
CM\St-UY\.-<:f' in~CvV\ZS. 
in ·U.s .. 



CONSUMER I CO~~S 

IN THE 

UNITED STATES 

AUGUST 1931 



CONSUMER INCOMES IN THE UNITED STATES 

THEIR DISTRIBUTION IN 1935-36 

NATIONAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE 

UNITED STATE·S GO~RNMENT PRINTING OFFICE WASHINGTON: 1938 

For sole by the Superintendent of Documents, Washington, D. C. Price 30 cents (paper cover) 



NATIONAL REsocRcEs CoMMITTEE 

NORTH INTERIOR BCILDIXG 

\\" ASHIXGTOX 

}vlay 27, 1938 
The PRESIDENT, 

The WhtSe House. 
MY DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: 

We have the honor to transmit herewith 11 Report on the Distribution of Con­
sumer Income in 1935-36, prepured under the direction of our Industrial Committee 
by Dr. Hildegarde Kneeland and her stnfL This report proYides the first estimates 
in tltis field based on a nation-wide cnm·ass of family incomes. These estimnteb 
hnYe been developed from dittn on onr 300,000 fnmilies obtained through A Federal 
Works Project on the study of consumer purchases conducted by the Bureau of Home 
Economics and the Bureau of Lnbor Stntistics with the cooperation of the 1\ationnl 
Resources Committee. 

The report provides for the first time an authoritative, broad, national picture of 
division of income among the Americnn people. The facts disclosed are significant 
npt only to business men concerned with the market for consumers' goods, but also t<:> 
nil citizens concerned with problems of economic opportunity in a democracy. 

Sincerely yours, 

ijARHY H. \VoonmNo, 
SecretanJ of War. 

HENRY A. \V ALLACE, 

SecrelanJ of Agriculture. 

E. K. BunLEW, 
Acting 8ccretary of the Interior. 

R. C. PATTt~Ju;ox, Jr. 
Actir•g Secretary of Commerce. 

C. V. McLAUGHLIN, 

Acting Secretary of Labor. 

HARRY L. HoPKix.s, 

ll''orks Progress Admini.-,trator. 

FREDERIC A~ DELAXO. 

CH.-\RLES Ea 1\IERRJ..\.~, 

• 
B:t.:AitDSLt:Y RuliL. 

HEXHY s. DEXXISON. 

III 



NATIONAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE 

Ftn:t»:nw A. D.:t.ANO 

\ ·;rr ('/wirman 

DANtEt. C. Ror~:n 
St>rrf'lary t~( ('ommf'rrt' 

f'HAltt.ES E_ :\( >:ttttL\M 

HAnOLD L. IcKES, Chairman 
Secrrlary <!f the /nll'rior 
HAnnY II. WooontNo 

St·crf'la ry •!f II" a r 
IIAnnv L. lloPKINs 

Work-' l'rogrtw.< Ad m i 11 i.<lralor 
f'nAnt..:s E. ~IEIIIIIHI 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

FnEDEIIIC A. DELANO, Chairman 

II ENIIY s. DENNISON 

STAFF 

lh:NIIY A. w AJ.J.ACE 

Secrflary <if Agriculture 

FnANCEB l'EnKINB 

S<'rrl'lary ~~ Labor 

lh:AHDSI.F.Y R UML 

C'IIARLES w. Et.JOT, 2d 
Hrft'ltlire Officer 

IIAitOLD ~IEIIIIII.I. 

AN.<i.<lant Erfl'lllire Offirtr 

LAtrCHLIN Cl'tti!IE 

Lt:ON H END EliSON 

Enid Buird 

Blnnrhr Bernstein 
Henriettn Lirhmnn 

INDUSTRIAL COMMITTEE 

THOMAS C. BLATSDI,t.L, Jt·., C/wirman 
C'IIARLI::B '"· ELIOT, 2tl 

lsAnon LuntN 
li.\IIIIY D. '\"Hin: 

TECHNICAL STAFF 

llild<•gnrdc Knerlnnd, 
in Charge <!f Study 

Louie L. 1Unuly 
Mirhnt•l Snpir 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

:'\follln:cAI Ez>:KIEJ, 
GAIIIJIN~:tt c. 1\h:ANS 

Selma ]t~. Fino 

Hicluml Snsuly 
Murinn A. Wnynve 

This report on the distribution of •·onsunwr inromrs in l!l:J;j-3Q wns prrpnr<•<l by the Consumption R<•senreh 
stnfr of thr huhistriul Section of the I\ntionnl R<'sourrrs Committee, undrr the imnwdintc di1·retion of llild<•gnrdc 
Knrrlnnd. In nddition to the stnn· nwmh<•I'R list<'d nbon•, nrknowlrdgmcnt is due to .Jmwt II. 1\!urrnv, Jn('()b J. 
Knufmnn, Willium ('. SIU'Iton, Willurd FriPdmnn, nnd Lnwi·rri<'C Neirnnn for ossistnnre in vnrious pl;n<<'s of tire 
work, und to Snphn Lunsford, who srrnd ns srrrctury to thr stnfl'. Arknowlrdgmcnt is nlso due to !\lilt on Fri~dmnn, 
Eriku II. Wulff, nnd \\'. Allrn Wullis, who eollnboruted with I>r. Knecltlnd in prcpnring tiro preliminnr·y plnns for 
the study. 

The. r<'port is hns<•d prirnnrily on dutn fmm the Study of C'onsunwr l'urchuS<•s, "'\'01·ks l'I'Ogn•>« Admini"tl'lltion 
proje<'t <·nntlud~tl hy the Burenu of Home Eeouomi<·s of tlw lTnitc<l Stutes D<•pnrtnwut of Agl'i,.ultum 1111<l tho 
Burenu of Lnbor Stntisties of the Uuit~d Stntrs Drpnrtnwut of Lnbor. The pinus for the proj<•t•t W<'I'C fonnulnted 
by thr l'\utiounl Hesourcrs Cornrnitt<'e nnd the two op~rutiug burcous, with the cooprrntinn uml ndvi,.o of tho 
.('entrnl Stutistirnl Boord nnd the Works Progress A<lministmtion, nnd the study wns udministet'<•<l utt<I<'I' the 
guidnn<·•• of n committee rcprrsrnting the five cooprrnting ng~nci<•s. Grntrful m·lotowh•dgnwut is mndo of the 
g<'ll<'J'OUS <'onperutinn giv~u by the two burPnus in mnkiug the dnttl from the projret 11\'nilnhlo for usc in this !'<'port. 
Appn•eintion is ~sp~eiully due to Dr. Dny Monroe, Dirr<'lor of the Study in the Burruu of !lome Economi .. s, nud to 
IJr. A. V. II. 1\nplnu, l>irN·tor of the Study und Dr. Fuith ~I. Willinms, Chief of the <'ost nf Liviug ])i,·ision iu the 
Bur<•nu of Lnbor Stntisties. 

At·l,nowlrdgment is ul"o mnde of the <'tU>pcrntion r<•nd<•r<•d hy the IIwome Tux llnit of tlw Brn·pnu of Intcrnnl 
){,.,·rtllt<', the Unit~d Stntcs Public Ilenlth Service, mul vurious oth<•I' (iovci·ument ng<'IH'i<•s in providing ncrrss to 
lltl[>rrl,Ji"l"·d stutistieul tlntu. 

n· 



CONSUMER INCOMES IN THE UNITED STATES 

CONTENTS 
Part I. lncom~ts of All Consum~trs 

The Scope and Significunce of the ::,itudy 
Previous Estimates of Income Distribution 
How the Present Estimntes Were l\lndo 
The Lim.itut.ions of the Estimutes 

Income Distribution on IL Nutionnl Busis 
Family Incomes 
Incomes of Single Individuuls 
Incomes of All Consumers 

Tho Three Thirds of the Nution 
The Lower Third 
The !\Iiddle Third 
Tho l'ppcr Third 

V uriutions in Hen! Incouws 
Part II. lncom~ts of Various Consum~tr Groups 

SECTION I. INcoM~:s OF FAMILIES 

The Bnsis of the Fnmily Estimnl<•s 
The Snmple Dntn 
Constructing the Snmplo Distributions 
Extension of S•unplc Disllibutions to Fumily l'opulution 
Adjustment by Income Tux Dntn 
Aggrcgnte nnd Avcrnge Inconws 
Rcliu hility of the Estimn tcs 

Ineomcs of All Fnmilil's 
Incomes of Fumilil's of Dill'l'rl'nt Sizl's 
Rcgionnl Differences in Fnmily Incomes 
Rurnl-Urhnn Differences in Fumily Incomes 
Occupntionnl Differences in Fnmily Incomes 
Incomes of White nnd Negro Fnmilil's 

SECTION 2. INCOMES OF SINGLE INDIVIDUALS 

SEcTION 3. INCOMES o~· INsTITUTIONAL REsmEN'l's 

Part Ill. Comparison with Oth~tr lncoml! Studi~ts 
Nntionnl Income in 1!!35-36 
Re~,>ionnl Division of Ineome in 1935-36 

App~tndix A. Sourc~ts and M~tthods Us~td in thl! Study 
App~tndix B. Statistical Tabl~ts lor Ref~tr~tncl! Us~t 

I 
I 
2 
2 

2 
2 
3 
4 

7 
8 
9 
9 

11 
13 

14 
14 
J.1 
15 
!(j 

Hi 
17 
18 
18 
:?(} 

22 
23 
::?5 
28 
30 

v 



LIST OF CHARTS 
Pore 

CHART I. Distribution of Family Income in the United Stutes, hy Income Level, 
1935-36 3 

CHART 2. Distribution of Income of Sing-le Indi,·idunls in the llnite<l States, hy 
Income Level, 1935-36 4 

CHART 3. Share 'of Aggregate Income Received hy Ench Tenth of Nation's Con-
sumer Units, 193.5-36 5 

CHART 4. Share of Aggregate Income Receind hy rpper Five Percent of Kntion's 
Consumer Units, 1935-36 6 

CHART 5. Proportion of Nation's Consunwr l'nits Receiving- Ench Tenth of Ag-g-re-
gate Income, 1935-36 i 

CHART 6. Families and Single Individunls in Each Third of Nation, 1935-36 8 
CHART 7. Fnmilies (Nonrelief) in Three Income Groups, hy Type of Community, 

1935-36 9 
CHART 8. Families (Nonrelief) in Three Inconw Groups, by Occupational Group, 

1935-36 10 
CH,.RT 9. Average Incomes and Per Ctlpitn Incomes of l'\ation's Consumer l'nits, 

• 
1935-36 12 

CHART 10. Communities Covered in Study of Consumer Purchases 15 
CHART 11. Share of Aggregate Family lnronw Rerei,·ed by Ench Tenth of Kntion's 

Families, 1935-36 1 !l 
CHART 12. Proportion of Nation's Families Receiving- Each Tenth of Ag-g-reg-nte 

Family Income, !93.5-3(i 20 
CH.,RT 13. Income Distributions of Konrelief Families of Four Sizes, 193.5-36 21 
CH.,RT 14. Average Incomes of Nonrelief FnmiliPs in Six Types of Communitv, . . 

1935-36 24 
CHART 15. Income Distributions of NonreliP[ Families in Six Types of Community, 

193.5-36 
CHART IC.. Avernge Incomes of Nonrelief Families in Seven Occupational Groups, 

1935-36 
CHART I i. Income Distributions of K onrelief FnmiliPs in Seven Occupational Groups, 

1935-36 
CHART IS. Awrnge Incomes of White and Keg-ro FamiliPs (KonrPlief) in Three Types 

24 

2ti 

of Community, 1!135-36 28 
C'HAH'r HI. Income Distributions of White HIHl :\egro FumiliPs (N'oun•lirf) in Three 

Types of Community, 1935-36 2!J 
V1 



TABLE I. 

TABLE 2. 

TABLE 3. 

TABLE 4. 

TABLE 5. 

TABLE .6. 

TABLE 7. 

TABLE 8. 

TABLE 9. 

TABLE 10. 

TABLE 11. 

TABLE 12. 

TABLE 13. 

TABLE 14. 

LIST OF TABLES 

Distribution of population by type of consumer unit and average and 
aggregate incomes of each type, 1935-36 

Distribution of families and single individuals and of aggregate income 
receh-ed, by income level, 1935-36 

Distribution of families and of aggregate income received, by incol!Je level, 
1935-36 

Awrage and aggregate incomes of nonrelief families of four sizes and of relief 
families, 1935-36 

Percentage distributions of nonrelief families of four sizes, by income level, 
1935-36 

Average incomes of families in five geographic regions, based on sample 
data, 1935-36 

Average and aggregate incomes of nonrelief families in six types of com­
munity, 1935-36 

Percentage distributions of nonrelief families in six types of community, by 
income level, 1935-36 

Average and aggregate incomes of nonrelief fnmilies in eight occupational 
groups, 1935-36 

Percentage distributions of nonrelief families in seven occupational groups, 
by income level, 1935-36 

Average incomes of wage-earning families (nonrelief) in five types of com­
munity, 1935-36 

Percentage distributions of wage-earning families (nonrelief) in five types of 
community, by income la.vel, 1935-36 

Awrage incomes of white and Negro families (nonrelief) in Southern rural 
communities O:nd cities and in North Central cities, 1935-36 

Percentage distributions of white and Negro families (nonrelief) in Southern 
rurnl communities and cities and in North Central cities, by income le,-eJ, 

• 

Page 

4 

6 

18 

21 

22 

22 

23 

?--a 

26 

26 

?-_, 

?-_, 

28 

1935-36 28 
TABLE 15. Distribution of single individuals and of aggregate income received, by 

income level, 1935-36 30 
TABLE Hi. Awrage and aggregnte incomes of institutional residents in seven types of 

institutional group, 1935-36 :l2 
\"II 



PART I 

INCOMES OF ALL CONSUMERS 

THE great stream of national income flows con­
tinuully through the hands of millions of American 
consumers. To some the inflow comes day by 

day, sometimes steadily, often interrupted by periods 
of economic drought. To some it comes in weekly or 
monthly pay checks, regularly in good years, but in 
times of depression choked off by unemployment. 
Others, like the farmer, depend upon the income of one 
season to see them through the year. And finully there 
are those to whom the channels of income open at 
intervals for the flow of dollars from profits and 
dividends, interest, and rent. 

The money income thus received pours out again in 
exchange for food, for housing, for clothes and recrea­
tion, for ull the goods and services that constitute the 
real income of the American people. 

The amount consumers have to spend and what their 
incomes purchuse are measures of the effectiveness with 
which we use our productive resources. The volume 
and the distribution of this purchasing power, in turn, 
piny an important role in guiding our further use of 
these resources-in determining what goods and services 
are produced and in what quantity, which workers are 
employed and how fully, which communities have the 
tux fucili ties to main tuin their schools and roads. 

Since the stream of income plays so important a 
part in the national economy, it is imperative that we 
add to our present meager knowledge of the channels 
through which it pusses. Those concerned with the 
living standards of the people need more accurate 
information on the extent to which shortage of income 
brings poverty dnmaging to health and happiness. 
Law-making bodies striving to apportion tn:"<es equi­
tably and without dnmage to the processes of industry 
need to know what will swell or deplete the stream. 
Business men require more abundant and relinble datu 
on the probable demand for their products in order to 
stimulnte and meet thnt demand. Any attempt on 
the part of Government or business to grapple with 
basic economic problems must rely heavily on what 
can be learned of the distribution of income among 
the vnrious groups of the Nntion's consumers. 

The Scope and Significance of the Study 

This report on consumer income distribution in the 
United Stutes is a much-needed addition to the scanty 
information previously at our disposal. Although the 
data cover only a single year, they give the most com­
plete picture ever presented of the division of the 
national income among the American people. 

The preparation of the estimates wus undertaken by 
the Industrial Section of the National Resources Com­
mittee as part of a larger study of the Nation's con­
sumption demands in relation to its productiYe ca­
pacities. While primarily designed for use in building 
up national estimates of consumer expenditures, these 
fia-ures on income distribution are considered of suffi-
" cient interest in themselves to justify separate 

presentation. 
The study covers the 12-month period from July 1935 

through June 1936. It shows estimates of the incomes 
received by all of the Nation's income-spending units­
by the 29 million families of 2 or more persons, by the 
10 million "single" individuals living alone or as lodgers, 
and by the 2 million persons living in institutions and 
in quasi-institutional groups. For family incomes, this 
broad national picture is traced in more detail to show 
the flow of the income stream to farms, villages, and 
cities, to different geographic regions, to different occu­
pational groups, to families of different size, and-in 
the South and in Northern cities-to the white and 
Negro population. 

Previous Estimates af Income Distribution 

These estimates. of income distribution for 1935-36 
are the first to appear since the Brookings Institution 
estimates for the year 1929, published in America's 
Capacity to Consume.' Previous to that report, very 
few attempts had been made to measure the division of 
national income by income classes, and only one study • 
had appeared in published form-that of the National 

t Leven, MBurlce, Moulton, Hnrold 0., and Warburton, Clark, Amtrlca".r CapaC'itr 
to Conmme, tho Brookin~::s Institution, Washington, D. (' ., 193-l. 

1 Prepared by FredQrick R. :\la.caulay and publishl'd in lnromt in tilt l "nittd Statu. 
ll11 Amount and Di$tribution, 1909-1919, \'Ols. I nnd II, National DurMu of El'\momlc 
Uescnrcb, New York, 1021 nnd 1922. 
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Bureau of Economic Research, g~vmg estimares for 
the year 1918.3 

The lack of attention given to this important aspect 
of the national economy can be accounted for, in large 
part, by the paucity of data available for preparing 
such estimates. In both the 1918 and the 1929 studies, 
it was necessary to rely primarily on statistics of earnings 
of individual workers, supplemented for the higher in­
come brackets by data from Federal income tax returns. 
In the report of the National Bureau, no attempt was 
made to adjust the figures to a family income basis, or to 
present more than a single na tiona! curve of income dis­
tribution, covering all individual income recipients. 
The Brookings study, however, carried the estimates 
through to a family or "consumer unit" basis, and pre­
sented separate distribution curves for farm families, 
nonfarm families, and unattached individuals. A fur­
ther division of the population was found impracticable 
with the data available. 

How The Present Estimates Were Made 
In the present study for 1935-36 it has been possible, 

in the main, to base the estimates directly upon data on 
family incomes. Such data became available for the 
first time from a Nation-wide sample • through the 
Study of Consumer Purchases-a Works Progress 
Administration project conducted by the United States 
Bureau of Home Economics and the United States 
Bureau of Labor Statistics in cooperation with the 
Kational Resources Committee and the Central Sta­
tistical Board." The data from this study, covering 
some 300,000 American families, show the income 
received by each family from all sources-from the net 
earnings of different members, from profits, dividends, 
interest, and rent, from pensions, annuities, and benefits, 
from gifts used for current living expenses, from the 
occupancy of owned homes, and-for rural families­
from home-grown food and other farm products used by 
the family.• Similar data were also obtained from a 
small sample of single men nnd women. 

a ~lentlon shoulr:l also he made of an estimate for Hi29 presented, without l!i!<t'tl.<l-

5ifJD, In the Duslne!'S Week for AU£Wt 31, Hl32, in one of n series of articles on Tht 
A mtriran ComJumtr J.larktl. 

' Data on !nmllr Incomes are 1\lso now 8\'&ilnble from an t'xtenslve sample of urban 
fo.mili*:S and (rom a smaller sample of nual famlHPs through the National Health 
Furrey recentlyronducted by the U.S. Puhllc Health Sen·Jce. }'or discussion ofW6 
made of these data, see Appendix A, pp. 68-MI. 

4a The Btudy was ndminlstered under the J~;uldance of n Steerlnp; Committee nntl 
a Technical Subcommittee, eal"h compno;ed of rPp~ntn.th·es of the five ooorK>rntln~ 
a11end~. The membership of the~~e oommlttl.'t'S Wl\..'1 o.s follows: 

Htffrlng Commit I~: Stuart A. Rlre, Chairman, Works Pr()jln!:M Admlnl~trntlon; 
Lc,ui~ Stanley, Dureuu of Home F.oonomkos; 15o.dor Lubin, Bureau of Lshor Bt.a· 
ti.~tiel'l; Oardlner C. MPSru, N11tlonal Reklurces Committee; Morris A. Copeland, 
Omtral Btatl~ti<'SI Hoard. 

Tec·hnlcal Sulx•ommittee: llllrlell!arde Kneeland, f'hulrman, National RMOurces 
Committee; DB}' Monroe, Bureau of Homf'l F.ronomil'S; f'aith M. Williams, Dumm 
of Lahar St.atl!ltlt:'11; Milton Fon~ter, Works PrOitfes.'i AdmlnU!tmtlon; Samuel J. 
JJenni.•, Central follotl~tksl Boord. 

• lt 11bould be notf'd that Income was mffillllted before PB:rment of Income ttue~~. 
l-"<71' deHnltlon of Income and for explanation of eertaln ltem!l not Included, 1100 
AI•IJPDdb A, p. fl. .f'or des<.-rlptlonof Study of Coruumer Purch(l..'1('41, see AJIJ~endh 

A.~:.2. 

National Rt'sources Committee 

The findings of this study have been supplemented 
by other sample data on family and individual incomes, 
by data on earnings, nnd by income tnx statistics. The 
material from these various sources bns provided the 
basis fqr a series of sample income distributions, repre­
senting more than 700 different groups of the popula­
tion. These sample distributions have been used to 
build up income estimates for all of the N ntion's con­
sumers. The methods used in extending the sample 
data to a national basis are described in Part II and, 
in more detail, in Appendix A. 

The Limitations of the Estimates 
While the statistical material available for preparing 

these estimates is far more extensive than for previous 
years, it is none the less subject to many limitations 
and shortcomings. The results of the study must, 
therefore, he considered ns npproxin1ations to the 
actual income situation in 1935-36. 

The basic data are especially inadequate for families 
who received relief at some time during the year and 
for single individuals, nnd it has not been possible to 
estimat<J the incomes of these two groups according to 
type of community, occupation, and other charnctt'r· 
isties. For many groups of nonrelief families as well. 
the data do not insure rdiuhle results for the finer 
classifications of the population. These more detailed 
figures are therefore presented in reference tables in 
Appendi.'i: B. The t'stimntt's for the major groups of 
families, howe\·er, and for all families and single 
individuals, nre believed to be sufficiently reliable to 
serve the practical purposes for which th~y were pre­
pared. These estimates nrc dealt with in the main 
body of the report. 

Income Distribution on a National Basis 
The most significant results of the studv nre those 

showing the broad nutionnl picture of the- division of 
income among the American people. These figures 
are brought together in the charts nnd tables which 
follow. Estimates for the various component groups 
of the population are presented in Pnrt II. 
Family Incomes 

The great majority of the Nation's consumers nrc 
members of families of two or more persons, sharing r. 
common income and li dng under a common roof. The 
29,400,300 families in the population during 1935-3G 
were by far the most important group of income­
spending units, including ncurly 91 percent of the total 
body of consumers. 

The distribution of these 29 million families by income 
level is shown graphically in chart 1. As the bars on 
the left of the chart indicate, 14 percent of all fnmilie" 
received less than $.500 during the yenr studied; 42 
percent received less than $1,000, 65 percent less than 
$1 ,.500, nnd 87 percent less thnn $2,500. Above tlw 
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DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILY INCOME IN THE UNITED STATES 
BY INCOME LEVEL 

1935-36 
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ThiN chart may be T<'&d either by ll'ngth of bars or by symbols 
Eac·h figure symbol repr('sents 1 percent of all families or 294,000 families 
Each dollar symbol represents I percent of aggregate income of all families or $476,792,380 

$2,500 level, there were about 10 percent with incomes 
up to $5,000, about 2 percent receiving between $5,000 
nnd $10,000, nnd only I percent with incomes of $10,000 
or more. These figures are shown in fuller detail in 
tnble 3, in n Inter section of the report. 

When the incomes of nil fnmilies are added together, 
the nggregnte is approximately $48 billion. The shares 
llf this total income going to the various income groups 
o~re nlgo shown in chart I. Thus we find that the 42 
percent of fnmilies with incomes under $1,000 received 
less thnn 16 percent of the aggrega to, while the 3 per­
cent with incomes of $5,000 and over receh·ed 21 per­
eent of the totnl. The incomes of the top 1 percent 
accounted for n little over 13 percent of tho aggregate. 

Incomes ol Single lnrlivirluals 
In addition to the 116 million consumers lh·ing in 

fnmily groups in 1935-36, there were I 0 million men 
nn<l women lodging in rooming houses nnd hotels, living 

as lodgers or servants in private homes, or maintaining 
independent living quarters as one-person families.' 
These single individuals constituted nenrly 8 percent 
of the total population, nnd-as indicated in table !­
received 19 percent of the totnl consumer income. 

The distribution of income among these individunl 
consumer units, shown in chart 2, resembles very 
dosely that for families, except that there was consid­
erably greater concentration in the lower brackets. 
Sixty-one percent received incomes of less thnn $1,000 
and accounted for 29 percent of the totnl income of 
the group. Ninety-five percent received less than 
$2,500 and n little over 1 percent received $5,000 or 
more. The detailed figures for this group are presented 
Inter in tnble 15. 

• Son!\ nod dau~t:hters lh·in~t with their parents hut }ls~·inp: flit bonrd and loditint: 
nnd not pooling their lnromos In the common fllDlily lund nre C'ln.o;;sifif'd as single 
lndh·idunls, ruther than a..o; members of families. The numbt>r ofsurh indh·iduals in 
1~ Is estimated nt op)lrodruately .f.OO,OOO. For furth~r l'l:JllanaUon, ~· ,,. ';6. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME OF SINGLE INDIVIDUALS IN THE UNITED STATES 
BY INCOME LEVEL 

1935-36 
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Incomes of All Consumers 
For a comprehensive picture of the distribution of 

consumer income in the United Stutes, families nnd 
single individuals cun be considered togeth~r .. S~ch 
treatment is justified by the lack of a sharp diStmctton 
between the two groups from the standpoint of the 

2, 000,000 1.0 (') (') 362 7:U, :u.o I. 2 

128, O'J.t, 000 100.0 (') (') S.IIIU $!t9, 11M2, U:lM I 11111.0 

receipt and use of income. The dinrsity nmon~-: the 
consumer units thnt make up the 29 million fnmilics is 
fully as great ns that between families us a group und 
single individuals. An income of $1,000 n ycnr mcnns, 
to be sure, one thing to a single man or woman nnd 
nnother to un avcmge fnmily of four. But it nlso hns 
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quite different meanings to the family of two persons 
and to the family of eight. These two major groups of 
consumer units can therefore be combined, at each 
income level, to show the curve of income distribution 
for the N ntion as a whole. 

Institutional Residents Not Included.-This summary 
of income distribution, however, must omit the small 
group of the population living in institutions of various 
types and in military and naval posts, labor camps, and 
other quasi-institutional groups. All together, these 
institutional residents number about 2 million. A 
large part of the incomes of these consumers--and in 
many cases the entire income--is supplied by the 
institution in the form of subsistence and care. Thus 
the institutional group, rather than the individual 
resident, constitutes the spending unit. The incomes 
of the individual residents are more comparable to the 
per capita incomes of members of families than to the 
incomes of independent consumers. For this reason, no 
distribution by income level has been prepared for the 
institutional population. To have included them on n 
parallel basis with the 39 million families and single 

5 

individuals would have been misleading. The per 
capita averages for the three main types of consumers 
are compared in table 1. 

Distribution lnJ Income Level.-The income distribu­
tion of all families and single individuals combined is 
presented in detail in table 2. The figures show both 
the number of consumer units at each level of income 
and the share of the aggregate income they rec~ved. 
The results tell a story very similar to that already 
described for each group of consumer units separately. 
Nearly one third (32 percent) of the total number of 
families and single individuals had incomes under $750, 
nearly one half (47 percent) received less than $1,000, 
and more than two thirds (69 percent) received less 
than $1,500. At the other end of the income scale, 
about 2 percent had incomes of $5,000 and over, and 
less than I percent incomes of $10,000 and o\·er. 

Distribution of Consumer Units by Tenths.-The 
disparity of incomes is revealed somewhat more clearly 
by chart 3. Here the 39 million consumer units are 
grouped by tenths, or deciles, according to the size of 
their incomes. The poorest tenth, with incomes under 

SHARE OF AGGREGATE INCOME RECEIVED 
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T .!BLE 2.-Distribution of families and single indittiduals aml of 
aggregate income received, by incomelet1el, 1935-36 

lnrome leYel 

Families anrl ~ln!l:le 
indi~iduals 

~umber 

Per­
cent at 

oach 
level 

C'umu­
lntive 
per-

"'"' 
Under~-------------1 2.123.534 5.38 5.38 
$250-$.')0() _______________ 4,587,3i7 11.63 li.Ol 
$500--S750 .....••........ ·, 5,7il,OOO 14.63 31.64 
$750-$1,000 ...... --------~ !i,!or,fi,078 14.90 46.M 
$l,OOQ-$1,250 ..••........ 14,U90,995 12.65 59.19 

$1,?50 l!,500___________ 3,743,4~ 9.49 68.68 
st.500-$1,750 ____________ 2,1\"9,00-1 I:~ ~t~ 

~:~E:~~~~:~:::::::! ;:~:~i ~:a2 86.14 
$2,250-$2,500 ......•..... 1 l,:!.">--,Oi6 3.18 89.37 

Amount 
(in thou­

sands) 

$294, 138 
I, 767, 363 
3,615, r.sa 
5. 1?'9, 506 
5, 589, Ill 

5,100.112 
4, fo60, i93 
4, 214,203 
3,fo02.861 
'1, 001), \:132 

~:~~:~::::::::::::: '-~~~:~I~ ii:. ~:~ ~:m:~~ 
S:t.'j()()..-$4.000 ___________ ;",()'.!,].5';1 1.27 ~:~~ ~·~·m 
t.f,OOC~$4,500. _____ . 2Sfi,05.1 • i2 ,. , 
$.1,.500-$.5,000 ....... ---· liS, 138 .45 9i'.66 841,766 

' $.'i.OOO-S7,500 ..... -------· 380,2fli ,96 98.62 2,244,406 
$7,.'i00--UO.OOO .. -------··I 115,fo42 .55 W.li l,k.ti,X20 
$10,000-$15,0CO •........ , 152,682 ,39 99.56 l,i.W.~'i 
sJs,OOO-tzo.oco__________ lii,m .li w. 73 I,ti.t,Si-1 
m.ooo-S"..s,ooo__________ 311,825 .w w.83 889,114 

P~r­
cent at 

oarh 
level 

0.50 
298 
~ 10 
8.65 
0.12 

8. 62 
i.Si 
i. 11 
~08 
b.Ol 

6. 76 
4.62 
au 
203 
1.12 

Cumu­
lative 

]W'T­
cent 

0.50 
3.-18 
0. 58 

1&23 
2i.65 

36.7i 
44.H 
."II. 2S 
5i. 33 
623-1 

f.O. 10 
i3. i2 
ill. S6 
7S. 89 
80.31 

3. i9 s-t. 10 
3. 12 87. 22 
2. 95 00. ]; 
1.98 92.15 
1.50 93.65 

$2.'i,OOO-S30.0CO .......... i 25.583 .06 99.S9 i20,2f.S 1.22 9-1.!07 
$30,()00-$40,000 .......... ; li,<::l59 ,05 99.94 f~l.Zi2 1.08 9.~.9S 

StO,QOO-$.-SO,CW .......... ; 8,3-tO .02 99.00 300,311 t:~ ::~~ $50.ooo-swo.oro _________ 

1

. l3,on .ro oo.w oo.s,4R.'i 
$IOO,ooo-S'">....SO,C((' ___ .... 4,144 .01 100.00 ~9,00tl .91 W.05 

$7.'i0,000-$.SOO,N:O. _ .. __ . _ 1 916 (ll 264, 49R , 45 \~.50 
$.'.00,Q00-$1.000.CCO •. ·-· 240 (1 134,8C3 • 23 W. 73 
$1,000.000and over ..... i __ _:::."'_1 __ <c:' -II==~ I--'-".:..· 23_,_1 __ ._-r_, 100.00 

1oo.ool~ 
I 

.-\lllewb ......... i 3<;1,4~.300 100.00 --------$59,258,628 

1 Less than 0.005 ).ercent. 

$340, received less than 2 percent of the nggregnte 
income; the second tenth, with mcomes rungmg from 

Xatioual Resources Committee 

$340 to $545, received 3 percent of the totul. Not 
until the eighth group is reached does the share of totnl 
income received pass the 10 percent line, showing n 
proportion of income received greater than the propor­
tion of families and individunls receiving it. The 10 
percent of fumilies nnd individunls nt the top of the 
income scale, ";t), incomes of $2,600 nnd over, received 
36 percent of the nggregnte income--ubout the snme 
mnount us the 70 percent ut the bottom of the scale. 

The Ace rage I ncome.-As chart 3 indicates, half of the 
fnmilies and single indh·id uals bud incomes below 
$1,070 nnd hulf had incomes above that amount. This 
f.gure of $1 ,070-the median income--is considernbly 
lower thnn the meun income of $1,502. The lll('nn, 
obtained by dividing the aggregate income by the totnl 
number of fumilies and indh·idunls, is uffected to u 
grenter extent than is the median by the very high 
incomes received hy 11 relatively small number of 
consumer units. The difference between the two 
nvernges thus pr"';des further e\·idence of the wide 
Yuriation in consume-r incon1es. 

.Aggugate Income Rtctiud by Upprr Five Percrnt.­
Chnrt 4 shows the shnres of the nggregnto income re­
ceived by the very high income groups. Tho highest 5 
percent of nil fumilies nnd single indh·idunls-those 
with incomes of $3,400 and over-rccch·ed 27 percent 
of the uggregute--almost us much us the lowPst liO 
percent. The highest 2 percent, with incomes of $.1,SOO 
nnd over, received 18 percent of the total. And the 
highest 1 percent, with ineomes of $ll,IOO und o\·cr 
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received I4 percent of the total-only a trifle less than 
the lowest 40 percent. 

DivU.ion of Aggregate Income by Tenths.-The unequal 
distribution of the aggregate income among consumer 
units is strikingly illustrated by chart 5. Here, re­
versing the procedure used in chart 3, the total income 
of $59 billion received by families and single individuals 
is divided into tenths, and the percent of consumer units 
supported by each tenth is shown. Thus we can see 
that one-tenth of the aggregate income supports almost 
the whole lower third of the famili~s and single indi­
viduals. The next tenth of the income is divided 
among only half as many consumer units. The top 
tenth goes to one-half of I percent of all consumer 
units-those with incomes of $14,600 and over. The 
number of families and single individuals supported by 
the intermediate tenths of the aggregate income de­
creases fairly regularly from the second to the highest 
decile. 

Five percent of the aggregate income supports 21 
percent of the consumer units at the bottom of the in­
come scale, whereas at the top of the income scale 5 

7 

percent of the aggregate supports only 0.1 percent of 
the consumer units. Similarly, the lowest I percent of 
the aggregate income is shared by 7 percent of the con­
sumer units, while the upper 1 percent is shared by less 
than 0.005 percent of nil consumer units. 

The Three Thirds of the Nation 
This summary of the distribution of national income 

has revealed that almost one third of all families and 
single individuals in the country had incomes of less 
than $750 during the year I935-36. This finding is 
provocative of many questions. Where did these 
people live? What were their occupations? How 
many of them were dependent on relief at some time 
during the year? How did they compare with the 
other two-thirds of the Nation? 

Answers to these questions are provided by the next 
three charts. In chart 6 the 39 million consumer units 
are divided into three equal groups, according to the 
size of their incomes. Within each third, the 13 million 
families and single indinduals are divided into those 
who received no relief during the year and those who 
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did receive some form of work relief or direct relief from 
either a public or a private agency. The nonrelief 
families, in turn, are further divided according to size 
of family, and the single individuals according to sex. 
In chart 7 the nonrelief families are reclassified accord­
ing to the type of community in which they lived, and 
in chart 8 according to the occupational group to which 
they belonged.' 

In considering the group classified as receiving relief, 
it should be noted that many of these families and 
single individuals were dependent on relief for part of 
the year only-some for a very short time. Earnings 
from regular employment and income from other 
sources thus supplemented the income received as work 
relief earnings or as direct relief, and in many cnses this 
nonrelief incomP. accounted for most of the income re-

Natifi!wl Resources Committee 

ceived during the yenr. It should also be noted that 
in the occupationnl classification the families are 
grouped according to the occupation from which the 
largest amount of all fumily earnings was derived, 
rather than according to the occupation of the principal 
earner. The basis for the classifications used in the 
three charts and the vnrintions in incomes among the 
different groups are consic.lerec.l more fully in later 
sections of the report.' 

The Lower ThirJ 
n11en nil consumer units nrc grouped into exaet 

thirds, we find that the low~r thirc.l receivec.l incomes of 

J Classification ofslor:le Individual~ ond ofrell~r families by type of community and 
by occupation was not possible with the anoiluble data. &top. JG and Append II. A. 
p(l.66tmd 67. 

• For deftnltlons of relil'f!n'oUfl!l on• I other cla"-~lncatlon..,, see AI•lJendlx A, Sf!C. 1. 
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less than $780 during 1935-36. As the three charts 
indicate, these 13 million families and single individuals 
are not a distinct and unusual group; they include all 
types of consumer units, living in all types of commu­
nity, and belonging to all of the major occupational 
classifications. They differ from the other two thirds of 
the Nation principally in the larger proportion receiv­
ing relief at some time during the year, in the larger 
number living on farms, and in the small number found 
in professional, business, and clerical occupations. 

Although almost 4 million families and single indi­
viduals in this lower third were dependent on relief for 
at least part of the year, fully 70 percent of the total 
number-that is, a little over 9 million-received no 
assistance of any kind from a relief agency. About 
1, 700,000 of this nonrelief group were independent 
single men living alone or as lodgers; almost the same 
number-1,600,00D-were single women; and 5,900,000 
were families of 2 or more persons. 

Somewhat more than half of these nonrelief families 
lived on farms or in rural communities of less than 2,500 
population, and about one-si..'<th-just 1 million-lind 
in cities of 100,000 population or more. According to 
occupation, these families were almost equally divided 
between wage earners and farmers, with only one­
fiftJ.-1,200,000 in ali-in other occupational groups. 

As chart 5 has already roughly shown, the share of 
the aggregate income received by this lower third of 
the Nation was just over 10 percent of the total $59 
billion. The a veruge income of the group-that is, 
the mean income of the 13 million consumer units­
was $471. 

The Middle Third 
The middle third of the Nation included the 13 mil­

lion fmnilies and single individuals receiving from $780 
to $1,450 during the year. Only 13 percent of these 
consumer units, or about 1,700,000, were dependent 
on relief at some time during the year. In the non­
relief group there were more single men and fewer 
single women than in the lower third, twice as many 
families living in large cities and metropolises, and 
more than twice as many families in the clerical, busi­
ness, and professional groups. 

The total income recei,·ed by all consumer units 
in this "middle class" amounted to 24 percent of the 
aggregate income. The average (mean) income per 
consumer unit wus $1,076. 

The Upper Third 
The upper 13 million consumer units covered a wide 

range of incomes, extending from $1,450 to over a mil-

FAMILIES (NONRELIEF) IN THREE INCOME GROUPS 
BY TYPE OF COMMUNITY 

1935-36 

LOWER GROUP MIDDLE GROUP UPPER GROUP 
INCOMES UNDER $780 INCOMES OF $780- $1,450 INCOMES OF $1:450 a OVER 

i il •••• 
METROPOLISES II II 1,500,000 8 OVER 

e I 

iii iiiii LARGE CITIES II 100,000 TO 1,500,000 

• ii 
e e I 

MIDDLE SIZED CITIES I Ill 25,000 TO 100,000 

SMALL CITIES ,. 
2,500 TO 25,000 " ii iii iiii 

RURAL NONFARM iii iiii ii.ii UNDER 2,500 

FARMS iiiii iiiii iiii 
BASED ON TABCE 49 EACH FIGURE REPRESENTS 500,000 FAMILIES 

CHART 7 
72730°-38-2 



10 

lion dollars. The great majority of this upper third­
over 80 percent-were-nonrelief families. Only a small 
number of families that received work relief or direct 
relief at some time during the year had incomes that 
brought them over the $1,450 line, when earnings from 
regular employment and income from all other sources 
were added together. No single individuals who 
received any relief had incomes sufficient to bring them 
into this group. The number of nonrelief single in­
dividuals was smaller than in the middle and lower 
thirds. This was particularly true of single women; 
only one-si:'<th of the total number of nonrelief single 
women were in the upper third, while more than half 
were in the lower third. 

When we compare the nonrelief families in the three 
income groups according to size of family, we find that 
families of three to six persons show the largest propor­
tion in the upper third. As chart 6 indicates, two­
person families are about equally divided among the 
three thirds, while the three- to four-person families 
and those of five to six persons are twice as numerous 
in the upper as in the lower group. This difference is 
probably due to the fact that the larger families are 
likely to have more earners than the two-person families, 
and the age of the principal earner, and consequently 
his income, is apt to be greater. 

.\"ationol R•sources Committed 

With the families of seven or more persons, however, 
this tendency does not appenr as strongly. Since half 
of these large fanlllies lived on farms, their incomes less 
frequently placed them in the upper third.• Further­
more, many of the large families with incomes of less 
than $780 had to depend on relief at some time during 
the year, and they therefore appear in the chart with 
the 2 ~ million relief families found in the lower third. 
If it had been possible to di\"ide the relief group accord­
ing to size of fanllly, the total number of large families 
in the lower income group would have been more 
clearly evident. 

The contrast between the incomes of farm and city 
dwellers is strikingly shown in chart 7. Of the whole 
group of 7,500,000 nonrelief families living in large 
cities and metropolises, more than 4,000,000-that is, 
58 percent-are found in the upper third. Only 27 
percent of the 6,200,000 nonrelief farm families, how­
ever, had incomes as high as $1,450. In chart 8 the 
incomes of the various occupational groups are similarly 
contrasted. Almost 80 percent of the nonrelief families 
in the professional group ore found in the upper third, 
and 63 percent of the business and the clerical groups, 
as compared with 35 percent of wage-earning families 
ond 27 percent of farn1 families. 

' For dbawlon of lnoomes of famllle~: of •lllff'rl'nl "lr..,., ~ Jll'· 20 to 22. 
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In interpreting those figures for nonrelief families, 
it should be borne in mind that if fnmilies receiving 
relief during the year hod been included, the proportions 
found in the upper third would hove been somewhat 
lower for each occupational group, and distinctly lower 
for the wage-earning group. More than half of the 
4,500,000 relief families belonged in wnge-euming 
occupations, and their inclusion in the picture ·would 
have markedly increased the number of wage-eaming 
families in the lower third, without appreciably affecting 
the number in the upper third. It should also be kept 
in mind that many of these nonrelief wage-earning 
families hod several earners, and that the totnl family 
income includes the earnings of all members, as well us 
income from other sources. 

The totnl income received by all of the 13 million 
consumer units in this top third of the Nation wus 
$39 billion-about 66 percent of the aggregate income 
of all families and single individuals. The average 
(menn) income of the group as a whole was thus just 
under $3,000. This averoge, however, covers such 
widely divergent incomes that it has little meaning. 
Most of the families in the nonrelief wage-earner group 
were concentrated toward the lower end of the income 
range, with the average for the group amounting to 
about $2,100. For the clerical group of nonrelief 
families the average was about $2,500, and for the farm 
group, about $2,60D-still well under the averoge for 
the whole third. Fnmilies in business and professionnl 
groups, on the other hand, were scattered through the 
full range of the income scale, and the high incomes of 
those at the top brought the average of the first group 
to more than $4,400, and that for the second group to 
nearly $5,000. 

Variations in Real Incomes 
The discussion thus far has considered the incomes of 

consumers entirely in terms of dollars and cents. But 
it is obvious that tliese dollar figures do not give a true 
measure of the variations in real income among the 
American people. Differences in cost of living in 
different communities, in modes of living of different 
groups of the population, in the number of persons 
dependent on the income and in their individual needs, 
must also be taken into account. Unfortunately, it is 
not possible to adjust the dollar figures to nllow for 
these various factors. But the need for such adjust­
ment must continuously be kept in mind in interpreting 
the findings of the study. 

This warning is, of course, particularly approprinte 
in compuring the incomes of the farm population with 
those of fumilies living in cities. An income of $965-
the median dollar income shown by the study for all 
nonrelief farm fnmilies 10-obviously would provide a 

10 Boo tnblo 7. 
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distinctly different standard of living in the hands of 
the average city family. Insofar as the farm income 
is used to buy goods and services in the retail market, 
it provides somewhat more than it would for the city 
family, since retail prices tend to be somewhat lower 
in smaller communities and also somewhat lower in 
the South, where one-half of the Nation's farm families 
live.11 And insofar as it represents the estimated 
value of food, 'fuel and housing provided by the farm 
for the family's use, it also menns more in terms of 
actual living standards." 

In addition, this dollar income is supplemented for 
the averoge farm family by a larger volume of unpaid 
services on the port of the housewife and other mem­
bers of the family-services which appreciably reduce 
the amount of money that must be spent for food, 
clothing, and other items in the family budget. On the 
other hand, the number of persons to be supported by 
the family income is larger, on the averoge, for farm 
families than for the urban or rurnl nonfarm popula­
tion." On the whole, it seems probable that the 
ndvantages in living costs accruing to fnrm families are 
not sufficient to offset the full amount of difference 
found between their incomes and those of other groups. 
Beyond these differences in money incomes and costs 
of living there are, of course, many differences in the 
satisfactions derived from rural and urban modes of 
liYing which cannot possibly be evuluated in monetary 
terms. 

In comparing the incomes of other groups of the 
population, differences in real income similar in kind 
to those between farm and nonfarm families, although 
less important in degree, must be borne in mind. Thus 
the demands upon the incomes of wage-earning families 
tend, on the overage, to be somewhat higher than those 
of white-collar groups, owing to the fact that the 
average size of family is somewhnt greater, and ulso 
because· the heavier physical lubor involved in wage­
earning occupations increases the umount which must 
be spent for food." The larger avernge income shown 
for the clerical group, on the other hand, is purtinlly 
offset by the higher proportion of clericnl fnmilies living 
in cities of 100,000 population and ~ver, 15 where tn·eruge 
living costs are relatively high. 

The distinction between dollar incomes and rcul in­
comes is particularly significant when we compare the 
incomes of single individuals and of fmnilies of different 

u Foroomparath·e 0gUJ"6S on cost oflldng by s.!Le of city nnd by l"l')!ion, S('C Xationnl 
Indwtrial Conference Board, The Cost of Lh·im: in 59 Communities, Coufen"Dl't'l 
Board Bulletin, vol. XI, No. 9,July 31,1937. NowmiJilmth·llfib"Uros lor cost ollivinK 
In ruml communities nrn availoble. 

