3 1 5.6 0.9 21 2.5 3.7 1.2 0.2 0.2 (10)
Binghamton, N. Y _.__________ (U] 03 18. 6 4.5 0.9 1.3 7.0 1.2 3.4 2.4 3.7 1.2 (10} (19 10
8alt Lake City, Utah1________ Q] 0.3 20.2 4.6 4.3 0.1 59 0.9 2.6 2.5 3.7 1.2 0.4 0.4 0
Seattle, Wash_________._____._ (") 0.3 21.4 42 6.1 0.1 6.0 0.8 2.7 2.5 3.8 L2l (9 (19) (10}
New Orleans, La. . ........... Q) 0.3 24.2 4.3 7.9 0.3 6.4 0.7 3.2 2.5 3.8 1.2 0.3 0.3 )
Spokane, Wash . ..oveennnn.. 1.0 0.3 19.6 5.4 3.4 0.3 5.4 0.5 2.1 2.5 1.8 1.3 (1) (1) {10}
Winston-Salem, N. C.l_..____. ) 0.3 17.6 4.3 1.7 0.8 b.6 0.9 2.2 2.5 3.8 1.3 0.1 (19
Portland, Oreg_______________. 0.5 0.3 21.2 4.1 57 0.7 5.6 0.9 2.3 2.4 3.8 1.3 (' (1) (1)
Memphis, Tenn______________. {" 0.3 1. 4 4.4 5.0 D.é 6.0 0.9 2.6 2.5 3.8 1.3 0.3 (19) 0.3
Louisville, Ky .. _........ ") 0.3 210 33 4.9 1.0 6.5 0.9 31 2.5 38 1.3 0.2 (1)
Oklahoma City, Okla)___.___. 0.7 0.3 19.9 4.2 3.2 0.9 6.5 1.1 2.9 2.5 3.8 1.3 (19) (19 ("
Jacksonville, Fla__ ... __ ... __ [0 0.3 19.3 4.7 2.5 0.6 8.2 0.9 2.8 2.5 3.8 1.3 0.2 (10 0.
Houston, Tex_______ _ " 0.3 21, 8 4,4 55 0.8 5.8 0.8 2.5 2.5 3.8 1.3 02 {19) LN
Indianapolis, Ind R () 0.3 21.7 3.8 5.4 0.8 6.2 1.1 2.6 2.5 3.9 1.3 0.5 0.2 0.
Columbia, 8. C____ . (% 0.3 16. 4 3.4 0.7 0.9 6.0 0.9 2.5 2.8 3.9 1.3 0.2 (1 0,
Clarksburg, W. Va.l_____.___. 0.5 03 18.7 4.6 0.8 1.8 5.9 0.9 2.4 2.6 30 1.3 04 (%) 0.
Dallas, Tex_ . ... . . ...... U] 0.3 19.7 4.2 3.0 1.0 6.0 0.7 2.7 2.8 3.9 1.3 0.3 (1% 0.
Cedar Rapids, Iowal_________ 0.1 03 17.8 3.9 2.1 0.4 50 0.9 24 2.8 3.9 1.3 0.3 (19) 0.
Columbus, Ohio1___. ... ... Q] 0.3 19. 4 39 3.8 0.8 57 0.7 2.4 2.8 3.9 1.3 (") {19) (19)
Birmingham. Als.._.._.. e ™ 0.3 22.0 4.1 5.3 0.9 6.1 0.9 2.6 2.6 4.0 1.3 03 {19) 0.
Kooxville, Tenn_______.._.__. " 0.3 19.6 4.3 2.8 0.7 59 0.9 2.4 2,6 4.0 1.3 0.6 0.2 0.
El Paso, Tex..___...._....__. . 0.2 03 18.7 3.3 1.5 0.2 6.1 0.7 2.8 2.6 4.0 1.3 03 (1% 0.
Little Rock, Ark________._..__ (%) 03 19. 5 4.7 1.4 1.2 6.0 0.8 2.8 2.8 4.1 1.4 07 0.2 0.
Wichita, Kans. .. .. .......... 0.1 03 19.3 4.4 2.3 1.3 i 8 0.7 2.4 2.7 4.1 1.4 (19) {19 (')
Mobile, Ala___.____.._._.____. 9 0.3 20.0 4.6 1.9 1.8 .9 0.9 2.3 2.7 1.1 1.4 0.3 . 0.

*Less than 0.05 percent.

1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 15). ¢ Not a direct charge.

3 Budget allowance identical in sl cities, plus sales tax where levied. 10 None payable.

3 Exclusive of sales tax,

1 Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.

§ Though only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 59 cities is used in order to belunce the table.
8 Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.

T Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.
¢ Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.

g6l » S3718VL DISvE



Toble 18.—Percent Distribution of the Costs?

of Living Among Major Budget Groups and Principa!l Subgroups, in 9 Geographic Divisions, 4-Person
¥

Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities,
MAINTENANCE LEVEL

March 1935

Geographic division
Budget group %g e??iges.
clite New Eng- | Middle | East North|West North| South At- { East South{West Bouth Mountain Pacific
land Atlantic Central Central lantic Central Central
Total cost of living: Amount_._._________.___._.| $,260.62 §1, 282 5 $1,298. 58 | $1,202.27 $1,262.73 $1,258. 32 $1,181.40 | $1,190.41 $1,271. 84 $1,276.33
Percent. .. oooniaoooo- 100.0 100.0 100. 0 1000 100. O 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0
Food. o e eeaaas 35.6 36. 2 34.9 34.3 34. 4 36.7 36.9 36.9 356 34.5
Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care. ....___. 14.6 14.5 13.8 14.9 14.7 14.0 14.6 14. 6 15. 4 18.0
Clothing. _ . .. 11.5 11.5 10.9 11.8 11.8 1.1 1L 5 1.6 12.0 12.7
Clothing upkeep 1.1 11 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.3 1.2
Personalcare_____________ 2.0 1.9 1.9 2.1 1.8 1.9 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.1
Housing, including water_._ ... . ... __ 17.6 17.2 10.1 18.3 18.2 18. 4 16. 4 16.8 16.7 15.2
Household operation. ... .. ... 12.2 13. 4 11.7 11.4 12.8 1.7 11. 4 11.3 13.3 13.3
wel ... . 4.6 6.1 4 8 4.8 5.7 4.2 3.7 3.1 4.7 4.4
Coalorwood.__._.___ 3.7 52 4.1 4.3 5.1 2.9 2.6 2.3 3.8 3.2
aS_ ... __. [ 0.5 0.9 0.7 0.5 (13 1.3 1.1 0.8 0.9 1.2
Tee ... 1.8 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.9 1.9 2.1 2.2 2.8
Electricity. .. _.......__.. L5 1.6 1.5 1.2 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.7 1.7 1.3
Household supplies 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.4 15 1.5 1.7 .7
Furniture, furnishings, and household equip-

ment..___.... I e e 2.6 2.4 2.3 2.4 2.4 2.5 26 2.5 2.7 25
Refuse disposal i___________ 0.1 0.1 ® 0.3 0.1 ® 0.1 0.1 0.4
Unspecified essentials ¢ 0.2 0.2 n.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2
Misecellaneous. ... 20.0 18,7 20.5 21.1 19.9 19.2 20.7 20.4 19.0 21.0
Medical care. .. ..oooooo.. 4,2 4.2 4.1 3.8 4.0 4.1 4.1 4.2 4.7 4.6
Transportation . .... 4.3 3.2 5.0 5.7 4.8 3.4 4.0 3.8 2.6 5.3
School attendance ... 0.5 0.1 0.3 0.8 0.5 0.6 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.4
Recreation. ._.__._..._..__ 59 6.1 8.2 59 5.6 59 6.1 6.2 6.1 5.9
Newspapers. ... ... .oooooo.... . 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.3 0.8 0.9
Motion picture theater admissions_... . . 2.6 2.8 3.0 2.6 2.4 2.7 2.6 2.8 2.0 2.6
Organizations, tobacco, and toys4____________ 2.4 2.4 2.3 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.6 2.6 2.4 2.4
Lifeinsuranee 4. ______________._________.________. 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.7 1.7 39 39 3.6 3.6
Church contributions and other contributions ¢__. 1.2 1,2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.2

Taxes®? . ... .... e m e emee e amma—m—ae—n 0.2 0.3 0.1 Q.1 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 (';

Personal property ?___ 0.1 G.2 * 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 ("

Capitation 1 0.1 0.1 o1 . * 0.2 e.2 0.2 0.1 ™
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*Less than 0.05 percent.

1 Tnclude sales tax where levied (appendix table 15). L

* Though only 18 vities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 50 cities i3 used in order to balance the tahle. The percents for the gecgraphic divisions are averages
for the cities in each division included in this study.

3 Not a direet charge.

4+ Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

5 Though only 55cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 59 cities Is used in order to balance the table. Thbe perceats for the geographic divisions are averages
for the cities in each division included in this study.