LJ Jo'or eJt))lnnatlon of mot hod used in e\'alUnlhlK thl\.~ lttlms of income, soo .\ Jll,._'ndi\. 
A,Jl.•U. 

u SN'! tnhlo 7. 
11 I>ntn from the Study of Consumer PuJTha..~ show, In J:t'n~ral. a soml'whnt hil!hor 

expcndlturo for food by wage-earning families than by l'awllles in other (l('t'lll~t1inn.~ 
In shnilur couununiU~ when income and fllWlly composition aro held oonsllmt. 

uSee tnble 338, 
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AVERAGE INCOMES AND PER CAPITA INCOMES 
OF NATION'S CONSUMER UNITS 

1935-36 
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s1zes. As chart 9 indicates, the average (menn} in­
conws of nonre!ief families and individuals shown by 
this study incrensed only moderntely ";th the incrense 
in the number of per>ons supported by the income, 
vnrying from $1,i88 for single women and $1,331 fo1· 
,;ingle men to $1 ,905 for fnmilics of five to six per>ons. 
With the !urger families of seven or more members, 
the nverng<l dropped back to $1,787 for reasons already 
m('n t ioned.'j' 

When these avernge family incomes nre reduced to n 
pr•r cnpitn bnsis, the fuilure of the income to keep puce 
with the needs of the family is still more cleurly re­
nuled. As the symbols on the right of the chart 
sh<•W roughly, the per cnpitn income amounted to $774 
for two-person fumilie>, and decreu>t•d sharply for the 

n :0:l'(• Jl.lO. 

Natioual R,sources Commillff 

two intermediate sizes to $221 for families of seven or 
more persons. For families thut received relief nt 
some time during the yenr, nvernging 4 .. 5 persons in 
size, the income nvniluble per fnmily member wns $165. 

Now it is ob,·ious thnt the coRts of maintuining a given 
stnndnrd of lidng do not increuse in dir<'ct proportion 
to the number of persons d<'pendent on the i11com<'. 
""hile two cn11not live as cheaply as on<', or four ns 
cheaply as two, yet the various economies in living 
expenses possible in the larger household reduce in 
considerable mensure the amount of additional income 
required for ench additional member. The contrast 
shown in churt 9 between the per cnpitn incomes of 
single men and women nnd of two-person families mny 
perhaps be lurgdy interpreted in terms of these differ­
ences in cost of living-especinlly when nllownnce is 
mude for the reduction in fumily Ji,·iBg <'xpenses due 
to the housewife's sen·ices.'.. But for fnmilies of three 
or more members, it is evident thnt the averuge l<'vel 
of Ih·ing fell ns the size of fnrnily increns('(l. Although 
n !urge proportion of these households iBcludNl you11g 
children, whose costs of muiBteBunee nrc lower thn11 
for the avernge adult, the shnrpness of the drop in per 
cnpitn incornPs clenrly suggPsts n drop in rPnl inconw. 

These examples of di"fferenres in nppnrent nnd reul 
incomes serve to illustrnte the need for caution in 
drnwing hurd nnd fust comparisons between the income 
figures for difft•rent eonsumer groups shown in this 
report. This cnution is nil the more n<'eded becnuse of 
the fnr.t thut most of the figures prespnted nre for 
broad groups of the populntion; if r .. lin ble est imutes 
were avnilnble for the fir"'r cross-rlu"'ifie11tions, sonHl 
of the difft•rcnres in income would be uecount•·d for 
more clearly. 

In considering the findings of the study, muny re11der~ 
will doubtless wish to com pure these estimntes of 1 !135-
36 incomes with various existing stnndurds of ineome 
adequacy. In making surh cornpurisons it is pnrtir­
ulnrly important to bcnr in mind the wide vurintions 
in income needs among different groups of the Nation's 
consumers. 

1•• Th('.ol('J unpnl1l !lervloes or the hou~t'wife mn~tlllltl', nf mut'N', n n•ry !!Uh.qtnnt i11l 
C'Ontrlhmlon to the rcnllnromo or tho frunll}", C\'f'R thunl!h It WJL~ not Nmsld<'n••l 
fl•nslhle In thlsfitUd}" to n.~erliHJ nn lmputeol JtJOOt')" \'11IJW In 1 hlllll unollncluolo them ll" 
nn lh•lll of fa mil}· i11r ome. 



PART II 

INCOMES OF VARIOUS CONSUMER GROUPS 

THE national distribution of income in 1935-36 discussed in Part I was 
built up from the distributions for a large number of component groups. 
In Part II the incomes of these component groups are analyzed, and varia­

tions among their income distributions are pointed out. 
The three primary groups into which all consumer units were dh·ided in the 

study were families, single individuals, and institutional residents. The family 
consists of two or more persons liYing together as one economic unit and dependent 
on a common or pooled income. The basis of the family estimates and the sun­
ilarities and differences in the incomes of families are discussed in section 1. The 
incomes of single individuals-men and women living alone or as lodgers-are 
considered in section 2. Institutional residents-whose incomes are not included 
in the national distribution by income leYel-are discussed in section 3. 
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SECTION 1. INCOMES OF FAMILIES 

The Basis of the Family Estimates 
The general method followed in preparing the esti­

mates of family incomes was to extend the findings for 
families in sample areas to cover all families in the 
t:nited States. The steps in this process, in broad out­
line, were: (I) To secure data on incomes from a large 
sample of families; (2) To tabulate the sample data by 
homogeneous groups of families, and to calculate for 
each group the proportion of families nt each income 
level; (3) To divide nil families in the United States into 
homogeneous groups comparable to those into which 
the somple was divided; (4) To obtain nn estimated in­
come distribution for eoch homogeneous group of the 
family population by extending to it the income distri­
bution of the comparable sample group; (5) To adjust 
the results by avnilnble income tax dutn; and (6) To 
build up an estimated national distribution, and distri­
butions for major component groups, by combining the 
adjusted figures for the v.arious groups. 

The Sample Data 
As pointed out in Part I, the estimates were hosed 

primarily on dntn on family incomes collected in the 
Study of Consumer Purchases.' The fomilies inter­
viewed in this study comprised o brood somple of 
Americon fomilies with diverse social and economic 
dmracteristics living in vorious types of community in 
different sections of the United Stutes. The informo­
tiun secured from these families was classified separately 
for each homogeneous group of families hoving similar 
d"'rncteristics ns to size, occupation, relief status, and 
color and nativity, and living in the same type of com­
munity and geographical region. 

The sample income data were obtained from approxi­
mately 300,000 families living in cities and villages 
nnd on farms in 30 different Stutes. In all,. 66 farm 
counties were induded in the sample, 140 villages, and 
Iii cities, runging in size from 9,000 population to 
metropolises of more than 1,000,000.' The geographic 
•listrihution of the sample units is shown by the accom-

1 ,..,6 8 more detailed description of the data from this study, see Appendix .-\., 
~·.2. 

1 Jo'ur Jlst of KalriJ•Ie 1·ommunltle:J, see table lA and AJJJX'ndlx A, p(J. 46-47. 
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pnnying mnp, chart 10. It will be observed that certain 
sections of the country, notably the four Stutes in the 
Southwest, are not represented by any sample com­
munities. The limitations of the sample in this 
respect \\;11 be discussed below. 

The information on incom<'s was obtoined in personal 
interviews with the families, through rnndom house-to­
house canvassing. N ntive-white families that con­
tained both husband and wife were sampled most 
intensively. In all cities, howevl'r, and in some n1rnl 
communities a smnller sample wus tukl'n of native­
white broken familil's and of families belonging to other 
color-nativity groups. In all Southern communitit>s 
nnd in two large cities in the North Central region, 
Negro families with husband and wife were sum pled as 
intensively as were the native-white fnmilil's. 

The income schedule for eoch fnmilv covered the 
12-month period immedintPiy prec<'<li;lg the inter­
view or, in some cuses, n similor period ending 1 or 2 
months before the dute of the intl'n·iew. All of the 
field work was curried out during 1 9:!6, with the 
heoviest volume of intervil'wing fulling in the summ<'r 
months. The total p<'riod cm·ered by the income sched­
ules, therefore, fell \\;thin the yenrs 19:!5 and 1 9:!6, 
nnd the majority of the schedules were concentrut<•d 
in the middle of the 2-yenr period. Thus the dntu are 
in the main representative of the 12 months from Juh• 
193.5 through June 1936. · 

The information obtained from ench family covcwl 
the amount of income recciv<'d during the year from nil 
sour~es, separate entries being mude on the sclwdul<' for 
the mcome from each source. The informo tion on 
money income covered the earnings of l'uch member of 
the fnmily from ench ldnd of work enguged in during the 
Y;n_r nnd, in addition, income from profits, interest, 
dividends, and rents, from pensions, annuities, and 
benefits, from gifts in cash insofar ns these gifts were 
us.cd for current family expenses, and from sPvernl 
mfmor sources Estimates were also mode of the vnlue 
0 

• the occupancy of an owned home and of rent re­
C<'Ived as pay, nnd-for rural fnmilies-of home-grown 
food nnd other fnrm products used by the fnmily. 
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COMMUNITIES COVERED IN STUDY OF CONSUMER PURCHASES 
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These vnrious itl'ms of money and nonmoney income 
were nddl'd together to nrrh·e n t the totnl income of the 
fnmily. However, the income schedules for those 
families thnt hud received dir!'ct relief, either in cosh or 
in kind, nt some time during the yenr did not include 
the vnlue of such dir!'ct r!'lief, nlthough the amount of 
work relief enmings nnd of income from nil other sources 
wns reported for these fnmilies.3 

It should be noted thnt income wns defined us net 
income nftN business opernting I'Xpenses nut! cxpens!'s 
connectl'd with income-yielding property w!'re de­
ducted. It should nlso be notNI thnt tnxes forming 
pnrt of business expenses were deducted from income, 
but thnt income taxes, poll taxi'S, and tnx!'s on goods 
nut! servic!'s consumed by the fnmily were not dNlucted. 

Constructing tbe Sample Distributions 

On the bnsis of these do tn from the Stu<ly of Con­
sumer Purchases there wns constructed for ench homo­
getwous group of fnmilies in the snmple n percentu!)."e 
distribution showing the proportion of fnmilies nt ench 

'J.'nr rurtherdcOnltlon.q o{lucomcilnd uhclll'f !tunlll{'..~,sl'OAiliMmdl~ A, pp.-41 ond .f2. 

income level. ~Iore thnn 1,200 such percentnge dis­
tributions wero cnlculntcd. In the mnjority of cnses, 
there were several percentnge distributions for each 
homogeneous group of fumilies becuuse two or more 
commtmities of n given type Wl'rc sumpled in the some 
region. These distributions were nvernged together 
to result finnlly in i29 distributions, ench of which 
representl'd the pnttent ·of income for one homogeneous 
"qunlitntivc" group.' 

The lnrge number of fnmilies includNI in the snmple 
mnde it possible to build up the nntionnl income dis­
tributions for nonrelief fnmilies directly from the un­
smoothed income distributions derived from the basic 
dutn rl'ported on the family schNlules. These distribu­
tions were checked ngninst dnttt for compnrable groups 
of fumilies from the Nntionnl HPnlth Suney but no 
adjustments to smooth o1· niter the distributions seemed 
desirnble.• The only correction thnt seemed necessary 
wus for the high income levels, where Federnl income 
tux dut.t wt•re used to suppl<•ment tlw snmple mnteriul. 

' }o'or further d~cwrlptlon of lhe!'HmJllt>tll:;lrihutlonli.St'e .-\pJ'l'Ddh: "'' ~- 3 atul 4. 
• For dlsrllS.'Iion ot ('tllllJliU'bun with 1h1111 rn,m lim Xntionnl lle!-aHh ~unt>y, soo 

Aprl(lndlx A, Jlp. &S-Mt. 
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For families that had received relief at some time 
during the year a special adjustment in the distributions 
was needed before applying the final population weights. 
Since the family schedules in the Study of Consumer 
Purchases did not include the amount of direct relief 
received, either in cash or in kind, it was necessary to 
add the estimated value of such relief to the income dis­
tributions of relief families. Data from the Works 
Progress Administration, the Social Security Board, the 
Farm Security Administration, and the Federal Surplus 
Co=odities Corporation were used for this purpose. 
No .adjustment was needed v.;th respect to work relief, 
as such earnings had been reported on the schedules of 
the study, with earnings from private employment and 
income from other sources. The estimated value of 
direct relief added to the distributions amounted to less 
than 23 percent of the total aggregate income of relief 
families from all sources. 6 

In preparing the distributions for relief families, it 
was not possible to show separate estimates for different 
occupations and for different size$ of family, as the in­
come data from the Consumer Purchases Study had 
not been tabulated according to these factors at the 
time this report was prepared. Furthermore, even if 
these tabulations had been available, it would have been 
difficult, if not impossible, to find a satisfactory basis for 
determining the amount of direct relief to be added to 
the income distributions of each group. For similar 
reasons, it was not possible to prepare satisfactory dis­
tributions for relief families living in different types of 
co=unity. As a result, the income distributions for 
the various component groups of families shown in the 
following pages are for nonrelief families only. Such 
families constituted 85 per cent of all families in the 
Nation in 1935-36. 

Extension of Sample Distributions 
to Fomily Population 

In extending the sample distributions to a national 
basis, it was necessary to di\;de the total number of 
families in the United StateS into relatively small 
homogeneous groups corresponding as closely as possible 
with the groups for which the sample income distribu­
tions were available. All families living in the same 
type of co=unity and region, that belonged to the 
same color-nativity group, had the same relief status 
and the same family-size or occupational classification' . , 
were assigned to the same group. The total number of 
families in each group was then distributed among the 
several income levels by nsing the percentage distribu­
tion which was found from the sample data to prevail 
for families of that description. 

For example, the sample income distributions for 
nonrelief native-white husband-wife families of three to 

' Fnr •llM"tt~'Jrm ot direct relief adjustment, flee Apf~endh; A. pp. 02-110, 

]\"ational Resources Committee 

four persons living in Haverhill, l\lass., and New 
Britain, Conn., were used to distribute by income level 
the total number of nonrelief native-white husband­
wife families of three to four persons li \Wg in all 
middle-sized cities in New England. 

In order to di,;de the family population in this wav 
it was necessary to estimate the total populution i~ 
1935-36, first for the United States, and then for each 
type of co=unity within each region and for the 
several color-nati,;ty gmups in all of these areas. The 
basic data used were from the 1930 Census, v.;th esti­
mates for the population os of January 1, 1936, bused 
on recent studies of trends in population growth nnd 
composition. 

Families that had receiv!'d relief nt some time durin~r 
the year were treatl'<l •epnrutdy from nonrelief fnmilies. 
The proportions of rdil'f and nonrelief fnmilies for each 
color and nativity group in ench locality were deter­
mined on the basis of dutn from the Study of Consumer 
Purchases and from the Nntional Health Surrey 
recently conducted by the l'nit<'d Stntes Public 1-II'alth 
Service in 84 cities and 23 rurul arl'tlS. 

As indicated above, rl'licf fumilil's were not dassified 
by occupational group or by fumily si7.t>. Nonrelil'f 
families, however, were dh;dl'd muong the various occu­
pational groups and the four siz<'g of fnrnily on the bnsis 
of the sample dutn, with a clwt·k at various points with 
available census material. Perc.,ntn~re distributions of 
families by income level WC"I' cnlculnted from the snm­
ple for each size of family without any brenk-down by 
occupation, and again for each occupation without uny 
break-down for family size. IINwe it WtlS not neces.~ary 
to estimate the totnl number of fnrnilies in the popu­
lation of each size within each occupationn.l group. 

The 29,400,300 families in the United Stnt<'s Wl're 
divided in these vnrious wnys to fnnn i29 homogeneous 
g;oups, compnrnble to tho<e for which sample distribu­
tiOns were calculated.7 The fumilies in each group 
were then distributed to the different income l<'vds 
by applying the appropriate perc<'ntage distribution 
from .the. sn11_1ple data. The next stl'p wus to combine 
~l.>e dL•tnbu~IOns for rl'lu ted groups by adding the fnm­
ilie~ at each mcome level, in order to obtain the pnttcms 
of mcome for brond groups of fumilies. For exumpl<•, 
the income distribution of fnrm fumilies wns built np 
by adding together the distributions for 65 componl'nt 
b'~"0~~s of fnrm fnmilies. The nutionnl surnmury for 
f~tmllws represents the sum of the component distribu­
tions. 

Adjustment by Income Tox Data 

Altho~g.h random snmpling methods were used in tho 
commu~Ities covered by the Study of Consumer Pur­
rhuses It was found thn t families in the higher income 

: Re1• In hie~ I.\ nn11 a.\. 
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brackets were somewhat underrepresented. For this 
reason it was necessary to correct the income distribu­
tions by using Federal income tax data. The number 
of income tax returns and the reported aggregate net 
income for the year 1935, classified by income level and 
by type of return, together with data on sources of 
income and deductions, also classified by income level, 
were made available for this purpose by the United 
States Bureau of Internal Revenue. Preliminary fig­
ures op. the number of returns and the aggregate income 
for 1936 were also utilized. 

The income tax data for incomes above $5,000 were 
adjusted to make them correspond as closely as possible 
with the definition of income used in the Study of 
Consumer Purchases Capital gains were subtracted 
from the reported net income and certain items-e. g., 
interest paid, taxes and contributions-which had been 
deducted for income tux purposes were added. Simi­
larly, interest received from tax-exempt securities was 
added at each income level. This correction for the 
addition of deductions and tax-exempt interest to the 
net income, as well as most of the subsequent cor­
rections described below, necessitated the shifting of a 
certain number of returns and of aggregate income from 
one income interval· to the next higher income interval. 

The next type of adjustment was to combine various 
types of returns to represent family units rather than 
individual income recipients. Thus, the separate 
returns of husbands and wives were combined, on the 
basis of certain assumptions as to the relative size of 
their incomes, to yield a new distribution according to 
th~ combined income of the family unit. This dis­
tribution was then added to the joint returns of hus­
bands and wives and the separate returns of other 
heads of families. This resulted in a single distribution 
showing the number of families and the aggregate 
income at each income level above $5,000. 

The distribution was next adjusted to take into 
qccount the difference between the size of the national 
income for the calendar year 1935 and for the year 
ending June 30, 1936. This adjustment was made on 
the basis of relationships shown by the Department of 
Commerce figures on national income paid out in 1935, 
1935-36, and 1936, and those shown by the 1935 
Federal income tax data and preliminary data on the 
number of returns and aggregate income for 1936. 

Adjustments were then made for the understatement 
and for the nonreporting of income. The adjustment 
for nonreporting was made to allow for the failure of 
some persons to file returns, although they were subject 
to the income tax, and to care for persons whose 
salaries are not subject to Federal taxation-e. g., 
officinls of Stnte and municipnl Governments. The 
correction for understatement was made because certain 
items of income, such us profits, rents, royalties, and 
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fees, tend to be understated on the income tax returns" 
To make these adjustments it was necessary to assume 
a percentage of nonreporting unci a percentage of under­
statement which varied at the different income levels. 
In the case of nonreporting the percentages were esti­
mated on the number of returns; for understatement 
they were made on the basis of the aggregate income at 
each income level. 

Data from the Study of Consumer Purchases pro­
vided the basis for an estimate of the additional family 
income, at each income level, received by members of 
the family other thnn those already accounted for in 
the income tax returns. The same study was used to 
obtain an estimate of the nonmoney income of the 
family-e. g., the value of the occupancy of nn owned 
home--at each income level. 

The adjustments resulted, finally, in distributions 
showing the number of families and the aggregate in­
come in each income interval above $7,500. The 
national income distribution derived from the Con­
sumer Purchases data was corrected by adding at each 
income interval above $7,500 the additional number of 
families shown by the income tax data to have belonged 
in these income classes. The distribution below 
$7,500 was corrected to allow for the shifting of this 
number of families to the higher income brackets. The 
correction by income tax data raised the number of 
families with incomes of $7,500 or over from the 0.47 
percent of the total number of families indicated by the 
sample "to an estimated 1.61 percent. 

The Federal income ta.'< data supplied by the Bureau 
of Internal Rennue gave separate figures for each State 
similar to those for the total United States, though 
with no detail on sources of income, deductions, or 
type of return. By combining the State figures and 
adjusting them on the basis of the changes made in 
the national distribution, corrected distributions were 
obtained for each geographic region, showing the 
number of families and the aggregate income at ench 
income level above $i,500. 

Because the income tax figures were not classified by 
type of community, occupation, family size and color 
and nativity, the methods used in correcting the in­
come distributions for these component groups of 
families were necessarily more arbitrary. A descrip­
tion of these methods, together with a detailed account 
of the various adjustments mnde in the income tax 
data, is presented in Appendix A, section 7. 

Aggregate and Average Incomes 

The estimntes of aggregnte income presented in this 
report were built up in essentially the snme way as the 
income distributions. The Study of Consumer Pur­
chases provided information on the awrnge (nrithmctic 
mean) income nt ench income level for many of the 
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sample distributions. The average was in each case 
multiplied by the number of families at that income 
level. Where information on averages was not availa­
ble from the sample data it was necessary to compute 
the average income at each income level by correcting 
the midpoint figure on the basis of the numbers of 
families in adjacent income classes. For income classes 
abo>e $i ,500 the aggregate income was obtained from 
the adjusted income t~x data. 

The aggregate incomes at the different income levels 
were added together, and the resulting totals were then 
summed for various related groups of families to obtain 
the estimates of aggregate income presented in the 
report. The national aggregate income is the sum of 
the aggregates for component groups. 

The average (arithmetic mean) income for each group 
of families was then obtained by dividing the aggregate 
income bv the number of families in the group. This 
average i~, of course, much affected by the very high 
incomes received by a small number of families. For 
some purposes, therefore, the median income-repre­
senting the income of the middle family in the distri­
bution-is a more signifiwnt measure. Half of the 
families receive more than the median income, half 
receive less. Both the mean and the median incomes 
are shown for each group of families for which an income 
distribution is given. 

Reliability of the Estimates 

Although the nriety and number of sample distri­
butions used in distributing the families to income 
levels take into account a great many of the factors 
which make for differences in income distributions, 
nevertheless there are distinct limitations in the results 
obtained. The incomes of families may differ by rea­
son of a number of factors which could not possibly 
be measured in a Kation-wide statistical study. More­
over, in some important instances the sagJple itself was 
too small to be sure that the findings wei·e representa­
tive of the total group of families to which they were 
applied. Attention has already been directed to the 
absence of sample income data for certain sections of 
the Southern Region. 'While the sample communities 
were more scattered in other regions, the lack of 
representation of some areas and the small number of 
communities covered inevitably introduce a certain 
amount of error into the estimates.' 

On the other. l1and, the total number of families 
~umpled was large, and the sample data were found. to 
be internally consistent--that is, the variations in 
income pattern among different groups of families 
were similar in comparable communities. Where thA 

, The number of cases In the sample for diiTerent relflons and types of community 
&nrl. tor different color·natlvlty groups Is shown In tables lOA. ond llA In relation 
to the number of lamlli.ellln the population. For dl!<(1.1.~~1on o( limitations of th('S(! 
l&DIJ.ole lfJt f:!tJUlhern lanm onrJ \'illo~es. see Appendix A, pp. 54 ond 57. 
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number of families in any given sample was small, the 
resulting distributions were checked with those for 
other groups of families with similar characteristics 
before they were used. In only a few cases, and for 
relatively minor groups in the populntion, were the 
sample data so inadequate that it was necessarv to 
borrow the percentage distribution for one grou.p of 
families to use in distributing n closely-relnted group to 
the different income intervals. · 

The nationnl distribution of families by incom~ level 
is believed, therefore, to be a good approximation to 
the true situation in 1935-36. The mensurement of 
variations in the incom~pnttl'rns among broad groups 
of families, in terms of the income distributions and 
average incomes, are also considered reliable. The 
sample distributions for certain of the component 
groups, however, are more tentnth·e and hove been 
placed in Appendix B. These tcntuti\·e distributions 
include certain cross-clnssificn tions of the datu-such 
as the distributions for euch t~·pe of community within 
each region-which are useful in interpreting the find­
ings for the broader groups of fumilies. Vurious other 
cross-classific11tions used in building up the estimates 
were omitted from the appendix, as their vnlue wus not 
considered sufficient to justify their presentation. 

Incomes of All Families 

The salient findings concerning fumily inr·omes in 
1935-36 were presented in l'nrt I of the report. Chart 
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Co71$Umer l11comes 

I reproduced, in abbreviated form, the estimated dis­
tribution of all families by income level which appears 
in table 3 above. This distribution is the composite 
national picture built up from the separate income 
distributions for families of different size and com­
position, living in different parts of the country 
and belonging to distinct color and occupationnl 
groups. 

Variations in the income patterns of these component 
groups are merged in the national picture, which treats 
all 29,400,300 families as though they were similar 
consumer units, differing from ench other only in the 
amount of income received. Together these families 
comprised 91 percent of the population in 1935-36. 
They received nppro>.-imntely four-fifths of the aggre­
gate consumer income, representing a combined pur­
chasing power of almost $48 billion. 

If this purchasing power had been divided equally 
among the family units, it would have meant an income 
of $1,622 for each family. Actually, more than 4,000,000 
families received incomes of less than $500; a very few 
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received incomes of more than $1,000,000. The bulk 
of the families were concentrated in income.clnsses just 
above and below $1,000. The median family income 
was $1,160-that is, half the families receiwd less than 
that amount, half more. 

The disparity in family incomes is further revealed by 
comparing the proportion of families with the propor­
tion of aggregate income at a given income level. 
Because the unequal numbers of families in the dif­
ferent income classes render precise comparison diffi­
cult, chart 11 has been prepared to show the shares of 
aggregate income going to each tenth of the families 
from the lowest to the highest income levels. The situ­
ation is essentially the same as appeared in chart 3 for 
all consumer units, including single indi,-idunls. The 
lowest 40 percent of the families had incomes below 
$970 and received 15 percent of the totnl income; the 
next 40 percent had incomes between $970 and $2,050 
and received 35 percent of the total. The upper 20 
percent, "-ith incomes above $2,050, received 51 percent 
of the aggregate family income. 

SHARE OF AGGREGATE FAMILY INCOME RECEIVED 
. BY EACH TENTH OF NATION'S FAMILIES 

1935-36 
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In chart 12, the aggregate family income has been 
divided into tenths with the bnrs on the right indicating 
the number of families receiving each tenth. This 
comparison parallels that given in chart 5 for all con­
sumer units. The proportions of families supported 
by each tenth are almost identicul with the proportions 
shown in chart 5, although the income ranges for the 

• various groups are somewhat higher. Thus the lowest 
tenth of the aggregate family income is divided among 
the 32 percent of the families with incomes under $820, 
whereas the lowest tenth of the totul aggregate was 
divided among the 32 percent of families and single 
individuals with incomes under $760. 

The national distribution tells in summary fashion 
what family incomes were in 1935-36, but it inevitably 
conceuls the incomes received by specific groups of 
families. Estimates of the incomes of the major com­
ponent groups of families are presented in succeeding 
sections of the report. They permit comparison of 
family incomes by size of family, by region, by type of 
community, by occupation, and by color and nativity. 

National Resources Committee 

Incomes of Families of Different Sizes 

As the preceding discussion has pointed out, family 
size is related to family income in two opposing ways. 
On the one hand, the number of earners and the age 
of the prinripul earner-and consequently the total 
family earnings-are apt to increase with family size. 
On the other hand, family needs also tend to increase 
with family size, so that a larger income is necessary 
to maintain the same standard of living. Hence if the 
relative adequacy of family incomes is to be revealed, 
it is important to discover the proportions of fnmilies 
of each size at the various income levels. 

Comparisons of the incomes of families of different 
sizes are necessarily confined in this report to the non­
relief group, since the sample data for the relief group 
did not permit tabulation in this mnnner. As tuble 4 
indicates, approximately 15 percent of the totulnurnber 
of families rcceiwd some form of work relief or direct 
relief at some time during the yenr. The shnre of the 
aggregate fumily income received by these relief fumilies, 
however, amounted to only 7 percent und the meun in-

PROPORTION OF NATION'S FAMILIES RECEIVING 
EACH TENTH OF AGGREGATE FAMILY INCOME 
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TABLE 4.-Average and aggregate incomes of nonrelief families of four sizes and of relief families,! 193/i-36 

Families 
Avern~::e 

A vernge income A~grel!nle income 

number 
ReliE>flltntus nnd size of family or Per family persons p., 

Kumher Percent "" rnpita. Amount Percent 
family :\Iedlan Mean (mean) (in thousands) 

Fnmillcs not recch·ing reller: 
2 persons ......... __ ... ______ -------····- .... --------------------- .......... ---
3-4 flt'rson!L ......... --------- __ .. ------------ ____________ .................... __ 
!>-fl persotu .............. ........................ -- .. -- ....................... _. 

0, 668.800 22. i 2. 0 $1,130 $1,549 $774 $10,329,539 21.7 
11,170,400 38.0 3.' 1,360 1,1;64 542 20, RZ~. 778 43.6 
4, 804.400 16. 3 5.4 1,370 1,005 3.55 9, 151,457 JR2 

; or more persons .... --- .. ---.--- ..... ------------------------------------· ---- 1_-,-:-.__:_:_1 __ _:_c_l_-__:c_1-----=c:_i-~c:._l----'--=--1-_::=:..:::+-_::.::_ 
All nonrellef tamilie.<~. _ .................................. _ ......... ---------· _ 

2, 269,600 7. 7 8.1 I,ZIS 1, 71:17 221 4, 05.'i, 1:.!6 8. 5 

2.J, 913, 200 84.7 3_8 $1,285 $1, i81 $i6.1 $44,359,900 93.0 
15.3 4.5 685 740 165 7.0 F11milles re<."Civlng some relil'C '··· ............................. ---------------------

l------l----l-----:-----1---_c-----·l---~~-:------
4, 487, 100 3, 319, 3..18 

3 •I ''· 62'.! I $-ii, 679, 2381 .\11 fu"llllles .. ........................ _ ................................. _. ___ _ 29,400, 300 100.0 $1,100 $411 100.0 

1 Fnmllles are cla.~itlE'd as recel\'log relid if they receh·ed any direct or work relief Chowe\·er little) at any time during- year. Many such families were dependent on relief 
for purt of the y('nr only, and then may hn\'C been only partially dependent. The inC"omes of the relief group therefore include earnings !rom regular employment and other non-
tell('( income ns well as direct relief, in cash ond kind, and work-relief. eurnings. For further explanation, see Appendix A, p. 41. . 

eo me per family to only $7 40. Their omission from the 
rlussification of fumilies by size reduces appreciably the 
proportion of families found in the lower income levels. 

The classification of the 24,900,000 nonrelief families 
into four size groups, shown in table 4, indicates that 
more thnn a fourth of the total number are two-person 
families, and more than two-fifths are three- and four­
person fumilie&. The seven- or more-person families 
constitute the smnllest of the four groups, including 
l~ss than a tenth of all nonrelief fumilies. The propor­
tions of fumilies in the different size groups are bused on 
the sumple duta from the Study of Consumer Purchases. 
They differ from those shown by census classifications 
in two respects: First, because relief families are omitted 
from the break-down, and second, because the definition 
o.f the "economic" family used in the study differs some­
what from the census definition of a family.• Both of 
these differences tend to reduce slightly the proportion 
of fumilies of larger size. As table 4 indicates, the aver­
nge size of family for the relief group is 4.5 persons as 
compared with 3.8 persons for the nonrelief group, and 
3. 9 for all families. 

The essential similarity of the income distributions 
for the four sizes of fnmilies is shown in chart 13, and in 
the more detailed figures presented in table 5. The 
chief difference appears in the relatively greater concen­
tration of two-person fumilies in the low ineome levels. 
This difl'erence is to be e>.-pected, in view of the smaller 
number of earners in these families and the shorter 
averuge period of enrning experience on the pnrt of the 
hend of the family. If the fnmilies in each size group 
were further clussificd according to the nwnber of 
NlriWI'S unci the age of the principal earner, significnnt 
difl'crcnccs in income distribution would undoubtedly be 
revculcd. Such classificntion, unfortunntely, was not 
feusible in connection with the present study. 

Compurison of the avernge incomes received by fnmi­
lies in C11ch of the four size groups has nlreudy been made 

' For C:\}Jiunution of this dlllerorwc, S('(' .:\JIJK'ndlx A, p . .CO. 

in chart 9. The mean income of two-person families­
$1,549-is the lowest of the four groups, but that for 
seven or more persons is next to the lowest. The In tter 
average, in fact, is only slightly above $1,781, the mean 
income for nil sizes of family combined. This result, 
as already in pnrt explnined, may be accounted for by 
the fnct that fully half of the nonrelief families of seYCn 
or more persons are fnrm families, and more than hnlf 
are families living in the South.1fr Since farm incomes are 
relatively low-and also incomes in the Southern 
States-the mean income for nil families of seven or 
more persons is lowered. 

10 St-c tetble 318. 
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T.<BLE 5.-Percentage listn"butions of nonrelief familia 1 of four 

sizes, by income level, 1985-86 

Income level 

Families or 
A.ll rsmi-1---~---.--...,.--­

lics 

l"nMr $"-'iO •••••••••••• -------- 28 
$2.10-$5<XL .•.....•............. f.S 
$.5((}-$;.5(L ---- ---·- ------- ..••. 11.3 
$';'50-$1.000 .••• ---- ·- 13.4 
$1,()00-$1,250.- -------.-- 13.2 

$1,2.50-$1,500 ... ---------. ------ 10.8 
$1,5(N)-.$1, j'.iO .•• ------------ ---- 9.1 
$1, 7ro-$'.!,(1CXL .......•......... 7.3 
$2,001-!2.2''0 .. -.- -------------- 5. 5 
$2,2ro-l2,500 ................... 4.0 
$2,500-$3,000 ................... 5.2 
$S,()())-$3,.'i(XL ••.••• ------.----. 3.0 
$3,5CQ-$.4,t(KL .. --- ••• --------- 1.8 
$4,(l()()...$4,5fl0_------. -------. --- 1.0 
$1,500--$S,OOO •.•• -. -·--- •. ------ . 6 

$5,000-$7,501.-. -------------- .• 1.3 
$7,500-$10,00}_.- --------------. .8 
$IO,COl and O\'l"r --------------·1 1.1 

.o\llll"\'('L<i .. _ -------------1 100.0 

... 
2persons persons 

5. I 21 
10. 7 6.8 
128 10.4 
14.2 127 
13.. 13.2 
10. I 11.1 
8.2 9.6 
6.3 8.0 
4.7 5.8 
3.5 4.4 
3.8 5.8 
2.2 3.2 
L2 1. 9 
.1 1.0 

•• .6 
.9 1.4 
.6 .8 
.9 1.2 

100.0 100.0 

.... 
"'"''"'" 

1.1 
6.3 

10.4 
13. 5 
12.1 
11.2 
9.1 
7. 7 
5.9 
4.3 
5.9 
3.4 
2.2 
1. 4 
.1 

1.6 
.8 

1.2 

100.0 

~ 

7ormorc 
persons 

1.9 
7- g 

13.2 
H.8 
12.9 
10.1 
8.7 
6.3 
5.0 

·~ 5.3 
3.0 
1.7 
1. 1 
.8 

1.4 
. 5 

1.3 

100.0 

1 Excludl"S all families fl.'('eh·in~: any direct or \\'ork rt"lief (however Uttle) at any 
time during year. For further exphwation. see AppendlJ: A. p. 41. 

For none of the four sizes of family does the mean 
income vary widely from the mean for all nonrelief 
families combined. The median incomes show even 
less variation, ranging from $1,130 for two-person 
families to $1,370 for five- and six-person families. 

Regional Differences in Family Incomes 

The different sections of the United States are so 
diverse in their agricultural and industrial character­
istics that significant differences in income patterns are 
not surprising. Some of these differences, such as the 
prevailing disparity between incomes in the South and 
in other regions, have long been common.~owledge. 
Recent' Government policies directed toward the con­
servation of natural resources and the rehabilitation of 
depressed areas have also focused attention on the 
exceedingly low economic status of consumer groups in 
particular problem areas. But no large body of com­
parable data has been available for comparison of 
family incomes in different geographic regions. 

TABLE 6.-Average int:ome8 of families in fwe geographic regiom, 
based on sample data, 1 1986-SB 

A \'erngc Income per family 

Geographic region :\fedlan Mean 

All famllles Nonrellef All famUies 1\'"onrf'llrf 
families J famllles 1 

New Enll:land .•. ______ • __ $1,230 $1.365 $1,810 $2,011 
North Ct>ntnll ••••••••••. 

'· 2110 
1,410 1, 783 I, l1i3 &uth ____________ -----··· 005 .. 5 1,326 I, 431 

Mountain and Plains ____ 1,040 1.220 1,363 1,531 
Pacific ...•.. ------------- 1. 335 I. 4,ij5 I, 775 I, lfJ7 

1 Fm· !om lion of Mmmunltles lnf'ludl.'fl In sam pit>, llffl chart 10. For dbcwalon of 
Jlmitfltllln'i of the tf'llillmd compari!Wm, st>e l'P· 18, 22-ZJ. 56, and 57. 

1 The nonreli(•f group t>xclurlcs all famllie. reo:!lvlng any dlrt'Ct or work rf'llef (how. 
ever IJttleJ at any lime during )'ear. For further e:cplaoatlon, sec ApJit'Ddlx A, p. 42. 

The estimates presented in this report throw some 
light on these regional variations. But, as has already 
been emphasized, the sample communities in the 
various regions were too few in number and too poorly 
distributed to insure findings adequately reprcsenta-
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tive of all of the population living in each region. The 
results shown in tllis section of the report are therefore 
limited to the average incomes of the families in euch 
region. These figures nppenr in table 6. The distribu­
tions of the families by income level nrc included in the 
more tentative material shown in Appendbc B. 

In obtaining these uvernges the communities co,·ered 
in the Study of Consumer Purchases were grouped 
according to the five geographic regions shown on the 
mup in chart 10. These re!,...jons differ widely in area, 
and also in the number of fumilies living within their 
boundaries. Each region wus represented in the sum pie 
data by from 7 to 12 cities, from 14 to 46 villages, nnd 
from 2 to 22 farm counties." The number of fumiliPs 
co,·ered by the sumple in relution to the total number 
in the region wus highest in the three regions with 
relntinly small populations-the Pacific, the Mountain 
and Plains, and New England Regions, and lowest in 
the two heavily populated n•gions-the North Centrnl 
and the South. In uccordnnce w;tl, the usuul proce­
dure followed in the study in combining snmple dutn, 
the figures for the various communities in l'uch l"l'!,.,;on 
were weighted nccordin!\ to the relative importunce of 
each type of community, each size of family, and cuch 
color-nativity group in thl' totul family populution in 
the region. The distribution for ench region WllS then 
corrected by income tax data." 

The relative economic status of the families in these 
five regional samples, ns mensured by the income re­
CI'ived by the average fnmily, is shown first in tnble 
6 for relief and nonrelief families combined. According 
to tllis comparison, the fnmilies in the New England 
Region, with a mean income of $1,810, fared slightly 
better-in terms of dollar income--than the families 
in other regions. The fnmilies in the North Centrul 
and in the Pacific Reh>ions came next in order, with 
mean incomes of $1,786 nnd $1,775, respectively. 
The nvemges for the l\lountnin and Plnins Hegion und 
for the snmple covered in the South were considPruhly 
lower, amounting to $1,363 and $1,326. 

It must be rememberl'd in interpreting thl'se dilfer­
encl's that the n veruges nrc nff ectcd by the concen trn­
tion of very high incomes nmong fumilics lh·ing in !urge 
cities, and that these fnmilies nrc relutivl'ly more numer­
ous in the New Englund, North Centrul, and l'ncilic 
Stutes. It must ulso be borne in mind that tho nvcrngcs 
for the South, and for the Mountuin and l'luins Region 
ns well, nre weighted by u relatively !urge proportion of 
fnrm fnmilics.'3 Furthermore, it shou!J be ret'ulled 

II For list ol88mple oommunltlf'fl, 114'0 tnhlo 1.\ rw•l A J•r~entllx A, pp, fH7. 
11 

f"orcompnrlson ornumhcrolfnmlllt'l'lln tho IIOJIU)nllun nnd numhtor In tho ltmnplo 
In tfleh relflnn,llce table lOA. Fnr eomJtnrl~on of tulnllm·omo rN't'l\'00 hy nil con­
sumers In en(•h fl'lllon Clncludln~ IIIIIJ.~Ie Jnrllvlrlllllht nwllu~tllltlionnll'ftllhlllnls) w ltl1 
tt>l{lonal Income cz;tlmatC8 Jlrtl(mted by tho Niltlf)llll) Jndustrlul Confcrenoo Uuur•l, 
1ce I'· 36. 

u For number of fnmllle5 Jiving In tnch t)'Jl(l of community within onch rn.:lnn. 
fl4'fl table JOA. 
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that costs of living differ from one part of the country 
to another, and also that the comparison is for a par­
ticular 12-month period in 1935 and 1936. Any 
abnormal conditions during that period, such as the 
drought and wheat rust in the Mountain and Plains 
area, are reflected in the estimates. 

The median family incomes in the five regional 
samples also appear in table 6. They run considerably 
lower than the mean incomes and show a somewhat dif­
ferent order of ranking. The highest median income, 
of $1,335, was found in the Pacific Region, and the 
lowest, of $905, in the South. New England was in 
a middle position with a median family income of 
$1,230. 

When all families that received relief at some time 
during the year are excluded from the estimates, the 
average incomes are, of course, appreciably higher. 
As table 6 indicates, the percent of increase, for both 
the median and the mean incomes, is approximately 
the same in all of the regions-in the neighborhood of 10 
percent. The figures for the Mountain and Plains 
Region show a slightly higher proportionate increase, 
and those for the South a slightly smaller one. These· 
differences correspond with the slight differences in the 
percentage of families receiving relief in the five regions. 
In the Mountain and Plains Region, 20 percent of all 
families are included in the relief group, and in the 
South, a little less than 14 percent. The proportions 
for the other regions fall between these two figures.'• 

Rural-Urban Differences in Family Incomes 

The contrast between the incomes of rural families 
and of those living in cities of different size has already 
been indicated by the figures presented in chart 7. 
These differences are shown in fuller detail in the next 
group of charts and tables. 

u For percentage or relief families ln each region, see table 9A. 
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The estimates available for these rural-urban com­
parisons relate only to nonrelief families, and hence do 
not tell the complete story of how family incomes differ 
from one type of community to another. H the 4.\f 
million families that received relief had been included 
in the estimates, the proportion of families in the lower 
income intervals would have been appreciably greater, 
and the average income per family appreciably lower. 
Except in the case of farm families, however, the rela­
tive position of the different types of community would 
have been little altered, for the proportion of families 
receiving ~elief at some time during the year showed 
little variation with size of community. The highest 
proportion was found in the rural nonfarm areas, where 
19 percent of all families received some relief, and the 
lowest proportion (except for farms) in metropolises of 
1,500,000 population and over, where about 15 percent 
received relief. The percentage for farm families wns 
distinctly lower, nvemging 9 percent for all of the fnrm 
counties sampled. Hence the inclusion of the relief 
group in the estimates would have had relatively less 
effect on the figures for farm incomes." 

The division of the 25 million nonrelief families 
among the six types of community considered in the 
study appears in table 7. More than 6 million, or 
one-fourth of the total number, were farm families, 
and about 4)!; million were rural families living in com­
munities of less than 2,500 population or in the open 
country but not on farms. Of the 14 million urban 
families, nearly 3 million lived in the four great me­
tropolises"iil the North Central Region-New York, 
Chicago, Philadelphia, and Detroit. Over 4)!; million 
lived in large cities of 100,000 to 1,500,000 population 
in various sections of the country, about 2)!; million in 
middle-sized cities, and the remaining 4 million in small 
cities or tmvns of 2,500 to 25,000 population. 

u For perrentage of relief famlli£>s in each type of oommunlty In e&r"ll region, see 
table 9A. For sources of estimates, see .4.ppe.ndli A, p. 73-i4. 

TABLE 1.-Average and aggregate incotn88 of nonrelief families 1 in six types of commU11ity, 1985-36 

Families .-\,·em~::e 
.\\"ernJro Income Aggregate im•ome 

number 
)Jer family 

1'ype or l'OillOIUillty of persons 

X umber 
.~, 

Median Menn Amount Percent family (in thousands) Percent 

MetroiM•li!ICS: I 
l,MXI,OOO population and over---··· ....•...................... _ ................ ---- ...... -

Lll11te cltl«~: 
100,000 to 1,.'100,000 population . ......................................................... -. 

Mlddle-sl1ed cities: 
. 2..\,000to 100,000 population ........................................... --------------------
Smnll cities: 

2. soo. 000 11.3 3.5 $1, j3() $2.otH $7,591,014 li.l 

4, 666,700 18.7 3.5 1.560 2, ITT 10, 161,241 22.9 

2, 607,600 10.4 3.7 1.360 1,813 ~.~161 10.7 

2,ll00 to 25,000 population •....... -.------ ..... ---- .. ------------------------------------· -l---,-,----1---1 
All urban communities .. _ ..... - ... -- .... --- .. -.--------- .. ----·---·-·------·-········ --1=;;;,~;;,;,1=~~~ 

Huml nonrarm oommunltlos J •• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

-I,Oi9, 700 IU 3.7 1.200 1, 6."3 6. 0-14.813 15.2 

1-1,160,900 56.8 3.6 $1,-105 $2.06< $29. 22S,. 229 ''"'. 
... 585, 700 IS. -1 3.7 $1,210 $1,607 $7,301,101 16.6 

!o"urDlS ••••••••••••••••.•........•••..•..•••..•....•••••••••••••••••••.....•.......••.••••••... I---'--I---I---II---1---I--'----I:---6, 166,000 2-1.8 ... ... 1.259 7, 063.570 10. 5 

Allrumlcommunules .................................................................. ,=~~~~=~~~===::~l:=c~~~==;:~~~~~~~~=~;;,; 
A II comntunlUcs ... _ ........•.. ---- ..... ·--- .. __ ...... ~ ·----- .............. __ .. -----. 