¢ Exclusive of sales tax. .

T Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 59 citles {s used in order to balance the table. The percents for the geograpbic divisions are averages for the cities in
each division included in this study.

& None payable. o

¢ Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 58 citles is used in order to balance the table. The percents for the geograpbic divisions are averages
for the cities in each division included in this study.

19 Though capitation taxes were payable in ouly 25 citles, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The percents for the geographic divislons are averages for
the cities in each division included in this study.

G611 = SI18VL DISVE



196 » COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES

Table 19.—Percent Distribution of the Costs ! of Living Among Major Budget Groups
and Principal Subgroups, in 5 Size of City Classificotions, 4-Person Manual Worker's
Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

MAINTENANCE LEYVEL

Bize of city classification
Budget group ‘;‘};’ perbio
CILIES | 4 000,000 | 500,000 to | 250,000t0 | 100,000 t0| 25,000 to
or more | 1,000,000 | 500,000 | 250,000 100,000
Total cost of living: Amonnt.______.|$1, 260. 62 ($1, 330. 92 |$1, 332.03 1$1,251,68 | 1,235 05 | 81,230.25
Percent...._._. 100. 0 100. 0 100. ¢ 100. 07 100.0 100. ¢
Food. oo e e 35. 6 34.2 33.7 35. 5 36.1 3.8
Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal
ORI B . e eoo.. 14,6 14. 2 14. 4 14. 4 149 15.0
Clothing_____. ______.____. 1.6 1.4 11. 4 11. 4 11. 8 1L.8
C'lothing upkeep.__..._____.._ __ 1.1 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.2
Personal care_ ____ .. _____._.__.__..___. 2.0 1.9 2,0 1.9 2.0 2.0
Housing, including water_.___________.____. 17.6 18,0 18,7 17.6 17.7 i6.8
Household operation 12.2 11.6 11.3 11.7 12.4 13. 4
[T 4.6 4.7 4.5 4.3 4.8 50
Coal or wood . _ 3.7 4.1 3.9 5 3.7 3.9
L AU R 0.9 0.8 0.6 0.8 11 1.1
Tee ... 1.8 1.6 1.6 1.8 1.7 2.1
Electricity____._ 1.5 1.4 1.2 ‘1.4 1.6 1.7
Household supplies 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.6
Furniture, furnishings, and household
equipment_________ ... _._..___.. 2.5 2.3 2.3 2.4 2.5 2.8
Refuse disposal 2 ______ ... ...... 0.1 (O] 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2
Unspecified essentials + 0.2 0.2 0,2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Miscellaneons. ___._________._ .. .________ 2.0 22.0 21.9 20.9 18.9 18.0
Medical care.____ 4,2 4.1 4.0 4.0 4.2 4.4
Transportation 4.3 6.8 6.7 5.3 3.0 1.4
School attendance ¥ 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.6 0.5 0.8
Recreation___..______...___._.___ 59 6.0 6.1 5@ 5.9 6.0
Newspapers.___.__.___.____.._.___. 0.9 0.8 1.0 0.8 0.8 0.9
Motion picture theater admissions .. 2.6 2.9 2.8 2.7 2.8 2.6
Organizations, tobacco, and toys 4. 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.4 2.5 25
Life insurance 4 3.7 3.5 3.5 3.7 3.8 3.8
Church contributions and other con-
tributions4__ . _____________________. 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2
Taxes®? ____ .. 0.2 . 01 0.2 0.3 0.3
Personal property? : 0.1 . 01 0.1 0.1 0.1
Capitation®_ _______  _____. 0.1 (19 * 0.1 0.2 0.2

*Less than 0.065 percent.

Tnclude sales tax where levied (appendix table 15}.

? Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average far 59 cities is used in order to
bnla}qcett g table. ‘The percents for the size of city groups are averages for the cities in each group included
in this study.

3 Notadirect charge.

¢ Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax wherelevied.

* Though only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 59 cities is used in order to
balance the tahle. The percents for the size of city groups are averages for the cities in each group in-
cluded in this study.

¢ Exclusive of sales tax.

7 Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table,
The percents for the size of city groups are averages for the cities in each group in¢luded in this study.

8 Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to
belance the table. The percents for the size of city groups are averages for the cities in each group in-
cluded in this study.

¥ Though eapitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance
lhedlable. The percents for the size of city groups are averages for the cities in each group included in this
study.

¢ None payable.



Table 20,—~Percent Distribution of the Costs ! of Living Among Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual
59 Cities, March 1935

EMERGENRCY LEVEL

Worker's Family,

Total cost of Jiving

Clothing, clothing upkeep, and
personal care

Household operation

Housing,
City Food i includ- Fuel -
. ng water inn ouse-
Amount | Peroent Total Cloth- | Clothing | Personal Total Lea Electric hold
ing | upkeep care Coal or iy supplies
Gas
wood

Average, 59 cities......______| $903.27 100. 0 37.8 14.2 11.1 1.3 1.8 18. 6 13.5 53 4.2 L1 2.1 1.8 1.9
Washington, D. C______. ... ..__ 1,013. 98 100. 0 35. 2 12.2 9.6 1.1 1.5 25. 4 1.5 5.3 4.6 134 1.6 1.0 1.5
Minneapolis, Minn . _..____._____. 1, 013. 58 100. 0 33.1 13.8 10. 9 1.4 1.5 19.5 16.4 9.3 8.7 0.6 1.5 1.5 1.6
San Francisco, Calif.! ... _._. 1. 001.12 100. 0 35.2 14. 5 11.6 1.2 1.8 20. 4 14.5 41 9 1.2 1.0 1.5 2.0
New York, N. Y.!' . ..o ... 982, 11 163. 0 36.5 12,2 9.5 1.0 1.7 22. 6 12.7 5.5 4.5 1.0 1.7 19 1.6
Chicago, 1Nl .. ... 972, 59 100, 0 35.9 13.8 10.9 1.1 1.8 18.5 13. 4 6.5 6.0 0.5 1.7 1.4 1.6
Milwaukee, Wis_.._______________ 870. 64 100. ¢ 33.2 146 11.6 1.2 1.8 21.0 14.6 B.2 7.5 0.7 1.1 1.4 1.6
Cleveland, Ohio ! ... .cameaa. ... G604, 71 100. 0 350 15. 0 12.0 1.2 1.8 18.3 11. 6 5.1 4.7 0.4 1.5 0.9 1.8
Boston, Mass. . ____..o.e.. .. D58, 45 100. 0 36.4 13.7 10.7 1.2 1.8 20.7 13.5 8.0 5.0 1o 1.7 i8 1.9
8t. Louis, Mo___________.____.___. Q56. 48 100. 0 353 13.0 10.3 1.1 1.6 21.3 1. 4 3.8 30 0B L5 L1 16
Albuquerque, N. Mex.)_______.___ 047. 57 100.0 39.7 14. 2 10. 8 1.5 1.9 19.1 14.7 4.4 3.3 1.1 31 2.0 2.2
Detroit, Mich . __.______________ 4. 00 100. 0 35.2 14.3 15 1.1 1.7 17.8 13.7 63 5.6 0.7 1.6 1.8 1.9
Sioux Falls. 8. Dak.__.____._____.__ P38 27 100. O 35.1 14.2 11. 2 1.4 1.6 21.9 18. 1 9.1 8 4 0.7 1.7 I8 2.0
Los Angeles, Calita. . ____________ 035, 85 100.0 35.9 15.2 12. 2 1.2 1.8 15.7 13.3 4.4 3.2 1,2 3.2 1.2 2.1
Cincinnati, Ohio . ____________.._. 035. 54 100. 0 38.5 13.7 10. 7 1.2 1.8 20.7 11. 6 4.4 4.0 0.¢ i.8 1.2 1.9
Seranton, PA..cveecvercimceaanna 932, 21 100.0 38T 13.8 10. 8 1.2 1.R 22,2 12.2 4. 6 3.2 1.4 1.9 1.5 1.9
Butte, Mont. . .ooeee e . 932.11 100. 0 37.3 16. 2 12.3 2.0 1.4 17.7 15.7 7.3 6.4 0.9 1.7 1.9 2.2
Pittsburgh, Pa.____ . ... ______ 830. 45 100. 0 36.3 13.7 10. 8 1.2 1.7 10. 7 10. 6 31 2.6 0.5 L5 1.6 17
Baltimmore, Md___...._____________ 526. 71 100. 0 36. 7 12.7 10.0 1.1 .6 18.8 12.0 5.2 4.4 0.8 1.6 1.2 1.8
Rochester, N, Y ________________.. 925, 16 100. 0 36.1 13.7 10. 5 L5 1.7 18. 2 15.9 8.7 7.8 0.9 1.6 1.7 1.6
Philadelphia, Pa__...___.________.. 924. 56 100. 0 36.8 13. 2 10. 4 J U 1.7 19. 5 11.7 50 4.2 0.8 1.2 LS5 1.5
Portland, Maine___.._ ... eee—aas 921. 4 100. @ 37.2 15.0 11. 8 L6 1.8 16. 9 16. 4 77 6.3 1.4 1.7 1.9 19
Newark, N.J._ ... 920. 54 100. 0 38.7 12.8 9.9 1.1 1.8 20.9 13.8 59 4.6 1.3 1.8 2.1 1.7
Bridgeport, Conn 920. 39 100. 0 39. 4 13. 6 10.6 1.2 1.8 18.9 13.7 6.5 5.2 1.3 L8 1.4 1.8
Tucson, Ariz.I_ - 920. 05 100. 0 38.7 14.3 10.8 L7 1.8 17.9 15. 4 4.6 2.7 1.9 4.3 1.8 2.3
Peoria, O\ . ___ 913, 39 100. ¢ 37.7 14. 4 1. 4 1.2 1.8 22.8 11. 0 3.5 2.5 1.0 1.8 1.6 1.8