10,752,300 43.2 ~- 2 $I, OW $1,-IOS $15, 134,671 34. I 

2--1,913, 200 100.0 3.8 $1, 2S.5 $1, iSI $-1-1,359,900 100.0 

1 J<;xcludt'S nil rnmiii('S rocelvln~t any dlroct or work relief (llowo\'Or little) nt any time duri~ yoor. Forfnrther e."<planatlon, see .o\ppendlx .\, p. -12. 
1 Metropolises or this sl1e are In North Central Hcglon only (New York, C'hll'fl!%0, Phllndelphia, nod Detroit). 
•lucludes fumlltes Uvlng In communities with popuiuUoo under 2.600, and faw.UJos Jiving Jo the OJ>CD country but not on lamts. 
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As tnble i sho.\·s, the families in !urge cities nnd in 
the metropolises received somewhu~ !urger shares of 
the total family income in relation to their numbers in 
the population, and hnd the highest average .income\; 
per family. Farm families received a. smaller relati,·e 
shore ·of the aggregate, and luul the lowest a\·e~age 
incon1e. .. 
AVERAGE INCOMES OF NON RELIEF. FAMILIES 

IN SIX TYPES OF COMMUNITY 
' 

1935-36 
... 

MEDIAN MEAN 
INCOME INCOME 

FARMS ~C- ~g( ' 

RURAL NONFARM ijij( eo~· UNDER '2.,500 

SMALL CITIES . ~Ct- COO• 2.500- 25,00"0 

• 
' ijij€ eoet MIDDLE SIZED CITIES 

25,000- 100,000 

LARGE CITIES 00~, eoegt 100,000--1,100,000 

METROPOLISES * ~0~~ 00000 ~ 1,500,000 a OVER 

, . 
• 

EACH. DISC REPRESENTS $500 OF I NCO ME FOR THE YEAR 
BASED ON TASl£·7 

CHAUT 14 

The mean and the median family incomes for the four 
sizes.of cities and for the two types of rural community 
are -compared g'rnphically in chart 14. Both sets of 
averages show the progressive rise in income )evel with 

-increasing urbanizatiofl:. The median inron1es, ranging 
from $96.5jorfurms to $l,i30 for metropolises, vary less 
widely than do the means, since they are less affected by 
the very high incomes of the families at the top of the 
incqme scale. For farm families the meun incom6 was 

.81,2.59, but for families living in metropolises, where the 
runge of incomes iS widest, it reached the strikingly high 
fig>rre of $2,704. The median income for all urban 
nonrelid fnp1ilies was $1,4 75 as compm;ed with $1,070 
for rural families; the corresponding mean incoines were 
82.064 and $1,408. 
• .. Chart 15 bears out the story told by the averuges 
us to the relnti,·e income status of fumilies in the six 
typr3 of eommunity. Fuirn famili<'s ore conspiru­
OTL~ly mns.,ed in tbe lower income lt•Yels-52 percent 
fulling below '•$1 ,000. Hurul nonfurm families aud 
fumilit•s li\'ing in small cities are most numerous in the 
irJ<·orne clttss<'s between $WO and $1,500. The distribu­

. tions for miclclle-sized nnd !urge cities show more dis-

.. ' 

• 
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pcrsion through the middle income ranges, and that 
for rn<>trop~llises shows a distinctly larger proportion 
of familit•s in the higher 1~\·els. Seven percent of the 
nwtmpolitan fumilit•s l:,.,.,,ived incomes of $5,000 and 
over, as compt11'<'<1 ,\·ith a little oYer 1 perc<>nt of furm 

lamilies. The proportion of nonrPiiPf families in the 
seYeral types of comrnunit~· at euch income lt>Hl are 
compared in table 8 with the proportions of ·all non­
relief families nt the sun1e lt•Yels. 
. The disciJssion of Ynria tion in r.eul inconws in ll pre­
ceding st•ction of tlw r<'por~ bus t•mphnsizetl the limita­
tions of these ~llnr figt!rt's. as· a nwusure of th£> actual 
differences in' et·onomic stu t us hPIWe<'n rurul and urbun 
fnmilies.'~ The points mt•ntiOiwtl in thnt discu,;,;ion 
need.not be r<'peat<>d here. Howt•ver, somt> further 
comment is requir<'d r<'gnrding the eo\·<'rnge of the 
sample ·data OJ\ which the income di~t riliutions for puch 
type of community were J,i,;rtl .. 

In choosing the conununiti<•s to be inrlud<'d in the 
Study of Consumer Pu~chnses "" nttempt wns mndc to 

.. Set> J!p. 11-1~!. .. 
INCOME DISTRIBUTIONS OF NONRELIEF FAMILIES 

IN SIX TYPES OF 'COMMUNITY 

INCOME 
LEVEL 

METROPOLISES 
(l#X),DQO .. OO"U) 

UNDER 1500 ~ 

IOOO•>j)OO .. I . 
• 1,000•1,.500~ 

I 
s t..e-00•2,000 ~ 

sz,ooo-uoo ... I 
t 2,500·3,000 ~ 
I 3.000·•.000 ~ 

s ... ooo·s.ooo 1 
I 

I 5,000&0YER. 

INCOME 
LE\'EL 

0 10 20 

SMALL CITIES 
~~.KtO·J,.o.:;QJ 

• 2,000-2,&00 

I 2,.500·3,000 

I 3,000·4.000 ~ 

.... 000 •5,000 

0 10 20 

8.t.&ED ON lABL.E 8 

193:.·36 

lARGE CITIES 
( 00 000' O.)OO,OC..OI ,-f-.. 

0 20 

RURAL NON FARM 
(~~Z't~ I,!.CAll 

,---
.ifi 

I 
I 
I 

MIDDLE SIZED CITIES 

• FARMS 

0 10 20 .so 
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avoid communities that were satellites of larger cities 
and did not represent distinct degrees of urbanization 
in themselves." Accordingly, no suburban villages or· 
cities were included in the sample. As· a result, the 
income figures for rural-nonfarm communities and for 
small cities are possibly somewhat lower than they 
should be. 

TABLE B.-Percentage. distributions of nonrelief families 1 in six 
typea of community, by income level, 1985-86 

Families lh·lng in-

Urban communltil!s Rumlcom-
muolties . All Income level ram Illes Metrop- L..,.e Middle- Small sltt>d· Oli!'eS,J cit I~. eitiPS, cities, • 1,500,1XXl lOO,tm 20,000 2,500 X on· (JOpula.- to to to tarmJ Farm . tlon 1,500.000 IOO,()(X) 20,000 

and ""f."'"' (Xl~JUIB· 
popula-

over • 1 OD tion . : 1100 .. .. -------------
t;mlf'r $2!.0 . ......... 2. 8 ], 7 2.0 2.4 3. I 3.0 3.8 
$250-$.'iOlL ........... 7. 8 2.8 ••• 5.5 6.3 8.9 13. y 
$."{10-$7YI_ . .......... 11. 3 •. 2 7.6 ••• 10.3 11. 8 18.0 
S7."~J-$l,IXML .•••••••. 13.4 8.5 10.5 13.fl 13.. 14.-1 16.6 
SI,00>-$1,250 .... .... 13.2 10 . .9 IH 13.9 H.6 14.0 12.8 

$1,2.'10-JI,liOO ..••• •• - 10.8 11.0 10.6 ll. 6 11. 1 !I. 6 9.S 
$1J>~:Xl-SI, 7."JJ .... .... 9. I 10.8 10.0 g_ 7 ••• 9.1 7. 0 
$1,750-$2,tliKL • ... __ . 7.3 ~- 7 9.0 8. 5 7.8 6. 5 "' S'.!,IJ{W)-$2,2-'iO • ••• --.- 5.5 ... 6.9 6.1 5.8 5.1 3. I 
$2,2:,0...$:!,0CO • ••• ---. 4.0_ ... 5.5 4.5 <.0 3.4 :!.S 

$?,.".00--tl,fXXL .. ..... 5.2 8.5 7. 1 5.4 5.3 ••• 2.9 
$3.111n--$J.~. -- ....... 3.0 4. j •. 2 3.1 3. 1 2. 3 1.6 
S:l.t.00-$4 .000.- ------ 1.8 ••• 2. 7 1. j 1. j ], 3 1.0 
$4,1100-$-l,f.otl.--- ---- ].0 ). i 1.6 1.0 .8 .8 .s 
S-l,f.OO-$S,OOO •••• •••• . 6 ,9 •• .7 • 5 •• . 3 

S..VKlfl-$7,500 ... ..... 1.3 21 1.8 ], 3 1.1 1.4 .6 
$7,500--$10,1100.------ . 8 1.6 1.1 ,6 •• . 6 •• $10,000 and o\·cr ..... 1.1 3.3 1.7 t.O • 6 .8 •• ------ ----------

.o\lllc\'el!: ..... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1 Exdud~ all Jam 1111'S n'<'Oh·lng an)' direct or work rt>Jicf (howl'n~r little) at anr 
time during )'Par. I-' or furthl'r explanRllon, !'f'<' ·"Jl{lendlx A, Jl. 42. 

t MPtropoll-.es orthl'l sbc nro In North C'entrul telo!ion only (Nl'\\' York, Chletijro, 
Phlladl'lphln, and Dl'trolt). 

~ Indudl'~ fnmllil's lh·in~r in oommunltll's with population under 2,500, nnd fnmlll<'s 
Jh·iug In the OJX'D country but not on fum1s. 

Similarly, the farm areas snmpled in the Study of 
Consumer Purchases were chosen to represent the more 
importnnt types of farming, and cannot be considered 
a rnndom snmple adequately representative of nil farm 
areas. The snmple nreas in the South, particulnrly, 
afforded a poor basis for estimating farm incomes in 
that region. In extending the snmple dnto. to the 
Southern farm population, use wns made of information 
on fnrm incomes in Southern States obtained from 
various sources, ns a bnsis for weighting the distribu­
tions shown by the Study of Consumer Purchases. 18 

But the final estimates for farm fnmilies in the South 
are considered distinctly less r<'linble than those for 
other sections of the co'tmtry. 

In general, the coverage of the sample dnta is less 
· .ndequnte for both the farm and the rural-nonfnrm popu-

It 'I' he hwlis of eholco of communities wns determined by the maJor purpo.-,e of tho 
study-tho anai)·!IIS of variations in fomlly expenditure among dltrerent groups of the 
populotlon. . 

11 For explnnnUon oft his prorodure, !ICO AJlpendh: A. pp. 54 ond ,r.,7, 

7~7:lo•-ss--a 
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In tion than for urban families, and less ndequn te for 
small cities than for those of larger size.19 Although 
the sample included only 20 cities of 25,000 population 
and over, ns compared-with 22 small cities, 140 villages 
and 56 fnrm counties,20 the greater number of families 
·available for sampling in the larger communities re­
sulted in a higher ratio of number of families in the 
sample to t)le total number in the population. 

Occupational Differences in Family Incomes 

Differences in frunily incomes among the various 
occupational groups are considerably more pronounced 
than the family-size, regional, and type-of-community ' 
differences already discussed . 

The occupational group into which a family was 
placed for purposes of this study was detennined by 
the occupation from which the largest amount of all 
family earnings wns derived, rather than by the occu­
pation of the principal earner. Income received from 
investments and property or from other souths did 
not affect this clnssification, although such income, 
was, of course, included in the totnl income determ~ing 
the income level to which the family belonged, The 
definitions of the major occupational groups conform 
with those used in the Study of Consumer Purchases, 
and .follow, in general, the groupings developed by the 
Federal Emergency Relief Administrntion and later 
adopted by the '\Yorks Progress Administration. 21 

Families thnt had received relief nt any tune during 
the schedule year were necessarily excluded from the 
occupationnl distributions, since the sample income data 
for relief families were not available by occupational 
group at the time the distributions were prepared. 
Because of this omission, and becnuse supplementary 
family eamers do not nppenr separately in the classi­
fication, ·th~ proportions between the several groups 
differ considerably from those shown hy the census and 
by other occupational clnssifications. As was pointed 
out above, the proportion of families in the wage­
earner group is unusually low, because of the relatively 
high incidence of relief among fnmilies in this category. 

The numbers of nonrelief families in the eight occu" 
pational groups used in the study are shown in table 9, 
together with the avernge and aggregate incomes of 
each group. Avernge incomes are compared graphically 
in chnrt 16. Wage-earning and fnrming"' families are 
most numerous, representing 38 percent and 25 percent, 

11 For oom)larh:on ofnnmher offnmllit'S In the JlOlmla.tlon and numbfr In thEOsample 
for t>twh typo of ('ommunity, !lee table lOA. 

to For ll!it of rommunilll\.'l Included in the Study of Commmer Pureh&..~'l. but not 
lneludEOd In the Income estlmoles Jlre.:>ented In this report, see footnoteS. p. 61. In 
Appendix A. 

tl W. p. A., C'lrrular No.2, Occupntional C'la:'S!Rratlon and CodE', July ltl3.'\, and 
Cirrulnr No, 2 A, IndEO:t of Ol"Cupatlons. See also Appondh: A, p. 4-l. 

tJ Farm families were defined on the !~Bille ba.sl.s for both tile type of community 
and the oet'Upatlonal ciR.-:si8cutlons. 
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respectively, of the total. The same two groups had 
the lowest mean incomes-$1,289 for the wage-earning, 
and $1,259 for the farming group. The group co\·ering 
"other" occupations came next in order, with a mean 
income of $1,696; this group includes a small number 
of families deriving their main .earnings from farming 
but living in cities or villages and hence excluded from 
the farm group. It also includes all nonrelief families 
that received no income from earnings during the year. 

TABLE 9.-Average and aggregate incomes of nonrdief families 1 

in eight occupational groups,2 1.935-86 

Families -"-n~m~e lnrome Aln!Tf'JHile lm>tnne per family 

Occupational greup 
Amount 

I p~'""' Number Percent :Median Mean (in thou-
sanm) 

--
Wage-earning _______ ---- 9, 459,300 37.9 $1,175 $1,289 $12, 189,038 27.5 Farming,. ______________ 

6. 100.600 24.8 96.1 1,2W 7, 763, s;o Ij_ 5 ClericaL ____________ .. 3,62tl, 200 1<.5 1, 710 1,001 .6,893, b35 15.5 
Business: 

Salaried.- .. -------- 1, 112. f)()) 4.5 2.485 4,212 4, 686, 002 10.11 
Independent •• ___ .. 2, 372,700 9.5 1, 515 2, 5!7 6, ().13, -151 13.6 

Professional: 
Salaried_--.-------. 989.200 4.0 2. 100 3,087 3, 053, .'i68 6.9 
Independent ....... 340, OCK) 1.4 3. 540 6.i:U 2, 295,009 5. 2 

Other t. ---------------- 8-15, 700 3.4 i.f5 1,696 1, 434, IOi 3.2 ---All groups. _______ :u, 913,200 100.0 $1,285 $1, iS I $44,359,000 100.0 

1 Excludes aU families receh·ing-any direct or wcrk relief (howe,·er little) at any 
time during year. Forfurt.berexplanation,see A ppendh: A, p. 42. 

2 Families are classified according to occupation from which Jar~Zf!!':t amount of 
family earnings was deri't"ed, rather than according to occupation of the )Jrinclpal 
earner. Forfurtherexplanatlon.see f,· 25 and Appendix A. p. Y. 

'Inclndes families IIYing on farms n rural area.., only. 
• Includes families with no income from earnings during the year, and \"illa~;e and 

city 1amilies with major earnings from farming, 

The clerical group-the third g-roup in numerical 
importance--was next in size of income, the mean for 
the group amounting to $1,901. The independent 
business group came next, with the salaried professional 
and the salaried business groups following. The inde­
pendent professional group, much the smallest in num­
ber, had by far the highest mean income, $6,734. 

The median incomes are lower than the means for all 
of the occupational groups, and distinctly lower for 
families in "other" occupations and for independent 
professional families. Half of the "other" occupation 
families received incomes of less than $745, and half of 
the independent professional group had incomes under 
$3,540. While this median for the latter group is 
much lower than the mean income of the group it is 
nevertheless distinctly higher than the medians for ony 
of the other occupational groups. 

Striking differences in the range and concentration of 
incomes in the occupational groups are shown in 
chart 17. 1\Iore detailed comparison~ of the income 
distributions nre presented in table 10. Farm families, 
as the preceding discussion indicated, are quite scarce 
in the upper income ranges. More than 8.5 percent of 
them appear in the income clusses below $2,000, more 
than half below $1 ,000. The wage-earning families 
are equally concentrated below $2,000, with a ncgli-
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gible proportion-two-tenths of 1 percent-in the 
$5,000 nnd over group. ~lnny of these wage-earner 
incomes, it must be remembered, included the enrnings 
of severn! members of the family, and nil of the earners 

TABLE 10.-Per~ntage distributions of nmart'lief families t in 
seven occupational groups,'l bu iru·omc level, 1985-;~tJ 

Fumlllcsln-

Duslnl\!i.!l groU)J J>rofe,~lunul 

Income len~ I Wn~:e- Cieri· 
~troup 

J.'unn-enrn-
I no (,~1 lng groufJJ group lnde- )IItle-jCWUJJ S•Uurle<l pend· Sulurled J.CIHI• 

cnt on~ 

------------------
l'ncler 12!30 •• __ . 3.0 3." 0.6 0.1 1.6 0. j 0.2 
12!10-$.'.UL •.... - i . .') 13. u 1.7 .3 6. t 1. 7 •• $!,00..$iW - 12.0 U\.0 •. 6 1.3 D.l 3.1 1. 2 
1i7flfJ-$1,fXIO lfl.2 lfl.6 0.2 2.0 10.0 ... 2.6 
$1,l.W-$t,:l60." ~ ~: Hl.2 12.tS 11.8 •. 1 12.4 6.8 5. 1 

$1,2!J0..$1,.0,00_- 12.7 ••• 12.0 ~.8 O.R D.l •. 6 
$l,!J00-$1,7!1()_ ... ••• 7.0 12. I 0.1 0.0 ••• :t.K 
$1 '';'!MJ--$2,((11)_ - -- .. -·-- 7.4 ... 11.0 9.3 7.6 10. ~ •. 0 
.$2,1XXJ-$2,2!i0 __ ..• . ••• 3.1 ••• 8.0 6.3 ••• C! 
$2,~$'./JJOO.--. a.2 2 .• 7. 1 7. 7 ••• 7 .• .'>.2 

$2,.'ll0-$:J,(JJO- -- . -- ..•.. 3.tl 2.9 8.0 11.8 6.2 10. ~ • •• $:1.(J(IIJ-$:i,rll:i0 ••••••••••• 1.7 1.6 5. 0 0.2 a.K 7.0 •. 1 
$:1.fJ00-$4,f'{)f). - -- ••. ---- ·" 1.0 2.7 6.1 2 .• ll.2 6.0 
S--I,(JJ0-$4,!AJO ......•.... .4 ·" 1.4 a. o l.R :,.!.K 4.3 
$-I,(J()()..$6,GOO ....••..... .2 .a •• Z.l'i I. 2 2. 0 3.8 

$!,,000 nnd o\"er. _ •• __ .. .2 l.4 l.M If}. :t 7.8 s .. "i 37.4 --- ------------------Allle\"els ••• _ •... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1 Exeludee oil fumllles r01'f'lvlng nny tllrL"Ct or wurk relief (lmwo\·er little) ut nny 
lime during year. Jlnr further ex,lluuntlon, 111'0 A p).endlx A Jl 42 1 Jlumllles urc ci!L'L~Iflcd oc(.-ord ng to oe<'tlpntlun from ".'ht;·h iurRost Bmount of 
fnmlly oorn1Dil11 WIUI derl\'cd, rnther thnn n<'l'ordlng to occupntlon of the l'rludpul 
enrner. Yor further clphumtlon, ~l'C p. :.!.'>nnd AJ1pendlr. A, p. 44. 

J Includes fumlllcallvlng on furms In rurul urcu11 only, 
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in a given family were not necessarily employed in 
wage-earning occupations. 

In decided contrnst is the distribution for independ­
ent professional families. More than one third of this 
small occupational group, including fumilies of physi­
cians, lawyers, accountants, and other professional 
workers engaged in private prnctice, received incomes 
of $5,000 and over."' The salnried families, both busi­
ness nnd professional, are widely dispersed in the in­
come intervals between $1,000 and $5,000, with a con­
sidernble proportion of the business group receiving 
$5,000 and over. The independent business nnd the 
clerical groups are more concentrated below the $2,000 
level. 

In considering these figures1 it should be borne in 
mind thnt the snlaried business group is m11de up of 
employees performing executive and managerial types 
of work, since the clerical business employees are sepn­
rutely classified. It should also be remembered thut 
the independent business group includes the small shop­
l•eeper ns well ns the !urge entrepreneur. 

Because of the importance of the wnge-enrning group, 
and the representative scope of the snmple dntn, it bus 

II 'fho lnmmo fla;urc!l for tho lnder-.endont profcs.'llonal ~:roup nppcnr !lurprL.;;InJ:lY 
high In reh&llon to tho other occupatlonalltf'OUII.'I. While the Income dl!'ltrlhutlous for 
this group were very consistent from one sample anm to nnother, nnd there 111110 rt'('(lll:· 
nlr.od snuroo of error In the dnta, It should be noted M111t thl~ ltf'oup Is snmllaud thnt 
the findings mny he somewhat loss rc}Jroscntutlvo than tboso for othor occupntloual 
gJ"'U)IS. 

• 
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seemed both desirabl; .and feasible to analyze the in­
comes of wage-earning families by type of community. 
The resulting income estimates are presented for com­
parntive purposes in tables 11 and 12. It must ngnin 
be noted. that the relief families excluded from these 
tables contain a high proportion of families with very 
low incomes, and thnt therefore the income distribu­
tions, ns well as the average income figures, are some­
what higher than they would be if relief families were 
included. 

TABLE H.-Average incomes of wage-earning familiu 1 (uourc­
lief) 2 in J!-vt; types of community, 1935-36 

· Jo"amilies I·'"-• inrome ""' famil)' 
Typo of community . Xwnber I Pen-ent Median )lean 

)letropoiL~: I 
1,500,000 pcpulntion and o,·er _ -··- ],368.,500 1-1.5 $1,500 St,U:.."!i 

Large cities: 
100,000 to 1,500,000 pcpulation ••... _ 2, 155.,100 !!2.8 1,300 1,-U-1 

)fiddle-sized cities: 
25,000 to 100,000 population •.•••..•. 1, 409,600 1-1.9 1,165 1, 263 

Small cities: • 
2,500 to 25,000 populution •••••... ___ 2, 305. soo 2-1.3 1,150 l,:..>r.I 

Rural communities._----- .•• ----.-- •. _ 2, 220.300 23.5 950 I, 001 

All communities ____ --------- •••• 9,<159,300 100.0 $1,175 $1, :!b'9 

1 Families are classified according to occupation from which largest amount of 
family earnings WILS derived, rather than according to occupation of the principal 
earner. For further explanation, see p. 25 and Appendix A, l?· 44. 

2 Excludes all families receiving any direct or work relief (however little) at any 
time during year. For further e.xplanation, see Appendix Aol?· 42. 

J ~tetropoliscs of this size are in North Central Region only (New York, Chica;!:n, 
Philadelphia, and Detroit). 

T~\BLE 12.-Percentage distributions of wage-earning families l 
(nonrelieJ) 2 inji11e types of community, by income level, 198-5-86 

Families living in-

La.,. ~Iiddle- Small 
All 1\letrop- sized Income le,•el families oli..;.e..~.l cilie..~. cities, cities, 

1turuJ 1,500,000 lOO,!XXJ 2.-;,ooo 2,500 

~lOpula-
to to to (.'001· 

1,.'\00,000 25,000 muuitie. tlon and 
po~nlla- 100.000 popula-

0\"et populu-
tiOD tton tton 

l7nder $25() _________ 3.0 1.0 1.9 2.-1 3.S •. 7 
$2-'i0-$500 •• - -------- 7. 5 3.0 5.5 6.3 7. 1 t:ts 
$500-$150.-- -------- 12.0 6. 2 10. I 12.5 12.4 16. lj 
$750--$1,000. - ----.- 16.2 II. 4 14. s 11. s 16.7 HI. I 
$1,0tl0-$1,250. ------ 16.2 14.2 15. 4 li. 2 17.2 li. 0 

$1.250-$1..500 ..• ----- 12.7 H.-I I:!.S 13.0 12.0 ll.!) 
$1,5lXI-$1,750 .. ------ ••• 12.5 II. 0 10.0 D. I i.5 
$1.751}-$2,000.------. 7 .• 10.3 u. 2 i. 5 7. 1 ... 
$2,(){11)-$2,250.- -- ••. - ••• 7.1 '·. 4.S .., 2.:1 
$2,2&}-$2,500 •• -----· 3.2 5 .• <.0 3. 1 3.3 I ·• 

$2,.'loo-$3,000. ------- 3.\1 7. i fd 3.0 3.6 u 
$..1,()1)(1-$3,500 .. ·--·-- l.i a. 5 2. 2 1.2 1. 7 •• $3,500-$4,000.---.-.- ·' 1.8 1. 2 .5 ·' • I 
$4,00()-$4,500.--- ---· .I . 8 . ' ,3 .3 . I 
$4,500-$5,000 ____ ---- .. •• .2 .2 • I • I 

$,5,000 and over •.... .2 ·' . .2 • I 

All levels ••••• 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 lll.l. u. 

• Families. nro (')a.."-q!fled nrconting to CK'Mlflll.tlon from whkh lat}!~t amount nf 
fnm1ly eurmn~o::s wus dt•rh-ed, rnther tbun IH'COrding to occupation or the principal 
Clltnt'r. For further explnnntlon, !'l'£1 p. 25nnd .\JlJit'ndix A. p. 44. 

2 Exdudesalllnmillnsre<.'tll\"lng !Uly dirt'l't or work rolief (howe,·erllttle) at an\·time 
durh11o:: yt'nr. For further explnnntion, ~Xl .-\JlJ"'t'ndlx .-\, J.l. 42. ~ 

l :\lt>tro\l0li$t\.~ of this site uro in North Centrul Region only (New York Chimco 
l'hiladelp liu,und Detroit). • • 

As wus true for nil fumilies combined, the incomes of 
wnge-eurning fumilies increnscd stendily with the de-
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gree of urbanization. • The mean income ranged from 
$1,004 for rural communities; where nearly one quarter 
of the wage-earning families are found, to $1,626 for 
the North Central metropolises, which include nearly 
15 percent of the total number. The mean incomes 
for small and for middle-sized cities were similar­
$1,261 and $1,263, rPspectively, and that for large cities 
$1,414. Fifty-four percent of the wage-earning fami­
lies in rural communities had incomes under $1,000 as 
compared with about 40 percent in smnll and in middle­
sized cities, 32 percent in large cities, and 22 percent in 
metropolises. Two percent of the rural group had 
incomes of $2,500 or over, ns against 15 percent in the 
metropolises. 

lnco;,es of White and Negro Families 

I Marked dissimilarities in the ·income distributions 
of various racial and nati>ity groups were revealed by 
the sample data collected in the Study of Consumer 
Purchases. These dissimilarities were allowed for in 
building up the income estimates for major groups of 
families and are reflected in the national distribution. 
However, detailed analysis of the income patterns of 
foreign-born families could not be made in the time 
a vail able, and the data for minor color and racial 
groups were considered too scanty to justify such analy­
sis. Because Negroes form such a large part of the 
total population, they were more extensively sampled." 
It is, therefore, possible to make direct comparisons of 
the incomes of nonrelief white and Negro families in 
urban and rural communities in the South and in large 
cities in the North Central Region. These figures are 
presented in tables 13 and 14, and in the two accom­
panying charts. 

'l'ABLE 13.-Average incomn of while and l\?"egro families (non­
relie.D• in Southern rural wmmunitiu and cih'es and in North 
Central cities,2 1.9B5-86 

.A t"etage Income per famlb· 

H~lon and type or community Median Mean 

White N(lJlro White Negro 

--------
FIJuthern rural onmmunltles_ ............ --- ____ $1,100 $41!0 SI.~'Jli $.11111 
Scuthern cities of2,.SOO ~r;ulntlon and over ••.... 1,5i0 .,,, 2,010 "" North Central cities o 100,000 population and 

0\'el---- --------------------- ----------------- I, 720 1,09.5 2. 616 1,227 

1 P.xcJude!l aU families receh·in!f any direct or work relief (however little) at any 
time durin!-\' year. For rurthPr &1plunatlon, see A!'pendh; A, p. 42. 

' For location or communities Included In samp e, BEe chart 10. For dl.scw!..<don of 
Jlmltntkns or the r~lonal com(mrison, see pp. 18,22-23,64, and 67. · 

Chart 18 indicates that in both urban and rural 
Southern communities the mean income of nonrelief 
white families in 1935--36 wns approximately three 
times that of nonrelief Negro families. The disparity 

u Yor oompsriaon of numher or families In the population and number In the 
JtRDIJde tor native-white, rorel~en-born white, and ~elfro famllle~~and laruJIIe~~ bclot'lll· 
Jng to othl'r color ifOUJ.I!I, see table II A. 
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was somewhat less in I\orth Centrul cities of 100,000 
and over, but even there the mt>an income for N t>g-m 
families was less than hnlf that for white fnmilirs. 
The median incomes, given in tnble 13, revenl the snme 
general. relationship, but indicate somewhnt less dis­
parity between the incomes of white nnd N rgro fnmili('S 
in Southern rural communities. The median income 
for white families was $1,100 as compared with $480 
for Negro families. The negligible proportion of high 
incomes among Negro as comparrd with white fnmilirs 
in these arens explains why the mcdiuns differ lrss thun 
the means. 

TAnt.E 14.-PercenlagP distributionR of u•hite and Jt.:,.grn familif'R 
(nonrelie_n 1 in Southrrn rural wmmtmilif'lf a"d citirlf and in 
1\'orth Central cities,2 by income U.r·,.z, 19.'15-86 

Fnmiii1'511VIng In-

Routhrm rnml !'iouthrm cltiNI of North ('f'ntrnl Mth·.~ 
Income )l'n~l 

communi tit•!! 2,!'.CJU populullon of IIIU,UOU pupulu• 
nru.l o\'cr lion ami o\·t·r 

White 'Negro Whitr Nt•~rro Whit(' Xt•Jn'n 

l"nriPr $2.'10 ••• ____ 0. D 12.0 1.fl 10. 2 l.n 1.0 $2.'.C}--$.'J.MI •••• _____ . o. n 41. I ••• 31.1 27 •. 1 $.'AI0-$7fotl _ •• _ ••••. 17.7 2r.. I lUi 2!o. 4 ~I l3 .• 'i $7.'(1--$1,1111()_.- ••• - Hl.n 11. n 111. H 13.U H.~ 22.:1 $t,ooo-St,2.50 ••••.. 12. u ••• 11. 1 a. a 11. 2 :>J. I 
SI,Z.':ll-$1,000_ ·-----. to. 2 2.. r. .. ' 20 11. 2 12A Sl,r~Jo-st,71i0 ___ . __ . 7. j 1.2 0.1 21 111. H H.S St,i.'iiJ-St,ooo ______ 6.1 . n 8.:; •• 0.0 6.11 S2,1MI0-$2,2!lll_ ·---- 4. I •• 0.7 ·' 7. 7 3.9 $2,2.50-$'l,OOO •• _. _. 20 • 2 ~7 •• 6.0 ... 
$2,1'00-$1,000 ••••.... 4.0 .I 7.6 •• R.< I. 7 $:J,IJ(J0--$J,fl00 •• ----- ... 

~~ ••• .2 4." 1. I $."1/iOU-$4,000 ••• __ : _ 1.6 3 .• .I 20 •• $.1,1)()1~$-l.[o()(J.-.-.--. .o 211 .I I. 7 .2 $-I,[J00-$5,000 •. -- •.. ·' I. 2 (') 1.0 .I 
S.I,!XJO.i7.MO .•••.••• l.!i 

!~ 
23 • I 21 .2 $7 /.C~tln,OOO ••. _ ••• .II ·' l~ u •• $10,000 and over._ •. . 7 •• 20 (') 

All IC\'CIII ••••• 1110.0 lfiO.O 100.0 100.0 IOO.u 100.0 

u' ~dch~dl'S ~II lamlllrs rr~ivlnlt' any dln•et or work rtlllrt( hnW('\'Cr little} at on)' 
':u ur OK Lt't.lr. For furttwn•xplunntlnn, fl('(l APIM•ndlt A Jl 42 

II 1For1Jo('flt ,••hof Oommunitl{'8 lnolud(l(J Jn anmph•, llt'O chnft io. "For dlllctwlon of 
m lot nn~ o t e reJCionnl oomporlaon soo pp. 18 22-zj M d 67 
J Lt·ss than 0.05J.H.'rl'\lnt. ' • • • an • 
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The concentmtion of Negro families in the low, and 
their scarcity in the high, income classes is shown by 
chart 19, which compares the income distributions of 

-whites and Negroes in the South and in North Central 
large cities. 

In the rum! South, more than hnlf of the nonrelief 
Negro families had incomes of less than $500; more 
than nine-tenths of them had mcomes under $1,000. 
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One-tenth of the nonrelief white families had incomes 
under $500 and 45 percent incomes under $1,000. In 
Southern cities the situation was very similar for the 
Negro group. Forty-seven percent of the nonrelief 
Negro families received less than $500 and 86 percent 
less than $1,000. The incomes of nonrelief white fnm­
ilies in Southern cities, however, were much hi"'her 
than in rural communities; only 6 percent received" less 
than $500 and 26 percent less than $1,000. 

In the North Central cities, the Negro families were 
most numerous in the income classes from $500 to 
$1,500, with a minor proportion of them scattered 
through the higher income ranges. Since the incidence 
of relief among urban Negro families in the North 
Central Region was unusually high, it is probable 
that the inclusion of relief families in tlils comparison 
would alter considerably the relationship between the 
two color groups, by throwing a relatively higher pro­
portion of Negroes in the lower income levels. 

A comparison of the income status of Negro and white 
families in Southern fnrm communities can be mnde 
from the more tentative income distributions presented 
in Appendi""t B. These appendi""t tables show the 
incomes of Negro and white fnrm operators as compared 
with Negro and white shnrecroppers. These incom()l 
data were drawn from the sample areas in the South­
eastern States and may not be fully representath·e of 
the relative status of operators and shnrecroppers in 
other parts of the South. The median income for 
white operators in the snmple areas was $1,010 as 
compared with $645 for white sharecroppers. Negro 
opera tors had a median income of $600, and N l'gro 
sharecroppers, a median income of $460. It should be 
remembered that these figures represent not only money 
income but also income in kind, including the value 
of home-produced food and fuel and the imput.,d rental 
value of housing. 

Further compnrisons of the income status of Negro 
families and of nath·e nnd foreign-born white families 
nre presented for reference purposes in Appendi" B. 
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SECTION 2. INCOMES OF SINGLE INDIVIDUALS 

"Single individuals," as defined in this study, include 
individual householders, clnssified by the census us one­
person families, single persons living in lodging houses 
or hotels or in similar quasi-family groups, and servants 
or lodgers in private homes. Included also ore sons 
and daughters living with their parents but paying for 
bonrd and lodging and not pooling their incomes in the 
common fnmily fund. Individuals living in institu­
tions or ns members of qunsi-institutional groups are 
not included, since they do not maintain a separate and 
independent economic status. Both relief and non­
relief individuals ore included in the income distribu­
tion in table 15, which shows the number and percent 
of single individuals and the percent of aggregate income 
at each income level. 

The most conspicuous feature of the distribution 
is the concentration in the lower income intervals. 

TABLE 15.-Distrt~uh"on of single indilliduals and of aggregate 
t'ncome received, by t'ncome level, 1985-86 

Sinp:le lndh"iduals AJtRre~rote Income 

Income le\'PI Pert'ent Cumu- Amount Pen-ent Cumu-
Number at""'" lath·e (In thou- at(>ll(!b lath·e 

le\·el Pf'rrent """'"') level percent 

--
LndPr $2!',0 ••••••..••... 000.6« .. .., .. .., $158,302 1.37 1.37 
$2.'i()-$!JJO.---- -------- .. I, !lil, Q&1 16.63 25.18 fiOO,SM 6.111 •. 56 
$.500-S'i!JO.-- ----------.- I, 97'2, 745 19.62 44.110 I, 231, 631i )0.63 17.19 
$7[.()-$1.000 ........... --- I,MI'9,030 15.91 00.71 I, 391,492 12.01 211.l>J 
$1,(00-$1.2.5().- ----.----- 1.1&,561 Jl.02 71.73 I, 240,682 10.71 3lt. 91 

SJ,2~St,rro ..•.•...... _ 877,9511 •. 73 80.40 t, an, 347 10.37 "'·'" $1,5(XJ-$1,7f~L ----·--· .. fMI, 546 lU3 8.5. 89 
""'· 223 

7.63 67.91 
''· 75(J-$2,£XXJ. ----------. 31JX,UI'."i 3.97 ..... 745, 400 6.44 .. ... 
$2,fffl..-$2,250.- -------.-- 21i.3,fl52 2.82 112.68 600, nu s.m ..... 
$2,200-$2,000.---- ----- -- 210,09U 2011 94.77 497,260 4.2!1 73.83 

$2 .... ~$3.000 .......... -- J61,27ti 1.60 00.37 436, 100 3. 77 77.60 
$.'UW'lH-$:1,500 • ••••••.•••. )(.@, 360 I. 0!! 9i'. 4/i 349. 49-t 3.02 80.62 
$1,fJfJ~$4,(fXL ••• •••••••. ....1, i31 .aa "'·"" ZJ7, 497 2,05 82.67 
$4,f.O'J--$4,fJXL . .......... 3&, IO.'i .311 98.« 154,4M I. 3.1 .... 00 
$4,.'j(J()-$.'J,OOO •. •••••.•••• 25,4U1 ,2/i 98.1111 122.310 1.00 8.1.00 

$5,01'lB-$7,.'iOI'L •.. ••.••••• ti7,316 .57 00.211 344,315 2."' 88.03 
$7,f.QI'J-$10,000 .. --------- Z'J,[Jj2 .28 99.64 242, 11!18 2.00 00.12 
$W,IXJI--$15,lWIO .. _ ..••••• ~.Sill .21 W.i5 2.'50, 32r. 216 112.28 
$1!.o.fllo-$:aJ,fQJ.- -------- 9,436 ·"' ..... 100,9111 I. 39 93.67 
.S:..'O,fl00--$2.'i,(Xl).- -- -- ---- 5,017 • 00 ...... J26,tl74 1. 10 64.77 

$2!'i,(XX)-UJ,OOO ...• _. __ •• 3,3!i0 .03 00.93 92, 701 .RO 95.57 
$.'Y"I,ft1}-$4(J,fWI(L .. ....... z.;~ • O'l 911. g,'j 80,&12 • 70 00.71 
~fl,fXoiU-$!1J,fnl . ..••.•.•. 1, 737 .02 W.D7 75, 02'.! ••• 00.112 
$.'11.000-1 1(1),(01.- --- -·-- 2,4ifl .62 ..... 153. 46!i 1. 33 98.2.1 
$JOO,f.o'~$'.l50,lXXL . •.••. .... • 01 100.00 98,462 ... 00.10 

$2-".0,f)f)f)-SfJ)'),OOO.- ...... 217 /') -------- 1!4,324 .56 00.56 
f.'i .. l.fJilii--S!,f.fl.I,OfiO ... ... 43 ca -------- 23,MU .21 00.87 
$1 ,ftiJ,f•JI) und O\'t"r -- .... 12 -------- H,5H7 .13 )00.00 --

A1fl('Vf'l"-··--· --. JO,flr.H,OOO 100.00 ----·-·- $JI,L7D,300 100.00 --------' 
1 1..-et~~ tlllln 0 IIO.i JM'rl'(•nt. 
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Almost 45 percent of the 10,058,000 indi,·iduals received 
incomes of less than $750 during the Yl'llr 1935-36. 
At the other end of the income seal.-, we find less than 
1 Y. percent with incomes of $5,000 and over. A com­
parison with the fnmily distribution in tnble 3 empha­
sizes the relatively greater concentmtion of incomes for 
single indi,-idunls. Nearly 61 percent of the individunls 
hod incomes below $1,000 as compared \\-ith 42 percent 
of the f11milies; 29 percent had incomes between $1,000 
and $2,000 ns compared \\-ith 37 percent of the families; 
and only 10 percent had incomes of over $2,000 as com­
pored \\-ith 21 percent of the families. The lowness of 
the distribution as compared with the distribution for 
family units is explained, in port at least, by the fnct 
that single individuals ns n group ore younger than 
heads of families.' 

As already indicnted in table 1, the share of the tot11l 
consumer income received by single individuals was high 
in relation to their numbers in the total population, as 
their average income was higher than the per capita 
incomes of family members. But the division of the 
aggregate income among the 10 million individual con­
sumer units reveals an inequality similar to that for 
families. Thus the 45 percent with incomes of less than 
$750 received only 17 percent of the aggregate income of 
single individuals, while the 1 ~ percent above $5,000 
received 15 percent of the total. The concentration of 
individuals in the lower income intervals and the dis­
parity between the high and low income groups were 
shown by chart 2, presented earlier in the report. 

Some warning should be given that the income dis­
tribution for single individuals is relatively less reliable 
than those for families. Since the Study of Consumer 
Purchases did not provide a comprehensive sample of the 
incomes of single individuals, it was necessary to rely, 
to a large extent, on earnings data from miscellaneous 
sources. These dnta did not permit of detailed brenk­
downs according to different characteristics . 

Distributions for nonrelief single women in three 
occupational groups-wage-earner, dericnl, and busi­
ness and professional-were built up on the b11sis of 

1 For reference, 8CC Flrtoonth rensu~ ofthe UnltOO BtntO!I, 1000, Population, vo1. U, 
p. !H2. 
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earnings data from various studies of the United States 
Women's Bureau and the United States Employment 
Service. Distributions for nonrelief single men in the 
same occupational groups were then obtained by adjust­
ing the income distributions for single women on the 
basis of relationships shown by various studies to exist 
bet\veen the earnings of men and women. 

These earnings distributions were checked against the 
income distributions for single men and women shown 
by small samples from the Study of Consumer Pur­
chases and the National Health Survey, to make allow­
ance for income received from sources other than earn­
ings. For single men, the results were also checked 
against the income distributions shown by the Study of 
Consumer Purchases for two-person families consisting 
of husband and ";fe, in which the husband was usually 
the sole earner. For single men engaged in farming, it 
wns necessary to use the Consumer Purchases Study 
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distribution for two-person farm families, without 
modificn tion. 

For single individuals receiving relief nt some time 
during the year, distributions were constructed on the 
basis of fragmentary data from the· Works Progress 
Administration, and certain assumed relationships 
between the average incomes of individuals receiving 
relief nnd those not receiving relief. 

The relief and nonrelief distributions were then com­
bined to obtain income distributions for all single men 
arid for all single women. These distributions were 
adjusted above the $3,000 income level in accordance 
with separate distributions derived from income tax 
data, by methods similar to those described above for 
families. 

The sources of data and the methods used in building 
up the estimates for single individuals are explained in 
detail in Appendix A, section 5. 



SECTION 3. INCOMES OF INSTITUTIONAL RESIDENTS 

Estimates of the incomes of residents of institutions 
and members of quasi-institutional groups present cer­
tain difficulties that do not appear for families and 
single individuals. The difficulties arise largely from 
the fact that a significant portion of such incomes is 
received in the form of food, clothing, and other sub­
sistence items provided through a central commissary 
or purchasing office. 

Many types of institutional residents have no money 
income or only incidental sums from earnings or from 
friends and relatives. Personal income in such groups 
is virtually synonymous with per capita subsistence 
costs. This is true, to greater or less extent, of the 
residents of institutions for mental defectives, physical 
defectives, dependent children, and dependent adults, 
and for the inmates of prisons and reformatories. 
Members of the quasi-institutional groups, including 
enrollees in the Civilian Conservation Corps, workers in 
labor camps-such as lumber, railroad, and other con­
struction camps-enlisted Army and Navy personnel, 
and crews on vessels, receive a salary over and above 
subsistence. However, in the case of C. C. C. en­
rollees, the majority of them are required to allocate the 
greater part of their monthly wages to their families. 
Accordingly, there has been included in the estimates 
for this group only that portion of earnings that enrollees 
were allowed to retain for their personal use. 

The total institutional population of the United 
States in 1935-36 is estimated at approximately 
2,000,000 individuals. These are divided, in table 16, 
into seven main groups according to the type of resi­
dent cared for, or-in the case of the quasi-institutional 
groups-the general type of work performed by the 
members. 

The residents of institutions "proper" number ap­
proximately 1 ,200,000, or 60 percent of the combined 
groups. Mental defectives, including the inmates of 
insane asylums, homes for the feeble-minded, and 
hospitals for epileptics, make up almost half of this 
number. Inmates of penal and reformatory institu­
tions number 207,000; dependent adults in almshouses 
and homes for the aged, 169,000; dependent children in 
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orplum nsylums und r~formntories for ju\"enile delin­
quents, 160,000. Physical defectives constitute the 
smallest group of 101,000. Members of the quasi­
institutional groups total nbout 800,000. 

The estimated average incomes of the residents of 
institutions are bused on snmple data for State insti­
tutions in 17 Stutes. These dnta were compiled from 
budget reports, reports of departments of public wel­
fare, boards of control, and other officiul sources. 
Since comparable data were not a\"uilable for privately­
supported institutions or for Federal and locul institu­
tions, it was assumed thnt the State institutions repre­
sented typical or at least a\"emge institutional units. 

TABLE 16.-..tt•t"rage and aggrrgale incomt'IJ of in8titulional 
resident& in li'CVt:J' typt•& of inatitulional group, 19!35-36 

- -
I 

Jn,tltutlonaJ 
.\~t:ltrt'J:Ate lnconu• rt'!!HJenl5 ,\vrr· 

nvt•ln-
Tn)(l oflru:tltutlonnl~rron)t en me -

·~· .\mount 
:o.;'umhrr Pl'r· ~I· ttn thou· 

J•,.,. 
cent dl'Ot 

""""'' 
t'·nl 

Institutions for: 
Mental dd('('tl\·~- ......... .'ll\3,000 28.2 $143 SM,!OO II. I 
Physical dclcctin'!! .... ...... 101,000 6.0 400 41,000 lo.7 
J>r:lsonen and dellnqul'nt 

ndull.!i ..................... 2Cfl,lll0 10.4 ·151 31,:110 4.3 

D~bild~~~-~~-~-e~~~~~~~~- 100,000 8. 0 107 31. 1500 ... 
Dependent adults. _________ . 100,000 8.4 177 :!U,int ... 

TotaL ...... ---------- .... J,200,UI:Ml 00.0 Sti8 S'.ll4, 100 ~'U. 6 

Qun.,l-ln!itltutlonnl J!l'Oilf)!l! 
Cl\'llian ('ollS('n·ntlon Corp!'! 

and labor ('lliiiJl!l . ...... -.~.:. _ 
Military and na,·RI ()O:It!f 

515,01!0 .... $486 .,., 200 34.5 

and crews on Vt'S:!Cis ... _. _. ~-~.000 14.2 ••• 200,000 3.~. g 

Total ........ __ . __ ... _ ... _. !'OJ, CXll 40.0 $113>1 $510, :,m 00.4 

.\llln.!!tltutlonnl grOUfl!l. :.',llJJ,OOO 100.0 $3(12 $i24, 3IX) 100.0 

Data on subsistence costs and wage payments for 
members of the Civilian Conservation Corps in 1935-36 
were supplied by that agency and by the Annunl 
Reports of the Director of Emergency Conservation 
Work; those for enlisted Army and Navy men were 
obtained from the committee hearings on the Navy 
Department and Military Establishment Appropria­
tion bills for 1937 and 1938. Inasmuch as no data were 
available on the incomrs of workers in lnbor camps or 
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of crews on vessels, the per capita figures for C. C. C. 
enrollees and for Army and Navy personnel, respec­
tively, were used as applying roughly to these two 
groups as well. 

The average income per resident of institutions 
proper represents average subsistence costs, exclusive 
of administrative overhead and capital outlays by the 
institution. The imputed value of food produced by 
the institutions has been included in costs for subsis­
tence, but no value was ascribed to institutional labor 
in making clothing for the resiJents. No attempt was 
made to ascribe an imputed value for housing, although 
expenses for the maintenance and upkeep of buildings 
and grounds were included. Institutional expenditures 
for medical service, education, and recreation were 
excluded from the estimates of the personal incomes of 
the residents, on the assumption that the services 
received were comparable to those received by families 
from free clinics, public schools, libraries, and recrea-

, tiona! facilities, the value of which was not included 
in the estimates of family income. 

1 For further expiRnatlon or sources of data and methods used, see .\ppendlx A, 
aec. 9. 
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Compu.ted on the basis described above,' which pre­
sumably results in some tmderestimation, the average 
incomes of persons in institutions of various types were 
found to be very sinlllar, with the conspicuous excep­
tion of the physical defectives, whose average income 
was $406 as contrasted with the average income of 
$178 for the combined groups. The average incomes 
of members of the quasi-institutional groups were 
naturally somewhat higher-$486 for those in Civilian 
Conservation Corps and labor camps and $912 for 
those on vessels or in Army and Navy posts. The 
combined incomes of institutional residents were esti­
mated at approximately $724 million. No income dis­
tribution was calculated for the institutional popula­
tion, for reasons explained in Part I. 

The above estimates are necessarily rough, because of 
the incompleteness and heterogeneity of the data 
available for compiling them and because of the absence 
of any information on incomes receh·ed, either in cash or 
kind, from other than institutional sources. Neverthe­
less, the estimates sen·e as a rough measure of the income 
status of this minor group of consumers, and complete 
the picture of consumer incomes in the United States. 



PART Ill 

COMPARISON WITH OTHER INCOME STUDIES 

THESE figures on th~ incomes received by American 
consumers immediately call for comparison with 
the results of other income studies. Two major 

questions are of interest in this connection: First, how 
do these estimates for 1935-36 compare with previous 
estimates of the distribution of income among the 
American people? And, second, how do they compare 
with other estimates of theN ation's income for the same 
12-month period? 

Answers to the first question, if they were available, 
would be of notable significance and value. But so 
little attention has hitherto been given to the consump­
tion aspects of our economy that the material is not on 
hand to provide even tentative answers. 

As indicated in the first pages of this report, there is 
only one previous study of the distribution of income 
presenting estimates on a family or consumer unit 
basis. This is the study for 1929 prepared by the 
Brookings Institution.' Unfortunately, it is not pos­
sible to make a satisfactory comparison with the 
Brookings figures. Differences in· the data available 
for preparing the estimates and in the methods used in 
their construction result in a \\ide discrepancy between 
the two studies which cannot be accounted for in terms 
of differences in definitions of income used or in the size 
of the national income in the 2 years.• Since it is im­
possible to tell how and where this discrepancy affects 
the curves of income distribution, it is impossible to 
make allowance for it il). comparing the 1929 distribu­
tion with that for 1935-36. For knowledge of the 
variations in income distributions from one year to 
a:'other we must await the results of further investiga­
tiOn. 

I Amn-U:a'• CapadtJI to Comumt. 
• J The magnitude of this discrepancy appears to he in the neighborhood of S7 billion. 
Th~ auregate consumer Income for Hi29, as e<Umated by Brooking:~. Is ahnO!It $33 
biJhoo higher than the a~te for I006-36 shown b:r the present study-too billion 
as compared with SOO bllllon. The ma~or part of this difference is aooounled for by 
the difference In the sb.e or the national income In the 2 )'ears-about ~ billion 811 
measured by the Depsrtment of Commeroo estimatesbf Income paid out. (Nathan. 
Robert R., and Cone, Frederick M., Mrmthlv lncomt Pai/'ITUnlA In tht Unfltd 
Statu, 1029-ST, Survey of Current BwlneM, February IIG8.) An additional $6 2 
billion !11 due to the lnchuion In the Brookln~tS estimate of capital gain~ from thesaie 
ofsecurltlet and other 8l!Set8. Such profit!! were not OODI'IIdered 81'180 Item of Income 
Jn the J•resent Btudy. While a few mlnordUJerenoes In Items covered by the twoestl· 
m8te5 can aiM> be Identified, those Included In the present atudy slightly exceed In 
amount thOfle Included In the Brooklnas estimate. There remains, therefore, 8 
difference of about $7 billion which cannot be specifically accounted for. 
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National Income in 1935-36 

Answers to the second question roised above ore, 
however, fairly readily obtained. 1\luch attention has 
been given in recent years to the measurement of no­
tional income from the standpoint of the production 
of goods and services by various divisions of industry, 
and the distribution of the total product according to 
various types of income payment. These estimn tes ar~>, 
of course, bosed on dnta drawn from entirely different 
sources than those used in the present study of incomes 
received by consumers. But the results of the two ap­
proaches. should none the less be in harmony, when al­
lowance IS made for certain necessary differences in the 
ite~s of income covered. Comparison of the pres~>nt 
estnnates of aggregate consumer income with these 
estimates of nationol income produced and poid out 
provides a useful and significant check on the reliability 
of the figures presented in this report. 

Department of Commerce &timates: For a measure of 
the size of the national income produced we can turn 
to the estimates prepared by the United States D~>part­
ment of Commerce. For the 12-month period from 
July 1935 through June 1936, the total income produced 
by the Nation, as estimated by the Department was 
$59,584 million.' ' 

Before this figure can be compared with the estimate 
of aggregate consumer income-$59,983 million-allow­
~nce must be made for differences in the methods used 
m the two computations. The largest source of differ­
ence arises from the fact that the estimate of the 
?epartment of Commerce does not count as income the 
1m~uted net rental value of owned homes occupied by 
th~Jr owners, wherens tltis item is included in the 
estnnates of family incomes presented in this report 
In addition, the Department of Commerce has, becaus~ 
of ~he nature of the data used in compiling its estimate 
?nutted several small items of income which are included 
m the consumer income figures-that is, earnings from 
hoarders and lodgers and from odd jobs, and bonuses 

~ Ehstlm
8

ate supplied by national Income sootlon of the Dh•l!Jon of F.conomlo n.,. 
rc • uroou of Foreign nod Dom u c pa ~ h as c ommerce, bnsOO on monthly Income 

b:O:tssa~~n~ 88~~~:~11:11~~~16rod and on the Olltlmatetlahare of 1036 nod 1006 
o anme 12-month period. For figures on lncomo 

Jmymentl, see Monthtr Jncrmu Parmtnl•ln lht Unlttd l-t'lalti,IOI9-S'l. 
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paid to employees. A rough estimate of the magnitude 
of these omitted items indicates that they amount to 
approximately $3X billion.' 

Furthermore, to effect a comparison, deductions 
must be made from both aggregates. Allowance must 
be made in the Department of Commerce figure for 
income produced that did not reach the hands of con­
sumers during the year covered, but was retained as 
savings by corporations or held as dividends and interest 
by savings institutions. A deduction must also be 
made in the estimate of aggregate consumer income, 
since some items of income were necessarily counted 
twice in preparing tlus estimate-first, in the income of 
the family or individual originally receiving the item, 
and second, in the income of the family or individual to 
whom it wus transferred. Gifts of money made by one 
fnmily to another and direct relief supplied by the com­
munity to part of the population are examples of such 
double counting. These two sets of deductions are of 
approximately equal magnitude-about $1,100 million 
for the Department of Commerce adjustment• and 
$1,200 million for the adjustment of consumer income.• 

Thus the difference between the two measures of 
national income, after they are placed on a comparable 
basis, is in the neighborhood of $3 billion-the estimate 
of income received by consumers falling about 5 per­
cent below that for income produced. In view of the 
fact that the two figures represent entirely inde-

t Thl• estimate, amounting to $3.T.'8 million, was obtained b)· adding the following 
four ltt-m.•: 
·(I) $2,378 million for Imputed net rental \'alue of owned homes occupied by tbelr 

ownl'rs, (Preliminary estimate of National Resources Committee, based on income 
di.•trlbutlons presented in this study and expenditure data from Study of Consumer 
Purt'hnses.) 

(2) $tOO million for earnings from odd jobs. (Based on Brookings Inrtitutlon 
estimate of s;oo million for lltlO, Amnica'• CapacUuto Comumt, p. 163.) 

(3) $300 million for earninRS from boarders and lodgers. (Preliminary approxima· 
tlon mode by Notional Resouroos Committee from famUy income data from StUdy 
of Consumer Purchases,) 

(4) $JOOmUIIon for bonuses paid to employees. (Bosed on Preliminary tabulations 
of do.tn obtained by Bureau of Labor Stntl.stlc:s for the year 1936, quoted by Robert 
R. No.tho.n In Nationallncomt,J9!D-38, U.S. Department of Commerce, p. 18.) 

• This esthnnte, nmountlng to $1,117 million, wns obtained by adding the foUowtng 
two Items: 

(I) $117mtulon foroorpomtesavlnp. (Estlmnte supplied by the national income 
section of the Department of Commerce. Business savings of farmen and other 
lndlvldunl entrepreneurs were Included In the consumer Income figures and hence 
do not need to 00 deducted from tho estimate of Income produced In compo.rlng 
Ute two estlnmtes.) 

(2) $1;000 million for interest nod dividends rooel\•ed by savings banks, building and 
loan n.-t!loclntlon.'l, lifo Jnsurnnoo companlac~, ond similar n.~tlons or Individuals 
ond not pnld out to Individuals. (Estlmoted ns holt of the total of these receipts, on 
the M..•mmption thnt the remaining hulf wn.s paid out to individuals as Interest on 
&~vlngs deposits, in.'lurnnce dl\·ldends, nod other Items of Income. The total of these 
rccelr>L'I wu.s estimntod o.s about one-fourth of nll dividends and lntcm~t ps:rments 
mndo durinK tho 12·month period covered. Boo National Income In the UnUtd Stalttf, 
19!9-.U, U, 8. DeptU"tment of Commerce, pp, M-55, and .MonthliJ/ncomt Pogmnlttf 
In thl lTnlttd Staltlf, 1919--S1.) 

a This estimate, amounting to $1,213 million, wl\3 obtnined by adding tho followio.r: 
three Items: 

(I) $800 million for direct relief In c:ush and kind received by families and sln&::lo 
lndlvldunlll. (Seo tablo 6A.) 

(2) $214 million for suhsistenco ond cnro supplied to residents or Institutions for 
menial ond ph)·slcnl do!ectivoo, dependent nnd delinquent children and dependent 
ndult8, ond to inmates of prl.'lons ond reformotorles. (See table 10.) 

(3) $100 million for Rifts in cosh received by fnmillos and individuals nod used for 
wrrent living expenses. (Rough oppro:dmotlon modo for purposes of thls study.) 
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pendent estimates of the Nation's economic activity 
for the year, prepared from entirely separate sources 
of data, this discrepancy does not appear excessive. 
Rather, it seems cause for somewhat greater confidence 
in both the· Department of Commerce figures and 
those presented in this report. 

National Industrial Conference Board Estimates: In 
addition to the comparison with the Department of 
Commerce estimates of income produced, it is possible 
to check the results of the present study against income 
estimates prepared by the National Industrial Con­
ference Board. These estimates measure the realized 
income received by the Nation as a whole and in the 
various States from current production and from 
several other items which are "accountable" with the 
existing data. 

Since the estimates are available only on a calendar 
year basis, an average of the 2 years 1935 and 1936 hus 
been used to represent the 12-month period covered by 
the present study. The national totals shown by the 
Conference Board for the 2 years average approximately 
$59~ billion 7-a figure almost identical with the Com­
merce estimate of income produced for 1935-36. The 
two totals do not, however, cover wholly identical items 
of income, and the adjustments needed to place the 
Conference Board estimates on a comparable basis with 
the estimate of consumer income differ somewhat from 
those required for the comparison with the Commerce 
figures. 

When these adjustments are made, the Conference 
Board figures and those shown by the present study are 
found to be in surprisingly close agreement. The esti­
mate of incomes received by consumers falls below the 
national income estimate of the Board by a little over $1 
billion, or by approximately 2 percent.• This corre­
spondence is, indeed, so close as to suggest that it is to 

t Martin, Robert F., Rmliztd Nationallncomt,1909-35, National Industrial Con~ 
terence Board Bulletin, vot. XI, No.5, Aprll19, 193i; idnn, The NatiOflallncomt in 
1936 and JIWT, National Industrial Conference Board Bulletin, vol. XII, No. 2. 
February 17,1938. 

• This estimate, amounting to $1,276 million, was obtained by first subtracting 
from the B\'Of'SJte of the Confenmce Board estimates for 1935 and 1936 ($59,463 million) 
the following three items: 

(l) $1,000 million for interest and dividends recei\'ed by associations of individuals. 
(See footnote 6.) 

(2) $937 million for half of 1936 soldiers' bonus payments. These payments, 
amounting to $1,873 million for the year 1936, were included in the Conference Board 
esllmate but not counted as income (with minor exceptions) in the present study. 

(3) $899 million for direct reliefrOOeh·ed by families and single individuals, which 
was included in the Conference Board estimates and In the estimates presented in the 
plt'SOnt study, but which represents a transfer of income omong consumers. (E~tl· 
mate used in present study. See footnote 6.) 

The adJusted estimate thus obtalned ($56,627 million) was further adjusted by 
adding the following two items: 

(I) $3,278 million for the four items of income shown in footnote -1, wblcb were not 
co\•ered in the Conference Boord estlmat~. 

(2) $1-11 mlllion for business stwings of lndl\•idunl entrepreneurs in industries other 
than ogricullure. Such savinltS were not covered In the Conference B08rd. estimates, 
but were Included in the consumer income flguros. (.h·ernge of estimates for 1935 
and 1936 supplied by the national income section of the Department of ('omme«.'EE.) 

The resulting figure ($60,().16 million) is $1,276 million hit!: her than the adjusted 
estimate of aggrognte oonsumer income. ($SS, 7iO million. See footnote 6.) 
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some degree accidental-due, that is, to compensating 
discrepancies in the various component figures entering 
into the national totals. 

Regional Division of Income in 1935-36 
This suggestion is, in fact, borne out by examination 

of the division of the two national aggregates by geo­
graphic regions. In building up the estimates of con­
sumer incomes, the data for single individuals and 
institutional residents were classified, for convenience 
in handling, into the same five regional areas used in 
preparing the estimates of family incomes. The choice 
of these regions, as indicated in the preceding discussion, 
was determined by the location of the sample communi­
ties covered by the Study of Consumer Purchases.• The 
total income received by all consumers within each 
region could therefore be computed. 

This regional break-down is necessarily on a very 
rough basis, for the sample data on consumer incomes 
were far too limited to give adequate representation to 
every section of the country. The results nevertheless 
provide a useful check against the corresponding 
regional figures from the Conference Board studies.'0 

Since the Conference Board presents separate estimates 
of the income received in each State, it is possible to 
combine the various State totals to fit the regional 
groupings used in the present study .11 

The results of this regional comparison show almost 
identical proportions of the national income totals for 
the Pacific Region and for the States in the Mountain 
and Plains Region. For the Southern States, however, 
the estimates of consumer incomes shown by this study 

'See pp. 41-42 and map shown in chart 10. 
10 SlaU!o!bter, John A., Incomt Rudred In IM 1-"ariOU! Slatu, 19!(}-M, National 

Industrial Conference Board Bulletin, vol. XI, No, 6, Aprill9, 1937; Idem, lru:omt 
R«dud in tht Varimu Stalt•. 19!16 and 19!11, National Industrial Conference Board 
Bulletin, vol. XII, No.2, February 17,11:138. 

u AdJustments of the relrional fijrul'es fort he twostudles to place them on acorn para· 
ble basis with respect to Items of income covered could not be made. It is probable, 
however, that the peroent&ll:e dlstrlhutlon of the national totals by region would not 
l:.ave been appreciably altered If such adjustments had been made. 

Natio11al Resources Committee 

run appreciably higher thun the estimates of the Con­
ference Board-about 25 percent of the notional nJ::g-re­
gate as against the 21 percent shown by the Bonrd 
figures. This discrepnncy is offset by correspondin!(ly 
lower proportions of the consunwr income total in the 
Stutes in the North Central Region and in l\ew 
England." 

With the information now ot hunt!, it is impossible 
to judge the extent· to which these differences reflect 
shortcomings in the bosic dnta avnilnble for one or 
both of the studies of national income. But there 
seems to be some reoson to believe thot the rt>sults of 
the present study somewhat overestimnte the in<'omes 
of consumers living in the South throug-h on ovt>r<'sti­
mate of the incomes of rurnl fumilies. 13 While the toto! 
amount of the discrepancy is not sufficient to offt>ct 
materially the income fig-ures prest>nted for most 
groups of the populntion, the possibility of an upwurd 
bins in the estimates should be kept in mind in inter­
preting the results for the Southern groups. This bins 
mny also affect to some extent the l'stimntes for nil 
form families, since hnlf of the fann populutioi1 rPsit!es 
in the Southern Stutes. 

Despite these regionul differences, the various ('sti­
mates of the Nation's income in 1935-36 show, on the 
whole, a striking nnd encournging consistency. Con­
siderable progress can undoubtedly be expected during 
the next few yeurs in the mensurt>m<'nt of notional 
income, from both the production and the consumption 
ospects of the economy. The present study of income 
distribution, it is hoped, will help to stimulnte such 
invesugation, and will provide a useful hnsis for com­
parison with further studies of the incomes of the 
American people. 

n The comparath·e flKUrcs for rnch rc~rlon for the two !tudlt'~ nrc nil fo11ows, tho 
flgures tor the Conference Boord apperuing fln~t: Pactflc, 8.0 JlE'1'{'el)t and 8.7 pcramt; 
~loo.ntaln and PlaJna, 6.6 percent nnd 5. 7 peroont; South, 20.8J't'mmt and 24.6 percent; 
North Central, 6(1.9 percent and 63.0 Jiera:mt; and Ne~o~.· Ena:lund. S.O percent uud 7.{ 
percent. 

11 See Appemlh:. A, pp. 43 and M. 



APPENDIX A 

SOURCES AND METHODS USED IN THE STUDY 

THE material presented in this appendix describes the sources of data used 
as a basis for preparing the estimates of income distribution shown in the 
preceding pages, and the methods employed in constructing the estimates. 

The procedures adopted at each stage of the work are set forth in considerable detail, 
so that readers interested in the more technical aspects of the study can interpret 
and e\·aluate the findings. 

In the first section of this appendix, the major definitions and classifications 
used in the study are brought together, for convenience in reference. In the 
second section, the Study of Consumer Purchases-the major source of basic data­
is briefly described. The following sections discuss the construction of the sample 
distributions for various groups of the population, the methods used to extend them 
to coyer all of the American people, and the methods of estimating average and 
aggregate incomes. 
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SECTION I. DEFINITIONS AND CLASSIFICATIONS USED 

The definitions and concepts used in the study and 
the classifications of data adopted were determined 
both by the purposes of the study and by the nature of 
the available data. Since the estimates of family 
incomes are based mainly on the Study of Conswner 
Purchases, many of the definitions and classifications 
used in that study have been carried over unchunged 
to the present report. 

The Spendins Unit Concept 

The estimates of income presented in this report were 
prepared primarily for use as weights in building up 
estimates of the consumption demands of the American 
people. The analysis has, therefore, been made in 
terms of spending or consumer units mther than in 
terms of individual income recipients. Three main types 
of consumer unit are distinguished in the report: The 
family, the single individual and the institutional group. 

Since the majority of persons live in family groups, 
with expenditures for food, shelter, and many other 
commodities and services incurred jointly for all 
members, the family is the major economic unit deter­
mining the utilization of income for consumption 
purposes. The family, as defined in this study, consists 
of two or more persons living together as one economic 
unit, having a common or pooled income and living 
under a common roof. Usually, of course, members of 
the "economic family" are related by blood, marriage or 
adoption, but they may be unrelated persons maintain­
ing a joint home, provided they share a joint income. 

In accordance with this definition, sons and daughters 
living with their parents but paying for board and 
lodging and not pooling their incomes in the common 
family fund are classified as single individuals, rather 
than as members of the family. On the same basis, 
sons and daughters away at school or for other reasons 
living away from home for all or partoftheyear, but de­
pendent on the family income for at least three-quarters 
of their support, are classified as members of the family. 

This definition of the economic family follows that 
adopted in the· Study of Consumer Purchases.' It 

1 For a more complete definition of the "economic'' family unit, see reports on 
Study of Coommer Purcba8es hamed by the Bureau of Home Economics and tho 
Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
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should be noted that it differs somewhat from the 
definition of family used by the United States Bureau 
of the Census. In the first place, it defines the family 
as consisting of two or more persons, whereas the census 
classifies persons living alone-that is, maintuining 
independent housekeeping quarters-as one-person 
families. In the second place, it departs from the 
census practice in classifying as single individuals sons 
and daughters living as boarders and lodgers in the 
homes of their parents and not pooling their incomes in 
the common family fund. 

The nwnber of such sons and daughters in 1935-36 is 
estimated as approximately 400,000 on the basis of the 
family schedules obtained in the Study of Consumer 
Purchases. The elimination of these sons and daugh­
ters from the total number of family members reduces 
slightly the avernge size of the economic fnmily as 
compared with the census family, but the pffect on the 
estimated total number of fnmilies in the population is 
negligible.' 

According to the definition followed in this study the 
nwnbe.r of persons living as membt>rs of fnmily groups 
in 1935-36 is estimated at 11.5,966,000 out of the total 
population of 128,024,000, and the number of families is 
estimated at 29,400,300.3 

The Bili{Jl.e i11dividual, as defined in this study, is an 
unattached person maintaining an independent eco­
nomic status. Single individuals thus include all persons 
maintaining independent living quarters, or living us 
lodgers or servants in private homes, or as roomers in 
lodging houses and hotels. Although most members 
of the group are "single," both with respect to maritnl 
status and economic stntus, the group also includ<>s 
.some married persons and persons widowed, divorced, 
or separated. 

The number of single individuals so definl'd is esti­
mated at 10,058,000 in 193.5-36, or 7.8 percent of tho 
total population. Approximately 6,531:!,000, or 65 per­
cent of the total, were men and 3,520,000 were women.' 

?'he. i~stit~ioruzf: group, the third type of consumer 
umt distmgmshed Ill the study, consists of the residents 

1 Beepp, 72and 76-77. 
• For further diN'tJMion, 1100 pp, 71-72, 
• For further d!IICU!IIIIon, see pp, T/-78, 
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of institutions "proper," including mental and physical 
defectives, dependent and delinquent children, depend­
ent nged and poor, and inmates of prisons and reform­
atories, and persons living in various quasi-institutional 
groups-at Army and NaVY posts, in Civilian Conser­
vation Corps and labor camps, and in crews on vessels. 
These institutional residents cannot be considered as 
independent spending units comparable to single indi­
viduals, since their incomes are received, in whole or in 
part, as subsistence and care supplied by the institution. 
The institutional group itself thus constitutes the 
spending unit. • · 

The number of institutional residents in 1935-36 is 
estimated at approximately 2,000,000. or these, 
1,200,000 were residents of institutions proper, and 
800,000 were members of quasi-institutional groups. 

Definition of Income 
The definition of income used in this study follows 

that of the Study of Consumer Purchases. It includes 
the total net money income received during the year by 
all members of the economic family, plus the value of 
certain items of nonmoney income. Facsimiles of the 
income schedules used in the Study of Consumer 
Purchases, presented in the next section, show the 
various items of income covered. 

?\[oney income comprises the net earnings of all 
family members, including work relief earnings and 
earnings from roomers and boarders and other paid 
work in the home; net profits from business enterprises 
operated or owned by the family, and from property 
bought and sold within the year; net rents from property; 
interest and dividends from stocks, bonds, and other 
property; pensions, annuities, and benefits; gifts in 
cash insofar as these are used during the year for cur­
rent living expenses;• and income received as rewards, 
prizes, alimony, or gambling gains. In addition, money 
income includes money allotted to the family by a son 
in a Civilian Conservation Corps camp and money 
received as direct cash relief. This last item of income 
was not included on the income schedules, but the 
relief income distributions constructed for this report 
were corrected to add the estimated value of direct 
relief in both cash and kind. 

In calculating net income from earnings and from 
property, business and occupational expenses, including 
all taxes on income-producing property and on business 
operations, have been deducted. Personal taxes, such 
ns income, property, and poll taxes, have not been de­
ducted. Business losses for the year from operation of 
nil independent business, net losses on rental property, 
and money losses from sales of securities and real estate 
bought and sold during the schedule year have also 

• For further discussion, soo sec. 9. 

i27!l0°-!lR--4 
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been deducted in calculating net income. Paper losses, 
such as depreciation in the value of property owned, 
have not been counted as business losses. 

.Excluded from net money income are gains or losses 
from the sale of capital assets owned at the beginning 
of the schedule year; inheritances, with the exception 
of that part of cash inheritances used for current living 
e:xpenses;• soldiers' bonus payments; (with minor ex­
ceptions) and funds obtained through borrowing. · 

N onmoney income, for all groups of families, includes 
the net value of the occupancy of an owned home and 
rent received as pay, as well as the estimated value of 
direct relief received in kind. For farm and village 
families, it includes, in addition to these items, the net 
imputed value of food produced at home for the 
family's own use. For farm families, it also includes 
the net imputed value of certain other farm-produced 
goods used by the family-i. e., fuel, ice, tobacco, and 
wool-plus or minus the value of any increase or de­
crease in the amount of livestock owned or of crops 
stored for sale. Except for owned homes, no attempt 
was made to include as nonmoney income the value of 
the use of durable goods owned by the family such as 
automobiles, furniture and household equipment! 

In placing an imputed value on food and other farm 
products used by the family, the Consumer Purchases 
Study used prices separately estimated for each locality, 
based on the prices customarily paid for products of 
similar quality purchased from neighbors or from the 
most likely place of purchase. 

In estimating the imputed value of the occupancy of 
owned homes for urban and village families, the dif­
ference between the rental value of the home and the. 
expenses paid for interest on the mortgage and for 
ta:xes, insurance, and repairs was used. Information 
on the amount of interest paid by the family and on 
the number of months during which the home was 
occupied was obtained on the income schedule for each 
home-owning family. An estimate of the amount paid 
for e.xpenses other than interest on the mortgage was 
arbitrarily made for each family on the basis of data 
secured by the Bureau of Labor Statistics in previous 
studies of family living. 

The imputed value of the occupancy of farm homes 
was arbitrarily set at a fixed percentage of the estimated 
value of the dwelling, as entered on the income schedule 
for the familv. For families living on owned farms, a 
figure of 9 percent wns used, and for those living on 
rented farms, 10 percent; in the Southeast Region and 
in California, these figures were increased by 1 percent! 

• lnherltnnct'IS and ~:ltts not used for current consumption are considP.rt!d., as in the 
Study of C'on.<mmer Purcha..~. BS changes in family a..••rsets. 

r For lt~ms Included in income for urban, village and farm fnmilies nnd !or dl$ctls· 
slon ofthe way \'arious income item~ were calculated and their accuracy ch~cd.see 
Bureau of llome Economics report for Pndflo Coast small cities and Yilln~. 
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The basic class interval used in the analysis of income 
in the Study of Consumer Purchases was $250, with 
multiples of this interval at the higher income levels, 
and with a highest interval of $20,000 and over. In the 
present study, incomes below $2,500 were grouped in 
ten $250 classes. Between $2,500 and $5,000 there are 
five $500 classes; between $5,000 and $10,000, two 
$2,500 classes. Above $10,000, twelve income classes, 
ranging in width from $5,000 to $500,000, were set up 
for the estimated national and regional income distri­
butions, on the basis of data from Federal income tax 
returns. The income classes above $10,000 were com­
bined in the distributions for other component groups 
of consumers because of the impracticability of carrying 
out the income tax adjustments by income level beyond 
this point.' 

The Year Covered 
The income estimates presented in this study relate 

to the 12-month period ending June 30, 1936. This 
year was chosen because the majority of the schedules 
collected in the Study of Consumer Purchases covered 
approximately that same 12-month period. Some 
schedules contained information for the calendar year 
1935, while others, covering the year immediately pre­
ceding the date of interview, contained information 
for a 1·2-month period ending somewhat before or after 
June 30, 1936. In no case did the schedule year end 
prior to December 1935 or later than December 1936. 

Definition of Relief and Nonrelief Groups 

Families and single individuals are classified in this 
study as receiving relief if they received any direct or 
work relief from any source at any time during the year 
covered by the estimates. 

Direct relief was defined to include both relief in rush 
and in kind, from both public and private agencies. 
Mothers' pensions and all pensions of a noncontributory 
type paid upon proof of "need," such as certain old-age 
pensions, were considered direct relief, but war pensions 
and pensions from funds to which the individual had 
contributed were not considered relief. Relief vouchers 
for food, clothing, and other commodities were con­
sidered direct relief in kind, as were surplus commodities 
distributed by the Federal Government. Charitable 
contributions, in cash or kind, made by individuals 
rather than by agencies were also considered relief, but 
gifts from relatives and friends were not so considered. 

Work relief was defined to include earnings from Fed­
eral Emergency Relief Administration, Public Works 
Administration, and Works Progress Administration 
jobs if the employee had been assigned from the relief 
rolls and/or had had to pass a means test before re­
ceiving the job. Earnings of supervisory employees 

• For dl5cu.sslon ol method!! used In making these ad]wtmcnlll, see :~ec. 7. 
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not hired on a basis of need were not considered relief. 
A family who had hnd a son in a Civilian Conservation 
Corps camp at any time during the schedule year was 
considered to have received work relief. 

Obviously, under such a definition, many .fnmilies 
were designated as relief families although they had 
been largely self-supporting Juring the year, and had 
received only a small portion of their annual income 
from relief sources. Some families may have been on 
relief for only a few days and have received relnth·ely 
high incomes from employment during the balance of 
the schedule year. Other families dussified as relief 
families may have received only one allotment of sur­
plus commodities during the year. This inclusiveness 
of the relief classification must be kept in mind in inter­
preting the income distributions for both relil'f and 
nonrelief fnmilies, and in appraising the relnth·e stntus 
of the two groups. 

Geographic Regions 
The geographic regions defined in this studv corre­

spond with those used by the Burenu of Ho~e Eco­
nomics in the Study of Consumer Purchases.• Thev 
differ somewhat from the usual census groupings.io 
The five regions, and the States included in euch re!!ion 

~ ' are as follows: 

New England: 
Maine. 
New Hampshire. 
Vermont. 
Massachusetts. 
Rhode Islund. 
Connecticut. 

South: 
District of Columhin. 
Delaware. 
Maryland. 
Virginia. 
West Virginia. 
North Carolinu. 
South Carolina. 
Georgia. 
Florida. 
Kentucky. 
Tennessee. 
Alabama. 
Mississippi. 
Arkansas. 
Louisinna. 

South-Continued. 
Okluhomn. 
Texns. 

North Centrnl: 
New York. 
New Jersey. 
Pennsylvnnia. 
Ohio. 
Indianu. 
Illinois. 
Michigan. 
Wisconsin. 
Minnesota. 
Iowa. 
Missouri. 

:\fountain nnd Plnins: 
North Dukota. 
South Dukotn. 
Nebruska. 
Kansns. 
Montuna. 
Idaho. 
Wyoming. 

• Jo'or de!crlpllon of tho rcKIODII co\·cred by tho StUd)' of <'orr m p ,· 
p. 40. KU cr ure UL'ICS, 11('(1 

11 
Tho New F.nglnnd and the Pnelfic Rl'J:IonR correspond to tho OOJUIUB ATOUJllng. 

Tho Southern Uoglon comprises thrte of tho 1-eru:u.." nreBB, 1. 0,, South Atlnntle, ~o;ost 
South Central nnd Wost'Soutb Cent mi. Tho North Central Rel(lon Jnclu·les tho 
~nsus ~lddloAtlRDtlc,nnd J<:n.~t Northf'entrnl orcas nnd four Rtntoslrom th~ West. 
ta~~t:re~o:t~n~:co. 1

1
h•
1 

Mountain and l'lnlns Hl'~t:lon hu·ludea tho oemms Moun· 
n o rolD.D u Dll: tltotes In tbc Wcat North Central area. 
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Mountain and. J>lnins-Con. Pacific: 
Colorndo. .. 
New Mexico. 
Arizona. 

. Utah. 
Nevada. 

Types of Community 

Washington. 
Oregon. 
California. 

The clnssificution by types of community follows 
closely that set up for the Study of Consumer Purchases. 
In thut study, snmple communities were selected to 
represent five. distinct degrees of urbanization-the 
metropolis, the large city, the middle-sized city, the 
small city and the villnge-and farm areas. The rnnge 
of population for euch degree of urbanization was 
restricted within fairly nnrrow limits tO mnke it pos­
sible to isolnte the effect of this factor on consumption. 
In extending the dnta to a nationnl bnsis, it was neces­
sury to widen the size rnnges of the various types of 
community to include all communities in the United 
States. The population ranges used in this study to 
classify all nonfnrm communities are shown below in 
comparison with the approximate population ranges 
of the sample nonfarm communities covered in the 
Study of Consumer Purchases. 

Type of t'ornnnmlty 

--------
Melropoll~ .. ................... . 
I.n~e ellli'!L ..... _ .. __ ...... -··-- .. 
::\lh!lllo-sl:r:ed cities ..... "'--·--.- .. 
Snmll t'ilies ..... ............... -·-. 
Hurnl nonfarm communities ... _ ... 

I 
. ·I SnmiJic nonfarm .\II nonfarm rommunitLes L'ommunlties 

1,."110,000 and o\·er. _ •.. __ 
100,("0)-1,!100.000.-- .. ----- -
2''>,()00-100,000 ... - ----------
2.,'KQ-25,000 ...•... --·-----. 
l'J) to 2.500 1 _ _ • -----------

3, :mi. ooo-ti, roo. tXlO 
2.\1, ~ 302,. 000 

31. ooo- i2. 000 
u,ocn- I9.ooo 
J 500- 5,000 

1 IneiUfle..<~ all rurnl nonfarm areas. All families lldn~: In communitle:;t with popu· 
latlon under 2,000 nnd families living In the o/)('n country but not on fanns were 
appllecl a.'l populntinn weil::hts n~alnst the AAmp l' data NJ\lef'tl'd from YillDI!C fnmilies. 

J lrwludes fnmilll':'llldnar in Ctllnmunlti€'S within the J)(lJllllntion rnn~:.es shown bul. 
not fnmilies living In the open country. Soo footnote to table, p. 46. 

The farm communities in the Study of Consumer 
Purchases were selected to represent the major types of 
fnrming throughout the country and the income dnta 
from farm families were classified according to these 
types. This clnssification has not been maintained in 
extending the dnta to the entire fnrm population, 
although consideration was given to this factor in 
determining the populntion weights to be applied ngninst 
the various sample distributions for farm fnmilies. 11 

Color and Nativity Groups 
Families in terviewcd in the Study of Consumer Pur­

chases were classified into four color-nntivity groups­
native-white, foreign-born white, Negro, and "other 

•• ~cop. 72. Dntn on ~outh<'m fnrm fnmllles were also cln .. ""'Oetl nct'Ordlng to tenure 
status-!. o., shnre<'rOJlJM.'r.> and operntors. A farm opemlor WllS defined ns one who 
owns or renUI n fnrm 8.'1 out roprcneur-1. e., Is ont::nared In tho hiL-.Iness of fnrmlng on his 
own account, R.'I.'UIInlug tho risks nnd rot-el\·lng tho profits or the fnrm enterprise. A 
slmroerOJlper wn.'f defln~.>d ns one who supplied his labor and some 1111rt of tho e.xpcmsc.'l 
for tho OJ>Cmtlon of the fnrm nnd rcrol\·ed In rot urn n SJ)('dft('d Jlroportlon of th(' crop. 
lie did not sup)lly work nnimnls nnd did not make mnJor decisions ns to fnrm oper· 
ntlng pollclc.'l. Fnrm lnbor('f'!l, CTUJlloyed on hnsisola t::l\·cn Wi\f::C forn delloltc period, 
with ptlyment being In t'llsh or In kind, worcclusslficd In tho wnsCoenruln~:; sroU)J. 
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color or races." This same classification was followed 
in building up the estimates in the present study. A 
white family was classified as foreign-born if either 
husband or wife-or the m_nle or female bend of the 
family-was born outside the United States. Mulat­
toes and others of Negro-mixed blood were classified as 
Negro. Families of other color or race included 
~Iexican, Indian, Chinese, Japanese, Filipino, Hindu, 
and Korean, and mixtures of these races with others. 

Normal and Broken Families 
A normal family was defined in this study, as in the 

Study of Consumer Purchases, as a family containing 
both a husband and a wife, with or. without other 
persons in the fnmily. Any family not containing both 
a.husband and a wife was considered a broken fumily. 

Size of Family Classification 
Fnmilies hnve been classified in this study into four 

size groups-families of two persons, fnmilies of three 
and four persons, families of five and six persons, and 
families of seven and more persons. Although the 
grouping is based upon the family-type classification 
used in the Study of Consumer Purchases, it ignores the 
differences in sex and age composition of families 
containing the same number of persons. 

The normal (husband-wife) families supplying in­
come datn in the regular sumple of the Study of Con­
sumer Purchases were classified into fmnily types, 
ns follows: 

/l.·umbrr ofp~rsn-ntJ 
Family composition: in/a~11ilv 

Husband and wife onlY---------------------------- 2 
Husband, wife and 1 child under 16_________________ 3 
Husband, wife and 2 children under 16______________ 4 
Husband, wife, 1 person 16 aud over, with or without 

1 other person, regardless of age __________________ 3-4 
Husband, wife, one child under 16, one person 16 or over 

and 1 or 2 others, regardless of age-------------·-- [r6 
Husband, wife, 3 or 4 children under 16 __________ . __ 5-6 
Husband, wife, 1 child under 16, and 4 or 5 others, 

regardless of nge ____________ - __ --- '- __ .. - ... -.-. 7-8 
Husband, wife and any combination not included in 

preceding types--------------------------- 7 or more 
These family types were combined into the four size 

groups used in the present study. Broken fnmilies, 
nnd normal families of color-nativity groups not in­
cluded in the regular income sample, were clnssified 
directly into the four size groups from information 
supplied on the fnmily schedules for these groups. 

The number of persons in the economic fnmily wns 
determined on the bnsis of year-equivalent members­
thnt is, account was taken of the number of weeks each 
person was a member of the economic family in cnlcu­
luting the averoge size of the family over the 12-month 
period of the schedule yeur. 12 

u For t'X)Jinnntion of the method or mll'ulnting yt'.ftJ'-('(tllh'illt'nt mc.•mhc.•rs, N.'t' theo 
forthcoming rCJlOrt by the Duroo.u of Home Economics lor P1u.'iOc Coust snmlll'ities. 
and viUtJ.ges. 
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Occupational Classi~cation 
Families hnYe been classified into broad occupational 

groups according to the major source of family earnings, 
i. e., if members of the family received earnings from 
two or more occupations, the family was classified 
according to the group from which the greater propor­
tion of total fnmily earnings was derind. 

The occupationnl classification followed in this study, 
as in the Study of Consumer Purchases, was, in general, 
the classification s~t up by the Federal Emergency Re­
lief Administrn tion and adopted by the Works Progress 
AdministrationY Eight broad occupational groups 
derived from this classification were used in the income 
analysis in the present study: (I) Wage-earner, (2) 
clerical, (3) independent business, (4) salaried business, 
(5) independent professional, (6) salaried professionnl, 
(i) farming, and (8) all others, including farm operators 
in Yillnges or eities, persons with no earnings from occu­
pations, and persons of unknown occupation. Families 
that had received relief at any time during the schedule 
year were excluded from the occupational classification. 

13 The occupational cla..--sification -and code, contained In Circular Ko. 2 of the 
·works Pro~ Administration, July 1935, and Circular 2.-\, Index or Occupations, 
wasori~inaUy prepared by the research section of the Dldslon of Re.'"'E'arcb, Statl~tiC'll 
nnd Finance or tbe Federal EmetJteney Jtelie! Administration, with the a.o;..~istanre of 
the Division of Standards and Research or the r. S. Employment Service, the 
Karional Rero,·er-r .o\dministrntlon Con.~truction Code Authority, and the 0{'('U· 
pal ionul Information Di\'ision of the New York f:.tate Emplo)'tnPnt Servlre. Tht> 
coOing scllPnu~ was adatJtp(l from thnt used by the r. s. Bureau of the Census In 111;10, 
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Wage-<'arners included all skilled, semiskilled, or un­
skilled manual workers in mnnufncturing, service in­
dustries or mining. Clericnl workers included office 
and sales personnel engaged in more or lPss routine 
work, as distinguish~d from salaried business workers 
who were persons in positions of responsibility in 
administrntion or policy making. ProfPssionul workers 
included those whose occupations fdl into one of the 
r~cognized professionul cutegories, such as doctors, 
lawyers, teachers, and artists of all types. They were 
clnssPd ns independPnt or suluried depending upon 
whethPr they were sdf-cmployed or were employed by 
others on a sulnry basis. The indepl'lul<•nt business 
classification wns used to designate persons who were 
tnking an entrcpreneurinl risk with their own or bor­
rowed cnpitnl, who owned their equipment or place of 
business, and who muy or muy not huve employed 
others to work for them. FumiliPS cltL"'-.<ified in the 
independent business group in tho low income lPvels 
included small shopkeepers, dres..<mnkers, tuxidriv~rs 
nnd cobblers, while the upper income levPls included 
owners and partners in large-scule ent<'rprises. Fnmih· 
income from roomers, bonrd~rs, and touri~ts wns ul:-o~J 
clnssified as derived from independent busines..•." 

II Th.e OhoHJ de..'ICTiption or lhll (l('('Upo,tlonal «rou[\.1 l" ~ on the rJ~rtlon 
llfllll.':lrlfl!1 in the forthcomln~ norort of thf' llul1'nU of Hum I" fo:t·flnomll':.o~~ for thl" J•r.nn~ 
l"1r.l!il small citiM and \'illllff':li, f'nr ll..-tall"'-1 d~tlllun of Of'l'UJW!IIorutl ~fiJUJd 
nnl! of the mctiiUd uf clnsslfylu~ fnmill~ hy ot'MlfJUtlon, ~ thnt ~lu•ly. 



SECTION 2. THE STUDY 

The major source of data used in preparing the esti­
mates of income distribution presented in this report 
was the Study of Consumer Purchases. The results of 
this study, however, were supplemented by data from 
a wide variety of other sources. These sourct's ore men­
tioned in the sections of the appendix which follow, in 
connection with the description of the prc;>cedures used 
at each stuge of the work. 

Since the data from the Consumer Purchuses Study 
were utilized so extensively in building up the nntionnl 
estimates, it seems advisable to present here a brief 
description of the scope and nature of this study and of 
the methods used in collecting and tabulating the datu. 
More detailed descriptions of the study will appear in 
reports now in preparation by the two Federnl buren us 
responsible for the administrntion of the project.' These 
reports should be consulted by renders interested in 
further information regnrding the methodology of the 
study or in the findings for specific communities.' 

Purpose of the Study 
The study was undertaken in order to provide more 

adequate and comprehensive data on the incomes and 
·expenditures of American families. None of the em·lier 
studies in this field had been brood enough to supply 
information on a Nation-wide basis, represt'ntative of 
all important groups of the population. The project 
was planned to meet the need for such information. It 

1 A series of Jlfelimlnary mlmooRraphed rele!L<WS hac; hecn issued by ea('h bureau, 
proscntlng n few 86locted tables summarldna: tho results of tho ba.;lc tabulations. 
The first printed report to be Issued by tho Bureau of Homo E('()nomii'S will cowr 
family incomes and expenditures In tho Paclflo C'oast smnll cities and villa~$, and 
the first to be issued by tho Duroau of Labor Statistics will CO\'Cf similar data for 
Cblca(:o, Ill, 

1 An Interim report of plans for tho study, prepared by tho Consumption RI'Sl'arch 
staiT of tho National Resourl'OS Commlttoo, with tho cooperation of the Economics 
Division of tho Bureau of Homo Economics and tho Cost of Living ]Jh·islon of the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, was Issued Jn mlmeogrllphed form In Jnnunry 1936. For 
other d~lons of tho study, see tho followh1g articles: Plan• Jobr a Sludv of the 
Con.umpllon of Good• and &rJ'Irt• bv Amerlran Familit~. by KnN'hmd, llUdeJ:ardr, 
Schoenberg, F.rlka H.,ond Friedman, Milton, tho Journal of the Amorlren Stalistlcal 
Association, March 1lKI6, vol. 31, pp. 135-IM; C'0111umer Purdla~e.-Somt Ruull11 of 
a NatiOflal SludiJ, by Kaplan, A. D. H., Proooodlngs of tho Boston Conference on 
Distribution, September 20, 1936; Anatvzlna Pamflita bv Compo..itlon TVPt U'Jih 
Raped to Qm.umptlon, by Monroe, Day, tho Journal of tho Amorlt'nD StatlstiC'81 
Association, March 1937, vol. 32, pp. 35-39; ond Mtlllod• anti Problt11l3 of Sampling 
Prumtetl bJ1 The Urban Studv of Con.umtr Purdlallt&, by Schoon her~. F.rika H., and 
Parten, Mildred, tho Journal of tho American Statlstlcol Association, Juno 1937, 
vol. 32, pp, 311-322. 

OF CONSUMER PURCHASES 

covers a large and extensive sample of fnmilies living 
in cities of various sizes, in villages and on farms in 
several areas of the country. 

The major purpose of the study centers in the analysis 
of the way in which American families spend their in­
comes, rather than in the amount of income they receive. 
This purpose therefore determined the choice of com­
munities covered by the project, the character and size 
of the sample, and the definitions and classifications 
used in obtaining and tabulating the data. 

Many of these definitions and classifications have 
been carried over from the survey to the present study 
of income distribution. Brief explanations in regard 
to the more important of these points have been pre­
sented in the preceding section of this appendi.'<. 