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 20.—Percent Distribution of the Costs of Living Among Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family,
5¢ Cities, March 1935—Continved

EMERGENCY LEVEL—continued

Total cost of living

Clothing, clothing upkeep, and
personal care

Household operation

Housing,
City Food inclad- Fuel H
- ; ing water ouse-
Amount | Percent Total | Cloth- |Clothing | Personal Total lee | Electric-| “hoig
ing upkeep care Coal or ity supplies
(as
wood
Atlanta, Ga. ... .. __....__..... L1 $911.25 100. & 38.1 12.8 101 1.1 1.6 20.7 11.9 4.2 3.0 1.2 2.1 1.6 1.6
Richroond, Va 910, 36 10. 0 7.1 14.5 11.5 1.3 L7 20.0 13.3 Gl 3.4 L7 2.8 1.5 1.7
Omaha, Nebr_ WOR, 71 UG, 0 37.4 14.2 11.1 1.4 1.7 20.0 13.1 6.3 5.5 0.8 1.3 1.4 1.8
Buffalo, N, Y__._. . #01. 72 100. 6.8 14.3 11.3 1.3 1.7 17. 3 13. 2 6.0 57 0.3 1.8 1.2 1.8
Kansas City, Mo 899. 85 100. 0 37.6 13.9 11.2 1.1 1.6 18.7 11.4 4.3 3.6 0.7 1.4 1.6 1.6
Fall River, Mass. ... .ccaeecncan-. 398 09 100. 0 37.6 14.7 1.7 1.2 1.8 18.7 15.4 T2 6.0 1.2 1.8 1.9 1.9
Spokane, Wash__ ___ ... ... ... 804. 02 100. B 371.2 16.1 12.5 L7 1Lh 14. 8 16. 2 6.5 4.5 2.0 2.1 1.4 2.3
Norfolk, Va_._..__... e #01. 57 100. 0 38.3 13.7 10.8 1.4 1.7 9.9 13. 4 5.7 4.1 1.8 2.2 1.5 1.7
Salt Lake City, Utah L. - 890, 84 100. 0 37.3 15.8 12. 4 1.6 1.8 16. 2 14.5 87 4.8 0.9 2.1 1.9 2.1
Manchester, N. H______.___._.___ 859, 61 100. 0 39.3 14. 4 1.2 1B 1.7 15.5 18.1 81 6.8 1.3 1.8 2.0 1.9
Beattle, Wash_ ... ...ociaaaaa. . 884, 58 100. 0 38.3 15.1 11.8 15 1.8 14. 2 4.9 5.6 KN 2.0 3.4 1.3 2.2
Denver, Colo.l____ ... 855, 24 100. 0 37.5 14. 4 1.3 1.4 1.7 16. 9 12.6 4.9 3.9 1.0 1.5 15 2.0
Providence, R. I________.________. 885, 17 100. 0 38.4 13.3 10.3 1.3 1.7 18. 3 15.3 7.1 590 1.2 L5 2.0 2.0
Portland, Oreg._ .. ... . ______. B84, 81 100. 0 37.8 16. 2 12.8 1.5 1.0 13. 4 15.1 4.8 11 1.7 3.4 1.5 2.3
New Orleans, La____..__...._ ... _. 882. RO 100. 0 37.4 13.6 10.6 1.2 1.8 16. 7 11.7 3.2 2,1 11 2.2 2.2 L
Binghamton, N. Y. _________..._.. 878.10 100. 0 38.1 14. 2 1.2 1.2 1.8 1. 5 14.2 58 4.7 1.1 1.8 2.3 1B
Memphis, Tean...._........._.... 877. 27 100. 0 3.7 13.6 10. 5 1.3 1.8 19.2 11. 8 4.1 3.0 1.1 2.2 1.4 1.7
Oklahoms City, Okla.l...__.. ... .. B74. 17 100. 0 38.8 14.6 1.2 1.3 2.1 18.0 13. 2 38 3.5 0.3 2.8 1.3 1.9
Winston-Salem, N. C__.___.____. 873, 4 100. 0 3u.1 14.2 1.1 1.3 1.8 18. 1 15.0 6.2 1B 2.4 2.7 1.9 1.8
Louisville, Ky ___________._______ K871, 62 100.0 38. 8 14. 2 11.2 1.2 1.8 18.5 11.9 4.8 4.4 0.4 L& 1.3 1.8
869. 23 100. 0 3.6 14. 5 1.3 1.5 1.7 18.3 113 2.7 1.8 1.1 2.9 1.4 1.8
B58. 57 100. 0 39.7 13.9 10. 8 1.4 1.7 17.3 4.1 59 23 3.6 2.2 1.8 1.7
85D, 04 1.0 37.3 14.3 10.8 L5 2.0 18.1 12.7 53 4.4 0.9 1.7 16 1.9
853. 08 100.0 40.3 13.3 10.3 1.3 1.7 19. 4 11. 5 2.9 1.8 1.3 2.8 1.4 2.1
Clarksburg, W, Va1 _________.___ B52. B7 100. 0 4.8 15.0 12.0 1.2 18 17.2 11.3 23 2.0 0.3 1.9 1.7 2.1
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Table 20.—Peicent Distiibution of the Costs of Living Ameong Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Fomily,
59 Cities, March 1935—Continued

EMERGENCY LEVEL—continuzed

Household operation—Con. Miscellaneous
Furni- Recreation Taxes
c ture, fur- v
it nishings, nspeci- . . - .
v and | Refuse | fied Medical | Trans-  School Motion Life | Church
house- |disposal| essen- | T8l | “oare pt'?-r“' attend picture | Tobaceo | 1DSUr; b%‘;‘;;;is' . Personal | Capi-
hold tials 1 lon 80Ce | Total | theater and ance Total :[;so rt& tata hn
equip- admis- toys? property
ment sions
Avernge, 59 cities. .. ... 21| 0.2 03| 161 5.1 5.0 $0.8 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.3 12| v0.3 0.1 V0.2