Administration of the Study 
The study was conducted by the Bureau of Home 

Economics of the United States Deportment ·of Agri­
culture and the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United 
Stutes Department of Labor, with the cooperation of 
the N a tiona! Resources Committee, the Central Stn­
tisticnl Board, and tho Works Progress Administration. 
The plans for the project were formulated by the Con­
sumption Research staff of the National Resources 
Committee and the staffs of the two bureaus, with the 
advice of the two other cooperating agencies. 

The funds for the study were supplied by the Works 
Progress Administration, and the data were collected 
and tabulated with the aid of workers selected from 
Works Progress Administration rolls. The field work 
was started in the early spring of 1936 and terminut<'<i 
at the close of that year. 

The administrative direction of the study wus di­
vided between the two bureaus, the Bureau of Home 
Economies conducting the survey in rural farm ond 
nonfarm areas and in the majority of the small cities 
covered, and the Bureau of Labor Statistics assuming 

· responsibility for the other small cities and for all of the 
larger urban communities. The project was carried 
out by the bureaus under the guidance of a Steering 
Committee composed of rt'presentatives of the live 
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cooperating agencies and with the aid of n Technical 
Subcommittee similarly composed." 

Communities Covered by the Sample . 
The communities covered by the study include 51 

cities, 140 villages, and 66 farm counties. In all, 30 
States are represented in the sample. The location of 
the communities is shown on the map presented as 
chart 10. 

These communities were selected so as to provide a 
basis for comparisons between different regions of the 
country, between different degrees of urbanization, and 
between different types of farming. Since the number 
of communities which could be included was not suffi­
cient to cover adequately all of the major geographic 
areas or all sizes of community, it was necessary to 
concentrate the sample in a few fairly homogeneous 
nreas and in communities of certain size ranges. It 
was also necessary to restrict the farm snmple to sec­
tions representing the more important types of farming. 
This procedure was adopted to facilitate clear-cut 
comparisons in analyzing the effects of the various fac­
tors influencing the consumption habits of the popula­
tion. 

In accordance with this policy, the urban snmple 
was located within six geographic regions, fairly closely 
defined-New England, East Central, West Central, 
Southeast, Rocky Mountain, and Pacific Northwest. 
·within each region, the snmple included one large 
city, two or three middle-sized cities, and from four 
to nine small cities. In addition, two very lnrge cities­
New York and Chicago-were included to provide a 
picture of metropolitan living. 

The rurul sample was selected to include two or more 
groups of villages and two or more groups of farm 
counties within each of these six regions, with addi­
tional rural sections located outside of these areas. 
In carrying out the study it was found necessary, for 
administrutive reasons, to make some changes in the 
original list of communities, which led to a re~o>Touping 
of the farm and village areas and of the small cities in 
the West Central Region, those in the eastern half of 
this region being combined with the East Centrnl 
Hegion, and those in the western half with the Moun­
tuin StatPs. 

This revised regional grouping bus been followed in 
utilizing the duta in the present study of income dis­
tribution. A list of the States included in each region 
was presented in the previous section.3 

The list of cities covered by the study appears in 
table lAin the next section of this appendix. To this 
list, however, must be added nine cities and three rural 
sections for which duta were collected in the Study of 

,. Fnr memtwr.~hlp of the~~e oommlttt'e!', f<f'e footnote 42, p. ~3. 
z l'>e4~ J'fl. -u -~~-
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Consumer Purchases but not utilized in the present 
report.. The nnmes of these cities and the reasons for 
their omission are given in footnote 6 on page 56. 

The size ranges of the cities and villages covered, as 
shown by the 1930 Census of population, nre as follows: 

Trre of rommunity I Number · Populutlon mnll'e 

Metropolises __ ••.............•.........• -·····--·-. ·• a. 37tl. •~r.. roo . .W\ 

klfJ1,~~\~e<iC.iti~.---~~~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~:: ~~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~~~~:::::::: fi 2.t!.IPII-3tH, k!S 
14 Jn.rm---:1."">-4 

Smnll cities ..•......•••.•....... ---- ............•.. :.>u ~. 370---1!\, UO\ 
\"llluges' ............... -----·--······- J.IO SU !o,llo-3 

1 Effort was mnde to sele<""t \'IIIII!-!~ of l,cnJ to 2.:00 populutlon. For nLJmlnl"-lr&· 
th·e rensons, however, It Wll!i Rt"<'\"-"-"llry to rhoo.<t' B munllt'r of \'illnL'l':'l of h~ than 
l,OCll,lilldufew of opproxlmutei)'J,(UJ, with one tl'umden, :0:, C.) of !1\l~:ht)).· O\'er S,lQl, 

The pnrticular villages included in the snm pic, 
grouped by States within the five geogruphi<' rPg-tons 
adopted, were the following: 

l\cw England (14 villages): 
Massachusetts: A\'on, Eu."t Bri<hz;l"watcr, lft·hron\'illl", 

l'ingstou, 1\orth Easton, 1\orth l>ill;hton, North Hayn· 
ham, South Hanson-Bryants\·ille 

Vermont: Bristol, EJ-<St•x Junction, Xnrthfield, Hichford. 
Swanton, \\' aterhury 

North Ccutrnl (46 \·illagcs): 
Illinois: Atlanta, Bement, Cerro Gordo, Farmer City, 

~Iaroa, Monticello, Mount PulaNki, Tttscola 
Iowa: Brooklyn, B!IRo.;cy, Dallas, Earlham, 1-:ddy,·illp, 

Melcher, Moutczumn, X<.·w ~haron, Ph·a~nntvillc, ~tatt~ 
Cc11t('r, \'ictor 

Michigan: Blissfield, Chd:wu, Cvllcorcl, Gra."lt Lukt~, llm!­
son, Jones\'ille, Parma, Tecmmwh 

Ohio: Bcll\'illc, Cardington, Frcd«·ricktown, ~lount Uih·ud, 
Pt•rrytwille, Pl)·mouth 

Pcnnsyh·nnia: Denver, Marietta, :\l•W Froedom, :\ew 
Holland, Quarry\'il1<", Hpri11p; GroV(', \Vrip;hts,·ille 

'Wisconsin: Horicon, l~akc Mills, 1\.lny\'ilh•, Mount llort·h, 
Sun Prairie, Waterloo 

South (34 villa~es): 
Georgia: Co111cr, ('onnnerrl", Gr<•cnslmro, Jt'fferson, 1\.lndi­

~on, Social Circle, \\'ao.;hin~ton, \\'inrh•r 
Mississippi: Drew, Ilnllandal<>, Indianola, Itta Bcnn, Le­

land, Moorlwucl, Mound Bayou, Hoscdnh~, Hulcvillc, 
Shaw, Shelby 

North Carolina: Elm City, Franklinton, Louisburg, Na..,h· 
\'illc, Sprinp; Hope, \\'ake Fur(lst, Whitakcrl'l, Zt>bulon 

Sottth Carolina: Bishop\·ille, Camden, Lake City, Lamar, 
Manning, Summerton, Timmonsville 

Mountain and Plains (22 villn~l·s): 
~olorndo: Glenwood Sprinj;{s, M('ckcr, Jh·d ClifT, Hille 
l\.ansos: Bucklin, Cimarron, Fowler, J\.insl<•y, Men.dt•, 

Spearville 
Montana: Forsyth 
1\orth Dakota: CUBHl'iton, Cuopl'fstown Fi11lev Hattou 

Hillsboro, Hope, 1.-idp;erwoori, ~l~tyvill~, Jlortl~ 1
1

1 rl ' 
South Dakota: lh•lle Fourche, Sturgis 

Pacific (24 village•): • 

California: Beaumont, Brea, CcreH, Ell'linorc, Hemet, Ln 
Ho.hro., Manteca, Newman, Oakdale Placentia San 
.Jacinto, Tm~tin ' ' 

Orbcp;on: McMinnville, Newberg, Sheridan, Silverton, Wood­
urn 

WmdJinj;{ton: Arlington, lllairu~, Burlington Lvndcn Marys-
ville, Monro«~. SnohotniHh 

1 
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Consumer Incomes 

The farm counties included in the sample, also 
grouped according to States within the geographic 
regions, are listed below. The dominant type of farm­
ing prevailing in each group of counties is also indicated. 

1'\ew England (4 counties): 
Massachusetts:" Bristol, Plymouth (dairy and poultry) 
Vermont: Chittenden, Franklin (dairy) 

1'\ orth Central ( 18 counties): 
Illinois: De "ritt, Logan, Macon, Piatt (corn or cash grain) 
Iowa: Madison, Mahaska, Marion, Marshall, Poweshiek 

(animal specialty) 
Michigan: Lenawee (dairy and general) 
New Jersey:" Camden, Gloucester, Salem (truck) 
Ohio: Crawford, Knox, Richland (general) 
Pennsylvania: Lancaster ·(general) 
\Visconsin: Dane (dairy) 

South (22 counties): 
Gt>orgia: Clarke, Elbert, Greene, Jackson, Madison, Mor­

gan, Oconee, \Vilkes (cotton) 
Mississippi: Bolivar, Leflore, Sunflower, 'Vashin~ton (cot-

ton) 
Korth Carolina: Jackson, Macon (self-sufficiu~) 
1'\orth Carolina: Edgecombe, Nash (cotton and tobacco) 
South Carolina: Clarendon, Darlington, .Florence, Lee, 

Marion, Sumtf."r (cotton and tobacco) 
Mountain and Plains (13 counties): 

Colorado: Engle, Garfield, Rio Blanco (ran~Z;e livestock) 
1\ansas: Edwards, Ford, Gray, Meade (wheat or cash grain) 
1\-lontana: Custer (range livestock and cash grain) 
Korth Dakota: Barnes, Cass, Griggs, Steele (wheat or cash 

grain) 
South Dakota: Pennington (range livestock and ca..o;;h grain) 

Pacific (9 counties): 
California: Orange, Riverside (fruit) 
California: San Joaquin (fruit and dairy) 
Oregon: • Clackamas, Marion, Multnomah, Polk, \Yash­

inJct,on (part-time) 
0r£>gon: Marion, Polk (general and fruit) 
\Vashington: \Vhatcom (poultry and dairy) 

Sampling Procedures 

Random sampling methods were used in the study, 
with controlled sampling superimposed, three distinct 
samples being taken in obtaining the data. The infor­
mation was obtained by field agents, through personal 
interview with the housewife and other members of the 
family. 

Tlte Record Cartl Sample.-A rnndom sumple of all 
types of fumilies wus first taken in euch community 
selected for study, euch dwelling unit being given on 
equal chance of inclusion. This sample vnrit•d from a 
<:overage of approximately 4 percent in New York City 
to a 100 percent covemge in most small cities and in all 
villages. A record card was filled out for each family 
<:ontacted, supplying information on the color and 
nativity group to which the family belonged and on the 
composition of the fumily, and certain other informa­
tion necessary for the selection of families to be inter­
'·iewcd in the second or income sample. 

• N'ot utlll!~>d In pn.>s('nt study of lm·ome dlstrlhutlon. 
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Tlte Income ·sample.-The income sample was 
limited in most communities to native-white families 
that hod contained both husband and wife throughout 
the schedule year and that maintained housekeeping 
quarters at the time of the interview. For farm fami­
lies there were the additional requirements tbat the 
home meet the census definition of a farm, and that the 
family hod operated the farm throughout the preced­
ing year. Native Negro normal families were included 
in the regular sample in all rural and urban communi­
ties surveyed in the Sou theost area and in New York 
City and Columbus, Ohio. 

Thus the income sample was a random sample drown 
from a broader random sample and comprised of all 
families that met certain fixed qualifications admitting 
them to the "universe" selected for study.• From all 
such "eligible" families, detailed data on income, 
family composition, occupation, and housing were ob­
tained by means of a short sampling schedule called the 
family schedule. The information obtained from each 
family covered the 12-month period immediately pre­
ceding the interview or-in the case of some families 
interviewed in the spring months-the calendar yenr 
1935. 

In certnin communities family schedule data were 
also obtained from a relatively small random sample 
of the fnmilies thnt were ineligible for the regular income 
sample, including families in which either husband or 
wife was foreign-hom, Negro families in communities 
where they were not included in the regular sample, 
and families not containing both husband and wife. 
This sample of ineligibles 6 supplied information on 
the rein tive income status of these less numerous 
groups in the population and made it possible to obtain 
an over-nil picture of income, occupation, and family­
type distributions in the sample communities covered.' 

Tlte Consumption Sample.-The information on 
family expenditures and savings wns obtnined from a 
third sample of fnmilies, selected from the inoome 
sample on the bnsis of certain controls designed to 
limit the types of fnmilies and the number of fnmilies 
of each type interviewed. This information, which 
constitutes the core of the study, wns collected by means 
of an e.rpenditure schedule, co\•ering the goods and 
services purchased by the fnmily and changes in family 

s Sln~le Individuals were inchtded in the income sample In four t'ltles-Proddeore, 
R. I., Columbus, Ohio, Portland, On>~ .• and Chiml!:o, Ill. St-e )). 64 bfolow. 

• Referred to el~ewhero in this report ns the "clippe-d Mmple"-so·enlled beam."' 
the corners of the family St'ht>dules were clipped off to distinguish them rrom the 
schedules from the rep:ulorin('ome snmple. 

7 Such samples were t.nken in nil of the 51 cities CO\'ered in the Study oC Con­
sumer Purchn.''t'S, CX('('flt the following 12: Astoria, Oreg.; Betwer Dam, Wb.; Boone, 
lown; Dodge City, Kans.; Orueley, Colo.; Greenfield, Mass.; Khun11th Fall<!., Oreg.; 
Moberly, :Mo.; New Phllndeltlhln, Ohio; New York, N.Y.; Pro\'o, Utah: Willi­
mantic, Conn. In addition, cli)lped samples Wl're takt'n In the followim:: fh-e farm 
areo.s: California, Illinois, Mil'hh:::nn, Pennsyl\'nnin. Wu.shinl{ton. The clip)X'd 
sample duta for all of tht\.'16 roummnllies, bowe,·er, were not utili~:l'd in the pre.~nt 
report. 'l"he ll!lt of the ('Ommunltil•s tlmt were onJitiOO i!l~tlnm In footnolt\G. on ll, 57. 
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assets and liabilities during the 12 months covered by 
the income schedule. 

The expenditure schedule was supplemented, for 
those families willing and able to gh·e more detailed 
information, by check lists on specific ite~s of clothing, 
furnishings and equipment purchased dunng_thesched­
ule year, and by a check list on food expenditure f~r a 
7-day period. Weekly records of food consumptiOn, 
kept by the housewife at several seasons of the year, 
were also obtained from a still more limited sample of 
families. 

The Schedules Used 

The family schedules obtained in the income sample 
contained all of the information from the Consumer 
Purchases Study utilized in the present report on the 
distribution of consumer income. The schedules used 
for urban families by the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
and for farm families by the Bureau of Home Economics 
are shown in facsimile below. 

The schedule for village and small-city families used 
by the Iutter bureau was identical in content and 
wording with the urban schedule shown, except that 
for the village group an additional set of questions was 
included to cover the estimated money value of fruits 
and vegetables, poultry and other foods produced by 
the families for their own use. This source of family 
income occurs so infrequently in urban communities 
that it was not considered necessary to pro~-ide for it 
in the schedule used fo~ city families. 

The farm and urban schedules were identical, it will 
be noticed, for questions on the composition of the eco­
nomic family and the household, and on most of the 
items of income. A number of additional questions, 
however, were needed on the farm schedule in order to 
arrive at the net income from the farm during the 
schedule year. 

With all of the schedules used, the information on 
earnings was obtained in careful detail, so us to insure 
the inclusion of all of the earnings of each member of 
the family during the year. Work relief earnings were 
entered in the same section of the schedules as were 
earnings from other employment. On the urban and 

. village schedules, a column was provided for indicating 
the status of the worker-whether salaried or wuge 
earning (designated s), work relief (designated x), or 
working on own account (designated o). 

The lnst questions called for on the schedules, it will 
be observed, asked whether the family had received 
relief in any form at any time during the year. Al­
though the amount of work relief earnings was re­
corded, no attempt was made to determine the amount 
of direct relief received, either in cash or in kind, as it 
was felt that such estimates would be too much subject 
to error to justify tabulation. The omission of this 
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• 
item of income from the schedules proved to be a 
serious handicap in utilizing the data in the present 
study of consumer income distribution. The methods 
used to offset this omission are described in other sec­
tions of this report. 

Since the record card served as a sampling de~-ice in 
the study to facilitate the selection of families inter­
viewed in the income snmple, it is also reproduc<.>d in 
facsintile below. Both the furm recmd card and thu t 
used for urbnn fumilies nre presented. The curd used 
for villuge families wns identical with that for the urbun 
group. 

Number and Distribution of 
Families in Income Sample 

The broad random snmple of fnmilies contacted in 
the record curd snmple totalled approximntely 700.000 
families. Family schedules, contnining income dutn, 
were obtnined from about 300,000 of these families. 
Of this number, about 274,000 were used in prepuring 
the income distributions presented in this report. 

The distribution of these sample families according 
to region and type of community is summarized in 
table lOA below, and the distribution by color-nativity 
group in urban and in rural communities \\-ithin t>uch 
region is indicated in table 11 A. 

With respect to occupation and to family size, the 
sample was random within each community for the 
universe covered, and-us elsewhere indicated •­
served in the present study us a basis for distributing 
all nonrelief families in the population according to these 
factors. 

With respect to income distribution, the sample was 
of course also random within each community. But­
as indicated at other points in the report-there is 
reason to believe that the number of families included 
in the sample at the high income levels somewhnt 
underrepresents the total number in the population. 
Although every effort was made to maintain the rnn­
domness of the sample, families in the weulthier neigh­
borhoods were more frequently found to be awr.y from 
home and more frequently refused to give the informn­
tion desired, and these difficulties could not be entirely 
offset by the correcth·e sampling procedures adopted. 
The income distributions obtained from the sample fo1• 
income levels of $7,500 and over were therefore ad­
justed, in the present study, on the basis of data frnni 
Federal income tax returns for 1935 and 1936.• 

Methods Used to Assure 
Reliability oF Data 

In ~study of this type, and especially in one of this 
magmtude, some question inevitably arises us to tho 

• Boo pp. 7j-7~. 
t 800 lleC', 7 of lhiK IIJI(Mllldlx, 
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Urban family schedule US£'d with iucome sample 

FRONT 
In B.L.B.937 

thh .!:.':!~!.!!.." U. S. DEPARTMENT OF' LABOR Code No. -··-·-··-·-·---·--·-----·-::,:~,:·.r:, ~~r:~m ""' "•,•:;~.~r.; and wm BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS Schodulo No. -·--··-----IN COOPVIATJO-. WJTH • fo• t~otlon . 
NATIONAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE City-----·-- Dist. ----

(.YEAR· 'BY WORKS PROGRESS ADMINISTRATION 
Agent ----------------------·-··· DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

WASHINGTON D~te or 1936. 
Twelve months beginning ------·-----• 1935, 

STUDY OF CONSUMER PURCHASES v. IN THIS CITY 
and cndln• '193. A FEDERAL WORKS PROJECT ,Fo! . how many months ?f FAMULYSCHEDULE-URDAN 

U. FAMILY · (dwi., •bedolo ,_) 
ID. OTHER ! .. ~;~) 

I_ this~~?l;l~-~id the family live 
A D 0 DIE 

VI. UVI~a~ dato ol 
Number of Status 

.... .!,";, 
J.femben ofetonomlr f~~.mlly f11.ll ,N':., 

weebdar- OOM !. Did family occupy these Jiving IDIYmr 
~us sbarlog family lnrome, ""' 1. Sons and daughters boarding quarters at end of schedule 

dln11: thoso temporarlly 
··~':· .!~. 1.~~ year? a. DYes. b. 0 No. a•·ay from home) and rooming at home: 

2. Does family Down or Orent 
Age ---·-• sex these livlDg quarters? 

2. Other roomers with J.. ·• 
1. M 3. Roomers without h ., 3. Monthl{rent S-~------• if renter. 

4. Type o living quarters: 
2. Wit• F 4. Boarders without One-family house: 

Otw: I a. 0 Detached. 
5. Tourists or b. OAttachod. 
6. "' ... Two-family house: 

3. 
7. Paid he!~~ I· 

e. OSide by side. 
d. OTwo decker. 

4. IV. IE Apartment in building for: 

o. e. OThree families. 
!. Number of months during schedule year f. OF our families. 

6. 1·-.. 
living: g. 'OFive or more families. 

a. As renter_ b. AsoWDcr: 1st home_. Dwelling unit in business bldg.: 
7. 2d home •••• h. D 

'" homo 2d homo Room or rooms: 
8. i. OWith another family. 

I n:~:~ ...... . I• !· Oln rooming house. 9. -------------- . u':£~~:.~ed ''"""' [~· !::!X••· . B~~ 10. ' 1 4. loo • .,1. tb: DNo. 
Otf.:b_ 

Ir any member of family died during year, ~~:~",..lud,. "dtul) I" • I• 
vu, 

circle number in front of name. ......... • • OWhite. b. 

BACK 
VJU. MOSEY EARXlN'CS OF PAl\ULY FROM EMPLOYMENT OR BUSINESS OUTSIDE OF ROME Oil AT HOME 

(duriaf ache~halc Jc&f) 

A I D I c 
Members of famUy plnfuli)" em [llo)·ed 

RelatloD.!blp 

]. __ ................ .. 

J.lne 
t\o. A~ 
IIA 

D E 

OCCUP A,!ION during yenr 

Kin•l of work (sud\ ns mo.­
chiol5t, bookkeeper, met• 
tb11.nt, nulbor) 

Nalun! or lodwtry (such as 
cotton mUI, oonr, sboo 
sto~ lodepend~ol) 

F 0 

Status or Rate or earnings Ptt unit 
worker of Ume 

{s, x, o) 

n 

Time em­
ploy~ (use 
68.IIUl time 
u.clt ns In 
col. 0) 

1 

Total money 
earnlcgs from 
e;~~t 

S---------.. per ________ -------------- S----

2. --~-----------_ .. . . . _ .. . . . _ .. _. . ... ----- ----------------- _. ·--- .•• ····--·. ·····-------- ------- ----- -------------per........ _ ------_ --- ---- --------

3. ···----·-·-····· ·--.. . __ ... . ... _. . _ .. ··-·····--·· ··-··------ __ .. ___ ---------------- -------·- --·-·--···-· --------------Per-------_ ----- --- __ --- __ _ ••. ------

4 . .................... . . ... -. . -·-. ··----. ----------- --- ---. -------·····- --- --- ----------- ··---------- -···--······.per---·---- --------------- --------
5 ..................... . . __ --·------ ·--_ ••••• ____ .•• ____ . ___ . ·····------ --- ------ .. ------· --- ..•• ---·- . __ .•.. per........ --------------- --------·-

6. ·-·--···----· -·-.-. . .. -. ---·--·------· --·- ---.. ·--. ---------·-.--u·------· -- .. ---------- -------- ______ per-------- . --- ---------- --------

'1. • •••••••••.•.. -- . . . . . . . . .• . . . . . . . . .... -- •••••• u ...................................... -- ................. ·····----- •••• per-------- --------·--··-· -----------

8. • •••• --------_ ·---- __ . _. . . . . _. _ . . . ..• ·····--·----- __ ------- ---- . ___ .. _ --------- ------ ----···· . ---------·- --------- .•••. per. __ ----- ----- _. --··- ___ ------------

9. ····-·-··--·· -----.-. .• .. . . . .. _. . . .•• --- --- ---~-- _______ ...... _ ------ ·····------------------- ............ -------·······per-------- ---·-·-···----- ----------
10 ............................ ------ --------------------.:.------·-- ........................................................ per ........ ------------------------------

IX. OTHER 1\IONf!Y INCOME Total for J'II:IU' 

t. Income !rom roomers and boarders (gross) •. S------------·--··--·-
2. Income from work in homo Dot entered in 

IX. OTHER MONEY INCOl\IE {eonU11utd) 

7. Gifts in cash for current use from persons 
not members of eeonomio family--·------

8. Losses in business (subtract). $ ••••••....•.. 

Total ror J'eu' 

S-·---·---·---
X X X X X 

3. In~~!ta~Jd~fd~~rd~;-~m-;i;;~k;;b~;~d;;· ------·-·-······-------· 
bank accounts, trust funds, cte .............. ------·--·-···--·····-·II-'9". ___ _,T'-'OT"-'A"'L'-'m""'o"'n"'ccyL!f!!n"eo,m,e.=·= .. ::.··::.·=·-::.·::.·-=·=··::.·l..!S:o .. = .. =·= .. ::. .. =·=":="=·=··=·-=·:::-

4. Proia aol ildaded. ia VIR ahon,lea upwet..---·····--- ······--····-·--·---- 10. Has family received dlreet relief (in eash or kind), duri.Dg 
schedule year'l' a. CJYcs. b. ONo. 

5. Rente from property, less espcnsos .••.•••••••. -----------·-·---------- 11. HM any member of family had work rclfe! during schedule 
6. Penalollll, annuities, bcncfita_ __________________ ------·----------------- year? a. OCasb. b. OKind. c. CJNone. 

loloiDtUIIUT r111T1 .. lnlCI, 1..--
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Fan~J. family schedule u.srd tn·t/, incornr sample 

1'1rel" moalluo bet:l.cud.q: --------'"' 
&rid~-- ···-·· 193 
1L rUIID.1' ~ II.O~I:BOUI COMPC*T10M ---• • D I ' 

N-ol-
.laoot ~,_ 

------·1---1~ 

Fl!ONT 

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURa 
BUftUU CM" HOM£ O:ONOMIQI 

1J111 Q)CIIIODIA,_ WITN 

NATIONAL ..-DOURCI:S COMMITTEE 
WORKS -OGIIIESS A.DNINinl'IATION -DU'Aft'niDIT 011" ~ft 

·-·~ 

STUDY OF CONSUMER PURCHASES 
.a. .ma.u. woau ...o~ICT 

FAMILY SCHEDULE-FARM 

NomtMT 111 I'C'IOnomle 
faml.Lt.-······---- Cod. NL --··-·······-

P&mii:J 
l~oe. IC~ule No ··--··-··· 

~Ddlttmr 
Or. .cbeduJ• :.c .... -·---

Covlll7 -----------
• ..... -------- U. C. D.----
Do~ot 

lDiotniew 81.1.too 

•"·'-'I.MIUriD<IIa ..... -,_ ---, __ _ 
2. u~· purd.....:l fo.r ~ or ,.. 

pa-.... DL------···· 

Ia ~ .... -I 'a::: 

L B-"----· M ·- -·~··-···(--=~~---~~~-:-:-! 
COI<PIDitl'<TI.lL-Tioo -- ._.,.. .. llolo -- Ill 

P __ ....._ CO.,.UIII"'•_.,• ~~---- ... -

:2.=Wif=L=··~~~~~~· ~$~~·~· :!f:~·~·~··~· -·~~-;;;;;;;;;;;-;;;;;;."_~_-___ -__ -_--r------~~ 

L Bind 1abo:or fOI" f&na-----.:-

--.,--~--~ ---- s. Fe.i. haJ', atn• ---

&. F'"'-ill_.., ~n.7l111 -tcriaL.---- ! ··············-­
a. 8Mda, plulla, . I 

L )la~hl.-y, toob (np&ln. ~- ! 
-Dloo) , 

: -.------······· ·: i····t .. ·:! ~~ ~ .. ~~~~~::· .... o =~= 
~ -··--d•m ml m-·t-~ ··- 2. ..... '"'"' -[-·-· 

•
:.·. ··:=::_:1 .. ~:::1. :::~~.·.·.1·=_!1 .. ·~= : ;:::::_-"'"---·!=~·=· 

: ~eot ----·~--·· ••• -

7. Cuollot. o<l. U,.., de., fo.r ,..,. pn-1 
due · I 

a. IWpa1n oo r-lMllldlap ...:1 '•­

•· Ta•n aod .,,..,,.._.- lana IJI"'O>- ! 
crtr • 

HI. ID"""t and MD&Dcio1 rharp-oo o•l 

11- am. &ad daqP,ten bo&rdlcl 
&Dd room Lee •t bomc t~ 
u,...,a.Dd. . 

u. ou-- with board---­

D. a- wiU.OU.t board.­

u. Boudcr. •ltboat l'OOID.._-_. 

11. Taadde aa4 baadeatL--. 

• 0 

JL a-t.~~ Of' Joa;p:r)_ -------

17. Pakl help llYIDI ln. __ -

7. '¥.'7 produde) (milk, nam, bo!tkr- lana tnor\pp ·· , 

.... cheew II. R-ot lor 1aD4 ...S b1111d.i111'· ·-··--··~' 
LPou.IU.,.(qp.chlckma,turller-.dueka, 12..0\berfano~n~ • ---~ 

.,.., ---- ·~'''"---------------"T"'"~··=-=· ·=··=~"~"'~·~~~= 
fl. u::!i}_'c'-~-'-'"c·_'"'_'_~.:_•._"'::..:._'...., . ...:c. ·---.. -· f . 

10. Otbcrpnd•""'~-----f---
llODet reo:..-i~ed from ot.ba- -.-en: 

II. A. A. A. ~ndit a11d n:o'-1 pa~ment. 
(lpecify produet b7 liM Dumber 
abotr11 aboYC)-------

\2.. O&ber fanalatomc-----1--~~-J ... Tauc.. •••.. I ..... 

Tu-. or F .oi111.-Citct. lb•e D!lmbH at mala pr-od~e\ 
al lana. U en-a! fan:u, c•rdc W.. D=r.bc:n at ~rWJ> ......... 

lAC lit 

I. T11Lal IICTH 1a farm(o) ..,._.t-.d------·-····· 
2.. A~-....:1-----··-·----...... 
1. AQn QA rut..d ----------·--

4. Ana M.&rw NDIN ----------

6. If 1h&re rnt...r. dOIII o••r fu"'lab all ol the work 
&.lllmah; •. 0 l'-. •. 0 J-io. 

.. , ...... al f.ann(l) Oaad cad bolld.J.a.p) .. •---

7. , .... ..., o1 ,..., .. ., •• d .... m,.. -·· 

91. MOICQ UJIJQI'ICII OP FANIU no•1 UU"LOUIDO' 01"UU THAJOI Otu.onOJOI OF P.o•Y -..--·-
• I • I c 0 D ' 1. •ru~o. for drtll.kln.- ucl-kiDIJ: 

N-t.tolllallraiOIIallr.,.p~n"" 

-------·~-·--lo.;;a:.--:,ooo: .. ~ .. ~:!.":. 
~::e.... ..... =·-·--'-' a.tool ....... poo_ ·- --r::.. .... :: _ .... a, 

Tat.J-. ............ ---
Quart~ pn' -~~ _____ .... ) 

Nu111bn ol WMkl ----··--· ··--·-.... 
2. Cru.m lor t.ablt: UM &IUS for b\!U.orr: ... Q.aana pw ..... -------.. ·-) 

Numbn ol-..b __ ......... J .... -··-·-····· .. 
L -·-·--·-· .. ········•·••······ ...... - .. per--.. .................................. 

I 

a. EcpF&JJ aDd wto~cr. I 
::~,::~:::::::::~: }··--··-·-· .. ·-·· 

. ....... - ..... 

2.-.. __ ··--···· I 

. •····-··-·········!···. •. --.-.................. . 
6 ____ .. ___ , ... . 

•. 
"~·--····· .... - ... -. 
•. 
• 

YJ1. OTIID WOlf itT IIOICOMJ; -. ............ ,_ 

•· ,,_.--.cad boudcn w->-· •. _ ......... . 
2. From lilt. ol.._m..s. produet.-................. .. 

J. From work In home""' entfttd 111 VI 
llbo<r• (lpec:llrl--------

~ lt~Lorat and 41wl.dnct. tram beno:k, 
tl.ocU, buk r.cc:ouot., trult fuud.l, ok.-----·----.......... . 

&. Prollt. Mt llldudad La VI abowe. leu . ,,..... _____ ................. . 
e. RaJtafrom J~F~~P~rtt. '- apea•~•- .................... . 

7. "l'mliotu. aauult'-. t-n.et. .. _ 

····---.j:»>' .. - ... 

·······--·~'--·· 

.. .. --~'--·· 
. ........... per __ ··· 

.. .......... pe•--·· 

. ........... per ___ --...... ---· 

........... fW'r ......... . 

Tar 1. tl-81 ---

8prln~•nd •~mn.er: 

<&II p.r .,. .. 11 --.. ·--·-·j ............ . 
Humber t/l....u_ __ _ 

4. Poulw.::, '::~'•prlnl: 

:::: :•:on~----·-·~· }----·-· ....... .. 
lluomer and f.tl. 

Hu111btr per monlll - ........ l·-·-· ............ .. 
NumbH ol111011lb1 ............ .. 

J. Potk, 4re.ed. wel1bl: 

Pouoc!t for ynr--.. 

e. Otb.r m1at., dr-...d _l,ht: 

Pouod.l for ,..., --......... . 

7. Potolt>H (wh!Lo): 
Bu•hrl& for 7""--........ 

I. Va.!ua Ill olhn- food fn~m fum prd~11 
a. Gilt. In cub for curn-nt u"" f"'m 

r.;nootaot m.rnbctt of Konomlc 
aiDUJ' ............. ................ fl. V&lut of lrulta..-........ - ............ .. 

o. Otbn- tDolleJ' locome__ __ .. l---~~ 10. V~~::t.~~~)..'...~ ... ~~~~: .. ~~~-

11. Value of fuel__ ................. . 

12. V.tu• of other product. (wool, to. 
l.oauo, ek.) ............................... . 

10. TOTAL 11-t) .. _.. ··----..... 

II. ~. fr0111 burinc• oot. diductld 
tbOY~ ...... - .... - •• - ........................ . 

12. DUftrmc. (10 ml.aut 11) ............. . 

13. n ... r .... n,. niUI~ed"dlr~<l ''"'lri" Un(G 0 ¥ Ill ToTU. 
c&oborklad)durinl.clltdut.,ear7 ~: 0 N":." 1~ Tv-'ll. IHcu•u: lln·IJ- .,:;; ;... ~~~!.:. ____ ..,._ 

14. llu .. ,. ~~~embw of ftmMr tlad(:· o Cut. -r.l .. "ii:~"·,"~·~~;;::'~"'-·'c"c· ·c··c·:··:···::··c··:··c··c·:··:··:···c··~·~··:-:··:··:···:·::::::::: 
won niJ.f dun.,, whadu~ rcar7 ~';g:-"~"~~o~c.s._·_,·.~·J05!_!W~>~··~~C· -l'c· £O!.!!No··-.,.-•. c-______ _ 

1, 1, 1,.1011..,,.,1,,111,.11 
._ •.riJ'D 



Consumer Incomes 

Rerord earth used tt:ith urban and ·ll'ilh farm fmnilir.~ 

CONFIDBN'I'IA£.-f'M lniMmatlon r~ualftl In 
thl• •cheduZ. Ia atrlctlfl conlfdenllal. Glr1lng It t. 
I'Oiuntarv. It ~Ill not b• el!'l!'n bv anp e:zcl!'pl erDOrn 
agent• of the cooperatln11 tll/l!'nclea and will not be 
at>Gilabre lor lt~xallon purpoaea. 

B. L. B. 84.8 

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS 

Schedule No. ------------------

E. D.~-------------------------
STUDY OF CONSUMER PURCHASES 

IN COOP'atATJON WlTH 

A FEDERAL WORKS PROJECT 

RECORD CARD-URBAN 

NATIONAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE 

WORKS PROGRESS ADMINISTRATION 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

WASHINGTON. 

Agent ------------------------------------

Editor -------------------------------- .• 

SoaN IN UNITED S.TATES 

1. Street and number ... ·······----------------------------·······------------~--------------- Yes No 

2. Type of structure'-----------------------·---------------------------.. ·-------------------- 10. 0 0 Husband or male hesd 

3. Apru-tment or Jloor ................ -----------------------------------L~ JD-LV~a!!!c:!!an:!!!_t __ I-:1:1."-=0"-:-:-'--0'=':-'-:-'W~i~fe~o::_r~fe::m!!al~e.!h!::esd=-:---::-:---
12. Residence in (a) housekeeping quarters, or (b) rooms 

4. Name·····-----------·--·------------·-··----------------- Telephone---------------:..... with another family, in rooming house, hotel, or 
institution: 

v .... Date Time •~_:A::t.:;b:=:om::•=-:-_1 InformaUou Penou O H 
of ,- obtained luterviewed a. ousekeeping quarters 

day Yes No 

-----~---------~~---------~------~~b.J[]dLR~o~o~ms~o~n~ly~l-----------------
5. First .. --------- .............. -------- .......... --------- .................. -----------------

6. Second ..••..... ------------- -------- .••.•••••• -------- -----------------· -----------------

7. Third---------- .............. -------- ---------- ---------- ------------------ ------------------

8. Color: a. 0 White 

I b. 0 Negro 

I c. 0 Other 

9. Number in economic family: 

a. 0 Two or more persons 

I b. 0 One person I 

13. Economic family includes husband and wife:' 

a. 0 Yes I b. 0 No I 
If yes: 

c. Number of years manied: 

I (1) 0 Less than one I 
(2) 0 One or more 

U theM b NO CHECK lu auy of the heavy boms, request family 
..... alo. 

1 f"pt't'if)' (lne-fnmlly b(ltl!O, detached. semidetached or row; two-famUy bouse. side by sldo or two decker, three-, ((lur-1 ftve- or more family apartment buUdioc; bosloea 
bulldio~:: botrl: lmtilutloo. 

, lo nllog rH'Vrd ~for loeUglbles. rue sepant.tely cards for families whlcb arelaeUcJble only because they come under 13b. U-330t 

BHE 119 

U. 5. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

BUREAU OF HOME ECONOMICS STUDY OF CONSUMER PURCHASES Record card No.-------------------
IN COOPERATION WITH 

NATIONAL RESOURCES COMMITI'EE 
WORKS .. ROGRESS ADMINISTRATION 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

WASHINGTON 

A FEDERAL WORKS PROJECT 

RECORD CARD-FARM 
Family schedule No.------------

1. Location (describe) --------------------------------------------------------------­

---------------------------------------------------------------------' Vacant 0 I 

M. C. D.-------------------­
Agent --------------------------

Botn in United States. 

Yu I No I 8. D 0 Husband, or male head. 
9. 0 0 Wife, or female hesd. 

---------------------------------------------------- Telephone---------------------------~----===-:--------------
2. N amo ------------................. ----.. ----------------------------.. -------------------------

Visits Dolo Tlmeor ... , Athom.e 

1----,---II.otormatloo PenoD 
n1fused lnterviewod 

Yes No 

10. Has family operated THIS farm for 
last 12 montha7 

ll. Was farm operated for wage or oa1&ry 
last year? 

12. Does farm have more than 3 aeresf 

a. 0 Yu 

~ 
b. 0 No 
a.. 0 Yea 
b. ONo 

13. H No, wasgro.ssincomelastyearmore a. D Yea 
than $2507 lb. 0 No I 

3. First ................. ----------- ---------- --------- ---------- -------- -------~~1~4-:_::Pri::'~n~ci~p~al~cn>~p~-========-=-----
4. Second .............. ---------- --------- ----------- --------- ------ --------

5. Third ................ ------------ ------------ ------------ ~----------· ---········ ··-·-······ 

6. Color: a. D White. 7. Number in family: r··b:··o·N·eg·ro:····: a. D Two or more persons. 
I c. 0 Other. I I b. 0 One person. I 

15. Economic family· includes husbSD.d and wife:• 
a.O Yu I b.ONo I 

If u .. : 
c. Number years married: 

I (!) 0 Less than one. I 
(2) 0 One or more. 

If there is NO CHECK in any of the heavy boxes, and ir the type of farming is one to be studied, request family achedule. 

I lD tWna: rocord card3 for I.Dollslblos, tlle ~~eparatelJ cards lor famWe.s ell~~:lblo cnoept tor 16b--e family which doel not lDcludo bg,bend ad wUo. 
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reliabilitv of the data collected. A brief indication of 
the methods used to assure the accuracy of the sched­
ules and the randomness of the sample may therefore 
be desirable. For a fuller description of these precau­
tions, the reader is referred to reports prepared by the 
two bureaus administering the study. 

The first prerequisite for reliability in the results of 
such a study was, of course, careful ad,·ance planning 
of the collection and analysis of the data, with careful 
preparation of instructions for supervisors, field agents, 
editors, and tabulators. This requirement w•as clearly 
recognized by the Government agencies sponsoring the 
project, and arrangements were made on the initiation 
of the study to proYide for adequate preparation. The 
various smaller studies of consumer expenditures pre,·i­
ously made by the bureaus conducting the project and 
by other research agencies supplied a background of 
e."\-perience indispensable for this large-scale undertaking. 

A second prerequisite wus obviously the careful selec­
tion und training of personnel. Here again every effort 
was made to meet the needs of the project. The super­
visory stuffs in the regional udministratiYe offices and in 
the locul collection offices consisted of college graduates 
with training in the social sciences and statistics, and in 
many cases with experience in the direction of surveys. 
The field agents and editors were selected from persons 
of clerical and professional rating on Works Progress 
Administration rolls by menus of aptitude tests. All of 
the workers appointed on the project were given a 
training period of 2 or 3 weeks, with practice in currying 
through the duties to which they were assigned. Thus 
every field agent and editor started work with a knowl­
edge of the requirements for correct, consistent reports. 

As n further assurance of the accuracy of the datu 
collected, a system of check interviewing was adopted, 
under the guidance of the regional office stuffs. In 
general, one out of every eight families visited by each 
agent was revisited by a supervisor, editor or squad 
lender, to check enough of the entries on the schedule to 
prove that the agent had obtained the information from 
the family and had reported it correctly. The schedules 
to be checked were chosen at random. Similurly, spot 
editing of schedules was carried out by the regional 
editors, in order to check the work of the local editing 
supervisors. 

In addition to the need for accurate collecting and 
editing of schedules, there was need for assuring that 
the sample of families from whom the schedules were 

~Yationul Rnmu ret'S ( 'ruum ittee 

obtained in each community wus rnndom. The first 
requirement here was for a sutisf11ctory method of 
selecting the nam~s or oddre,;scs from which a rundom 
sample could be dmwn. In most of the smaller com­
munities tlus problem wus cnrcd fnr by a 100 pcrcmt 
covernge of oil dwelling units in the record cnrd surnple. 
In the larger cities, howe,·er, it wns necessury to usc 
citv directories or similur lists os 11 busis for the scler­
tio~ of a series of rnndom snmples of dwelling units. 
For the farm counties, rurul route mnps were used, 
since comprehensi,-e lists were not 11vnilnble. The 
procedures for druwing these sumples were curcfully 
developed by the Wushmgton stuffs of the two bureuus 
nnd cnrefully supervised through the regionnl offi<"<'<. 

The selection of a rnndorn snmple of dwelling units, 
however, did not insure the uctlml collection of sehed­
ules from a random snmplc of fnmilies. In the course 
of the field work vnrious difliculties W<•re encountN<•d 
because of the refusnl or innbility of some f11milics to 
gh·e the desired informntion, or beenuse of unsuccessful 
nttempts to contact families. To meet th~se difficulties, 
Yurious preventive nnd {'orrc<·tive nwusures wcro 
adopted. Two or three culls Wl're nuulo upon such 
fnmilies before a record <·nrd or schedule with purtinl 
or no information wns tunwd in. A epeci11l unuly,;is 
wus then mode of the cnrds nud sel!l•dules showing 
refusals or incomplete informntion in order to determine 
the economic or occupntionul groups from whil'h tiH'y 
cnme. On the basis of this unnl.\•sis, 11 revisiting or 
"recapture" progrnm wns instituted to offs<'t the bins 
in the sample, the most skillful fi<•ld ugeuts being 
assigned to this work. \\'here a sufiicieut number of 
cnses could not be "recluimed" in this wny, provision 
wus mude in some cities for the substitution of n Jll'igh­
boring family for the fnmily refusing infonnntion. The 
instructions for this procedure were cnrcfully drufted 
so that in each c11se a fnmily bclon!,ring to n similur 
economic group was contnct<>d for substitution. 

As indicated above, this progrum for elimim1ting the 
bins in the sumple did not fully insure adequute repre­
sent11tion of the high income Ie,•ds. Aside from this 
liniitntion, however, the sumpling procedures used in 
the study appear to justify confidence in the relinbility 
of the results and in the rundomness of the income 
schedules. This confidence is further justified by the 
internal consistency reveuled in the sumple distribu­
tions for the various communities eovercd h_v the 
study. 



SECTION 3. THE SAMPLE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR NONRELIEF 

FAMILIES 

Tlw ~nmpl~ income distributions used to distribute 
nil famili~s in the Unit~d Stutes by income level were 
d~rived in th~ first instance from sample data collected 
in the Study of C'onsum~r Purchases. The weighted 
distributions w~re then adjusted in accordance ";ti, 
dnta from Federal income tn.-..: returns for 193.5 nnd 
Hl~6. 1 

The ~nmple income dntn for nonrelief families and 
for fnmilies thnt hnd receiv~d relief at some time during 
the schedule y~nr were tnbulnted separately by the 
Study of C'onsunwr Purchases, so thnt the sample 
income distributions for nonrelief and for relief families 
built up from these dnta were prepared quite inde­
p~ndentl.v, although very similar procedures were 
followed.' 

It is the purpose of this section of Appendix A to 
d~scribe how the sample data for nonrelief families 
were combined to obtnin the percentage distributions 
ng-ninst which the population weights for nonrelief 
fumilit•s were finally applied. The sample distribu­
tion~ for relief fnmili~s nnd the population weights for 
both groups nrc described in Inter sections. 

Classi~cation of Families 
in Sample Data 

In tnbulnting the income dntn from the Study of 
C'onsum~r Purchn~es, ench city wns treated ns a sepa­
rate tabulation unit, but the villng~s nnd the farm nrens 
were grouped by Stn tes in to the village and form 
tnbulntion units indicated in the summary tabulation 
on pngcs li5 nnd 56. Separate tn bulntions were mnde for 
1\'egro and for white families in ench type of community 
in the South, nnd in New York C'ity nnd Columbus, 
Ohio. In South~rn fnrm nrens, operators and shore­
croppers were classified separately within each color 
group. 

Income data for native-white normal families were 
nvnilnble from the regular income sample,' which wns 

• lo'or dl'!WriJitlon ol tho WRY the Income tnx dntn were u!'t'd to adjust the. distribu­
tions, se-e~(!('. 7. 

I For doOnlllon ofnonrellefnnd rolloffnmlllt's, sec p. 42. 
s }'or (h•~u·rlptlnn ofr<>Jltllnr nnd clipped samples, st'o p. 47. 

taken in every community covered by the study. These 
data were classified by income level for each family type 
within each occupational group.• Data for Negro 
normal families were available from the regruar income 
samples in the South and in the two North Central 
cities, nnd were classified in a similar manner. Clipped 
sample data• for native-white broken families and for 
minor color-nativity groups were available for 39 cities 
nnd for farm areas in 5 States.• These data had not 
been classified by income level for each family type 
nnd each occupational group at the time the prepara­
tion of the income distribution estimates was begun. 
Accordingly, the data were tabulated by the National 
Resources Committee directly from the family schedules 
which were loaned for tlus purpose by the Bureau of 
Lnbor Stntistics and the Bureau of Home Economics. 

Distributions by Family Size and 
by Occupational Group 

The three-way classifications of the regular sample 
data-by income level for each fnmily type within each 
occupational group-resulted in somewhat thin fre­
quency distributions for certain of the qualitative 
groups in some sample communities. It was decided, 
therefore, to use two two-way clnssificntions of the datn 
by income level in building up the snmple distributions: 
(1) each family type, all occupational groups comt,ined, 
nnd (2) each occupational group, nil fnmily types 
combined. 

The sample frequency distributions for the various 
family types were combined into frequency distribu­
tions for four family sizes-two-person families, three­
and four-person families, fh·e- and six-person fnmilies, 
nnd seven- or more-person families-which were used 
in building up the type of comm1mity, regional, and 
notional estimates. The tnbulntions by occupational 
group were used in building up the occupational 
estimates for nonrelief families, and in building up n 

t For description of fBmily types and occupatlonaJ groups used In the Study of 
Consumer Purchases, see pp. 43-14. For farm units, the occupationlll ~oup was 
Implicit In the typo or community and only n two-way cln..'\Sltlratinn was nece.~ry. 

s For list of dtles In whl<'b cllppod.samples were not taken, se-e footnote;. Jl. 4~. 
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second national estimate which served as a check of 
the estimate built up from the family-size distribu­
tions. The two national estimates were almost iden­
tical, as was to be e:~.-pected, inasmuch as the sample 
distributions were derived from the same sample of 
families, classified once by family size and once by 
occupational group. The very slight differences, due 
to the rounding of the percents when the distributions 
for the sample communities were combined, have been 
adjusted in the final estimates presented. 

Combining 11Ciipped" Sample Data 
As indicated above, the first step in combining the 

data for each sample unit was to group the sample fre­
quencies for the various family types of each color­
nativity group into distributions for four sizes of family. 

The fact that the clipped sample, coveJfug broken 
families and minor color-nativity groups, wns not 
taken in all communities and was too small in others to 
afford reliable income distributions for the separnte 
color-nativity groups made it desirable to combine the 
frequencies for those groups at a comparatinly early 
stage. The fuller brenk-down by color and nativity 
was retained only for North Central metropolises and 
large cities, where both the foreign-hom white and 
theN egro groups constitute important elements in the 
population. 

With the exception of these few communities, there­
fore, the frequencies for the minor color-nativity groups 
and for broken families in the clipped sample for each 
community were pooled, by income level, into distribu­
tions for_ four sizes of fnmily. "When clipped samples 
were avmlable for two or more communities of the same 
ty_Pe ~f community within a region, the frequency dis­
tnbutwns for the same family-size groups were then 
pooled, by income level, before percentage distributions 
were culcula ted. 

Implicit in the pooling of frequencies for the various 
color-nativity and broken family groups in the clipped 
sample was the somewhat questionable assumption 
t~at the proportions of these groups shown by the 
clipped s~~ple data were representative not only of the 
commumhes sampled but of all communities of the 
s?me degree of urb?nization in the region. This assump­
tiOn undoubtedly mtroduced a degree of error into the 
estimates, but a check against census data indicated 
that the differences were in most instances not large. 

Combining Regular Sample Data 
The coverage of the regular sample was suflicient to 

~eld_ for. each sam~le co~munity reliable frequency 
dJStnbutwns for native-white nonnal families of e11ch 
size group, and-in the South and in North Central 
large cities-for Negro nonnal families of each size 
group. Percentage distributions were colculated there­
fore, for each family-size group within each c~lor-na-

,\"atioual Rtsources Cmumitlee 

th·ity group in the sample. Tho percentngo distribu­
tions for the same family-size groups from two or more 
communities of the same type within a region were uver­
aged, each being given equal weight (except in the ens~ 
of Southem village ond furm units), to obtuin the final 
percentage distributions a!ruinst which tho ·populution 
weights for nonrelief fami"Iies of thut type were finully 
opplied. 

The decision to usc a struight average of the p~reent­
age distributions in combining dutn from tho rPgulnr 
sumples in communiti~s of the sume type r<'prPst•nted a 
choice omong three possible procedures. Alt••rnuth·e 
procedures were to pool the fre<p~ency distributions 
(which was done in the cnse of the clippl'll sumpk 
because of the thinness of the sepurute distributions) or 
to uttempt to weight the pereentuge distributions for 
the different communities on some logieul busis which 
would involve mutd1ing ull otl~er communitil's of the 
same type in the rPgion to one or unothl'r of the sumple 
communities. Tho pooling of the fre<JU<'nry tlistrihu­
tions would, beruuse of some vuriutions in ihe sumplc 
coy~ruge from one comnHJnity to a.no~iwr, huvc n·~ultc.•d 
in on involuntury weighting of the conununitit•s nt-rnnl­
ing to the percent of coverng<', which st•emPd mu(l'sir­
able. On tho other hund, 11\"Uiluble informntion offen•d 
no satisfuctory busis for mntt-hing the sumple commu­
nities 11guinst other communitil's of tho sumo siw und 
thus ascribing weights to tho vurious distributions. In 
the absence of any objective criteriat fur Wl'ightinJ!, it 
appeured better to tuke a struight a\·erugc of the pPr­
centnge distributions. 

An exception to this procedure wus mude in the !'use 
of the sample distributions fur Southern villngt•s nnd 
farm units. Two of tho five groups of South<'l"ll fnrm 
counties covered by the Study of Consunll'r I'urd 1uses 
were loco ted in unusunlly pmsperous ngrieulturulnn•us 
in North C!lrolinat 11nd 1\lississippi, 11nd h<'neo rould not 
be tuken as representutivo of a proportionuto sluu·e of 
the rural South. Another group of counti<•s, ulso in 
North Caroli~a, ~us represl'ntutivo pf tho self-suflieing 
type of f11rmmg Ill tho Appuluehiun lJi.,hlnnds while 
the remaining two groups were locnted i;, Gem··;iu und 
South Carolina,in 11reas more typicul of Southm·~ furm­
ing conditions. 

C~mpariso~s with dutu on income from fnrm pro-
. ductwn, avullablo from the Bureau of A"rieulturnl 
E_co~omi;s, led to tho decision to weight tJ10 snmple 
~hstnbut10ns from the fi,·o fnrm units beforo IIV<'rnging, 
m. order to obtain a finn! distribution lllmll r<'Jll"esl'llt­
atlve of the South us a whole. The dist1ibution" fo1• 

th~ two North ?nrolina units and for tho 1\lississippi 
umt were each g1ven a w~i~ht of one, while tho (l1•o•·giat 
nnd South Curoliua d" t "I t" · · . Js r1 HJ 1011s wero e1u·h g'l\'(lll a 
we•ght of three. 

The 34 Southern villages covered in the Study of 
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TABLE I A.-Summary of sample income distributions for nonrelieffamilies used to distrib~tle nonrelief family population by mcome level 

{The sample Income data and the population datn for each Qualitatln~ ~oup WE're !'lubdl\'"ided once by fnmily site nod once hy oC'Cupational group 1 and se ted' t 'b r 
prepared for each of these subgroups} ' • para Is r1 ° IOns 

sample income data, by re· • et 0 used in <'omhlninl! Income data for Qualitati\"e l!'roups for which sample In· Population groups used to weight sample income Communities covered by I M h d I I 
•gion and type or community communities of the same type . come distributions were prepared distributions 

l..nll!C l'itle!!: 
Pro\'ldence, H. I. 

Mldf}le-siz.ed dtle$: 
~ew Dritnin. Conn. 
JJa\·etblll, Mass. 

Small dtl('.~: 
WnlllnJ.!ford, Conn, 

.Willimnntle, Conn. 
\\"t>~lhrooli, :\Iaine. 
Grt'('nflehJ, ).luss. 

Vlllnl):eunlt~: 
\' ._.rn wn t • :\IJL<;.•;;neh tLo;et l<~. 

FA.mtunil~: 
\'enuont-dalry. 

Metrnpoli~: 
~ .. w Ynrk, X. Y. 
t'hicnl):n, Ill. 

I.an::c I'll i(':'C: 
CoiumhtL<~, Ohio. 

Mhldlt>-.'lir.t'tl cities: 
lJuhuqut>, Iowa. 
:'\.Iunde, Ind. 
~ew Cnstlt', Pn. 
Sl~rinl!:field, Ill. 

Smnl cit les: 
B('IH"l'r Fnll~. Pa. 
Connl'IIS\"IIif', Pa. 
Lo~nnsport, Ind. 
Pl'rU, Ind. 
~lnttoon, Ill. 

Villn~c unit$: 
PNm!!yl\"nnln-Ohlo. 
:\llchhmn·W!sconsln. 
llilnol~·lown. 

Fnrm unit!\: 
Pt•nnsyl\"nnln-geneml. 
Ohl~ll('nernl. 
Michi~:Un-dulry and gen-

l'ml. 
Wisronsln~dnlry. 
llllnol~-com or CS!!h l!fllin. 
Iowa-nnlruul specially. 

Lnr~tecltlf's: 
Atlnntn, On. 

:Middle·sh:ed cities: 
('ulumhu!!,S. C. 
Mobile, Ala. 

Small ('!tit>.": 
Alhnny, On. 
Oriffin. nn. 
Onstonla, N.C. 
Sumter, S, C. 

Vlllnl!:e units: 
tloorgln·South Carollnn. 
North Carollnn • Mlssls· 

sippi. 

NEW EKOLAND 

.h·erng~>d Pf:.r('('ntn~ro tli.-.trihutions from re~rn· 
lnr ssmpJes; pooled frequency distributions 
from clillped snmples. 

Avernged percenlsl.l!'e dl!!trlhutlons from tei!:U· 
lnr !!'llnple~; Clil'l)('tl MIIIJlle for Wallingford 
only. 

1. Native-white nonnnl. 
2. Native· white broken, forell):n ·horn 

white, Negro, and other rotor. 

1. Nath•e-white nonnat. 
2. Native· white broken, foreign- hom 

white, Negro, and othEr color. 

1. Native-white nonnal. 
2. Nati\"e ·white broken, foreil!n ·horn 

white, Negro, and other color. 

1. Native-white normal." 

1. Native-white normal. 

XORTH CEXTRA.L 

1.\\"t>ntl!:ed Ilt'rcental!t> distribution from wgular 
~ample$ for native-whitt> nomml; a\·en1~ed 
perl'enta~e dL~trlhutluns from W!!Ular 
~mple In Xew York nnd cllprwd 
SlHIIJlle In ChirnJ!o for :"\l'!!fn nomml; re· 
mainderofdippt.••l :-zunple for Chirugo only. 

• \ Y~rRJ!'-'d P'-'rN'nlage distributions from re~ulnr 
:;;amples; pooled frequency distributions 
from l'IIJlllet.l samples. 

A \"erRI!€!1"1 Iler('('ntnl!:e dl!!trihutlonsfrum rt>~::ulnr 
AAIII)lles; poolf'll frequency distributions 
from di(lJ)('d sum pies. 

.\ \"Nlll!l'd Jl('rN'ntnge distribu!lons. 

. \\·eml):l'tlll('rcentnge dl~trihutlon.~. 

A \"eml!:l'll ll('rl.'entn~::e dl~trlhutlom. 

.-\ '"""'J.'t't) ll('f("('nlnl):e distribution~. 

A \"f'rnl!:f'd Jl('rcenlnlw tllstrlhutlons from rr~t· 
ulnr ~lmJJie..;; pooled frequency distributions 
from clipped :-zuuplos. 

A \"crngNI JwreentnJ:"e di!!trlbutlons from «'K· 
ulnr snmpll\~; pooiNI frt'quen(•y distributions 
from l'li\'llCd .st\lllllles- for .\lbany und OilS· 
tonia on)·. 

,\ ,·eraJ:ed fl('f('('ntngo di!!trlhutlon!l nrter 
weiJ:htinp: ns follows: Oeorp:ln and South Cnr­
ollna,3; Nortb Ctlfoltnan.nd Mississippi, 1.1 

I. Xa.ti\·e-whitt> normal. 
2. Xath·e-white brokf'n. 
3. Foreign-lxlrn white. 
-1. :r-.'e!ITO nonnal. 
5. Ke~rr0 broken. 
6. Negro normal and broken combined.! 

1. Xati\·e-white normnl. 
2. Native-white hroken.l 
3. Foreign-lxlrn white.J 
-1. Nel!fl) normal. 
5. Ne!!fO broken.l 
6. Negro nonnsl and broken rorubine1l.' 

1. Nath·e-white nonnsl. 
2. N1~tive-white broken, foreign-horn 

white, Negro, and other color. 

1. N'ntlve-white normal. 
2. Nnti\"e-white broken, foreign-horn 

white, Xegro, and otherCQior. 

l. Xath·e-white normnl. 

1. Xati\"e-white normal • 

I. Kntive-whlte nonnal. 

1. X1ltive-white nornml. 

SOUTH 

1. Nnth·e-white normal. 
2. Nnth·e-white broken. 
3. Ne~rro normal. 
-1. Ne!ITO broken. 
S. Negro nommlnnd broken oombined.l 

I. Native-white nornml. 
2. Nnth·e·whlte broken. 
3. Negro normal. 
-1. NeJ:"ro broken. 
3. Negro normal and broken comblned.t 

1. Nath·e-whlte nomml. 
2. Nntiv&-white broken. 
3, Nei):TO normal. 
-1. N('1!ro broken. 
s. Negro normal and broken combined. I 

J. Native-white normal. 

2. Negro n«lrmal. 

I llntn fur fnrm units wen• not, of couf:;l', clnsslflrd by this fnetor. 

1. Xath·e-white nomiBI. 
2. ~ati\"e-white broken, foreign-hom white, Xegro, 

and «lther cclor. 

l. Xative-white nonnal. 
2. Native-white broken, foreign·lxlm white, Xegro, 

and other color. 

1. Native-white nonnal. . 
2. Native-white broken, foreign-lxlm white, Negro, 

and other color. 

1. All color·nsth·ity groups, normal and broken. 

1. All rolor-nativlty groups, nonnal and broken 
(\"ennont, Maine, New Hampshire, Massa­
cl!usetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island). 

t. Xnti\-e-white normal. 
2. Xative-\-rhite broken. 
3. Foreign-lxlm white. 
-1. Xe!!ro nonnal. 
5. Negro broken. 
6. Other color. 

1. Xath·e-wlrite normal. 
2. );ative-white broken. 
3. Foreign-born white. 
-1. Xe~rro normal. 
5. Xel!:ro broken. 
6. Other color. 

I. Nath•e-white normal . 
2. Xath·e-whlte broken, foreign-born white, Xegro, 

and other CQ}or. 

1. Xnth·e-white nonnal. 
2. Xntive-white broken, foreign-born white, NeJ:"ro. 

and other rolor. 

l . .-\11 color-nntivity ~rroups, normal and brok'-'n. 

1. All color·D3thity ~rroups, normal and broken 
(Pennsyh·ania, Ohio, and Xew Jersey). 

l. .-\11 rolor-nath·ity ~rroups. normal and hrok('n 
(~lichigan, Wisconsin, New York,and ~Iinne­
~otu). 

1. .-\11 color·nnth·it)· !):Toups, normal and broken 
(IIUnois, Iowa, Indiana, and Missouri). 

I. Nntln~·whlte normnl. 
2. Xntive-whlte broken, foreign·lxlm white. 
3. 1'\l'J.'TO normal. 
-1. Nt'IITO hrokrn. 
5. Other color. 

I. Nnth·p-whlte normAl. 
2. Xntl\"e-white broken, foreign-born white. 
3. 1'\eJ,!ro normal. 
-1. Xel):ro broken. 
5. Other color. 

I. Xnth·e-white normnl. 
2. Nntive-white broken, foreign·born white. 
3. :"'egro normal. 
4. Ket::ro broken. 
3. Other color. 

1. Xnth·e-wbite, foreign-lxlrn white, nonnal and 
hrokf'n. 

2. Xt'gro and other color, normal and broken. 

1 1n oh!alulu~: till• IK'rl'l•ntngt• dl~trlbutlon fur "otlwr color'' fllllllllt•s, the sample distributions for Nr(n'O normal arul Xt•!!.r<> hnlkt·n familiNl Wt•ru 'noightt'fl aroonling to tht'ir 
relatl\'e importnnro In the t)llt' ofcommlmlty within tho region. 

J t·~~·•l dlppt•ll MUll'lo tllstrlbutlons from C'hlcnllo. 
I Jo'or cxplanntlon o tho weighting of thl' distributions for Southt•rn vlllnRt• nntl fnrnt units, !'t't' PJl. M nnd 57. 
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TABLE I A.-Summary oj samp,e income distributions for nonrelief fa_milies used to di.'flributr nonrelit'f family p?pulalion by inrome lrt•rl-
Contmued · 

Communities covered by I 
sample income data, by re­
gion and typeoC community 

Farm units: 
K ortb C arolina-self-suffic­

inR-5 
North Carolina---ootton 

and tobacco. 
South Carolina----cotton 

and tobacco. 
Oeor~ia-ootton. 
Mississippi-cotton. 

LarRe cities: 
Den\'er, Colo. 

}.fiddle-sized citi~: 
Butte, }.lont. 
Pueblo, Colo. 

Small cities: 
Billings, Mc..nt. 
Greeley, Colo. 
Logan, Utah. 
Pro\'o, Utah. 
Dodge City, Iowa. 

Village units: 
Kansas-Korth Dakota. 
Colomdo-)lontann--8outh 

Dakota. 
Farm units: 

North Dakota-wheat or 
cash grain. 

Kansa.s-wheat or cash 
grain. 

Colorado-Montana-South 
Dakota-range Jlwstoc k 
and cash groin. 

Large cities: 
Portland, Oreg. 

:\Iitldlc--siwd cities: 
Aberdeen-Ho<tu Jam, 

" Wa.~h. 
&Uingham, Wash, 
Evl'rett, Wash. 

SmaJl c-ities: 
Astoria, Oreg. 
F.UI!'ene Orc1t. 
Klamat~ Fall~. Om!:. 
Olympia, \\'ash. 

YiJlal!'t.> units: 
f.'alifornia. 
Orf'1l:on-Washington. 

Fann units: 
Washington-dairy, rw~zil· 

o:!:~n-genernl nnr1 fruil. 
Central California-fruit 

and dalq'. 
R-outhern Callfomla-frult. 

Method u.~ In comblnin~r income data for I Qualltatl\'e. ~rroups for which mmple In· 
communities of the same type come d1Strlbutlons were pre)liU'ed 

• SOUTH-Continued 

A vem~red percentAge distribntionsaftf'r ~;£>ip:ht· 
lng as follows: Xorth Carolina. self--sufficing, 
1; North Carolhla, cotton and tobacco, 1; 
Mississippi, cotton, I: South Carolina, cot· 
ton and tobacco, 3; Georgia, cotton, 3.1 

I 

I. Xati\'l'"Whih· normal OJ••mto~. 

2. Xntivl'·whltl' normal !iihnn'tToJ•J~t•rs. 
3. ~t'!tfO normal oJK'CUiors. 

4. X£>Rro nomml ~hareCTOpJll'f11. 

MOUNT.US AXD PLAII\"S 

A\·ern~ted fX'rrenla~te di.<•tributlons from w~u­
lar sample.s; pooled frequency distributions 
from clipped samples. 

AveraJ!,'ed percenl.aJ!,'e distributions from rt'Jru· 
lnr samplru-; clipped sample for Billin~ on I)'. 

.\vem~:E'tl IIE.'rrentarre distributions. 

A \'l'rBJrNI P<'r<X'ntal!'t' distributions fnJm t•·.::n­
lar samplt•s; pool....-1 frequency dl~trihutinn11 
lmm clipped Mmpl.-.s. 

Avem~ed perCf'ntalle distributions from n>gU· 
lar samples: poolt>fi frequ.-.ney distributions 
from clipped samples In middle-sized cities 
In reglon.a 

A \'crage pera>ntage d~trlbutlons. 

A vemge Jlt'lra>nta.ge dlcttrlhutlons. 

.-\ \'ernR:e JletcentaiZe dl~trlhutlon.~. 

1. Xntlw-whilt• nomml. 
2. Xali\'e--Whitt' brola·n. ron•hm·hMn 

white, Negro, and utht·r <'Oior. 

I. Xntlve-whltf' normal. 
2. Xativl'-whlte brulu·n. !onol~tn·horn 

whitt•, Xegro, and olher c-olor. 

I. Xntl\'e-whlU> normal. 
2. Xnth·e-whlte broken, !onokn·II(JrD 

white, Xe.::ro, and ot11er rolor. 

1. Xath·e-whltc nn:'JT,a) • 

L Xall\'e-whlte nomu1.!. 

L Xntl\'e-whlte nnnnul. 

P.\CII-'W 

I. Xatlve-whlte nonnnl. 
2. Xntlvc-whltc broken, foreign-born 

white, Xegro, and other rolur. 

I. Xati\'{•-white normal. 
2. Xntl\'e--Whlt~ hrokl'n, forc•IJ!,'n·born 

whitf', Xt•l{ro, and othl't color. 

I. Xnti\'e-whlte normal. 
2. Xatin•-whlt<' brok••n, fnr1•hw-burn 

white, !'eRfO, :mel otlwrcolnr.' 

l. Xzttlve-whlte normal. 

Population ltfOUfi.'C u~l to wplcht llnlllJ•II" lnrome 
dbtrlhutioos 

I. .'-II whllt> ot"·mlon (:-:ortb f'arollnn. ~utb 
f'urolina, (lt·ora.da, Ml.'l..~l"l'il}_JJII, lk·lawnn·, 
~ln.ryLmd, \'lrj;dnln., Wt-sl \ lflfinla. Flurlda. 
Kentuf'ky, Tt·nnt':t"''t', Aln.he.rua, Arkama.ot. 

I
. IAlui~ln.nn. OkL,Iwma, Tt'lJL"I· 
2. All while shnn'<TOJlJll'n (:4t.nl~ II.•INI nh<Wf'l. 
3. All Xt•j!rl) o.nd othero:Jlor o,•·rutoD \::ltn.lt'!t ll!itl"d 

a hovel. 
.f .• -\.IJ Xt·~ nnt1 otht"r Mlor !l.hRn-<TllJIJk'r'l'l (~tnlf'll 

I ll,.;ll"d JlbOVl'), 

I. :'\utln·-whlt•• nornu.l. 
:!. :\"atiH'--whltt• hrokl'(l, fun'lrn·hutn whltr, X••JTO, 

and other oolor. 

1. Sntlw-whltf' notnlRI. 
2. Sat in---wlutt• hrnk••n, fonohm-hurn •·hUt•, Xrrro. 

and otht'r oolur. 

I. :\"alh"t'-whllfl nonnnl. 
2. Xuth·E'·Whltfl hrukt-n, !unohm-hum •hltf', XI"Krn, 

un<l ut her color. 

I. .'-II rokr-rutll\'h)' ~:ruUJI'I, nurmlll nn•l hruk""· 

1. .\II t'tolnr·nnllvit)-' J'TOU~. notmnl RDd hrul.:pn 
(:'\orth ilakf>llt, &oulh l,aknla). 

L .'-II nJior-ru~lh-lt)' ~oup-~, nurn1nl n.nd bn•krn 
( Kan."-!1.<;, !'l:t"lom.,kn/. 

I. .\II rolor-nnti\·Jty ~'ll'JU~. nonnal and hnJkt'n 
lf'oJom<Jo, :0.1nntlllm, ld11hu, n·JoiiiJU!f, 
X.-.\'u•lu, l'tah, .\rlwun, Ne-w Mexico). 

I. :Sntlve·whiln nonnnJ. 
2. Xuti\'P..Whltto hrokt'n, fonohm·hom whitt~, x.-~m·. 

and other oolor. 

1. :Sntlvo-whlle normal. 
·• !\uth'l'-Whltt• hrulwn, fon•ltt:n-hurn•·hlttt, X•'tl'ru, 

and utllt·r oolur. 

I. Xatlw•-whltP nnrmal. 
'' Xath·e-whitl• hrokl'll, fur~•ltt:n-hurn whJtr, S"t·.::ru, 

an•l oth•·r onlur, 

I .. '-II Cfllur-nuth•lty KtOIIJlll, nurnllll zmtl hrokc·n. 

I. All ~Jlor-nntl\·lty r.:ruiiJll'l, nunnalurul hnokt•n, 
(\\ushlngton und ()fl•l(un). 

I. .-\11 color-nativity grOUJlll, nornml 1U1d brokt•n 
(<'BIUornln). 

'}'or eiplanatlon of the weighting of the dlstrlhutlo~ for Southern \'JIIage nod furJU unltJI, IU!O pp. M Rntl .~7. 
I While OJ)(•flltOf'll 0111)', I Ht•o footnu1t1 0, p. 3i. 
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Consumer Purchases were drnwn fFom the same groups 
of cotmties; except that no villages \Wre included from . . 
the North Carolina Appalachian area. The distribu-
tions for the village units were therefore weighted in a 
similar manner, those for the Georgi!!- and South Caro­
lina samples being given a triple weight, to obtain an 

_avernge sample distribution for rurnl n~nfurm com-
munities in the South. • · 

While the weighting proceilun~ followed brought the 
sample distributions for farm and rural nonfarm fami­
lies more adequately in line with average conditions in 
the South, there seems reason to believe that the finn! • 
distributions somewhat overestimate the incomes of 
rurnl families in this region, and especially of farm 
fnmilies. However, since definite evidence was not 
available to support this opinion, no further adjustment 
of the sample estimates was considered dt'sirnble. 

Summary and Illustration of Procedure 
The summary tabulntion on puges 5.5 and 56 indicates, 

for each city and tnbulation unit for which the sample 
.. dnta were used,• the way in which the income distribu­

tions for communities of the some tvpe were combined, 
tlu~ qunlitnth·e groups for which percentnge distribu­
tions for each family-size group and each occupational 
group were calculated, and the population groups used 
to weight the vnrious sample distributions. In all, 1,135 
sample percentage distributions were prepared for non­
relief families. These were combined into the 676 per­
centnge distributions SUilll)1arized in the accompanying 
tnble-aguinst which population weights were applied 
to extend the distributions to the totnl number of non­
n•lief families in the United Stutes.' 

Perhn ps the simplest wny to clnrify the process by 
which the sample data were combined, and then ex­
tended to a nationnl basis, is to trace the sequence of 
steps for nonrelief families of one type of community 
in one of the five geographic regions-e. g., the middle­
sized cities in the North Centrnl Region. Dnttt from 
four such cities covered by the Study of Consumer Pur­
chases were used-Dubuque, Iowa, Springfield, Ill., 
1\Iuncie, Ind., and New Castle, Pa. Only native-white 
nonnal fnmilies were included in the regular snmples for 
thl'se cities. Native-white broken, foreign-born white, 
N l'gro, and other color fnmilies were snmpled less inten­
siYely in the clipped snmples. 

• llnhl from tho following communltll'.s ln('1Ud£1d in the Study of f'onsum(lr Pur· 
chnse.<~ wt>rc not tLwd In construC'ting thalnromo l'sllmnlt•s, either l>t>C'BUSO they were 
not 8\'nllnhlo nt tho Umo the study wns prepnred or bt'rntL.;o thf'ir lnduslon would 
bn\'C added undul•l to tho nmonnt of labor lnml\'ed wlthoutntldlng mnteriully to the 
rcprc.~ntntlveness ot thesnmple dutn: Oma.hn-Councll DlulTs, N(lhr.·lown; Spring­
field, Mo.; Lincoln, IU.; ~H. Vernon, Ohio; New Phllndelphln, Ohio; Doone, Iowa; 
lh•nvt'r Dnm, Wis.; Moher))•, Mo.; Columhln, Mo.; New Jerst>y truck fnrmlng, 
Ma.. ... ~nrbu.-.etts poultry farming, and Orej:!OD pnrt-tlmo fnrmlng un!US. In addition, 
<'llpJK'd SlliDJllO do.tn from the followlnK comaumlties wem not U!'ed, although tho 
regular MmJile dBh\ were U.'ICd: Wt>slbrook, Mnlnc; Or!Oln, On.; Sumter, S. C'.; 
l.ogll.h, Utah; EU~E'no, Ore~.; Olympln, Ww;b.: nnd Pennsyh·anln, Mll'hl~nn, 1111-
nol,, CniUornln, nnd Washington farm arens. 

' For description of pnpulatlon wolghi:J for nonrellef fnmlliE.'s, ~ SN'. 11. 
7:!73fl"-38-5 
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··FirSt Step.-The sample data from the regular ~am­
ple in each of. the four cities were classified by income 

. le\'el to give frequency distributions for .nonrelief • 
native-white families (all occupational groups com­
bined) for eaeh family-size group. This involved com­
bining the frequency distributions for types of family 
composition-. into four famlly-size. groups-two-person 
families, three- to four-person families, five- .to siK- · 
person families, and families of seYen or more ~ersons. 
This resulted-in 16 distributions for nonrelief native­
white normal fnmilies-4 distributions by family size for 
each city. 

Second Step.-A percentage distribution wns then , 
calculated for each of these 16 frequency distributions, 
and the. percentage distributions for the same family­
size groups in the four cities averaged by income level­
giving equal weight to ench city-to obtain a single 
percentage distribution for each size group. Thi"s per­
centage distribution wns Inter u_sed in distributiug by 
income .kwel the totnl number of nonrelief natiY<'-white 
normnl fnmilies of thnt size Ji,·ing in middle-;;ized cities 
in the North Central Region. 

Third Step.-Data from the clipped samples -for 
native-white broken families and for other color-na­
tivity groups were pooled by income level, and the 
frequencies for the Ynrious types of fnmily composition 
eombined into the four fnmily-size groups. This also 
resulted in 16 distributions for nonrelief native-white 
broken, foreign-born white, Negro, and other color 
families-four distributions by family size for each city. 

Fourth Step.-The frequency distributions for the 
same fnmily-size groups in the four cities were then 
pooled, by income Je,·el, to give a single frequency dis­
tribution for each size of fnmily, from which a per­
ceptnge distribution wns calculated. Tltis distribution 
was used to distribute by income level the total <Dumber 
of nonrelief families of that size in all color-nativity 
groups other thnn the nntive-white normnl fnmilies, 
living in ntiddle-sizeil cities in the North Central Region. 

Variations in Procedure 

As uppenrs from. the summnry tabulation, the color­
nativity groupings for those communities in which n 
regulnr Negro snmple was tnken and for those in which 
no clipped sample wus tuken were somewhat different 
from those described nbove for North Central middle­
sized cities. 

Thus in the South, sepnrnte perccntnge distributions 
were prl'pnred for nonrelief fumilies of ench size group 
for nntin-white normnl, for native-white broken, for 
Negro normal, and for Negro broken families. Becnus~· 
of the very smnll numbl'r of foreign-hom and other· 
color families in the South, no sepnmte income dis-

1 For descriJltlon or l)'JlCS oll!unily romposltion tl~('(l in the Study of l'on.~wuu 
Purcbnses, see 11. 43. · 
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TABLE 2A.-Summary of the 6i6 sample per~e di~tribuliona 
for nonrelief families against which populatum .wetghts were 
applied 1 

Region and type of community 

(1) 

Color­
nath·ity 
groups' 

(2) 

Family-site 
~roups for 
each color· 

nath·ity 
group 

(3) 

Occupational 
groups for 
each color­

nati>ity 
group 1 

ToW 
groups 

~ew Engla!l~: 
4 

i 22 
l..arl!:e c1tles.................. 2 7 22 
Middle-sized cities........... 2 4 

22 Smallcities __________________ 2 4 ~ 12 
Rural noof.arn:L._____________ 1 4 

1 
5 

Fann------------------------l---1=-1----'-1-----1---;:; 
TotaL--------------------- ---------- -------------- -------------- 83 