Washington, D. C...__._...___. L8| o 03| 157 5.2 5.9 0.1 1.4 0.9 05| 21 Lo | (1) (1)
Minneapolis, Minn___..... ___. 1.g 0.3 0.3 17.2 48 7.5 0.8 1.2 07 0.5 21 1.0 (9 1) 10
San Francisco, Calita_ . ____. 1.9 0.7 0.3 15. 4 5.8 4.2 0.8 1.5 1.0 05 2.1 1.0 (19 él") EW)
New York, N.Y.1___ . . . 1.7 {9 0.3 18. 0 52 6.1 0.1 1.4 0.9 0 5 2.1 1.1 (19) 0y ")
Chicage, It ___________ 1.9 {9 0.3 18.4 5.3 8.0 0.3 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.1 1.1 0.2 0.2 (1%
Milwankes, Wis_. __________.___ 2.0 (% 0.3 16.6 4.1 6.5 1.2 1.3 0.8 0.5 21 1.1 0.3 3 E”)
Cleveland, Ohiot____.. . ___ _.. _ 2.0 (" 0.3 20. 1 5.5 88 1.1 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.2 1.1 (9 10 1)
Boston, Mass__________________. 2.0 ") 0.3 15.7 5.2 5.4 0.2 1.4 0.9 05 2.2 1.1 0.2 (19} 0.2
St. Louis, Mo_____________.____. 1.8 0.3 0.3 20.0 4.7 10.3 O] 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.2 1.1 0.3 0.3 (19
Albuquerque, N, Mex.!_________ 2.2 0.5 0.3 12.3 5. 5 1.1 1.0 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.2 1.1 (™ {19) ()]
Detroit, Mich.l____ . ... _._._. 2.0 U] 0.3 18.0 5.6 1.2 1.5 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.2 11 (6] (19) 19
Sioux Falls, 8. Dek...._.______ 1.9 1.3 0.3 10, 7 4.9 1.0 ) 1.3 0.8 05 2.2 1.1 02 0.2 (19)
Los Angeles, Calif._______ 2.1 {"} 0.3 19.9 5.8 9.0 0.3 L5 1.0 0.5 2.2 1.1 [ {19 {1
Cincinnati, Ohio______ 2.0 (’; 0.3 17.5 4.0 8.4 0.4 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.2 1.1 (1% {19) (1%
Scranton, Pa___...._ ___ 2.0 {* 0.3 15.1 5.6 3.8 0.1 L5 1.0 0.5 2.2 1.1 1 {19) L0
Butte, Mont._. 2.3 O] 0.3 13.1 6.1 L0 07 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.2 1.1 0.6 0.2 0. 4
Pittsburgh, Pa. 1.9 0.5 0.3 19.7 5.3 9.5 ® 1.4 0.9 0.5 22 1.1 0.2 {19} 0.2
Baltimore, MA&_ .. __.__._______. 19 D] 0.3 19.8 4.3 10. 4 0.2 | ) 1.1 05 2.2 1.1 (L] 1 n
Rochester, N, Y_______________. 2.0 (D] 0.3 16.1 5.1 5 8 0.6 1.3 0.8 0.5 2.2 1.1 (19) 10) ()
Philadelphia, Pa.._............ 1.9 Q] 0.3 18.8 4.2 9.4 01 L8 1.1 0.5 2.2 1.1 (1% 16) n
Portland, Maine_...._.._.______ 21 0.8 0.3 14. 5 5.7 2.8 0.7 1.3 0.8 05 2.3 1.1 0.8 0.5 0.3
Newark, N. J____ _________ .. __ .. 2.0 5’) 03 13.8 5.1 3.4 0.4 1.4 0.9 05 2.3 1.1 0.1 (19} 0.1
Bridgeport, Conn___.________._. 1.9 U] 03 14. 4 5.5 4.0 0.1 1.4 0.9 0.5 23 11 (1% (39) 10y
Tucson, Ariz.l____._...___ e 2.1 ® 03 13.7 6.0 L1 0.9 1.8 1.1 0.5 23 1.1 0.7 0.7 "
Peoria, N .o eaeas 2.0 U] oz 141 4.3 2.7 2.0 L3 (L8] 0.6 2.3 1.1 0.4 0.4 {1%)
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Atlanta, Ga.______________._. ... 2.1 Q] 0.3 18. 5 5.3 4.8 0.8 1.3 0.8 0.5 2.3 1.1 0.9 0.4 0
Richmond, Va______ ... _ 2.2 5 0.3 15.1 5.1 LT 0.9 1.4 09 0.5 2.3 1.1 0. G 0.2 [+X
Omaha, Nebhr._________ - 1.9 0.1 0.3 15.3 4.8 5.3 0.5 1.3 08 0.5 2.3 1.1 (19 10y (19
Buffalo, N.Y_____ . 2.1 ™ 0.3 18. 4 5.1 8.3 02 1.3 0.8 0.5 2.3 1.2 (1 {19 (1
Kansas City, Mo__ .. ........ 1.9 0.3 0.3 20.4 5.1 B.9 1.3 1.2 0.7 0.5 2.3 1.2 0.4 0.4 &)
Fall River, Mass_____________._ 2.3 O] 03 13. @& 5.1 29 Q)] 1.4 0.9 5 Z.3 1.2 0.7 0.5 0.
Spokane, Wash_ . _______..__.. . 23 1.3 0.3 15.7 6.7 3.8 0.5 1.2 0.7 0.5 2.3 1.2 (1 ] (19)
Norfolk, Va_ .. coeeeeeaaann. 2.0 Q] 0.3 14.7 52 3.3 06 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.3 12 0.7 0.3 0.4
Salt Lake City, Utah 1 _........ 2.4 9 0.3 16. 2 57 5.0 01 1.4 0.8 0.6 2.3 12 03 [N+ (19
Manchester, N. H_____________ 2.0 ® 0.3 14.7 50 3.7 0.1 1.6 1.1 0.5 2.3 1.2 0.8 0.4
Beattle, Wash__________________. 2.1 " 0.3 7.5 5.3 7.1 0.2 1.4 0.9 05 2.3 1.2 (10) {10 (10)
Denver, Colo ... __.. 2.2 0.2 0.3 18. 6 5.7 7.0 0.9 1.5 0.9 0.6 2.3 1.2 (W] (19 10)
Providence, R.X_____. . ___.____ 2.1 Q0.3 0.3 14.7 5.6 3.9 0.2 1.2 0.7 0.5 2.3 1.2 0.3 10
Portland, Oreg_ . _________._____. 21 0.7 0.3 17. 5 5.0 6.6 1.0 1.3 0.8 0.5 2.4 1.2 (10 (o) 10)
New Orleans, La_._______________ 2.0 {9 0.3 . 5 53 4.2 0.4 1.6 1.1 0.5 2.4 1.2 0.4 0.4 (19
Binghamton, N. Y. ___..._____. 2.2 (%) 0.3 14, 0 57 .1 1.9 1.7 1.2 0.5 2.4 1.2 (10) (19 (10)
Memphis, Tenn____.__.__.____. 2.1 )] 0.3 17.7 55 58 0.9 14 0.9 0.5 2.4 12 (1
Oklahoma City, Oklal. ... 19 0.9 0.3 15. 4 5.2 3.8 1.3 1.5 0.9 0.6 2.4 1.2 (1) (19) (19
Winston-Salem, N. C.Ao______.._. 2.1 (% 0.3 13. 6 5.4 2.0 1.2 1.3 0.7 0.6 2.4 1.2 0.1 (19 0
Louisville, Ky.l, . cevineaeoe.. 2.1 {9 0.3 16.6 4,2 57 1.3 i.6 1.0 0.6 24 1.2 0.2 0.2 (10)
Houston, Tex___________________ 2.2 {9 0.3 18.3 5.5 6.4 1.1 1.4 0.8 0.6 2.4 i.2 0.3 {10) 0.
Jacksonville, Fla_________._.____ 2.2 (%} 0.3 15.0 5.9 3.0 0.8 1.5 0.9 0.6 2.4 1.2 0.2 (19) 0.
Indianapolis, Ind_ . ____________. 2.0 ) 0.3 17.6 4.6 6.3 1.1 1.4 0.8 0.8 2.4 1.2 0.6 0.3 0.
Dallas, Tex_ oo e 2.0 (") 0.3 15.5 5.2 3.5 1.4 1.4 0.8 0.6 24 1.2 0.4 (% 0.
Clarksburg, W._Val ___________ 2.3 0.7 03 14.7 5. 8 0.9 2.5 1.3 0.7 0.6 2.4 12 0.6 (1% 0.
Cedar Rapids, Jowa . __________ 2.2 0.1 0.3 13.4 4.9 2.4 0.6 1.4 0.B 0.8 2.4 1.2 0.5 {0y Q.
Columbia, 8. C___. . 2.4 (" 0.3 11.9 4.4 0.9 1.3 1.4 0.8 0.6 25 1.2 0.2 {19 0.
Knoxville, Tenn. .. ._____.____. 2.3 (%} 0.3 15.4 5.4 3.2 1.0 1.3 0.7 0.6 25 1.2 0.8 0.3 0.
Colimbus, Obio o ____________ 2.3 U} 0.3 15.5 4.9 4.4 1.1 1.4 0.8 0.6 2.5 1.2 (1) {1 (1)
Birmingham, Ala_____._._ . ____ 20 ] 0.3 17.9 8.1 6.1 1.2 1.4 0.8 0.8 2.5 1.2 0.4 (9 0.
El Paso, Tex_ ..o 2.2 0.3 0.3 1.7 4.2 1.7 0.2 1.5 0.9 0.6 2.5 1.2 0.4 (1% 0.
Little Rock, Ark. . . ovneun. .. 2.2 (%} 0.3 15. 4 5.9 1.7 1.6 1.4 0.8 0.6 2.5 1.3 1.0 0.3 0.
Mobile, Ala. . ______________ 2.3 (%) 0.3 15.9 5.7 2.1 2.5 1.3 0.7 0.6 2.8 1.3 0.4 . 0.
Wichita, Eans_________________. 2.2 0.2 03 15.4 5.8 | 2.7 1.8 1.4 0.8 0.6 2,6 1.3 (19 ( (1 ()

*Less than 0.05 percent.

1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 16).

2 Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

2 Exclusive of sales tax.,

1 Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.

¢ Though only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.
% Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.

? Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table,
¢ Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.