TotaJ .. -------------------- ---------- -------------- ----------- · · · 

Sou~e cities__________________ 5 4 7 ~ 
Middle-sired cities........... 5 4 7 

~~~~~arm~:::::::::::::: ~ ! i r~ 
F (Operators.·····-·-·--- 2 4 I 10 

arm Sharecroppers ......... ---'+---+--- __ _ 
Total.--------------------- ----- ..... ---------- ---- -----------.-- 200 

:Mountain and Plains: 
2 22 ~ifJ~~~:d:Cit·teS=:::::::::: 2 ~ ~ 22 

Small cities__________________ 2 4 
8 

ii 
Rural nonfarm_______________ 1 : 

1 5 lSortb Dakota......... I 
4 

I .'i Fann Kansas________________ 1 
4 1 5 Colorado-!\.1ontana .... 1 ___ '+----l-----~--~:; 

Total. ___ -------·---------- --- ....... -------------- -----------.-- "' 
Pacitle: 

4 
7 Zl Lanre cities__________________ 2 ~ .,., 

:\Hddle-slr..ed cities........... 2 : 7 ; 
Small cities .. ---------------- 2 

4 8 
12 

Ruralnonfarm............... 1 
4 1 

s 
F {Washinfrt.On-Oregoo... I 

4 1 3 arm California •.•••••.••••• 1 ___ '+----l-----l---:-: 
88 

676 

Total.------------- ... ----- ------- ... --------.---- .. ----- .. --- ... 

Total t"nited States ........ ---------- -------------- -----~--------

1 For summary of population weights as related to number of families In the various 
ssmple t:Jistrlbutlons, !'CC tables lOA a~d llA. 

2 1 oolor-nativity group means natl\'e-whlte normaJ; 2 means (I) nfttlve-whlte 
normal and (2) all other rolor-nathdty groups oombinec:l; 6 means (I) nati\·e-whlte 
normal (2) native-white broken (with foreiKD-bom white population weights also 
applied') (3) Negro normal, (4) Negro broken, and l5) "other oolor"; 6 means (I) 
native-~blte normal, (2) native-white broke~!: (3) orelgn-born white, (4) Negro 
norm.al (5) N~ broken and (6) "other color. 

a For 'rann units the occupational group is implicit In the type of oommunlty. For 
rural nonfarm communities, families receiving the largest amount of their income from 
farming were classified separately from the independent unemployed, making 8 
occupational ji;J"oups: for urban communltle-1 both of these groups were included under 
"other occupational groups." 

tributions were calculated for these two groups. The 
sample distributions for native-white broken families 
were used to distribute by income level the foreign­
born white familiea in the South, since it appeared­
from the separate distributions for foreign-born white 
families computed for North Centro.! metropolises­
that the distribution of foreign-born families by income 
level was more like the distribution for native-white 
broken families than for native-white normo.J families_ 
For similar reasons, the sample distributions for Negro 
families (normal and broken combined) were used to 
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distribute by income level the other color families in 
the South_ 

For metropolises and large cities in the North Cen­
tro.! Region, separate percentage distributions were ~re­
pared for nonrelief families of euch size group fo~ na tn-e­
white normo.J for native-white broken, for foretgn-born 
white for Ne~ normo.!, and for Negro broken fnmilies_ 
As in' the South, a percentage distribution for Negro 
normo.! and broken families combined was used to 
distribute other color families by income ll'vel. 

Clipped sample data were not ~milable fo~ any 
village unit and for very few farm umt_,, Hence tt was 
necessary to use the sample percentage distri?utions 
for native-white normal families to distribute by mcome 
level fnmilies of all color-nativity ~roups in these types 
of community, except in the South, where Negro 
families were covered in the regular sample_ Since 
the proportion of foreign-born, Negro, and other color 
families is comparatively small in most rural areas the 
degree of error introduced into the income distributions 
for village and farm families by this pro~dure could 
not be very great. 

Combining the Distributions 
for Component Groups 

Once having applied the population weights for non­
relief families against the sample percentage distribu­
tions, it wns possible to combine the weighted distribu­
tions by adding the frequencies at each income leveL 
In this way frequency distributions were obtained for 
each type of community in each r<'gion and in the totul 
United States, for each family size group and for other 
broad groups of nonrelief fnmilies_ Percentage distri­
butions were then calculated for each of these groups. 

As indicated enrlier, sample income distributions for 
each occupational group (nil fnmily sizes combined) 
were co.!culated for the same color-nnti\-ity and family 
composition groups for which family-size distributions 
were prepared_ These distributions were combined and 
weighted in the same mnnner as were the family-size 
distributions_ 

The frequency distributions for relief fnmilies (dis­
cussed in the next section) were finnlly ndded to those 
for nonrelief families in ench region, and the regional 
distributions combined to obtain tho nationnl distri­
bution for all families in the United States. 

Checking Distributions with Data 
from National Health Survey 

Sample data on the incomes of families for the yenr 
1935 were available from the National Health Survey 
recently conducted by the United States Public Henlth 
Service in 84 cities and 23 rurnl arens_ Tho estimated 
income distributions for nonrelief families obtnined in 
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the present study were compared with the data from 
the National Health Survey for each of four types of 
community-metropolises, large cities, middle-sized 
cities and small cities-within each region. 

In making the comparison of the income distributions 
obtained in the two studies the percentage distribu­
tions for the National Health Survey cities of the same 
size and region were averaged by income level, each 
distribution being given equal weight. The resulting 
distributions were plotted and compared with the in­
come distribution curves obtained in the present study 
for the same sizes of city within the s11me regions. These 
comparisons showed close similarity in the variations · 
in income distribution from one type of community and -
region to another, although the distributions from the 
National Health Survey were consistently lower than 
those based on data from the Study of Consumer 
Purchases. 

This difference was due, in purt at least, to the fuct 
that the definition of income used in the National 
Health Survey did not include certain items included 
in income by the Study of Consumer Purchases-e. g., 
the imputed value of the occupancy of an owned home­
and also to the fact that one-person families were 
included in the distributions from the National Health 
Survey. The data from that study, moreover, were 
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representative of the year 1935 rather than 1935-36. 
Furthermore, the income data in the National Health 
Survey represented only a global estimate of income 
received, each family having been asked to indicate in 
which of several broad income intervals its income for 
the year fell. 

Comparisons of the income distributions obtained in 
the two studies for Negro and for white families in the 
same region and degree of urbanization revealed the 
same general similarity in variations between color­
nativity groups, and the same tendency for the distri­
butions from the National Health Survey to run lower 
than those based on data from the Study of Consumer 
Purchases. No attempt was made to compare the 
income distributions for different family-size groups 
and for different occupational groups because the 
classifications used in the two studies did not corre­
spond closely. 

Because of the considerable differences in definition 
of income and in the method of classifying families by 
income level in the two studies, and the difference in 
the 12-month period covered by the data, it was not 
considered desirable to make any adjustments of the 
estimated income distributions in the present study to 
bring these into closer agreement with the findings of 
the National Health Survey. 



SECTION 4. THE SAMPLE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR 

RELIEF 

Relief families, defined to include families that had 
received any type of public or private relief at any time 
during the year,' were included in both the regular and 
the clipped random income samples of the Study of 
Consumer Purchases, so that the sample income data 
were comparable in coverage to those for nonrelief 
families. However, the information on the incomes of 
relief families was incomplete, in that the families were 
not asked to specify the value of direct relief received 
either in cash or in the form of goods and services. 
Information was obtained, from all of the families 
interviewed, on earnings from Federal EmergEmcy 
Relief Administration work relief projects and from 
·works Progress Administration, Civilian Conservation 
Corps, and Public Works Administration employment, 
and on all forms of nonrelief income, but it was felt 
that questions regarding the amount of direct relief 
benefits could not or would not be answered accurately 
by the families. 

Classi~cation of Families in Sample Data 
The omission of direct relief income made it neces­

sary to tabulate separately the income data for relief 
and for nonrelief families in each community. The 
sample income data for relief families had not been 
fully analyzed by the Study of Consumer Purchases 
at the time this report was undertaken, so that special 
tabulations-in $100 intervals-were supplied by the 
two bureaus conducting the study. These tabulations 
covered native-white normal families in most of the 
snmple communities and Negro normal families in 
communities where they were included in the regular 
snmple--i. e., in Southern communities and in two 
North Central cities-New York City and Columbus, 
Ohio. They provided no break by occupational group 
or by family size.' 

Similar tabulations for relief families contacted in the 
clipped sample were made by the National Resources 
Committee directly from the family schedules, which 
were loaned by the bureaus for this purpose. Data for 

a Foe (urtber dt'llnlt.lon of relief family, seep. -42. 
, F« &t of communltlea and qualitative groups for wbJch relief 118fll{lle Income 

dltrtrthutlODJ were JlreJ)kf'e<.i, see summary tabulation on pp. 6HY.l. 
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FAMILIES 

all such families-native-white brokPn, Negro broken, 
foreign-born, and other color families-were poole<.l, 
and one income distribution prepnred for the entire 
clipped sample in a community, or-where clipped 
samples for more than one community of the same type 
were used-in one type of community within the re!rion. 

Combining the Sample Data 
"lten percentage income distributions were avniloble 

for the same qualitative group for two or more com­
munities of the snme type within a r~gion-e. g., for 
native-white normal fnmilies in middle-sized cities in 
the North Central Re!rion-the distributions w~re 
averaged, giving ench distribution equnl weight,• to 
obtain the sample percentnge distribution finnlly used in 
distributing by income level the total number" of relief 
families belonging to thnt qualitative group. 

Apart from certnin minor deviations cnused by the 
lack of relief tabulntions for a few snmple nrens: • the 
procedures followed in combining and wei"htirw the 
snmple distributions for rrlief fanrili~s wero"simil.lr to 
these described in the preceding section for nonrl'lief 
fnmilies. Income distributions-in $100 internlls aml 
exclusive of direct relief-were thus ohtnined for euch 
type of community within ~nch rr"ion. 

As indicated below, estimntes ~f the vnluc of direct 
relief omitted from the distrihutions could be made 
only for two types of community within a rt•gion. It 
wns therefore necessary to effect a further combination 
of _the relief income distributirms before tlwy could be 
?dJusted by_ the nddition of direct relief income. With­
In each reg10n, the distributions for furms, rural non­
fn;m ~reas, and small cities were combined into one dis­
tnbut!On, a~d those for otlwr types of community into 
another. Smce the percentuge distributions for ench 
type of _community hnd already bren weighted by the 
nppropnnte number of fnmilies, thrse combinations 
could he made hy addirw tl f · . 

" te requencws nt eneh rncomo lrwl. 

~ E\N'pt for farm nnd vlllnl{c unltllln th & 
way that the nonrcllol dilltrlhutl 

1 1 
1'1 JUlh, which Wt~rc wch:r:ht~lln tho Mmo 

lk'e pp. 64 and fl7. 11011 or 1 ll'.SO uult11 wnrc wclahtocl. Jo'or oxplunutlon, 

• The ~~amplo communities for which II I I 
oro lnflicnll•~l Jn the ln()IIIOICA to 11 liN' 11 rcllllf tnhulntlon11 we~ro not "vnllnhlo 

10 IIUillmury tnhulntlnn on Jl[l, 01 -o2. 
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TABLE 3A.-Summary of sample income distributio1ts for relief families used to distribute relief family poPulation by income level 

The sample Income datnand tho population dal11 forrtl!ic(fnmlli('$ were not !'UM.h·ided hy family ~izc or by occupational ~rroup, so that only one income distribution representin~o~: 
all family sizes and aU occupational groups combined, was prepared lor each qualitative group] ' 

Communlt[I':!I('(WC'f('(} b)·mm-~ 1 I pie lncomt' dnta, hy region :Method u.c;('tlln C'omhinlnl! fn('{lme data for 

1 

Qualitnth·e ~roups for which AAmple in- Population groups u~ to weight sample income 
and type of r:ommunlty communities o( tho same t:rpo come distributions were JITCJuued distributions 

~~----------------~--------------~------------~-----

Lnr):!e ell !l"': 
Pro,·id£"nce, lt. I. 

MhJdh·~IWIII·itie~: 
Sew Britain. C'onn. 
llanrhlll, !\la.."-5. 

f;nmlll:,iti('!l: 
\\'allinl!f,,rd, C'onn. 
Wlllinmntk. C'onn. 
Wf'!lthrnuk, ~fnim~. 
OrNnllt'ltl, !\lo..~. 

\"Uht!r(' unit.!!: 
\'l•rmont-Mas.<a('hU&"I ts. 

Farm nnl!!l: 
\"t•rmnnt-dairy. 

:\frlroJw•ll!<("~: 
!\"l'w York. X. Y. 
Chicugo, Ill. 

Lun:~ c itic~: 
('olumbu~, Ohio. 

:\lltl•ilt'·.'illl'd citi(':l: 
l>uhU<JUI', lcwa. 
~lundl', Ind. 
Xew Cn .. ,tle, Pn. 
'llrinJ:Ileld, IU.I 

Smal dties: 
llcuvE'r Fall<>, Pa. 
CouurllowiiiE', l'a. 
l,oj:all.'ifiOrt, Ind. 
Peru, Ind. 
Mattoon. Ill. 

\'IIL~J:C unit.~: 
PE'nll.'}'i vnniA·Ohlo. 
M khlr:nn· \\'lsconsln, 
llllnol.s·lowa. 

F1tnn units: 
Prnns)·l,·ania-gencrnl. 
Ohi[)--J!E'neml. 
~lkhl.:an-dalry and gt>n· 

em!. 
Wiseonsln-dnlry. 
Illinois-com or (,L~h J,rruln. 
lowu-o.nlmnl specialty. 

XEW EXGLAXD 

.\yrrngPd IOI.'fN:'nta(!:e di~trihut!ons from rC'(!:· 
ular :;;amph•$ in $mall dties;r {JOOied fre­
quC'ncy di~trihutions from dipped samples 
In ~('W Britain and lla\·erbill. 

A \'l'r:4!(ltl {X'rl"f'ntn~rc tli>'lrlhutlon:<from rf'(!:1rlar 
:<:unph•s; dipJX'd saru,,Jo for Wallingford 
only. 

1. Xntin-whitcnormal. 
:!, Xativc-whilc broken, foreign-horn 

white, Negro, and other color. 

I. :XatiVC'·White nomral.r 
2. Xntin .. while broken, forei~m,-born 

white, Negro, and other color. 

l. Xnth·c-whitf' normnl. 
'' Xati\·c- while hn>kC'n, forf'itm- hom 

white, Negro, and other color. 

I. :Xt~ti\·c-wbite normal. 

1. Xatlve-white normal. 

XORTH CEXTR.AL 

.\ \·rrn~rf'fiJK'f{'t>nluJ,:(' di~trihutlons (rnm rt'l!lllnr 
SUIIIfl)f' (or nntin·-whitr normal; XC'~O nor• 
mal (or Nt'w York only; di)lJX'd sampiC' 
tor Chica~o only. 

A\·eraJ:t'•l percentnr:r distrlhutlon.<~ !rnm rt'(!:ll· 
lar snmpiC'S; pcol£fl frequency distributit•ns 
from clipped samJ1les. 

A\·em~:cd peroontnr:c di,.trlhutlon..o; from rl-'1!11• 
lnr sample..~: poulrd frCitueney distribution~ 
(rom dipped ~nuples. 

.\ vernj!t••l {X'reentngc distributions. 

.\ nmlged percentuge dbtrihullons. 

,\ \·em~rcd prrrcntngo tll~trlbutlons. 

A \'f'fllr:l'<IJJ{'rrentul!e ,Jbtributlon!l. 

1. Xati\·c-whit(' normal. 
2. Xt'I!TO normaL 
3. Xati\·e-whitc hrokrn, X1·~ru brokrn. 

foreign-born white, and t?thcr rolor. 

1. Xnli\'o-white normal. 
2. X rl!ro normal. 
3. Xntivf'-white broken, Xr!!ro broken, 

foreign-hom white, and other color. 

1. Xntivl'·white nonnnl. 
2. Xatlve-white hrokt'n, fon•ign-born 

white, Negro, and other <'Clor. 

I. Xali\·e-white normal. 
2. Xntl\·e-whito hrokt'n, foreign-born 

white, Negro, and other (,"Oior. 

1. :Xnth·e-whlto nonnnl. 

I. :Xatlve-whilo nonual. 

I. Xati\·e-whlto normal. 

1, Xnti\'c-whitc nornml. 

:.=:orTu 

I. Xntive-whilc normal. 
2. Xativc-white broken, foreign-born whitf', Xe;,!ro 

and other color. 

1. Xative-white normal. 
2. Native-white broken, foreign-born white, Xe~-:ro, 

and other color. 

1. Xati\·e-whitc normal. 
2. Nath·e-whitebroken, foreign-born whih•, Xl'l-.'fO 

and other color. 

1. All color-nativity groups, normal and br,Jkt•n. 

1. .:\11 color-nntiYity ~oups, nonnal anrl brok~·n 
C\Ie., X. IL, Vt., ~lass., R.I., «:onn.). 

1. Xntive-whitt' normal. 
2. Xrgro normal. 
3. Xative-whito brokrn, X<'\-.'fo broken, foreign 

born white, and other color. 

1. Kative-white normal. 
:?. ~pgro normal. 
3. Xath·e-white broken, Kt'(!:TO brukeu, foreign· 

born whJte, and other color. 

I. ~nth·e-whito normal. 
2. Knth·e-wh.ite broken, Corei~::n-hurn white, Xegro, 

and other color. 

t. N:ttive-whilc normal. 
2. :Xnti\""white broken, lurt'ign-born white, Ke;rro, 

and other color. 

1. All color nath·ity group . .;:, norumlund hroken. 

1. All rolor-nntivity groups, normal and hwkt•n 
(Pa., Ohio, K.J.). 

1. All color-nntlvity groups, 1\t'rmnl and hroken 

C:\li('h., Wis., N.Y .. Mlnn.l. 
1. .\II ('())or-nativity (!:Toups, normnl nwl hr<lkt'n 

(ni., Iowa, Ind., :\lo.), 

--
-------------,-------------,------------~ 

l..afl!'c rllirs: 
.\tlnntu, On. 

l\lhhllr-~itt'<l dtlrs: 
('nlurnhu.'l, S.C. 
Mobill', Ala. 

Srnalll'lllos: 
Alhrmy, On. 
Clrlllln, 011. 
l1n.stonh1, N.C. 
Rumler, S.C. 

Yillu~:r units: 
(lr•uq::in-South C't\rullrm. 
Nurth Carolillll • ;\.ll:-;.sls­

slp\'1. 
Fnrm un Is: 

1\'c,rlh rurolina-.scU-suf· 
ndn~:.J 

X•Jrlh rnrollnn-rotton 
tuul tohnm1. 

~onth Curullna-t•ntton 
nne! tohtH'<'O. 

OI'IJr!-:111·-('nttun. 
~ llssl s.si I'PI-wtton. 

A \'t'tll~t·•ll"-'fl"nhl~o dl~trihutlon~. 

A\·em~ecl percenliii,'O distribution.".• 

1. Xutl\'c-whlto normal. 

2. X1·~ru normal. 

1. X'nti,·c-whito nurmnl. 

·• Xegro normnl. 

I. Xnth-e-whitenormal. 

'' X rgro normal 

1. Xnth·e-whito numml. 

:?. Xegro normal. 

1. :Xntl\·o-whito normnl. 

:!. Xnti\·e-whilt' normal shufl'f.TOI'IICn>. 
3. Xl·~ro normal operators. 

~- Xe(!:rO normnl slmrccropper~. 

I. X:1lhc-whito, foreign-born wbitl', normal an•l 
broken. 

2. X egro and other color, norrnul and broken. 

I. Xntive-whlte, foreign-born white, nonnnl and 
brokC'n. 

2. ~egronnd otheroolor, normu.land broken. 

I. Xntin.•-white, foreign-born white, norm11l aUtl 
broken. 

·• Xcgro tmd other color, normal and broken. 

I. X!di\'e-white, foreign-born white, norm1ll nn•l 
broken. 

'' ~egronnd other color, norllllll and broken. 

1. All white OJJ{'rtltors (~. C'., S. C'., On .• l-oli,.,..::., 
Drl., ;\ld., \'n., \\'. \'n., Fla., Ky., Tenn.,.\la., 
Ark., La., Okla., Tt'x.). 

:!. All whir(' :-;.hnf(>(TOJlJl('r~ (~f:1tr.s Ji,:ted nhov..-l. 
3 . .\II XP~ronnd othE'r roloropcrntoN (States li$lt>o.l 

nbowL 
~- All Xegro nnd other color $lmrecroppe-~ (:'tatt>s 

listed nho\'C). 

II 1 tl til~ C'lll.'rt wn·tlrt.'Jl!lr("':l Used )J{'f('('Dingc dl~tributlons from snmll cities In ret:lon. 
11-'prt'lnl rl'IIE'f tnhulnlion:-1 for f('j!Uinr Sllhl,Jill n,nt ~"llllbl~ ~t'~t~el~lu:~l~hl! r:.xlrt \\'1\S P~llared .. 
, ~"l'~'l'itll rrii~Jf tnhulntlou fur re~tular &&1111' o no U\ tl 11 • 

• Whl!ll n/ll'ftllms only. 1 ·Ill , wei"hll'll in the ~:1menmnuer thnt nonrelicr distrihuliml$ Wt.'re. For e~'<Jllunutiun, St'f.' pp. !•-1 nml s;. 
• Hl'llof d :otrllmtiomr fur Suuth(•rl\ fnrnur 11111 ' ngos \\t'tc .. 
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T.-..RLF. 3A.--.._~ummary nf sample. incnmf" diJtlrihlllions for rrlirf fa_rnilil>l """'' to dilltrih'"' ,,.[,,., jtJmily rw•p·•ld.lion by in('mne lnrrl­
Contmut.-d 

Com m n ~it i~s CO't"ered_ by I ~ft"thod tL<:f'd In romhlninfl! lnromP dnla lor I Quallt!\11\"fl ~:ron~. for whkh """mplf' ln·l Pni'UI~tlon rrour" u-1 to •ril'lll 'lllfnJ•ie IO('Om~ 
~mple mcome data, hJ ~ rorumunlli..-s of tilt' ~.:mn• type ron1e 1lbtntJuuo~ wrn- llfl'Jilll'1'<1 •h,tnhuUUJu 
t!tonandtypeolrommuntt~· 1 _ _ -------------

I.!Hl!l' l'itif'S: 
Denver, Colo, 

:\lidrlle-~ited rities: 
Butte, :\font. 
Pueblo, Colo. 

~mall cities: 
Billln~. :\lont. 
Dod£e City, Iowa. 
Greeley. Colo. 
l~n. l'tah. 
Pro,·o. l'tah. 

\'illaee units: 
K:iD.53.5-:'\orth Dakota. 
Colorado-:\lontall:l-:'outh 

]Jakola. 
Fann units: 

Korth Dakota-w~t or 
ca..~h grain. 

Kansas-wbeo.t or C3.~h 
Jm~.in. 

(' olorado-:\I ontann-Sou t h 
Dakut.a-rnnge li\'estud• 
nn•l cash 11J'!lin. 

l.!lt~e cit if>!<: 
l'ortland, Ore,:. 

!\liddlf'-Sized r-ities: 
Aherrlten - lloctulam, 

Wash. 
Rt>llin!!ham. Wash. 
E,·erett, Wash. 

!-:rn.nJI dtirs: 
A.~tor~a, Oreg. 
Eu!-!eoe, Oreg. 
Kiamatb Falls, Qm. 
Olympia, \\'ash. 

Villnge units: 
Ca.Hrornia. 
Oret!OD·Washington. 

Farm units: 
WashlnUon-dalrr, 

poultry. 
Oregon-general and fruit. 

MOl'ST.\IN AXD Pt..\IS~ 

.\\'t'I'Uj!l'll ~roentaJ!t' di~tribution~ from f1"1!U­
Iar ~pi~; JIOOied (rt>quenr-y dl«tributions 
from dipped samples. 

.\ ,-e~ pt>n't'nlart> dl~trlhntlon~ from rl'f'll· 
lat sample:-; clii'J.ed snmplt> for BUlin~ 
only. 

.\\'f'l'll$:ed pPrcen~e dl.~trihutlon~ from rf'~u­
lar samr>l~; !'ooh"<'l frNtUt'hf")' tll~trilmtiun ... 
from (·hpJlf'd samplt'S. 

I. S:lth·P-whltf' normr~l. i I S:\lh·.--whitr n .. rrn1l 
2. Satt\·l'-wh!ll" hrokt'n. fntf'kn·l•urn 1 "J. !'ro;,,t,n•·•htt,.l•t"k"n. f,,....tcn·l•"n...-hitf', Srpa. 

wh1Uo, Sf'lro, an•J uthPf n•l...•r. 
1 

An• I uUIU nol.uf. 

1. !'\nth"t-+whitf' norm'\l. I' '-""ti\ .... whit,. n"fltl!\l 
2. Sati-rf'-WII1tf' hr"kf'n, fnf"''h:~n-J.,.,n :!. :\.11 I\ f'-• hltr t•r"k"n. furtoitn·l•otn • hltiP, :\:C'(rn, 

white, !'\t"JTT,!UI•J othf'r rulur. an•l ulhf'r f'•lot. 

I. Xnth·f'-whitf' normnl. 
2. SBtiYf'-Whltil' hruk.l"tl, fflfT'ltn·hum 

whitf', Xl'1!f0, llll•luthf'r nolnt, 

I. Xalivf'-whllf' nnnnal. 

I. Xnth't'-whitf' nomul. 

P.\ClFif' 

I. Xl\th·t--91·hitf' nnrm·1l. 
2. Suth·e • 'I' IIIII' !Jro\;,1•n, forr-i~·n • l•ur11 

v.llite, Xt1(ru, 1111d lot!Jf'f ntlur. 

I. Xl\tln•-whlt.- nom1~1l. 
2. Suth·t'. "'hill.' I•T•1kt>n, fnn•ll!n • l••tf' 

whitf', Xt:"~ru. nn•l ntht>r ~~·lor. 

I ""'j,-,..,..flflf' n-.rnal 
'!. Sitotl\·,..whltf' t.r .. lf'n, f.,O'Il'D·lwll'n • tnt•. Sl'ff'l, 

au•l Htl~ n•lo.IC'. • 

I. All n)'ur-natl\ 1ty ~r.-.ut"• ttormal~~on•l lot<>kf'n 

I .. \1\ No)<lf·hl\lhlt)' '"fOO.J[•. normal an•l hru~f'R 
rs. 11.1k.. :.- 11a.~ , 

I. All nobr-n.1t1\ It)· ,rou.r ... nurmal anti l•rnkrn 
IKan•, :'\f'hr l. 

I. ,\II o.\,.r-n.,tnlty rr"111 ... n"rmlll n.n•l J,r.-.k"n 
(ColtJ. :\l••nt., l•lahu, \\ )ll., Sr\·., l l.l.h, 
.\rlt. S. \In). 

I Sntl\r·•hU• n.-.rmtl 
'!. Satin•-• h!lf' hr .. ~.:rn. furf'i!tn·l•.rn •·hltto, Srrw. 

DJt•l othf'r cn\.ur. 

I. Xf\lh·t"·wldt• n"rm1l 
'' :\:11 h-,._~ hltf' lorrokf'h, fur..\J.:n·t•orn whltf', Sf'CI'O. 

1111\l ut hf't rul• ''. 

.\ ,-emged percentaf,!e di~trihutloru frnm rt'f!'ulnr I. 
!i:ttnf>les: JIOoh••l fre(juenr-)· di~trihut1nn« 2. 
from clipped sumples in mhldte~in ... J rlllt>:-
in reglon. 1 

X11th·p..whltf.' norlll:1l. 
Sati\·t'·White hr••kt>n, fntf'il!'tl·l••rn 

white, Xt'fro, nn•l uthf't l-.:>lor. 1 

I. Xntl\"f'•\lhltf' nnrmal. 
2. :o\111tW•·\lllllf' hrukf'll, fnrt'ltn·horn Wllltf', Sf'l!'ru, 

ant] othf'r l'ulor. 

.\\'ernjl:l'd percentate dl<rtributloru 

. \Yerared peraonta.Ke 1ll«trlhutlon•. 

I. Xati\'t·whit.- lwrtnal. 

I. S'Jtlh'f'-whilf' nurm~tl . I. All mlor·nnth·llr IJI'Iltll"• n•otm al •n•l broken 
(\\"w.h., 0"'1 J. 

f'entral Catifornia-fruU .\\'t"flljl:@>li perrPnl11rP •ll~trlbutlnn~. 
nnti dairy. I. Snth·t•-wllil" nurnual. I. All mlor·nuth·ll)' rrnua .... nurm .• t an•l htnk•n 

(Cull f. 1. f-.outhern {'ali!om[a-fruit. 

1 !-l-et f<.outnote 6 p. 5i. 

Summary of Procedure 

Because of the absence of a family-size and an occu­
pational break in the sample income tabulations, the 
total number of sample income distributions prepared 
for relief families wus considerably smaller than the 

-number for non relief fumilies. In nil, sample percent­
age distributions were available for 102 quulitutive 
g-roups. As appears from the summary tubulution in 
tuhle 4A, this number wus reduced-by nveruging 
the distributions for sample communities of the snme 
type within n region-to 53 percentage distributions 
aguinst which the populntion weights for relief fumilies 
were finully nppliNI.·' 

Estimates of Direct Relief Omitted From 
Distributions 

Estimates of the vnlue of direct relief ornittl'd from 
the income distributions Wl're mude fnr l'uch reJ.:ion on 
the busis of relief figures from vnriuus Govt•rnmNtt 
agencies showing the nmount of direct relief of vnrious 
types distributed in the Unih•d Stutes, by regions, 
from July 19~5 through .June 1 !I:IG. 

Inrl.uded .in these estimntes were the following t.vpes 
of. rehef: dtrect r1•liPf distributed umler the g1•n••rnl 
re~w.f pro.gram of the Fed .. rul EmergPJa•y HPliPf Ad­
mtmstrntwn from .July 1 !J35 through De<'t'nth<'r J!l:l5 ;• 

1 
Datu from F. F.. H. A., .'natl•tkal ."lJJmmQrl/ of f:murtflrf Rrlltf Arllrltlll, JrJn· 

uarp/1/.U lllfauoh /Jrrnnbu 11.1.1$, ('omt•ntr•J frnrn t11hle n Amount of Ohllitllllon!l 
lnrurr .. ,l for Y.mPrgrnr-y Hf>lill'f Mit•'('t nu1l wurk) Y.\llm;t .. ,l to ('JUit'l.• t'n•lrr the 
0

Ptuoral Heller l'f1 »~rt•un, by ~l•tlfllll, nn•l hal!lt1 10, Amount of Jo:nrnlna• of C'1lHIII F.m• 
plo)'f'<l Oil the Y.llll!fKt'ht•y Work H"lif'f l'rnvrnm, hy ~lnl~. 
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TABLE 4A.-Summary of the fill &amp~ prrunl.agedisln"butions. 
for rrlit>f familira against which population wl'ights wereap­
plied' 

Jtednn and type of rommunlty 
ro!or-

natlvlly Totalgroups 
jUOUps I 

Nf'w F.ndan•l: 

~~~~i.'i1~~!t~i CtiiM.": :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ ~ 
SnUIII dtl~........................................ 2 2 
Rt1rnl nonfann.................................... 1 1 
rnrn1............................................. 1 1 

1----1----
Total. ......••••.•.••••••..•••••. ------ .•.••.••.• _____ ... .. •. .• 8 

S' ort h r Pnl rn I : 1;;,;;;;;;;;;;;;; 1~~~..,;: 
\f rtrnpoll~. . . . . . • . . . • • •••. ••• .•. ••••.•••• .• .•••. 3 3 
I.Jift'f' rlf l~ ..... _ . . . . . . . . . ••••••••••••••. ••• .•••••. 3 3 
\ltdollf"-~lrMI dtlf'::ll................................ 2 2 
:'nm\1 cilll'.«........................................ 2 2 
HtJrul nonfarm.................................... 1 1 
Fnrm: 

PPnnc.y)vnnln-Ohio ..••.••. _ .••••. _ •••• ------.. 1 1 
).{ khif'an · \\'l'\('(ln.~ln ....•• _ •••••.•••...•• -----· 1 I 
Jliinuis-IUWD........... •• • ••• •• •• ••• ••••• •••••• I 1 

I----1----
Totai. _______________________________________ F·;,-·,:,·;,·-,--,-;,-·,:,·;;··;1=~~~,;14 

South: 
l..tlrtf' C"'lif"< .. -.----. -----· --.---------------------- 2 2 
:\( j, lollt~· .. irrd rllle.c.. • • .• • ••••••••••••• .••••••• ••••• 2 2 
!'n1nll l'ilif':" -----------------··-------------------- 2 2 
f(uml nonfnnn.................................... 2 2 
t"urm: 

nr\f'rntoM& .. ·-·················---------------- 2 2 
f:ha.n't-ru[lpen .............•...............•... l-----•-l-----2 

T olaL .••••.•.•.••••••••••• ---- ••• ---. --. --. F-;;·;,· ·;;·;;·-;,· ·;;·;;· -~-~ ~==.,;;12 
~lountntn nnfl PlAim: 

I...11n.·.- riti•"!l........................................ 2 2 
)llrhllf'·!lllt'tl cltlt:~ ••. _____________________________ 2 2 

:O:mf\11 rill~-·········--------··················--·- 2 2 
Hurol nonfnnn.................................... 1 1 
Farm: 

!\orth Dakota ••••••• ----············-----····· 1 1 
J\:1\n~a.<~........................................ 1 1 
C olorudo-1\f ontana.. •• _ •••••••••••.••••••••••• ·l----'-1-------:-:c' 

Total. ••••••••••••••••••• ------ •••••••••••••• F·;,-·,:,·;;· ·,:,·;;· ·,;· ·;;·;;· ·;!=~==='" 
Pnelftr: 

Lflfl!l' eltfl'!'l........................................ 2 2 
:\lirlolll'-sfred cities................................ 2 2 
f'DLIIII cflln!l........................................ 2 2 
Rural nontu.nn .. ----········-----------·····------ 1 1 
Fumr 

W n.<~hlnR"ton-Oml!on. •••• ----------·······----· 1 
Cullfomlu. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

1 
_____ f----:' 

TotnL. ••••• ---------- ••••••• --- ••••••••••• -~;·;;-·;,· -;;·;;· ·;;· ·;;·;;· ·;·I'~==~· 
Total United Stntes .•••••••.•••••••••.•.•.•• ···----------· 5-i 

1 For ~ummnry of population welllht.'l as related to number of families In the various 
sample dL.~trihulloos, soo tables lOA and llA. 

11 l'olor-nntl\'lty group mcnh.c. ntlth·e-whlte nonnnt; 2 means {1) native-white 
nonnnl and (2) nil other color-nntl\'lty !ffOUps combined; 3 means (I) native-white 
nomull, (2) Negro normal, nnd (3) all other color-nativity groups combined. 

general relief distributed by States and localities from 
January through June 1936;7 public assistance extended 

1 Monthly estimates for roch of tho n,·o Reographlc telllonssupplled by W. P. A .• 
Di,·i.<~lon or He.wnch, Stali~tlrs and Rl'COrd!!. 0'-'nernl relief during this period WI\.S 

predominantly direct relief. 
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to the aged, the blind, and dependent childre::1 under 
the Social Security Act and under State laws authorizing 
such types of assistance prior to participation under 
the Social Security Act;" Resettlement emergency 
grants;• relief distributed by private agencies;10 and 
the imputd value of surplus commodities distributed 
by the Federal Surplus Commodities Corporation." 
The estimated amount of direct relief of these various 
types distributed in each region is shown in the accom­
panying table. 

Division of Direct Relief Between 
Two Types of Community in Each Region 

It was not possible, with the information available, 
t~ make a satisfactory estimate of the value of direct 
relief for each type of community covered by this study. 
Accordingly, the amount of direct relief in each region 
was divided int~ only two parts, representing the 
amounts distributed to the urban and to the rural-town 
population, respectively, as these were defined in the 
combined Urban-Rural-Town Relief Series recently de­
veloped by the Rural Section of the Division of Social 
Research in the Works Progress Administration. In 
that series, the urban population included the popula­
tion of all counties containing a city of 25,000 or more 
persons, and of New England townships containing 
5,000 or more persons. The rural-town population, on 

• Monthly estimates for each State supplied by Social Secur:lty Board, Bureau or 
Research and Stntistlcs, Division or Public Assistance StatistiC$. 

D Monthly data on gronts certified for pn:rment for each State from Resettlement 
Administration, First Annual Report, table 2, p. 162. 

zo Regional estimates built up by National Resour~ Committee on the basis of 
monthly data on pri,·ate relief In the 118 urban areas Included In the "t"rban Relief 
Series and in the 385 rural areas included in the Rural-Town Relief Series and checked 
with national ~timateofprl\-ate relief made by W. P. A., Division or Social Research, 
for the same period on tho basis or tho same sample data. For Urban Relief Series, 
see monthly bulletins U. B. DePRrtment of Labor, Children's Bureau, Chanl'!es 
During (name of month) In Different Types of Public and Private Relief in Urban 
Areas, (July 1935-May 1936) and U.S. Department of Labor, Children's Bureau, and 
Social &tcurity Boord, Changa<~ During June 1936 In Different Types of Public and 
Private Relietin Urban Areas. table 4. For Rurnl-Town Relief Series, see monthly 
bulletins, W. P. A., Division of Social Research, Rural Section, Current Statistics 
or Relief in Ruml and Town Areas, July 1935-June 1936. Relief extended by private 
agencies was predomimwtly direct reiiE'f. 

u Volume da.tn on commodities di!=itrlbuted in e:e.cb State from July 1, 1935, to June 
30, 1936, supplied by Federal Surplus Commodities Corporation. Values imputed 
by the National Resources Committee on the basis ofaveraJt"e retnll prices of commodi­
ties In 1935 and 1936, as shown by U. S. Bureau of LA.bor Statistics in bulletins on 
netall Prices, and of infonna.tion supplied by the U. S. Bureau of Agricultuml 
Economi('S, 

TABLE 5A.-Estimatcd amounts of direct relief distributed ·in five rtgions,1 July 1985 through Ju'!e 1986 1 

T)c'pe or relief 

Dlrf'<'l relief under the jlenernl relief pro!Uflm, F. E. R. A.-Jnly-DecemOOr. 
llt:J/i .••••• -- --.-- ••• -- .. -.-.- . ----.-----. ---·-· •• ----- •. ------- •• ---- .• --.-

Oenernl puhllcrellof, Jnnunry-June, 1936 ••.••••...•...•...••...•...•••••••.. 
Puhllt•AA'Ii:ltnnro to tho llltl'ti, to tho blind und to dependent children ••••••.••• 
Hes<ltllement emergency grants ...•••. ----.---··-----··------···-----··-----· 
Prh·nte rrllef •••.....••• -- .•• -- ••• -• • -----· • ··-·· • • ---· • • ·--- •••· ·----------· 

.-\II rt'itions 

$-106, AA2. 291-l 
249, :.'0\1, 3:H 
138, O.'i6, 226 

15, 34:\, 32!'1 
17, 6.'«}, :'1."·0 

Now EnRland North Central 
region region 

$20,075,555 $292.744,286 
21,521, 41/i U\4,047,022 
13. 1-'49, 727 91,8:!), 2-S. .. 

60,014 2,t4-l1,07.'i 
3. 747,010 10,100,891 

72. U\2, 922 4,863.331 32.217,089 

St\\19, 33t 655 $6-l. 107, M2 $613, t\69, &IS 
Fedeml !lurplu.c. oommod It lo.c. .•.•••• ------ • ·----• -• ·- ·- • · • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • "1--:-::::-:c-:--::-:-l---;::;-;:::-;:;:;-1---; 

All t YJMlll or direct rellof .•••••••••••••••••••• --~- • ••••••••• •••• ••••• • • · 

1 Jo:or Stntes lnchull'dln ench rrlllon, seo PP- 42-43- 1 7 8 D 10 nnd 11 on this pftRe. 
1 tor sources or dutu, 11(.'(1 footnote 6, p. 63 and foot no es • • • 

Southern Mountnin and Pacific 
region Pluins region ~region 

$33,2-10,009 $20. 9-19, 026 $39, Si2. 502 
14,625. 110 9, 4iS, 142 19, 537,6--15 
5, 933,61-1 s. 62-l. oso 17, 82-1. 650 
3,475, zro ;, 569, 791 1, 407, 215 
2. 225, 759 610. 457 000,-13.1 

22,891, 142 8,000. 131 -I,IS.S,ZH 

$82,391, 76-1 $55. ZlS. 32:! $..'\3. 727, i-1!!' 
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the other hand, included the population of all counties 
not containin~ a city of 25,000 or more persons, and of 
New England townships containing less than 5,000 
persons. 

This division of the population was only crudely 
analogous to a division, at the 25,000 population level, 
of the si.'i: types of community defined in this study­
i. e., farms, villages, and smnll cities in one group and 
middle-sized cities, large cities, and metropolises in 
another. Nevertheless, a brenk between these two 
degrees of urbanization seemed to offer a somewhat 
better basis for adjusting the income distributions for 
relief families than any attempt to add the value of 
direct relief in each region to the income distribution 
for all types of community combined. 

In dividing direct relief between "urban" and rural­
town areas in each region, use was made of methods 
similar to those used by the Works Progress Adminis­
tration in preparing national estimates for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1936. These estimates, showing 
the volume of relief of each type distributed in total 
urban and total rural-town United States, were con­
structed by a process of generalizing the monthly data 
from the Urban and the Rural-Town Relief series l' to 
represent the total urban and total rural-town 
population. 13 

In summary, the steps involved in the process of 
dividing the various types of direct relief in each region 
between the urban and the rural-town relief population 
of the region were as follows:" The total urban popula­
tion in each region was determined by combining the 
1930 population figures for urban areas as defined above. 
This figure was then subtracted from the total popula­
tion of the region to ascertain the rural-town population 
of the region. These population figures for urban and 
for rural-town areas were then divided, respectively, 
by the population of the urban and of the rural-town 
sample areas within the region which were included in 
the Urban Relief Series and in the Rural-Town Relief 
Series. The resulting population ratios were then 
applied against the relief expenditure data from the 
Urban and the Rural-Town Relief Series for the 12-
month period ending June 30, 1936, to obtain the 
estimated expenditures for various types of direct 

· relief for the total urban and the total rural-town 
population in each region. 

uSee footMte JO, p. 63, 
u For description and methodol()l:y of the combined 'L"rban-Rutnl-Town Relief 

Series and the estimated expenditures for the component t}·pea of relief in urban anrl 
In rural-town areas, see Woofter, T. J., Jr.; Aaronson, Jo'ranklln, and Mangw, A. H.: 
JUliet' In Urban and Rural-Town Areas, 1932-1{1.16, Research Bulletin, Series Ill, 
No. a. (In preparation} Dl\'"l<llonofBodal R~rch, W. P. A. 

a• U&eoftbbl prO<'e58 (l)f' derlvlnue-glonal estimates similar to those prepared by the 
w. P. A. for the total t"nlteti States involved thesomewho.tduhloustwumption thnt 
the 88mple data from the t:rbao and the Hural-Town Uellef Series were 8! repre!!en· 
tath·e for e31•h re«ion as the combined data were for the total United States. How­
ever. the combined rP(t'ional estlmaten were foWld to BJ>proxlnuate very clmcly the 
oauonaJ ettlmatd made by theW. P. A. 
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It was possible from these figures to calculate for enrh 
type of direct relief the percentage given to the urban 
and the percentage gi\·en to the rural-town population 
in each region. These percentages-derived from the 
built-up regional estimates bused on ~ample data in the 
Urban and in the Rural-Town Relief Series-were used 
as a basis for the di\·ision, between urbun and rurnl­
to\vn relief families, of the amounts of direct relief dis­
tributed in each region, as estimated independently 
by the Govemment agencies administering relief. 

~lore explicitly, direct relief distributed under the 
general relief program of the Feclernl EmN·gency Relief 
Administration, general relief distributed hv the Stutes 
and localities from January through June 1936, and the 
imputed value of surplus commodities" were divided 
between urban and rurul-town areas a•·eording to the 
proportions prevailing during 1935-36 for f!eueral relief 
in those communities reporting duta to the Urban and 
to .the Rural-Town Relief Series. Similurly, public 
assistance extended to the aged, the bli1Hl, und depelul­
ent children was divided according to the proportions 
prevailing for these types of assistance in the ~<nme 
reporting communities. Since no independent ""ti­
mates were available for the amount of private relit·f 
distributed, it was neces.'lfiry to use the estimates built 
up for urban and n1rnl-town areas from the snmple 
data in the two relief series. Emergency grunts made 
by the Resettlement Administration were distrihutf'd 
only in ~ral communities so thnt no brPnk by typf' of 
commuruty was necessary for this type of n•lief. 

The final estimates of the value of direct relief dis­
tributed to the ten population groups-i. e., to the 
urban and to the rural-town population in ench region­
were as follows: 

T ~~LE 6~.-Estimatrd amorml3 of dirf'cl rclirf di~tributrd to 
urban and to rurat-toll'n population in fit•e rt'gio114 ,J9,16-Jti 

lleglon 

Division of Direct Relief Between 
Families and Single Individuals 

l'rh11n 

s..·.n. lf)l.,llu 
[A•l, U.'1.1UJ 
Jtl, p,:,, lUI 
1 ... 47U,1U) 
IIV, ."-U-4,101 

$fJK.'), W'.!, lnl $213.,~1.10) 

~twas next necessary to divide tho amount of dir~ct 
rehef for eoch of the t 1 · f . . . en popu ntton f!roups b~tw~~n tho 

d
am.illes and the sin~lc individuals thnt r<·c~ived r~li~f 
unng the period 111 tl 1 f . . 

f . · 10 n >Kence o nnv Apeei.lic m-
ormatton conceming tl · d" · · · . . 

liS IVIRIO!l an llrilltrury raftO 
was adopted bused 01 ·I 1• . . • ' sue 1 generu mformatton as wns 

1 ~ HurJ,IIlll oommrwlltlll'! Wt>m di•trih 1 Kcncral relief JO'thot It 
1 

llff'< through llliMtlnlt rt•llt'fll"f'nrle.. cll!'[l('D!Iinlt 
' IIOOIIIN rl'lll<onnh!e t 1 urhnn and ruml·klwn . 0 RMurno t 111t tho dl\"l~lun o.s lwtwt•tUl u.rcos ~ould t,o Bhllilur, 



Coni<Umer Incomes 

nvailnble concerning the ratio of nv<>roge relief ben<>fits 
per family to nvernge r<>li<>f benefits per single individual. 

During the lost half of 1935, the overage monthly 
benefit p<>r fumily cnst> und<>r the g<>neral relief program 
of the Federnl Emcrg<>ncy Relief Administration was 
npproximutely double the u\·ernge benefit per nonfnmily 
case." Accordingly, the proportion of direct relief 
going to fumilies in euch of th<> ten populution groups was 

determin<>d by the following formula: rtzj'"'here j 

equals the number of fnmilies receh·ing relief and i 
equnls the number of single individuals receiving 
relief." 

On the basis of the perc<>ntnges obtnined by tltis 
formula, direct relief was allocated to families and to 
single indi\;dunls in the ten population groups as shown 
in the accompanying tnble. 

TAD I.E 7 A.-&limal~d ammml~ of direct relief distributed to 
familira aPJd to aingk indr'1•idual! ·in "urban" and in rural-town 
areaa in fitte rt'giona, 193/i-86 

Ht"£1on and t)·~ of C"Ommunllr 

Sew En~land: 
t'rhnn .... .................................. . 
Rural-town ......... _ ...... __ ............... -. 

North f''f'nll"'ll: 
Prhnn ..... ..••••................ ----- ... --···· 
RuraJ-town .. •. _ ............................. . 

~uth: 
Frhan ..... ................................... . 
ltunll•IOWO .... ............................. . 

~lounLRlo nod Plains: 
t"ri~Hn ..... _. _ ................................ . 
RurnJ-town . .................. _ .. _ ....... -----

Paclllc: 
l'rhn.n . ....................................... . 
Hurul-lo"·n ....... ......................... _ .. . 

All rrRion.1 ... .............................. . 

Addition of Direct Relief 
to Income Distributions 

Dlf'N't relief 
to families 

$50.MI,OOO 
4, 462,000 

424,453.000 
9S, iol8. 000 

30, ;s;, 000 
42.769,000 

12. 145.000 
32, 4.51, 000 

53. HI-t. 000 
11,953,000 

$i 58. 582, 000 

Direct relief 
to !'ln~lc 

indh·Jduals 

$8. -Hi, 000 
sa;, 000 

81,092.000 
11,979,000 

6,428, 000 
.. ..... 000 

2,321,000 
8.317,000 

16.410.000 
2, 181,000 

$1-10, 7S3, 000 

The estimated amounts of direct relief distributed to 
families in the two types of community in each region 
were now added to the income distributions, e."clusive 
of direct relief, that had been built up from the sample 
distributions for relief families contacted in the Study 
of Consumer Purchases. 

As indicated nbove, these sample distributions had 
been weighted and combined into 10 distributions repre­
senting 2 degrees of urbnnizntion in ench of the 5 re­
gions-i. e., one distribution for relief fnmilies living on 
fnrms, in rurnl-nonfnrm areas, and in smnll cities, and 
a second distribution for families in middle-sized cities, 
in Iorge cities, and in metropolises. 

The methods used in adding the value of direct relief 
to these income distributions were necessarily crude, 
and involved vurious arbitrnry assumptions based upon 
very frngmentary evidence from avnilable I'elief studies. 

" Bnscd on monthly datu on roso-londs not! ohllJtutlons lnrurrod for rell('rn.~ rel)()rte<l 
to the F00crn1 Emergency Hcllef At.lmlnlstrntlon, l>l\'lslon of Uosoorch, Statistics 
nnd 1-'lnnnce. 

u }'or nwthod of determining number or (Hmlllos HOd number of slui!IC lndl\'lt.!Wlls 
thnt rocclvcd rcllcf, soo JlJI. 73-7.t. 
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Without attempting a detailed discussion of the reasons 
for accepting the particular assumptions used, it is possi­
ble to summarize briefly the steps taken, as follows: 

(I) Relief families in each type of community \\;thin 
n region were di\;ded into two groups-those that 
received work relief only, with no direct relief during 
the schedule yeur, and those that received some direct 
relief. The second group was assumed to include 60 
percent of the relief families and-in the absence of any 
specific e\;dence as to how this percentage might vary 
at different income levels-60 percent of the relief 
families at each income level. The lower income levels 
would presumably contain many of the unemployable 
relief cases, largely dependent upon direct relief, while 
the upper income levels would include large families 
which were given direct relief nt some time during the 
year to supplement occasionnl private earnings or work 
relief wages. 

(2) Each of the 10 income distributions was then 
split into 2 frequency distributions by dividing the 
number of relief families at each income level in the 
proportions of 40 nnd 60. · 

(3) The distributions for families assumed to have 
received some direct relief were then corrected by 
adding to the incomes of families in each income interval 
no estimated overage amount of direct relief, which 
would in the aggregate equnl the estimated totnlamount 
of direct relief distributed to nil families in the group 
represented by the distribution. The overage amount 
of direct relief per family for nil families in the group 
was first detern1ined for urban and rurnl-town areas 
within ench region, by dividing the estimated total 
nmount of direct relief distributed by the totnl number 
of direct-relief families in the distribution. 

It was assumed that the amount of direct relief per 
fnmily would vary by income level, and that fnmilies 
with relatively low incomes exclusive of direct relief 
would receive more than the overage for the group as a 
whole while those \\;th relatively high incomes would 
receive less. It was decided, therefore, to vary the 
amounts of direct relief per fnmily from approximately 
150 percent of the average at the lower income levels 
to approxin1ately 75 percent of the average at the 
higher income lewis in the relief distribution. 

The original income distributions for direct-relief 
fnmilies were then sltifted upward by adding to the 
class limits of each $100 interval the overage amount of 
direct relief assigned to families in thnt intervnl. For 
example, in North Centrnl rural-town communities, 
fnmilies that bnd been in the income interval, $100 to 
$200, were sltifted to a new income intervnl of $300 to 
$400, willie those in income intervnl $800 to $900 were 
moved upward to an income interval of $925 to $1,025. 

(4) The next step in the process was to transform 
the income distributions for relief ftUnilies into $250 
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income intervals, in order to place them on the Sllme 
basis as the distributions for nonreliE'f familiE'S. This 
transformation was necessary both for the new distri­
tions for direct-relief families and for the distributions 
for the 40 percent of the relief families that were as­
sumed not to have receh·ed any direct relief. 

For the latter groups it was possible to plot the 
ori.,ainal distributions as cumulative curvE'S and read off 
the frE'quencies in the $250 income intervals. The 
new distributions for direct-relief familiE's were not 
plotted in this fashion, because the ·addition of varying 
amounts of direct relief had caused some overlapping 
in the class intervals. When a class interval included 
parts of two $250 intervals it was assumE'd that the 
familiE'S were evenly distributed within the interval 
and the frequE'ncies WE're distributed on a proportional 
basis. 

The estimate<! value of direct relief added to thE' 
income distributions for relief families amounted to 
less than 23 percent of the total aggregate income of re­
lief fami!iE'S from all sources. The proportion of direct 
relief to the aggregate income of relief families varied 
among regions, as follows: New England, 19 percent; 
North Central, 30 percent; South, 9 pE'rcent; Mountain 
and Plains, 17 percent; and Pacific, 27 pE'rcent. 

Combining Distributions for Relief 
and Nonrelief Families 

With the distributions for relief families shifted to 
$250 class intervals, it was possible to combine them 
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with the distributions for non"relief fnmilies by adding 
the frequencies at ench income lE'vel. The first stl'p 
in this procedure was to mE'rge the urban and the 
rural-town relief distributions in each region, since this 
type-of-community division was not considered of 
sufficient interest to justify its retention in the finn! 
figures presented in the report. The resulting relief 
distribution for E'uch re~on was then t'ombinl'd with 
the nonreli~f distribution, to give a single distribution 
for all families in each re1--ion. 

These five regional distributions-and the notions. 
distribution derived from them-were then adjusted, 
on the basis of Federnl income tu.~ returns, to allow 
for underreprescntntion of fnmilies at the higher 
income Je,·els. The methods of mnking this odjust­
ment are described in a Iuter section of this appendix. 

As indicated above, the sompll' dutn for rl'lief 
fumilies from the Consumer Purchos.•s Study W!'re not 
avuiluble by occuputionul group or by fumily size nt 
the time this report wus prepured. Even if they bud 
been avuilublc, it would hove been difficult, if not im­
possibll', to find a sntisfuctory basis fnr di,·iding the 
omount of direct relief omong the fumilies of four sizes 
and omong the vnrious occuputionul groups, and for 
odding this direct rl'lief income to the income from other 
sources included in the Consumer l'urchuses Stud•; 
dotu. Because of the,.;e limitutions in the avnilubj,, 
dntu, it wos not possible to include relief fumilics with 
nonreli~f families in presenting income estimntPs hy 
fnrnilx size ond by occupntionul !-'Toup. 



SECTION 5. THE SAMPLE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR SINGLE INDIVIDUALS 

The 10 million "~ingle" or unattached men and 
women compri~ almo~t 8 percent of the 1935-36 popu­
lntion. They include the single perwn household­
i. l'., the census one-pl'rwn family-lodgers nnd sen·ants 
lh·ing with families, and single persons lhing in hotels, 
l>onrding and lodging houses, or in similar quasi-family 
groups. In oddition, th<>re ore includl'd those sons 
and dnughters who were living with their families but 
who mnintoined o sepnrate economic status, in that 
tlwy did not pool their income \\;th that of the family.' 
For reasons indicoted in Port I, the institutional groups 
in the population hove been treated os a separate type 
of consumer unit and unottoched individuals belonging 
to such groups have not been included in the distribution 
for single individual~.2 

No large body of sample data on the ~comes of 
~ingle individuols similor to thot for families was avail­
a hie from the Study of Consumer Pure hoses. The 
paucity of income dota for this group from other 
sources wns likeMse very great. Hence in building up 
the estimated income distribution for single individuals, 
it was necessary to rely on a number of different types 
of sample material, using one os a check against the 
other. The final distribution for single individuals is 
considered subject to greater error than thot for families, 
ond should be regarded as a rough opproxirnation to the 
situation in 1935-36. 

Types of Data Available for 
Estimating Income Distributions 

The income data for single individuals collected in 
the Study of Consumer Purchases pertained, for the 
most part, to one-person families. A special sample of 
single individuals was taken in four cities-Chicago, 
Columbus, Providence, and Portlnnd-but the number 
of schedules collected was small, amounting to approxi­
mately 2,500. Single individuals were included in the 
clipped samples in a number of other communities; 

• In 1030, the onl'-pei'!'On fumlllt>s numlwred 2.4 million, the lod~er·8 nntl sen·nnts 
6.8 million, nnd the r~ln~tle lndlvldunl!t In qumd·fnmlly itfOU[)S 1.2 million. The 
numhfor of lnd£'pontlf'nt son.'l nnd dRUjthtcrs wns t'.-.tlmnlcd In this study to hn\·e 
boon 400,000 In 1036-36. }'or methods of oblnlnlng tho population wl'lghts for single 
lndtvldunlJ, soo Appondb: A, sec. 6. 

1 R('e )). l, ond Appendix A, !I('C. 0. 

these data were too scanty to be useful. An additional 
sample of single men and women living in lodging houses 
ond hotels was taken in Chicago, but in other cities the 
somples were predominantly for individuals maintaining 
their own households. 

This body of sample data therefore could not be used 
to represent the pattern of incomes of all single individ­
uals, because a distribution of lodgers and servants by 
income level would probably be lower than that for one­
perwn families, and because the distribution for one­
perwn families would be too heavily weighted by 
women. The same objection applied to the income 
data for single individuals collected in the National 
Health Survey. It was therefore decided not to con­
struct the income distribution of single individuals on 
the bnsis of the sample da to. from the two studies, but 
to use these data as a check against distributions for 
single men and women derived from other sources. 

In estimating the distribution by income level of 
single men nnd women who had not received any relief 
at any time during the year, si." types of material were 
used: 

1. Studies of the earnings of women. 
2. Studies of the relative size of the earnings of men. and 

women. 
3. Data on incomes of single individuals from the Study of 

Consumer Purchases. 
4. Data on incomes of single individuals from the National 

Health Survey. 
5. Data. on the incomes of two-person families from the 

Study of Consumer Purchases, and the distribution by income 
level of two-person families presented in this report. 

6. Federal income tax data. 

It wns not possible, because of the lack of adequate 
information, to estimate seporate distributions for each 
type of single individual-e. g., one-person f&milies, 
lodgers, servants. Neither was it feasible to build up 
seporate distributions for single individuals of various 
color-nativity groups or for single individuals living in 
different types of community and regions, ns was done 
for families. The available data permitted the con­
struction of only seven component distributions for 
nonrelief single individuals-single men in each of four 
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occupatioMl groups, and single women in e~ch ~f t~u-ee 
occupational groups. In addition, two dJStnbutlons 
were prepared for those single indh-idua~s who ~ad re­
ceh·ed some form of direct or work relief dunng the 
yenr--<Jne for single. men nnd one for single women. 

Distributions For Nonrelief 
Single Women 

The income distributions for nonrelief single women 
were constructed, in the first instance, on the basis of 
earnings data obtained from various sample studies. 
Twelve of the earnings studies were conducted by the 
Women's Bureau of the United States Department of 
Labor, and one by the United States Employment 
Service. The list of studies used is as follows: 

L'nited States Department of Labor, Women's Bureau 
Bulletins.3 

K o. 92. Wage-Earning Women and Industrial Con­
ditions of 1!130 in South Bend (Indinnn), 
1932. 

Xo. 117. The Age Factor as it Relates to Women in 
Business and the Professions, 1934. 

Xo. 120. TheEmploymentofWomen in Offices, 1934. 
Ko. 124. Women in Arkansas Industries, 1936. 
Ko. 125. Employment Conditions in Department 

Stores in 1932-33, 1936. 
Xo. 126. Women in Texas Industries, 1935. 
Xo. 127. Hours and Earnings in Tobacco Stem­

meries, 1934. 
Ko. 132. Women Who Work in Offices, 1935. 
Ko. 133. Employment Conditions in Beauty Shops, 

1935. 
Xo. 143. Factors Affecting Wages in Power Laun­

dries, 1936. 
Xo. 149. Employment of Women in Tennessee In­

dustries, 1937. 
Xo. 150. Women's Employment in West Yirginiu, 

1937. 
L'nited States Employment Service, Special Question­

naire Survey of Public Employment Offices, 1937. 