¢ Not a direct charge

it None payable,
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Toble 21.—Percent Distribution of the Costs ! of Living Among Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, in @ Geographic Divisions, 4-Person
Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

EMERGENCY LEVEL

Budget group

Average, 59

Geographic division

cities . . N .
New Middle | East North West North South East South |West South
Eogland | Atlantic | Central | Central | Atlantic | Central { Central | Mountsin | Pacific

Total cost of living: Amount__.__.._______._.. .. $903. 27 $012.27 $024. 38 $625. 07 $010. BR $899. 25 $848. 80 $855. 37 $015. 18 $020. 48
Percent. .. _________.___... 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. ¢ 100. 0
D« R 37.6 38.0 av.o 36.3 36. 4 38.6 39.2 39.4 34.1 36.9
Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care_______.. 14.2 14.1 13.5 14.4 14.2 13. 6 4.0 14.1 15.0 15. 4
Clothing_ __ .. 1.1 11.0 10. 8 1. 4 1.2 10.7 10.9 il.0 11.6 12.2
Clothing upkeep. _ . . e 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.3 L6 14
Personal care. i 18 1.8 1.7 L8 1.7 1.7 1.8 1.8 1.8 L8
Housing, including water. _ ... _______. 18.6 18.2 .0 19.3 19.1 19.6 17.5 17.9 17.6 16.8
Household operatlon__._____. . .. ___ ... __....... 1.5 15.1 13.0 12.6 14.2 12.9 12.5 12.4 14.6 14.8
Fuel. . e 5.3 7.1 b6 5.6 6.6 5.0 4.3 s 5.4 51
Coal or WoOd oo i naea 42 59 4.6 5.9 59 3.4 2.8 2.5 4.3 35
B L mmmm e daiaaaan. 1.1 1.2 0.9 0.6 0.7 1.6 L& 1.0 1.1 1.6
Tee. ool 2.1 1.7 1.7 1.6 L5 2.2 2.2 2.5 2.6 3.2
Electricity____... ..____.. 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.3 1.6 L5 1.8 L9 1.8 14
Household supplies 19 1.9 1.7 13 1.8 1.7 1.9 Le 2.2 2.2
Furniture, furnishings, and household squipment. 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.2 2.1 2.2 2.1
Refuse disposal 2 0.2 0.2 0.1 Q)] 0.4 0.1 ™ 0.2 0.1 0.5
Unpspecified essentials ¢___._ [, Q.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Miscellaneous . - _ oo 16. 1 14.6 18.5 17. 4 18.1 15.3 16. 8 16.2 14.7 17. 1
Mediecal care__ ... meee. 51 53 5.1 4.8 4.9 51 5.2 513 58 6.7
Transportation. oo oo ceaaeen. 50 3.8 59 6.6 5.7 4.0 4.6 4.4 3.0 8.0
Schoo) attendance & ¢.8 0.2 0.4 1.1 0.6 0.9 1.4 1.0 0.7 0.6
Recreation. . . e memmacecm—eeeo 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.4
Motion picture theater sdmissions. ... ____ 0.9 0.9 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.9
Tobaccoand toys . _ .o . 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.8 0.6 0.5 0.5
Life insurancas . . _________ O 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.3 2.3 2.5 2.4 2.3 2.3
Church contributions*_ ________ .. _____..__. 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.2 L1 1.1

. 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.4 1)

Perscnal property *. ... 0.1 0.3 (" 0.2 0.1 01, 0.1 0.1 0.3 'g

0.2 0.2 0.2 . 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.1 "

Capitation 9, _, _ . ___.____..._ e
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* Less than 0.05 percent.

1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 18),

1 Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The percents for the geographic divisions are averages
for the cities in each division included in this study.

3 Not a direct charge.

+ Budget allowanece identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

& Though only 55 cities had a direct charge (or school attendance, an average for 50 eitles is used in order to balance the table. The percents for the geographic divisions are averages
for the cities in each division included in this study.

¢ Exclusive of sales tax.

? Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average [or 59 cities is used in order to halance the table, The percents for the geagraphic divisions are averages for the cities in
each division included in this study.

t None payable.

¥ Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average {or 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The percentsfor the geographic divisions are averages
for the cities in each division included in this study.

10 Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 5% cities is used in order to balance the table. The percents for the geographic divisions are averages
for the cities in each division included in this study.
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204 « COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CTIES

Table 22.—Percent Distribution of the Costs! of Living Among Major Budget Groups

and Principal Subgroups, in 5 Size of City Classifications, 4-Person M | ’
Family, 59 Cities, March 1935 anval Worker's

EMERGENCY LEVEL

Size of city classification

Average,
59 cities

Budget group

1,000,000 {500,000 to 250‘0()0t0l100.000t
or more | 1,000,000 | 500,000 250,00(10 2‘.15[')3?80%)0

Taotal cost of living: Amount. . __ | $903, 27 $051.82 | 8951.29 $897. 50 :
Percent_ ___._ . 100. 0 100. 0 100.9 160,0 58'1330880 ss?gﬁzg

Food.. ... ... 37.6 36.1 35.6 3ar7 38. 2
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Transportation . ___._____.______.___..
Schoo] attendance *
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Tobecceo and toys !
Life insurance 4
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*Less than 0.05 percent.

! Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 16),
! Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order to

pal&qce :bg table, The percents for the size of city groups are averages for the cities in sach group included
in this study.

3 Not a direct charge.

+ Budpet allowance identical in all gities, plus sales tax whero levied.

$ Though only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 59 cities is used in order
to tttg!an?e (tihe table. The percents for the size of city groups are averages for the cities in each group included
in this study.

s Exclusive of sales tax. .

? Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the tabile.
The percents for the size of city groups are averages for the cities in each group included in this study.

* Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 58 cities js used in order
to ltjg_lan(tze tihe table. The percents for the size ofcity groups are averages for the cities in each group included
in this study,

¥ Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance
t?edtab]e. The percents for the size of city groups are averages for the cities in each group included in this
study.

1t None payable,
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INDEX

Page
Automobile:
Not included in budgets priced___ _________________ .. _.__._..__. 73, 116n
Ownership in 10 cities. . __ . _______________________ __________. 142
B.T.U.:
Gas content ... . e _._. 50,51 109, 130
Gaas costs, relation of, to. .. e e 51

Budget allowances (see also Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal
care; Food; Household operation; Housing; Miscellaneous family needs) :
Alternative, differential, or uniform in all eities___ _________________ xiv,
xv, xviii, 45-46, 94-95, 144-145
Alternative or differential:

Basis_ ______ . _____________._ 4546, 49, 54, 76, 107-109, 110, 116-117
Relation of, to costs_ _ __ __ _ ________ __ ... 435,

48, 49-52, 54--55, 75, 76-77, 127, 129131

Identical money, relation of, tocosts_________._ ... .. .. . . . 30,
31, 52, 59, 60, 63-64, 83—84 127, 132n, 133-134

Local consumption compared with__ ... _ . ________________. xvi,

20, 31, 37, 52, 55, 78, 94, 107, 108, 144
Budgets priced for study. See Methods used in study, quantity budgets.

Census, Fifteenth, of the United States: 1930 _.__._____ xiiin, xvn, 91n, 950, 157n

Central Statistical Board _ __ . __ . . iiiiiio-o-- n

Changes in costs of living. See Costs of living, changes in.

Church contributions. See Miscellaneous family needs, contributions,
church and other.

Cities in study:

Basis of cholee_ o o oo 91-92
Choice of, relation of, to cost comparisons_ ..__._ .. . ___.___ 92, 126
Classified by climate for fuel and ice allowances_ . ___________.._._ 46, 107
Classified by population and area for transportation allowances____ 116-117
Cost differences, relation of, to size of (see also Costs of budget groups;

Costs of Living) . .o .- V-

xvi, xx, xxi, xxiii, -9, 16, 29 36, 37, 42, 45, 54, 57, 60, 63, €9, 71-
72, 74, 76, 77, 79, 84, 87, 117, 125, 126, 128, 129, 132.

Geographic location and population of _______ viii, xiv, xv, 91-92, 156-157
Rank of, in cost arrays:

Maintenance and etnergency levels comparcd _________________ 3,

14, 21, 35, 41, 4344, 53, 57, 67, 70, 74, 79, 81

March 1937 compared with March 1935________ . ____....____ 9-11

Climate (see alse Cities in study; Geographic location):

Cities grouped by, in fuel cost ealeulations_ ... .. _________. 46, 107

Fuel allowances based on_ .. - .. .. ..o 45-46, 48, 108

Fuel costs and prices, relationof, to_ ... . ___-..- 45-52

Ice allowances based on_____________ - e ememeeeoos 54

Ice costs and prices, relation of, to_ ... ... e 54-55
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Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care (see also Budget allowances; Page

Costs of budget groups; Methods used in study, quantity budgets) ____  xxi,
21-32, 99-100, 132, 133-134

Commodities and services priced_ _ ... __ . _______.. ._____ 23, 25-26, 30, 99
Costs of __ . . ... __- 2,21,22, 23, 24, 27, 28
Changes in, March 1935-March 1937 __________________ e 9-11
Differences in__ . ______________________.____._. 20-32, 132, 133-134
Maintenance and emergency levels compared.__ _.____ 21, 23, 24, 27, 28
Percent distribution_____ ____________________________._..__ 23
Variation in, coefficients of - _ ___ _____ _______ ________________. 128
Identical money allowances for, in all eities_ . ._____________ 23, 30, 99, 100
Price differences . _ ___ ... _______________________ xxi, 24-27, 28, 30, 31
Techniques and procedures_ _ _ . __ . _________________ 99-100

Clothing upkeep. See Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care.
Coal. See Household operation, fuel.
Coalor wood,gas,and ice costs combined. See Household operation,fuel and ice.

Coefficient of variation defined_ . . _______________________. 124n
Coefficients of variation in costs.______ e 128
Comparability of intercity costs:
Devices for insuring____ ... e xv, 93, 94-05, 144-148
Limitationson. __._________.________. e e e 146
Problem of insuring____ __________________ _______________.._. 123-124

Consumer shopping habits, basis for selecting sources of price data_ 92-93, 95, 146
Contributions, church and other. See Miscellaneous family needs.
Cost differences.  See Costs of budget groups, relative; Costs of living, rela-
tive; Coeflicients of variation in costs.
Cost relatives (see alse Cities in study, rank of, in cost arrays). See Costs
of budget groups; Costs of living.
Cost variations:
Coeflicients of .. __ ___ ... 128
Comments on__ _______________.___._.__ 17-20, 29-32, 36-38, 45-52, 54-56,
58, 60-61, 63-64, 72, T4-78, 80-81, 85, 89-90, 127-134, 147-148
Extent of. See Costs of budget groups, relative; Costs of living,
relative; Cities in study, rank of, in cost arrays.
Relative responsibility of commodities and serviees for_. . xxiv—xxv, 134-135
Costs of hudget groups (see alse Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal
care; Food; Household operation; Housing; Miscellaneous family needs):

Differences in___________ . _____________.. xviii, xx, xxiv—xxv, 3, 127-134
Emergency level:
Annusl___ . __. _____ 172-175, 180-181, 184
Relative. . __ . ... 176-179, 182-183, 185
Maintenance level:
Annual _____________________ . .. ___ _ 158-161, 166167, 170
Relative. . __________ . . _.--_ 162-1835, 168-169, 171
Percentages of costs of living__ . __ . ______________.._. xix, 6, 135, 180-204
Compared with percentages of family expenditures____._ xxvi, 138-144
Recalculated, as test of methods_ ________________________________ 145
Variation in, eoefficients of - _ _ _ _ ... _. 128
Costs of living (see alse Findings of study; Methods used in study):
Changes in, March 1935-March 1987 _________________________ xvii, 9-11
Compared with family expenditures:
Amounts and distributions of, in 10 cities__ . _ - -_ xxv-xxvi, 138-141
Definitions _ _ _ _ _ o ___ ix
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Costs of living (see alse Findings of study; Methods used in study)—Con- Page
tinued.
Costs of commodities and services, relation of, to differences in__. xxiv-xxv,

134-135
Defined (see also Levels of living of study)_. ________ . _cioueeou.a ix
Emergency level in 59 cities:
Annwal___________.____________. e 3,5,172-175
Monthly . o e oo 5
Percent distribution____ . _______________._. xix, 6, 135-136, 197-201
Relative oo 176-179
Weekly o oo_ 5
Emergency level in five size of city groups:
Annual L al__- 184
Percent distribution______ L. _._ 204
Relative e eed—aaa 185
Emergency level in nine geographic divisions:
Annoual_ e ieciaa- 180-181
Percent distribution___.__.__ . ______ 202-203
Relative - e 182-183
Maintenance and emergency levels compared_____________ xif-xiv, 1-4, 124
Maintenance level in 59 cities:
Annual e 2, 5, 158-161
Monthly oo 5
Percent distribution___________________. xix, 6, 135-136, 137, 189-193
Relative . e dmemieao- 162-165
Weekly oo oo e 5, 137
Maintenance level in five size of ¢ity groups:
Annual .. _______._. S U 8 170
Percent distribution_ .. . eo-- 196
Relative . e 8,137, 171
Maintenance level in nine geographic divisions:
Annual . e e 8, 166-167
Percent distribution. .. . 194195
Relative - o oo e 8, 137, 168-169
Maintenance level in 31 eities, March 1937 __ ____________.. . ... 10,11
Percentages of, required for commodities and for services__ xxiv—xxv, 135-136
Problems of measuring intercity differences. ... ... _____ 123
Studies of:
Changes in. oo oo e xn, 9n
Quantity budgets_ . .- %—%in
Summary of differences. . - 124-127
Variation in, coefficients of . ________ ... 128
Cover, John H _ e aes ixn, 18n
Retail Price Behavior_ - - e 92n
Electricity. See Household operation.
Emergency level of living. See Levels of living of study.
Expenditures for living. See Family expenditures,
Family budgets. See Methods used in study, quantity budgets.
Family expenditures:
Compared with costs of living. See Costs of living.
Not analyzed instudy - - oo - R 95n
Family of study deseribed. - . ... xili—xiv
Federal Power Commission: Electric Rate Survey_ . .. ... 58n, 111n

Field work. See Methods used in study.



910 = INDEX

Page
Findinga of study e oL l._. xv—xvi, 123-148
Compared with other studies_ _______________________________ 124n, 136
International Labour Office_ . ________________ . ______________ 138
National Industrial Conference Board______________.______. 136-138
United States Bureau of Labor Statistices_ ____ . ___. xxv-xxvi, 138-144
Limitations on_ . il .. xv—xvi, 123
Food (see also Budget allowances; Costs of budget groups; Methods used
in study, quantity budgets) . __ .. __________. xx—xxi, 13-20, 97-99, 133-134
Commoeodities priced _ __ _ __ . ________ ___.__ 15, 93n, 97-98
Costs of . el 2,12, 13-i4
Changes in, March 1935-March 1937________________________ g9-11
Differencesin_ ... . _.________________.__ 17-20, 133-134
Maintenance and emergeney levels compared . __ ... ________ 4,13-14
Percent distribution_ ___ __ . _________________ L ._.____ 14
Variation in, coefficients of . . .. . . _____ __ ____________________ 128
Price differences__._ ... . ... xx, 15-16, 17-18
Techniques and procedures. . . ___.______.. . . O 97n, 98-99

Fuel. See Household operation.
Fuel and light (see also Household operation), changes in costs of, March
1935-March 1937 _ _ ... __ e e mmee- 9-11
Furniture, furnishings, and household equipment. See Household opera-
tion.

Gas. See Household operation, fuel.
Gas, coal or wood, and ice costs combined. See Household operation, fuel
and ice.
Geographic divisions. See Cities in study; Climate; Geographic loecation.
Geographic location (see also Climate; Costs of budget groups; Costs of
living in nine geographic divisions), eost differences in relation to____ xix-xx,
xx—xxi, xxii-xxiii, xxv, 7-8, 16, 17, 29, 30-31, 35-37, 41-42,
44-45, 49, 51, 52, 53-54, 57, 59-60, 63, 64, 69, 71, 74, 79, 84,
86-87, 88, 124-125, 125-126, 130, 132

Heller Committee for Research in Social Economies:
Quantity and Cost Budgels * * * Prices for San Franciseo,

November 1985_ _ ___ o al_. 55n
Quantity budgets priced by_____________________.___ ____. R xin
Home production:
No provision for, in quantity budgets. .. ________________________ Xiv
Possible cost savingsthrough_ - ____________________ | xvi, 20, 32
Household operation (see alse Budget allowances; Costs of budget groups;
Methods used in study, quantity budgets) . ________ . ____ xxii~xxiii, 39-65
Budget group, composition of ___________ __ ___.__.__ . el 39
Costs of . _ - o 2,39, 42
Component group items compared_ .. ______._._ e eol-- xXxii
Maintenance and emergeney levels compared__ - ___ . __ 4, 39, 41
Percent distribution___________________________________ xxiii, 39, 42
Variation in, coefficients of . _ _ _ _____________ .. _________._.___ 128
Electricity o el .. xxii, 5658, 111, 132
Costs of L _ _ i 40, b6-57
Differences in. _ . _ ol i -__ 58, 132
Maintenance and emergency levels compared__ _ .. ___ ___ 57
Variation in, coefficients of . __ _______________._________ _ 128

Identical money allowances for, inall cities___.___ .. _________ 58, 111



INDEX » 211

Page
Household operation (see also Budget allowances; Costs of budget groups;
Methods used in study, quantity budgets)— Continued.
Electricity—Continued.
Services priced. . .. ... e imman——a—- 111
Techniques and procedures.___. M e i eeee—ceo- 111
Fuel ... xxii—xxiii, 42-52, 106-110, 129-131
Alternative allowances of, based on local consumption____ 107, 108, 130
Commodities and services prieed_ .. _________________ 42-43, 108-109
Costsof . . . _ i cemae - 40, 43, 46-47
Coalandwood________________...._.. U 40, 44, 48-49, 128
Differences in. . __ e ... 45-52, 129-131
BB e immmmeen 40, 44, 49-51, 128
Maintenance and emergency levels compared_ .. _____..__ 43-44
Percent distribution_____ .. __.____ 43
Variation in, coefficienta of ________ e 128
Differential allowances of, based on climate_ _________________ 45-46,
48, 49, 107, 108, 129-130
Identical money allowances for, in all cities.. . _____._ .. 42-43, 52, 110
Localized consumption. . ______ . ___________. 45, 107
Locally used but not priced_ . _ . _ ... ... 52, 108
Prices Of .o o e mmmm— e - 48, 51-52
Techniques and procedures. . ... ... ... . _________. 106-110
Fuel and ice:
Complementary allowances_____________ ... .___. 42 55, 56, 110
Combined costs better than separate. .. __.____.___ 42, 56, 128, 131
Furniture, furnishings, and household equipment_ . ... .. . ... ______ xxii,
61-64, 112-113, 133-134
Commoditiespriced__________________... . . 61-63, 112, 113
Coats Of _ - e e eeema o 40, 61, 62
Changes in, March 1935-March 1937. ... __ .. _.__...._... 911
Differences in. _ _ . . e iaea - 63-64, 134
Maintenance and emergency levels compared__ _______.___ 61
Variation in, coefficients of .________ .. ____._______._.__ 128
Identical money allowances for, in all cities___________.___ 63,113,133
Price differences. . - oo e e e 62, 63
Techniques and procedures. - . ... 112-113
Household suppliesa_ .. ___ ... oL oo xxii, 58-61, 111-112, 133
Commodities priced. ... ... .. 59,111, 112
Costa of . e 40, 58-59
Differences in. - o - o oo 6061, 133
Maintenance and emergency levels compared. .- __ . __..___ 58, 59
Variation in, coefficients of . ____ . __ . .. ..o 128
Identical money sallowances for, in all cities_ .. ________ 50, 60, 111-112
Price differences _ _ oo mmaeaaaao- 59
Techniques and procedures____ . . - - . _.__.. 111-112
Ice (see also Household operation, fuel and ice) xxii, 53-56, 110-111, 311
Commodity priced__ .. e 110-111
Costa of e 40, 53, 56
Differences in__ . . i mmmaea—as 54-56, 131
Limitations on eatimates of - ____ .. ______________._. . 55
Maintenanee and emergency levels compared_________ 53
Variation in, coefficients of . ________________ . . .....__.. 128

Differential allowances of, based on climate______... . 54-55, 110, 131



212 » INDEX

Page
Household operation (see alse Budget allowances; Costs of budget groups;
Methods used in study, quantity budgets)—Continued.
Ice—Continued.
Prices of .. e 54-55, 56
Techniques and procedures. . . _.__.___ . ___________________ 110-111
Refuse disposal -________._ . ___________. xxii, 64, 94, 113, 129
Costs of . __ . el 64
Differences in_ .. _.____________ . _______________.____ 64, 129
Maintenance and emergency levels compared__ . _________ 64,113
Variation in, coefficients of .._______________________. .- 128
Serviees priced ... ________________.__. 64, 113
Techniques and procedures_ - - _________ . _____ __________. 113
Unspecified essentials:
Identical money allowance for, in all eities______________ xxii, 64-65
Techniques and procedures_ . _ .. ______________ e 113-114
Housing (see also Budget allowances; Costs of budget groups; Methods
used in study, quantity budgets)_._____ _____ xxi—xxii, 33-38, 100-106, 132
Priced._. . .- . . ____ xiii—xiv, xxi-xxii, 33, 36, 100-101
Rents_ o 2, 33-38
Changes in, March 1935~March 1937______________ e 9-11
Differences in_ - . _____ 36-38, 132
Maintenance and emergency levels compared_ . __ . .. __________ 4, 35
Variation in, coefficients of _______________ . ________________ 128
Water charge included in______ __ . __________ 33, 41, 103n, 104, 105
Techniques and procedures_ .. __. e e e e e 100-106
Ice. See Household operation.
Ice, coal or wood, and gas costs combined. See Household operation, fuel
and ice.
Insurance:
Fire . ____.__ ___. e e e mmmm e 142
Life. See Miscellaneous family needs.
International Labour Office: A Contribulion to the Study of International
Comparisens of Costs of Living. .. ____________ xin, 138n, 146n, 147
Kaplan, A. D. H.: Femily Disbursements of Wage Earners and Salaried
Clerical Workers in Denver. _ . __ . _._______ o 139n
Labor Burean, Ime_ _ . _ . _ L _______._ xin
Levels of living of study (see also Methods used in study, quantity budgets) :
Compared with other levels of Yiving_ . ________________________. xiv, xvii
Defined_ ______ e e e xii—xiii, xvii
Maintenance and emergency, content of, compared.______________ xvii, xzn,

21, 98, 101-103, 106, 113, 116, 118, 119, 120
Maintenance and emergency, coste of, compared. See Clothing,
clothing upkeep, and personal care; Costs of living; Food; House-
hold operation; Housing; Miscellaneous family needs.
Light. See Fuel and light; Houschold operation, electricity.

Magnussen, Leifur: ‘“ An International Inquiry into Costs of Living "d.__  138n

Maintenance level of living. See Levels of living of study.

Massachusetts Department of Labor and Industries, costs of living, index
numbers of changes in____ . __ . __ . __._ xn



INDEX « 213

Medical care. See Miscellaneous family needs. Page
Methods used instudy . _ . __________________________ SR 91-121
Commentson___________________________._ . 144-148

Cost calculation (see also Costs of budget groups; Food; Clothing,
clothing upkeep, and personal care; Household operation; Housing;
Miscellancous family needs; Sales tax):

Commodities and services entering into, numberof . ________ 93-94
Methods of . __ ________________ ... xiv—xv, 96-97
Fieldwork____ . _._ oo 95-96, 123

Commodities and services priced (see also Clothing, clothing
upkeep, and personal care; Food; Household operation; Hous-

ing; Miscellaneous family needs) . .. __._.__ e __. 93-95

Dates of, and prices_____ .. ..o _.._____ 96, 98, 100, 109, 111, 121
Relationof, tocosts______________ . oe--- 19-20, 31n, 49
Neighborhood coverage. . _ .. _. 92-93
Price quotations, number of ____ _________.___ e 93-94, 98
Sources of data____ . ___________ L ___.___ 95,

100, 102-103, 109-110, 111, 112, 114-115, 118, 119, 121

General problems of technique_ . ... ______ . 123-124

Quantity budgets (see also Levels of living of study; Budget allow-
ances; Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care; Food; House-

hold operation; Housing; Miscellaneous family needs)y _______._____ xii,
xviiin, 1n, 14n, 21n, 35n, 39n, 670, 91n, 93, 123
Priced before study_ . ___ ... xn—-xin
Problem of econstrueting. ___ ... xii
Schedules___._.__ . ______. 95, 98, 99, 109, 110, 111, 112, 114, 148
Number of, colleeted. ... _____ . ____._ ___.. 93,95n
Specifications for pricing:
Nature of, and their relation tocosts___ . __________ ... xiin, xxi-xxii,

18-19, 30, 31, 36, 37-38, 48-49, 60, 64, 72, 94, 98, 100-103, 108,
112-113, 115-116, 118-119, 121, 123, 127, 129-130, 131, 132,
133, 134, 144, 148,

Purpose of and limitationson____.______ . ._ 19, 30, 94, 123, 145-147
Substitutions in_ ... ___________________ ... 04, 96, 146
Miscellaneous family needs (see also Budget allowances; Costs of budget
groups; Methods used in study, quantity budgets) - ____..___ xxili-xxiv, 67-90
Budget group, eomposition of - ___ . _______ . ____.____. 67
Contributions, church and other, identical money allowances for, in
all eities__ . .. _._. xxiv, 85, 86, 120
Costs of . . . oo 2, 66, 68-69
Changes in, March 1935-March 1937_______ e 9-11
Component group items eompared______ . _____ . _____... xxiii-xxiv
Maintenance and emergency levels compared . _ . _____________ 4, 68
Percent distribution. - - . . .. __ xxiii-xxiv, 68-69
Variation in, coefficients of ... ___ . _______________. - 128

Life insurance:
Classified as investment in Bureau of Labor Statistics’ expenditure

AT 14 5 139n, 143
Identical money allowances for, in all cities. _____ xxiv—xxv, 85-86, 120
Techniques and procedures_. .. .. ______________.._.___.. 120

Medical care. .. ______________ IR xxiii, 69-72, 114-116, 133-134

Commodities and services priced_ _ _ _ . _..-_.___. 69,71, 114



214 » INDEX

Miscellaneous family needs (see also Budget allowances; Costs of budget Fage
groups; Methods used in study, quantity budgets)—Continued.
Medical care—Continued.

Costs of - e 66, 69-71
Differences IN_ . - e mieeiaas 72, 134, 147
Limitations on estimates_ _ . _____________ . __ .. _______._ 60-72
Maintenance and emergency levels compared___ __________ 70
Percent distribution___ . ..o 70-71
Variation in, coefficients of _______________________ .. .. 128
Expenditures for, in New York__. ... .. ________ ___.__.___. 143
Price differences_ . . _______._ _. e eeeeeees 70-71
Techniques and procedures_ ___ .. . ... ... 114-116
Recreation_ . ___.__. __. e emmemman xxiv, 81-85, 118-120
Budget group, composition of . .. ________.______. - xxiv, 81, 118
Costs Of - - - o e e 81
Differences in_ .. __ ... _______. e mmmmeeeeaan 85, 132
Maintenance and emergeney levels compared_. _. - e 81
Percent distribution. ... . .. ... 81
Identical money allowances for, in all cities_ .. _____.. 81, B4, 118, 119
Motion picture theater admissions_ ... ____ xxiv, 82-83, 119, 132, 147
Costs Of . . . e _... 66, 82-83
Maintenance and emergency levels eompared. . ______ 83
Variation in, coefficients of .____ ___ ... ___________ 128
Pricesof . ._____. e 85, 147
Services priced . o o 119
Newspapers__ . ._.-..___.. s xxiv, 82, 118-119, 132
Costs of . __ . e iccmemeeea- 66, 82, 128
Variation in, coefficients of _____________________ . 128
Prices of . e eao- I 82,118-119
Services priced______. e dmmamemaen 118-119

Organizations, tobacco, and toys:
Identical money allowances for, in all cities.. xxiii, 83-84, 119-120

Techniques and procedures. - - . ... .. ___._. 118-120
School attendapee_ o o . i xxiv, 79-81, 94, 118,129
Costs of . _ _ - e 66, 79
Differences In_ __ e _.... 80-81,129
Maintenance and emergency levels compared. .. ... _.. 79,118
Variation in, eoefficients of -____ . .oooaooooo.- 128
Equipment:
Loecal practice of furnighing__ ... ___ ... 80
Priced. o e emee 79,118
Techniques and procedures. - ... nooaoooooLaoooooo 118
Taxes, personal property and eapitation{(see also Saleatax). xxiv,86-87,121,129
Amounts of . oo e A eammm o 86, 87
Differences in_ - e amem e emmaoo 89, 129
Maintenance and emergeney levels compared_ __ .. __._____... 87
Techniques and procedures._ _ - ... . ..___ 121
Variation in, coefficients of_._________. - 128
Transportation . __________.._._..___ I, xxiii-xxiv, 73-78, 116-118, 129
Costs of - . _ e e 66, 73-74, 75,77
Differences in._ o - o . e 74-78, 129
Limitations on estimates_ _ _. ... _. . ______.__ .. 73, 77-78
Maintenance and emergency levels compared_ ... ... ____. 73, 74

Variation in, coefficients of .. L _a-.- 128



INDEX = 215

Miscellaneous family needs (see also Budget allowances; Costs of budget Page
group; Methods used in study, quantity budgets)}—Continued.
Transportation—Continued.
Differential allowances of, based on size of city and area___ 75, 76-77, 117

Compared with Real Property Inventory__.___.________. } 78
Fares, earand bus___ . . ... _._.. 74-76, 77
School days in budget allowance of, numberof . _ . ________..__ 76, 116
Services priced - - . . e mamamas 73,116
Techniques and procedures _ _ ... . .. . ______ 116-118

Monthly Labor Review. See United States Bureau of Labor Statisties.
Motion picture theater admissions, See Miseellaneous family needs,
recreation.

National Education Association: School Books and Supplies.. . ... .. _ 80n
National Industrial Conference Board:
Conference Board Bulletin__ . ___ _______ . ___.__.. xi, 136n, 1370
Conference Board Service Letter . ________ ____________________._._.. Xxn
Costs of living, index numbers of changesin_ . ____________________ xn
Quantity budgets priced by ... ... xn
The Cost of Living Among Wage Earners, Fall River, Massachusetts,
Oclober 1919 e xin
The Cost of Laving in New York Cily_ - . i . xin
The Cost of Living in Twelve Industrial Cittes_ - ___________________ xin
National Qrganization for Public Health Nursing__ . _______.__________ 115
National Resources Committee . ______ . _________________._. S xn

Newspapers, See Miscellaneous family needs, recreation.

Organizations, tobacco, and toys. See Miscellaneous family needs, re-
creation.

Personal care. See Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care.
Populations of cities in study. See Cities in study.
Price collection (see alsoe Methods used in study, field work) _____________ 95-96
Prices {see also Clothing, elothing upkeep, and personal care; Foud; House-
hold operation; Housing; Methods used in study; Miscellaneous family

needs):
Cost differenees, relation of, to. - ... _________ xx, xxi, 17, 19, 30, 32, 36,
46-52, 54, 55, 56, 60-61, 63, 72, 74, 75, 77, 85, 127, 134, 145, 148
Public utility rates, government regulation of____ 51, 58, 78, 129, 130, 132
Purpese of study .o oo ix, 123

Quantity budgets. See Methods used in study.
Real Property Inventory {see also United States Bureau of Foreign and

Domestic Commerce: Real Property Imventory)_ . __.... 37n, 78, 105
Recreation. See Miscellancous family needs.
Refrigeration (see also Household aperation, jee),useof . ______________ 53, 55

Refuse disposal, See Household operation.
Rents. See Housing.

Salestax .. . ______.. 9, 15n, 24n, 59n, 63n, 71n, 87-88, 121, 126-127
Amounts of oo 87-88, 187, 188

Asg pereent of costs of living__________ .. ... 88

Costs of budget groups and costs of living, relationof, to_ . ... ___ 9,

18, 31-32, 38, 52, 56, 58, 60, 64, 72, 78, 80, 83, 127

Differences in__ . ________. R R £9-90
Maintenance and emergency levels compared__ ..o .. ____ 88

Methods of computing._ . . oo ao- 097, 98-99,121

12592° —38——16



216 » INDEX

Sales tax—Continued. Page
Cities having._ ... 88, 187, 188
Commodities and services taxed and exempt_ __ 18, 31-32, 72, 78, 80, 89, 121
Costs of living in cities with and without________________.______ 126-127
Defined _ _ . ___ .. On, 87
Methods of colleeting______________ ... 89, 98n
Rates of - o . e 88, 107

School attendance. See Miscellaneous family needs.

Seasonality in relation to tosts (see alse Geographic location) . ___.____.. xxv, 19,

31, 45-486, 47-48, 49, 54-55
Specifications for pricing. Se¢ Methods used in study.

Standard of living, American (see also Levels of living of study) . . ___ iii, xiv, xvii
Stecker, Margaret I.: Quantity Budgels for Basic Maintenance and
Emergency Stendards of Living_ _ _______ xiin, Xviiin, 1n, 140, 35n, 39n, 67n, 91n
Tax Research Foundation, The: Tax Systems of the World___ ___________ 86n
Taxes (see also Miscellaneous family needs; Sales tax):
Motion picture theater admissions______________ 9n, 85, 87n, 126n, 187, 188
Oleomargarine. . . ________________._____ e eeeeeeo 18n

Tobaeea. See Miscellaneous fa.mlly needs, recreation,
Toys. See Miscellaneous family needs, recreation.
Transportation. See Miscellaneous family needs.

Union dues._ - - .. .. 84n
United States Bureau of the Census(see also Census): Mines and Quarnes 1528_ 49n
United States Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce: Real Property

Imventory . o oo 78n, 105n
United States Bureau of Home Economies____ . ______ .. _ .. ________ xn
United States Bureau of Labor Statistics (see also Williams, Faith M.):

Cities, list of, prepared by - - . L iiao.- 92
Consumer purchase study_ .- _____ - ____._____. . ____.___ xn, 13%9n
Cooperation instudy__________ . __________ _ xin, 92, 95, 97n, 98-99, 145n
Cost of Living in the United States____ __________________________._. xn
Costs of living, index numbers of changes in_____ . oo xn, 9n

March 1935-Mareh 1937 ___._ ... ... 9-11
Family expenditure study . - __ ... . 139

Findings of, compared with results of this study._____._ xxv-xxvi, 138144
Monthly Labor Review_________.__.___ xn, 139n, 140n, 141n, 142n, 430, 146n
Quantity budgets priced by___ . _____ . .. ... xn
Specifications for pricing. . e 146-147

Unspecified essentials. See Household operation.
Visiting Housekeeper Association, quantity budgeta priced by.._________ xin

Water. See Housing, rents.
Williams, Faith M.: (see also United States Bureau of Labor Statisties,
Monthly Labor Review) “Money Disbursements of Wage Earners and

Clerical Workers™ _ . e em—cm—e o 139n
and Zitnmerman, Carle C.: Studies in Family Laving in the United
States and Other Countries. .. e xn
Wood. See Household operation, fuel.
Wood, Katherine D.; Urban Workers on Relief _________________ - 92n
Works Progress Administration_ . ________ . ______________. I xn, 18n, 92n

Zimmerman, Carle C. See Williams, Faith M.

O