These particular studies were selected from a much 
larg:.•rlody of sample material because they contained 

........- =: The approximate number of CS.'Ie!J used from each of the studies, nnd the geogrnphlc 
81'@'3 11 nd date coH•red wue as foiJO'A·s: 

Bulletin ~o. ~. 2,!.00 tufoe!l, South Bend, Ind., JWO~No. 117,10,ocll {1J..o;e~, members 
:,(the !'atlooal FedPrBtlon of BwineM and Prof~lonal Women's Clubs, JWO; Ko. 
120, 42,(JfJJ <."S..".e!!, New York, N.Y., Hartford, Conn., Philadelphia, Po., Atlanta, 
Ha., Chka!l"o, 111., Des Moines, Iowa, St. Louis, Mo., Jv.tl and 1932; No. 124, 3,(0) 
(_'Wil:f!, Arkansfill, lil32 and ltl33; No. 126, 6,{100 ~. 10 l'itles In New Jeney, Little 
Hock and 1-'urt Smith, Ark., Denver, Colo., Los Angeles, Calif., Ban Fnmcl.sco ond 
OIS.k.IJsnd, Calif., 8eattle, \\'B:"h., 11132 and 1933; No. 12~, 11,000 C88e!l, Texru, 11132; 
1\o. J:ti, MJffl cai<(>S, Vindniasml North CBroUna, I!IM; N(}. 132, 5,fOJCil!lftJ, New York, 
s. Y., Pb.IIJsrJei{JhiB, Pa., Atlanta, Os., Cbi(.'8.~o. Ill., JJe~ Moines, Iowa, Bt. Loul5, 
Ma., J'J30 and Hfdl; No. 133, 1,'300 C8Jiell, Pbilb.delphia, I•a., New Orleam, La., St. 
I...,JUl.ll, Ml)., Columbus, Ohio, lv.J.l and lw.l; No. Ha, :i.(WX) CW!e!, ChJca~ro, Ill., Wnsh· 
lnlt'ton, IJ. (' ., J',fM; No. 1411, 24,000 CBM!S, Tennesr.ec, IVJ5; No. JfJO, IJ,(ffi allloi!S, \\'('!It 

Vindnia, JV.~; t:. R. Emfllo>"tnent Sen.·ioe, SJX'clal Questlonllf:llre Suncy or Puhllc 
Y..mt•ki)'IDP.nt Offil.'lefl, 11tudy of J)re\·olllng weekly WI!.Ke ratea of domCI!tlc worker~ In 
the r 11JterJ l::H.utes, made Jn lW7 for the NaUonllllnoome Hectlon, VeJ.IO.rtnumt of 
(.;.(lmrr).IO'rce. 

informntion uppropriute for tho construction of fre­
quency distributions by incom~_I ... wl, and bt'cn~Isc they 
were compnn1tinly rt'ct•nt. 1:-iix of tho studies were 
cond uctt'd in the yen rs I 9:!4, l!J:l5, or 1936; all of the 
studit's were cond-ucted uftcr the onsct of the dPprPS­
sion in 1929. In constructing the distributions it wns 
possible, in muny cusi'S, to suppl<'ment the publishl'tl 
dntu \\;tl1 more dt'tnilt'd tnhulutions from the work 
sheets for the vnrious s!tulii'S whieh were mud<' tl\·uil­
nble by the \Yomt'n's RurPnU. 

From the 13 stutli<'s li<ted, tlll're were derind 3:1 
frequency distributions, hy income l<'V<'l, ~or ~inl(J_,. 
women in 3 occuputionnl ~rroups-\\'lll(<'-l'llffillll(, den­
cui, and busin<'s.~ nntl prnft'"-"ionnl. Thirtren of th""" 
distributions Wt're for wnl(<'-l'nminl( women,' 19 for 
women in dericnl o<'cupn tions,' und I for wonwn in 
busin<'ss and proft',;.o.;ionnl groups.• 

Since these earnings dutn Wt're l'ith<'r onu Wl'l'kly or n 
monthly busis it wos nece:;..-.ury, ns n first s!t')l, to <'Xpnrul 
them into annunl euminl(!l. On the hu<is of informn­
tion obtuined for two-person fnmiJieg in the Study of 
Consumer Purchuses, it wns as.o.;um<'d thnt the nHrtt!!<' 
number of wet'ks of employment wns 50. Though it 
was recognized thut this fil(ure wns prnhnbly high. it 
was deemed hl'St to err in this dirt'l'lion bt•cnusc of the 
downward bias introduced by the U<e of eurnillb'S 
ins tend of income dn tn. 

The weekly eurninl(s duw wt•re multiplil'd by 50, und 
cumulative curves were pluttt'd for the rt•sultiul( fr<'­
quency distributions. The fr<'qtwueit-s W<'re rt'nd ofT 
for the sume $250 intervnls ust'd for the fumily di,tri­
butions, except thut the high<'St iutt'n·ul wus for 
$5,000 and over. A peri'Pntnl(e distribution wns cnl­
culuted for ench of the 3:! distrihutious. 

The 13 percentnge distrihutious for wngc-euruiu~ 
women were then averng<'d, by iu<'omc ln<'l, with euch 
distribution given an equnl wPight. The Hume pro­
cedure was followed for the 19 distributious for d<'ril'nl 
women. Because of the heterogeneity of the datu, its 
scattered geographic churul'ter, and the difTercnct•s in 
sample coveruge, auy pnrticulur R<'lll'me o£ wcightiu~ 
would have been ns arbitmry tL~ the struir;ht uverul(cs, 
and would hove insured no bet t••r r<'sults. 

The resulting distributious fur the thrt'o oecuputinunl 
groups were smoothed aud were tlwn Wt'ighted by tho 
toto) number of single women in eueh of the occupn­
tional groups in 1935-:!6.' The w<•ir;ht<•d freqU<'lll'Y 
distributions were then added togt'ther by income l<'vel 
toobtuin a preliminary distribution for nil single women. 

4 Womcn'sJJuroou, U. B. Der~Rrtuu:mt of J.uhor, Hullt,lhll'llf.l, 124, I:M, 177. J:i-1, IU, 
H9, 1110. U. B. Employment ~rvloo, 8JH.'CIItl ~umtlunnnlro Hun:oy of J'uhihJ Em· 
plo)·rntnt omoe~~. 

1 Wom~n·a Duroou, U.S. Dcpnrtmcnt of L11hor, llullct.IOII 117, 1~, l'.H, I~\ i:.!ll, 
132, 1411, 100. 

'\\'omen'11 Hurf!tm, U, B. llt>JIRrtm('nt of 1..nhnr, Hullntln 117. 
7 For method of obtalnln~e thPIIO po('ulotlon wni11ht11, M"CC ft. 70. 
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Distributions for Nonrelief Single Men 

P~elimina'?' distributions for sin~rle men in wnge­
enrnmg, ~lencn_l, nnd busini'SS nnd professional groups 
were dem·e_d, ~n t!1c first instunce, by adjusting the 
smoothed chstnbullons for single women in these snme 
occup~tionn) groups on the basis of relu tionships found 
to ex1st bet ween the earnings of women nnd men. 
Such a proc .. durc wns neces.•itated by the lnck of 
sepurute sumple <'nmings dnta for single men. 
0~ the ~asis of \·arious studiPs, the following general 

r..lnllonslups h<'twl'en the l'nmings of men and women 
were ns.<unwd to exist:' 

J. EarniiUt~ of women in the wage-earning group equal to 
approximately 60 percent of the earnings of men in that group; 

2. I..:nmin~ of women in the clerical group equal to approxi­
mately 7;-, JX"rcrnt of the can1ings of men in that group; 

3. Ean1inJtH of \\"omen in the business and professional groups 
f'<)ual to appruximatrly 90 JK•rrent of the <"arnings of men in 
thn~e groupA. 

These relntionships were used to construct three 
income distribution curves for men, which were similar 
to those for women except thut they were shifted 
slightly to the higher income levels.• The curves for 
men in each of the throe occupational groups were 
smoothed and the percent wns rend off for each of the 
usual income intervals, the highest interval again being 
$.~.000 and over. 

The estimated numbers of single men in the 1935-36 
population belonging to the wage-earning, the clerical, 
nnd the business and professional groups were then 
distributed by income )p,·el according to the appropriate 
pl'rcentage distributions.'" 

Single men who belonged in the fnrming group were 
distributed by income level on the bnsis of the per­
eentag-e distribution for two-person farm families from 
the Study of Consumer Purchases. The weighted 
distribution for the fnrm group wns then added to those 
for single men in the other occupational groups to obtain 
one distribution hy income level for all single mPn. 

Adjustment of Nonrelief Distributions 
The earnings dntn, upon which the preliminary 

distributions for single imlividunls were based, werp 
deficipnt in severn) respects, nnd it wns therefore essen­
tial that the distributions be checked against datu 
from other sources. It was necessary, especially for 
the higher income levels, to correct the earnings 
distributions so that they would represent income from 
nil sources. Comparisons with other nvnilable data 
were also needed because the snmplc studies that were 

• Dull!Jf.ln 132. DUfcrenoosln tho Enmln~ta of Women nnd Men, U. S. Department 
ot l.r1bor, Women's nuronu, IDJS; soo nlso tho other studlt'S or tlm Women's Bureau 
lll1tt'tl above. 

• Foroxamplo, If 10 pcroont ohlnglo women In tho clorlcal group ~relvctlles~ than 
$.")()() durlnK tho yonr, tho same percent of sln~~:lo nu•n In this t::r<llll) wero as..~umctl to 
hn\'o rocelvf'CIINU ttu:m $006 durlnlt tho yror. 

1" For 0\t~thod of ohtnlnlnll tlu•so pnpulullnu Wlll~:ht~. ~t·o Jl, ;o. 
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used included datu for women who were members of 
economic families, as well ns for women who were not 
Ji,·in~ in fu~y group~. The distribution for single 
men, m purtJculur, reqmred careful checking because of 
the arbitrary assumptions involved in its construction. 
Adjustment on the Basis of 
Two-Person Family Distribution 

The percentage distribution for nil single men wns 
first compared with that for two-person families in the 
l:nited Stutes. The two curves showed marked simi­
larities although, as was to be e."l:pected, the distribu­
tion for single men showed n greater concentration in 
the lower income levels. On the basis of this compari­
son the distribution for single men wns smoothed and 
ulterPd slightly. 

Correction by Income Tax Data 
As in the case of families, it was necessary to correct 

the income distribution for single individuals because 
of underrepresentution at the higher income intervals. 
Federal income ta:or data for 1935, adjusted by methods 
described below, 11 were used to obtnin separate dis­
tributions by income level for single men and for single 
women in the income classes above $3,000. 

The distributions for single men nnd single women 
were first corrected by adding at the income class $5 000 
and over the udditionnl number of cases sho\vn b/ the 
income tux du ta to have belonged in this clnss. 11 The 
data above $5,000 were classified into the 13 income 
intervals shown in tnble 15. 

The income tax data were less reliable for the income 
~lnsses between $3,000 and $5,000 than for the higher 
mtervals, because they were estimnted by the Bureau 
of Internnl Revenue from only a sample of the total 
number of returns. Nevertheless, the fact that the 
preliminary distributions for single men and women 
were bused on earnings dnta rather than on income datu 
made it desirable to check the distributions in these 
middle income intervals ngninst other infonnation. 
The income curves for men and women were therefore 
compared above $3,000 with the corresponding curves 
bnsed on income tax datu. The curves based on the 
two sources of dattt were similar, both for single men 
and for single women, although the distributions based 
on earnings dnta were somewhat lower. Accordingly, 
the distributions were smoothed and the proportions 
in income classes nbove $3,000 raised. 

Comparison With Data lor 
Single Individuals From Other Studies 

The income distributions for single individuals were 
next compared with the distributions for this group 
shmvn by dnta from the Notional Henlth Survev and 
from the Study of Consumer Purchases. • 

11 For methods or atUustlng the Fl'dernl lnromo IM dnln, lllld of t'Ol'Tl'din~t the 
tll:~trlbutlons by thlll duta, soo p. 87. 
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In the case of the National Health Survey, the sample 
data for single individuals were not classified by sex, 
and were available for only four broad income classes­
under $1,000, $1,000 to $2,000, $2,000 to $3,000, and 
$3,000 and over. The sample percentage distributions 
for cities of the same size range in the same region were 
averaged, each distribution being given equal weight. 
The resulting distributions were combined by weighting 
them by the number of single individuals in the 1935-36 
popnlation living in each size of city within each region. 

This distribution was compared with the distribution 
for single individuals obtained in the present study 
before correction by income ta.'l: data. The comparison 
showed a greater concentration of incomes below $1 ,000 
in the National Health Survey data. The differences in 
the definitions of income, in the methods of obtaining 
the estimates, and in the year covered may well have 
accounted for this discrepancy.12 These differences, 
which resulted in a lower distribution for the Health 
Survey sample, were apparently of sufficient magnitude 
to more than offset the upward bias introduced by the 
fact that the Health Survey included only single-person 
householders in its sample. 

In view of these results, and the differences in cover­
age and in definition, it was concluded that no revision 
in the income distribution for single individuals was 
desirable. A comparison of the distribution with the 
distribution shown by the data for single indi,iduals 
contacted in the Study of Consumer Purchases led to 
the same conclusion. 

Distributions for Relief 
Single Individuals 

The income distributions for single men and women 
who received director work relief at any time during the 
year were estimated on the basis of relationships shown 
between the distributions and between the average in-

t· Seep. 69. 
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comes of relief and nonrdil"f families. They were 
checked against income data-not entir!'ly compara­
ble-for one-person rclil"f caLows shown in various studies 
made by the Di ,·ision of Social Uescarch of the Works 
Prowess Administrution. 

The ratio of the incomi'S of rl'lil'f familiM to the in­
comt>S of nonf!'lief famili!'S walS adjusted before being 
applied to single individunls, on the assumptions that a 
larger proportion of sin~rle individuals were unemploy­
able and that sin~rle men and women were l!'SS able to 
suppll"ment the diri'Ct rcli••f thl'y rct·l'i\·l'd with work 
relief or indl'pendent l'nrnin~rS thnn werl' fnmilies. The 
income distribution constructed for rclil'f sinJ!ll" indi­
viduals wos thl"refore lower in relation to that for non· 
relief single individuals than was the distribution for 
relief families in relation to that for nonf!'lief fnmilies. 

The percentage distributions that were used in dis· 
tributing relief single individuals by inrome levl'l were 
os follows: for women, 37 perrent und••r $:.?50, 3.5 per­
cent between $250 and $.iOO, 23 JK'rcl'nt betwl'l'n $.)00 
and $i 50, and 5 pl'rcen t bl't Wl'l'n Si 50 and $1 ,000; and 
for men, 32 percent under $250, 31 JK'rcent betw!'en 
$250 and $500, 28 pl'rcent betw!'l'n $.)00 and $750, and 
9 percent between $i 50 and $1,000. 

These estimaW distributions fnr f!'lief sin~rle indi­
viduals are ob\iously subjeet to a consi.lerable mnf!rin 
or error, but since they repr<'S('nt onlv 15 percent of the 
total number of sinJ!le individuals tl;e pos.~ible error in 
the national distribution is considerubly less. 

Combining the Relief and the Nonrelief Distributions 
The income distribution of sinJ.:le men who hod not 

received any relief during the y~ur wus combined with 
that for relief single men by adding the frequencies in 
the two distributions nt each income level. The same 
procedure wos follow!'d for single women. The rl'sult­
ing distributions for all single men und for all sinJ:Ir 
women were then combined to yi..!d one distribution 
for all single individuals. 



SECTION 6. POPULATION WEIGHTS FOR THE SAMPLE 

DISTRIBUTIONS 

The population weights nrcessury for extending the 
somple income distributions to cover oil consumers in 
the Unitt>d StolE'S were obtoint>d by dividing the esti­
mated population on Jonuory I, I936,into homogeneous 
groups corresponding to those into which the somple 
income dot a were classified. The dote of January I, 
I936 wos chosen because it wos the midpoint of the 
I2-month period co\·ered by the study. 

The primary division of tl•e population was among 
the three major types of consumer units-members of 
families of two or more persons, single individuols, and 
members of institutionol groups. Families were further 
subdivided by region, by type of community, by color 
and nati,·ity, by composition-i. e., into normol fa­
milies (with both husband and wife) and broken families 
-and by relief status.• N onrelief families were still 
further subdivided, once according to family-size 
groups and again according to occupation. Single indi­
viduals were divided by sex, by relief status, ond by 
occupationol group; ond institutionol residents by 
region, and by type of institution or quasi-institutional 
group within each region. 

The basis of the various brenk-downs and the steps 
followed in obtaining the population weights for the 
sample distributions are described here in the order in 
which they were carried out. The limitations of the 
available source materiol dictated to a considerable 
extent the methods used and the sequence followed. 

Population by Type of Consumer 
Unit Within Each Region 

E8timates of the total population and of the farm 
population on January I, I936, were available, by States, 
from the United States Bureau of the Census and the 
United States Bureau of Agricultural Economics, re­
spectively.• These two sets of State estimates were 
used to ascertain the total farm and the total nonfarm 

t }'or dl!l'lnltlona of these classiRcntlon!l, see Appendix A, sec. 1. 
I U. B. Department of Commem~, Buroau of the Censu!l, Estimated Population 

of the United Btatoa by Sb:-Montha Periods From January t, 1930. to July I, l93fl. 
R'lt~aso of January 21, 1007. U. 8. Department of ARTiculture, Bureau of .Agrlcul· 
tural Economlcl, Farm Population Eatlmatca, January 1, 1937, Rolooso of June 
24, 1937. 

population in each of the five geographic regions shown 
in chart 10.' · 

Institutional Residents 
The numbers of institutional residents in the farm 

hlld in the nonfarm population in each region were then 
estimated and deducted from the above figures. The 
total institutional population in each region was esti­
mated on the basis of data from the source materials 
listed on page 92 below. The proportions shown by the 
I930 Census for institutional residents living on farms 
and in nonfarm areas in each region were used to divide 
the estimated I936 institutional population into farm 
and nonfarm groups. • 

Single Individuals and 
Members of Families 

The farm and the nonfarm populations in each region, 
exclusive of institutional residents, were now separated 
into two groups-single individuals and persons living 
in families. This brenk was made according to the pro­
portions of single individuals and persons in families in 
I930, as derived from the census data for the farm and 
for the nonfarm population in each region.• An adjust­
ment was made at a later stage in the work to take 
account of those sons and daughters who were living 
with their parents but were not members of the eco­
nomic family as defined in this study. • 

Family Members by Type of Community 
Estimates of the number of persons in farm families 

in each region were obtained in the process of separating 
the farm population into single individuals and persons 
in families. The division of the total number of non­
farm family members in each region among the other 
types of community-rural nonfarm, smnll cities, 
middle-sized cities, large cities, and metropolises-was 
made by assuming the percentage relationships that 

• For States Included In the ,·artous re~lons, ~ pp. -42-43. 
• Tbe number ot institutional re..<ddents In 1930 was determined by combining the 

following quasHamUy groups reported by the Cen.q}S: peroons in institutioM, In 
crews on ves.'ICll!, In labor camps, and ln military and na\'al posts. For method wed 
In dlvldlnK Institutional population by type oflnstlrutlonal group. seep. 92. 

• For method or obtaining number of single lndh·lduals In Hl30, see pp. 77-78. 
• For explanation, see pp, 76-77. 
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were shown by the 1930 Census.' It should be noted 
that the population weights for rural nonfarm areas 
included nonfarm fnmilies living in open country as well 
ns in villages, nlthough the sample distributions against 
which they were applied included data from village 
families only. 

Families by Region and 
Type of Community 

Having determined, for each type of community 
within each region, the totnl number of persons living 
in families, the next step was to com·ert these persons 
into family units. 

Data from the 1930 Census were first used to cnlculute 
the average size of family in each type of community 
within each region. But the average size of fnmily in 
the l'nited States has been declining since 1900 by the 
absolute amount of two-tenths of a person each decade. 
Since it is reasonable to assume that the trend has 
continued during the present decade, it was necessary 
to reduce somewhat the averages shown by the 1930 
Census to avoid underestimating the number of families 
in the 1936 population. In line with suggestions made 
?Y the Ce~sus Bureau, the 1930 average size of fnmily 
m the Uruted States was assumed to have decreased 
from 4.1 to 4.0 by 1936. The average size of family in 
each type of community ";tllin each region was reduced 
in the same proportion, or 2.4 percent below the 1930 
average. 

The number of families in each degree of urbanization 
in each region was then obtained by dividing the esti­
mated family population for 1936 by the adjusted 
average size of family. 

It should be n~ted tbut ~otlt the family population 
and the averng~ ~tze. of family used in determining the 
number ?f families m each degree of urbanization in 
eac~ regton were based on the census definition of a 
family rather than on the definition of the econo · 
f mil d • h" mlc 
a . Y use m . t ts s~udy. This procedure was un-

avOidable, and 1s constdered justifiable, since there is 
no reaso& to assume that the number of econ m· 
famili. fd b • 0 lC 

es wou e appreciably different from the numb 
- of census families.• er 

Families by Color and 
Nativity Group 

Farniliesdi~ _edacdh type of community in each region 
were next .""' be amoh~g the four color and nntivity 
groups: native- om w 1te, foreign-born white N 

I 
. , egro, 

and othe~ "? or.. Recent esttmotes of the color­
nativity dtstnbutton of the population for the total 

1 YtJr dll!flnltlon!l of the.-e Vflrlrm.•l)'fJe<l of oommunit)·, ue .\f•l~n•ll• A.aec. I. 
• The number of oen.t~us fumllll!:!l. would be rtlrtutt!•l only to th&t'llent 111111 tlu• 

1111J,utmmt (Qr10n5 at daull.'hleJ"'IIIlh lngat home hut nr,t J)I'JOilDK their In< 
1 '·f 1 'Omes n the wrmooo lamUy fund ..: ton Y one mnntlf!l'of the fnmii)'·ICJ'oUf' The 8, 1 11 ... _ · erare•teof 

r_'l!"fVil.d fKmJly, how'n·er, wou r ,,., 8flf'reclat.ly lnrlt'er than the avtn1re •I 
~JUOIJillif! f;,rnlJ)". Frft e1plnnntlun of thll point, k'i! (I, 77. 

7
e of I he 
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l:nitro States were nvoilubl~ from n ~t1uly made hy the 
population commit!~'<' of tho .:\ntional H('S()urces Com. 
mit tee. A compori:<<>n oft h""" fi~rurt'S with those shown 
by the 1930 Ct>nsus irulirnto·<l thnt the principal change 
that bud occul"n'd wus n dt'<"ro•n"" in the proportion of 
foreign-born whih-s in tht' populntinn fnun 10.9 percent 
to 9.4 percent of thl' tntnl. The s.tlllll' ft'lnti,·e ll'<luc­
tion-13.8 percent of till' I !l:lO fi~tn>-wns opplied 
uniformly to the prnpnrtions of foff'i~rn-bom whit~ 
fomilil'S in l'orlt type of conuunnity within rurh l"elrion 
as shown by the 1!130 (',.,"""· The nh,-olutr difference 
between the perc .. ntnges of lon•iJ..'lJ-bnm \1 hit<'S in the 
2 years was adolNI to thr I !J:III l"'rcentnJ!I' nf nutin•-bom 
whites in the snnu• ar"'' to .. t.ruin the l!l:u; percentlljre 
for that group. The pro port i11n~ of .:\ o')!"m and ol 
other eolor fomilies remuiru·ol t!.P l'llmt' us thoN' shm,·n 
by the 19:!0 Cen,;us. 

The di\·i:;ion of fnrn1 uno! rurul nnnlunn lumili<'!! bv 
color and noti,·ity ~mllJ>'< ""• '""""""''lJo", lor ohtuini~ 
populntion weights, only in tloP l'c>uthern n • .,_.;,n. For 
this region, the totnl numl..-r ,.f lunn and of rum! non­
farm Negro and other color fnmi)i,.,. wo•ro nppliNI 
as population weights nl!'uin-t tlu• ••nrnplo• income dis­
tributions for !\I'J!ro nnrtnul furnilies, while the tot.1l 
number of nati,·e-horn uno! loreiJ..'TI-bnm whih'S were 
applied os population wo·i~hts n~rninst tho "''mple in­
come distribution~ for nnti\·e-white nnnnul furnilies. 
In other rl'gions, the tntnlnurnher nl furm and of ntml 
non.farm fnmiliPS \Hre opplio•ol us population weights 
arramst the sample inrnlltP ,)i,trilmtinns lor nutin'­
white nonnul lumilit>s. 

Farm Families by Type of Farming 

Populat!on wei~rhts lor thP furrn l'lllnple di,;trihutions 
were obtamed by di,·iding ull the funn families in the 
~nited States according to the prinripul typN< of lurm­
mg represented by tltc sumpln ,)utnused frum tht.> Study 
of Consumer Purcltu,.,~. The di\·i~ion of lnmilil'S was 
mode along Stuto houndury lines with ull tho fonn 
f T · nmttes m n giv~n Stute o"igned to the sume group. 
on the bJL•is of the type of funning pr~vuiling in tho 
~tute as n whole. The tutu! numht•r of fnnn fumilie~ 
Ill the Stutt'M nssiJ..'lWo) to t'uch tvp~-of.furming ~roup 
w~ u~ed a.~ the populntion wo•igl;t fur the surnplo dis­
tnbuhon representing tlwt type nf funning.• 

For the Southern Stutes it wuK neres.•ury to obtain 
Reparute populntion wo•ights fur nprrut.< 1r ond for shore­
cropper fumilit'M in rurh nf thP tlm•e color ~rou[l!!­
wlnte, , No•gro nnd otl.,.r eolor. Tho 19:11i Agrirul­
h~ra~ Census furnish,.,) tlu• husis of thill tenure brenk 
wttlnn the wl ·t 1 • b u e nno tlw !\ o•grn groups. The tenure 

f
reak for other color lnmilio•s wn11 mnde on tho busis 

o tho proporti 1 f .. ons R tnwn or N r•gro fnnu)u.,.. 10 

·~•urmnuyt h 1 1 10 y • II at r•n•ln tnlll"" 1 :\ an 1 :lA ur rJ••nnltl1111, uf 1, · ' · 
, .... , .... ,lUll) •IIAfN'flll•l"''· ...... ruutnutto II, p. 43. 



Consumer Income• 

Families by Normal and 
Broken Composition 

The dh·ision of families according to normal or broken 
composition 11 was carried through only for nntive­
white families in urban communities in each region and 
for Negro fnmiliPs in Southern urban communities and 
in North Centrnl large cities and metropolises. Since 
snmple income data were not ovoilnble for broken 
fnmilies living in villnges and in most of the farm areas, 
it was not necessary to obtnin separate population 
weights for normal and for broken families in these 
types of community. Similnrly, no population weights 
were required for normnl and broken fnmilies in other 
color and nativity groups, i. e., the foreign-born 
white, the other color, or-in areas where they were 
not included in the regular sample-for the Negro 
group.l2 

The division between nath·e-white normnl and nntive­
white broken families was mode on the basis of the 
proportions of normal and broken fnmilies found in 
~8 of the eities covered by the Study of Consumer 
Purchases. Becnuse the percentnge of the totnl popu­
lntion covered by the snmple in ench of these cities 
was much smnller for broken fnmilies thnn for normal 
fnmilies, it wns necessary to multiply the number 
of broken fnmilies in ench snmple c.ommunity by a 
step-up fnctor before computing the proportions of 
normal and of broken fnmilies. Thus if the regular 
sampling co,·ernge for nntive-white normal fnmilies in 
a given city was 10 percent, while the coverage for 
other families was only 5 percent, it was necessary to 
multiply the number of broken fnmilies in the Rnmple 
by two.'3 

The percentnge of nati,·e-white fnmilies that were 
normal-i. e., contained both husbnnd and wife-was 
then obtained for each city by dh·iding the number of 
normal fnmilies in the sample by the totnl of normal 
fnmilies plus the stepped-up number of broken families. 
'Yhen thl're wns more thnn one snmple of any type of 
community in the same region, the percentages for the 
vnrious cities were averaged to obtnin the percentnge 
figures finally used to determine for ench type of com-

11 For deOnltlons of normal and broken families, H'l' p. 43. 

u \\'ht>rosarnple lnrome data were 8\"RIIable for families in lhl"se ~roups, tht').' wert' 
poolt'd and one !'ample Income dl.!ltrlbutlon oblnlnOO for all ~uch nonrellef fiUDUies in 
tho communlt)' BOmpiNI. An o:u:'tlptlon to this JJrnCtiNI wa.<~ made In the case of 
foteilln·hom whit<'~ In North Centrallnr(l:e cltlt'oS and Dlt'lropolL~. where sepiUllto 
lnromo dlstrlhutlons were ohtnlned for this t:roup. &>e p.M. 

u Slt>JHIP fu.cto~Ulled to hrlng theci\Jlfl('tl sample data. for hroken ramllle.s up to tho 
roveru~eo or the rtlltlllar samplo data for normal fam\li('..~ were as follows: Chlrago,lll.. 
KilO; Pro\'ldenoo, R. 1.,6.10; f'oh1mbus, Ohio, 14.78; Atlanta, On., 17.17; Den\'Or, Colo. 
6.\H; Portland, Ort~~t .• 14.62; Ua\'l'rhlll, MaSs., -1.3."•: New Brilnln, Conn., -4.21; Muncie, 
Ind., 1:1.00; New C'ustle, Pn., 8.-12; Sprln~tlll'lcl, Ill .• 8.7:!; Dubuque, Iowa, 12.61; Co­
lumhlu, S. 0., 16.20; Mobile, Ala., 14.20; Built', Mont., H.flO; Pueblo, Colo., 12.62; 
Aht•r4IN>n·Uoqulam, Wn.~h., I2.U7; DolllnA:Iuun, Wn.~h., fUY.!; E\·crott, Wash., Hi.67; 
Walllndord, Conn., 8.UI; JIOB\'t'r Fulb, l'u., -4.61; f'onnt'tlS\'IIIt', Po.., 4.79; l..oi!Silsport, 
Ind., fl.2U; Peru, Ind .. ~.32; Mattoon, Ill., 4.11~; ,-\lhnoy, On., U.71; Gastonia, N.C., 
li.CMI; Dlllln~t~, Mont., 2.1'17. • 

i27:16n-!lS-(S 
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munity within each region the number of normal and 
the number of broken native-white families." 

In each of the three sizes of cities in the South and in 
metropolises and large cities in the North Central Re­
~?on the numbers of normal and of broken Negro fami­
lies were obtained in the same way. 

The above methods were adopted because no census 
data were available for dividing families according to 
normal or broken composition. The latest available 
figures were for 1930 and were not in sufficient detail 
~ meet the needs of this study. The estimated ·propor­
tions of normal and broken families in urban commun­
ities in each region are shown in the accompanying table. 

TABLE 8A.-P~oportions of normal_and broken urban families ·in 
lU'o color-natnnty groups, by regton and type of community 1 
1935-36 . ' 

Xatl,·e-whlte 

Region nnd I)""Pe of community ' XormaJ BrokPn 

Xew Ent:la!l~l: 
~e cJiles _____ .•.•. ----··-· 
M iddle-!'liz.ed cities .. ________ _ 
Small cities .• _______________ _ 

Xortb Centrnl: 
Metropolises ••••••• ----- ••• -­
Lan:"e cities .••••••••• ----- __ . 
~fiddle-sized cities __ ------ __ _ 
Small cities.------ ____ -----·_ 

South: 
Lar!!:e cities .... ----.------ __ _ 
Middle-sized cities •• ________ _ 
Smnll cities._-------------- __ 

l£ountain and Plains: Lan:"e cities _________________ _ 

Middle-sited cities .•• -------­
Small cities_----------------_ 

Pacific: LnrJ!e cities. __ . __ .• ______ .... 
Middle-sited cities ••. -------­
SmaJI cities. __ ---------------

families families 

Percent 
76.6 
'iD. 1 
826 

81.8 
iS. 4 
81. 2 
61.1 

so. 2 
iS. 7 
824 

7'9. 9 
79.6 
81.5 

so. 7 
so. 6 
S0.6 

Ptrunt 
Zl. 4 
20 .• 
17.4 

18.2 
21.6 
18.8 
18.. 

19.8 
21.3 
li.6 

20. 1 
20. 4 
18.5 

19.3 
19. 4 
19.-1 

' For definition of each type or community, seep. 43. 

Families by Relief Status 

Negro 

Normal 
families 

Ptrcent 

Broken 
families· 

70.5 29.5 
76.9 23.1 

62.9 37.1 
68.7 31.3 
67.5 32..5 

The separation of relief and nonrelief families in the 
various color and nativity groups within each type of 
community in each region was made on the basis of the 
proportions shown by dnta from the Study of Consumer 
Purchnses and also from the Nationnl Health Survey 
conducted by the United Stntes Public Health Sen-ice. 
The studies covered approximately the same period, 
nnd both defined a relief family as one thnt had re­
ceived nny form of assistance from a public or private 
ngency nt any time during the schedule yenr, so that 
the data were compnrnble.'5 

For ench snmple community in the Study of Con­
sumer Purchases, the percent of families that had re­
ceived relief was calculated for ench color-nativity 

u Jo:nch rity wns gl\'en eqllfll WE'iRht in this procedure. In the f:'n!l(' orsmnll cities in 
the N"ew EnRlnnd nnd in the Mountnin nnd Plain."' Regions there WI\S only one 
Mmple city for which the percent of normal (amilles was anUlnhle. The peroent 
for this city wns &.\'eml!l'd with the percent or nonnnl Cnmilies In the middle-sizNI 
cities in tho rt'!l:ion and the result lL~ed ns rep~tntl\-e ofsmnll dties. In the case 
(If the Pnrlllo Heglon there WBS no small city for which the peroont or nonnul ft\mllles 
was nvBilnble; tho percent in middle-silt'<~ cities was used as rt'presentnth·e or small 
cit les as wt'll. 

u For explanation of tho N"lil'f dl\..'lSltlmtion, soo p. 42. 
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group, with separate percents for normal and for broken 
families whenever the sample income data for any group 
had been classified in that manner.16 

The relief percents for urban communities, as de­
rived from the Consumer Purchases data, were adjusted 
by means of the relief percents for 71 cities included in 
the National Health Survey. The two studies showed 
very similar percentages for communities of the same 
degree of .urbanization ";thin a region, so that the 
adjustments were relatively" minor. 

The data from the National Health Survey did not 
yield separate relief percents for normal and broken 
families, or for every color and nativity group. For 38 
cities, the relief percents were available for all color and 
nativity groups combined, and for 33 cities they were 
available for all white families and for all Negro plus 
other color families. In order to average the percents 
from the two studies, by type of community within each 
region, it was first necessary to place them on a com­
parable basis. This was done as follows: The number of 
relief families in each color and nativity group in each 
degree of urbanization in a region was first calculated on 
the basis of the Consumer Purchases Study percentages. 
Relief percents were then calculated for all color and 
nativity groups combined, or as separate percents for all 
white families and for all Negro and other color families. 
This done, it was possible to obtain a con·ected relief 
percent for cities of the same degree of urbanization 
";thin each region by averaging the percents from the 
two studies. The percent from each study was weighted 
in accordance ";th the number of cities of a given size 
and region covered by the sample data from each study. 

The corrected percents were then used to detennine 
the number of relief families in each degree of urbani­
zation within each region. These families were allo­
cated to the various color-nativity groups and to normal 
and broken families within a group according to the 
proportions of relief families in these groups shown by 
the Consumer Purchases Study." The estimated per-

II TbU5In Xorth Central large cities and metropoli!e.'l, relief percents were caJcu. 
1ated for nath·e-white normal, nathre-wbite broken, Negro normal, Ne~Uo broken, 
and foreign-hom white families. In urban communities In the South, rellefpercent& 
were calculated for native-whitenormaJ, Negro normal, Negro broken, and the com· 
hi ned (Uoup ofnative-'a·blte brok('D and foreiRD·born white families. The percent of 
all Se,rofamillesthatrecelved relief was used as the relh•f percent for the other color 
IITOUP In the above communities. In urban communities In the New En~~:land, the 
Mountain and Plains and the Pacific Ref{iollll, and In middle-sized and small cities 
In the Sorth Central Re~~:lon, relief percents were calculated for native--while normal, 
for native-white broken and for the combined group of forchm-born. white, Negro and 
other colf)l' famiiiCl'l, both normal and broken. For vlllage and farm communities 
In all rea-ioMe:u~pt the South, the relief percent for naUve-whitenonnal famllles was 
Q5e(1 for all color-nativity and family comprndtlon groups combined. For vllllll!:e and 
farm communities In the South, the relief percents for native-white normal families 
were used for all white families and thO&e for Negro normal famllles for all Negro and 
other color famllle8. 

H When tbe National Health Survey yielded &eJ>'BI'ate percentages for all whlle!l 
and for all Nwo and other color families, corrected percenta~~:es were computed 
for each of these two groups, and It wu f.l<J8.'IIble to determine the total number of 
white families on relief in a ~ven degree of urbanization and the total number of 
seco and other color famllle8. In such Instances, the distribution oftamlllesto 
oompootnt qualltath·e groups wu made separately for each group-that Is, white 
tamJJies were dilltrl buted among natlve-wh I te normal, natl ve-w bite broken, and forelii:D<o 

National R~sourCf8 Committee 

cents of relief families in the various t~·pes of community 
within each region are shown in the accompanying 
table. 

TABLE 9A.-Pereffll of Jamilira that rtt,irvd rrlit'f al an!Jiimt dur• 
ing the year, by rtgion ar&d type of community,• 1935-36 

s .... 
Xnrth IN!ullwm MntiD<o 

·" 11 F.nr· tam Pviflc Type or community 
ft!IJODS lrt.nd <'f'n!ral · rrgion ond 

ff'CIOD 
...,on nciun Pla1n• 

rf'ClOD 

-----
!oletropollo;es ..........•... )4_ 8 

··--i~·o· " ' ..... 
l.e.rl!'e cities ............... '" " 2 

l ... ·:r· . ---i~ ·,;· ··-··ii'9 
!iliddlHiud citits ...•.... ,., ,.. 17 7 U6 ,. • 21 9 
Small cities. ••............ IU 17.6 ,,. 2 12- ~ "'' 102 

AD urban commu- ---::-1~ nities.. ............ lfl . .S !RO 17 n " 2 
--- = c= 

Rural nonfarm communi-
ties_·-----·············· 19. 3 ,.. ,.. , .. ,... "'' Farms. .......... ·····-- .. u •. J ,. II., 17 9 ' 2 

.\11 rural communi· 
lies. ........ ·-- ... 13.8 t.S.8 12 2 13' 10 I I\ 3 

All commnnltlll!!l .... IU "·'I 1~3~~-~3.6 ==--== 

"'' I U.l 

1 For dellnltlon or each type or oommunit)·, 'ft p. ·U 

The use of sample duta from the Studv of Con>umer 
Purchases and from the N ntionnl HPnlth Sun·ev to 
detennine the number and distribution of relief fun;iliPs 
in the United States perhaps culls for some explanation. 
No compr~hensive relief statistics hnve been compiletl 
on the basiS of a relief definition stu·h as was used in the 
St~dy of Consumer Purchases. Such integm ted relief 
senes as have been compiled on o. nntionul scnle ure on 
a monthly bnsis, and do not yield un unduplicated count 
of the number of families and intlividunls receiving anv 
form of relief ~t any time during a yenr. The distui­
vnntnges of usmg sample duta were minimized h\· tho 
extensive coverage of the two studies. · 

Nonrelief Families by Size 
and by Occupational Group 

By subtracting the number of relief fnmilies from the 
total n~mber of families in each of the component 
grl~ups, 1~ ~~possible to ascertain the number of non-
re tef famihes m euch 1 · · . 
f 

. . . co or-natiVIty group m ench de"'reo 
o urbumzatwn m eucl · Tl . '"' . 
I
. . I regton. 1ese nonrchef funn-
Ies were then d1strib ted 1 . . d u among t 1e four stzes of fu nnly 

ahn am_o~~ the eight occuputional groups.'" Both ol 
t ese d1v1s10ns were d 1 b . 
t
. 

1 
rna e on t 1e asts of the propor-

IOns s 1own by the 1· f f . . . . S nonre 1e nmthes mtervit>wt>d m tlw 
tudy of Consumer Purchnses . 
The income schedul f · 1. . . · f . es rom nonre tcf fum1hes ~ru '"" 

m onnntton on both ·. f f · . s1ze o nmtly and occuputwnnl 
group, but no attem t 1 · to P wus mu< e m the pre•ent study 

compute sumple in d" "b . . 
Off .1 . h" come tstn utwns for euch s1zo 

am1 y Wit m each . occuput1onul group. Instend tho 
horn white ~oups according to the 
~~:roups wahown by the C peroentBao dhttrlhullon or reller romllir~ In thl'sn 
relief families were a1loca~::S~mcr l'urchBIIel Study dnto. Nt!l{ro ond other ("o!or 
famillea. n a similar fllllhlon among tho component g:rour.s of 

11 Yor description of famll 1 Y-11 ze and OCC'IIJmtlonul cltwiOcutlolll, see pp. 43-f.-4. 



ronKUIIJI'T flll'OIIUH 

duta ~·ere first clns.•ified by family size, nil occupu~ions 
combm~l, and then reclassified by occupntionul group, 
nil funuly siz1•s combined." In obtuining the populu­
tion weights, then•fore, a similnr procNiuro wns fol­
lowed-i.e., nonrelief fumilies were divided once accord­
ing to fnmily si?.e nnd once according to occupntionul 
{mlllp. The divisions wrro mode sepnrutely for ench 
color-nnti,·ity gmup, and for nomml and broken fumi­
lies within n group whenen'r the smnplc dntn were 
clns.•ified in thnt munner. Thus the totul number of 
nonrelief nuti,·r-white nom~nl fnmilies in small cities in 
the North C.mtrul Region wus divided umong the four 
Riz!'S of fumily, nnd umong the se,·en occupntionnl 
groups according to the nvera~re proportions shown by 
the nonrPiief nutivr-white nom1nl fnmilies in North 
Centrul smull cit iPs that were inten-iewed in the Study 
of Consumer Pun·hnses."' 

The smnplt> income dutn collect<>d from relief families 
interviewed in the Study of Consumer Purchases were 
not avuilubl!', when the present study wns undertnken, 
nccording to size of fnmily or according to occuputional 
group, so thnt it wus unnecessary to attempt to divide 
nil relief fnmiliPs in the population by these fnctors. 

The United Stutes Census for 1930 ga ,.c 11 distribution 
of all fumilies by size which wns used in various wnys 
to check the distribution for nonrelief fnmilies obtnined 
from the Consunwr Purchases Study dntn. However, 
the differences in dnte and in definition of family, and 
the necessity of excluding relief fnmilies from the 
brenk-down mode it impossible to usc the 1930 Census 
proportions for distributing the estimnted number of 
fnmilies in 1936 according to size of fnmily. 

The occupational distribution shown by the 1930 
Census wus inadequate for purposes of this study 
because it rl'presl'nted gninful workl'rs ruther tlum 
families. This fact, togetJ1er with the difference in 
dnte, slight dilferencl's in definition, and the problem 
of excluding relief fnmilies from the 1936 clnssificntion 
made it necessary to use the occuputionnl distribution' 
Rhown by the dnl>t from the Study of Consumer Pur­
chases. 

Population Weights lor Component Groups 
of Families as Related to Families in Sample 

The numbers of fnmilies included in the somple 
income dutn from the various regions and types of 
community, nnd from the difl'erent color-nutivity 
groups ore shown in tnbles lOA nnd liA in relation to 
the totnl number of fumilies in the population. As 
tnble lOA indicntl's, the total income snmple comprised 
slightly less thnn 1 percent of nil families in tl1e United 

u Jo'orfurther oxplnnntlon, see pp. &3-64. 
10 Tho dlstrlhutlons for MDlJIIO ('OmnmnltiM of tho ttnmo d'*roo of urbnnl~ntlon In 

ench rl'~t:lon wcron\'Cn\P:f'd toohtnln thoporocntnt:M usot!. Urbnn ftlmillcs woroclnssl· 
filld Into only 8lwcn O('i'tiiWtlonnl )t:J'OIIJI·"· }o'nrm ftunlllos constituted tho eighth 

occusmtlontll Kftlllll mentioned uho\'t', Boo II· 44. 
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TABLE IOA.-Comparison of total number of families in the popu­

latwn and nllmber of families in 'income sample from Study of 
Consumer PurchaJJes,1 by region and type of community,2J985-86 

Ret:loo ant.! type of community 

Xew F.n~:land: 

Families in 
population 

~~r~~~~i~cities~~ :=: = ~ =: ~:: ~:::: :~~:::: ;~t: ~ 

Families In sample 

Percent 
Xumbcr ofall 

families 

J4, 170 247 
6,9118 1..52 

Small cities............................... -139,.593 
l--c--cc'-:=-l----=::.:.:.::..1-...:..:::: 

.o\JJ urban communities................. J, -175,627 

3,975 .00 

Rum I nonfarm ..•••........ __ ._ .... _ .. _ .. 1=~3'022.~008='' /==::~~/==,;;,;; 
25, 143 l.i'O 

1,999 .62 
}'ltl1DS. ______ - -- ••• - •• - .. ---.--.-......... 154, 237 

1--:::-:=-1----:...:.:_1-.....:::.: 
.-\II runt. I communities ••.....•.•..•.... l==:='::":;;6.;;2~<5;;,~=,;;;;;;:;;,l===;;;;; 

All communities .•.. __ ·····- ..•........ l==';;·;;;!l5;;1·;;;":;;12;;,l==~~;,l==~~ 

543 .35 

2,>42 .53 

27,685 1. 42 

Xorth Central: 

~%':~~~------:: ===:::~~=::=:~~:=:::::::. ~ ?1~: ~~ 49,797 l. 51 
2.1,810 1.02 

~I idtlle-sized cilies ....•..•......... ___ .... I, 09-1, 623 18, 876 1. II 
Small cities. __ .•••.•.•.. __ ...........•.... 2. 50i, 275 

1-:-::-::-:'c:::-l---:cc...:.:_l-....:.::: 
.-\11 urban communities................. 10,002,656 

12, 263 .49 
106, i.C6 

Rural nonramt....................... '==;~o=3::,._~,.=;,=, 1==~""=1==,;;,;~ 
1.011 

6, 42i .27 
Famns................................ 2.1!10, i'61 6, 142 .:!8 

.-UI rural communitie$. _ ............. _ .. I=~';;;· ;;"":;;·~04;;•:;;l==~;;:;;;;,l===;;:;; 
.4..11 communities................. 1-1. t!OI, i'05 

12, 569 .:!8 

119,315 .82 

South: .. 
L!trt:C ClllCS ..................... _. _. _ _ ), 3.'i4, i53 20,412 I. .51 
~fiddle-sized cities........................ r.;;, f-13 16, Oli9 2-37 
Small cities ................... ----------.. J, :no, 764 

-1---·1--'"~ 
All urban communities ................. l=~3.:;;2;;4~~160;;4=~;:;;;;,l=~~ 

7,842 .65 

«. 323 I. 37 

Ruml nonfa1m1. .... -------------- ______ . 2. OS:.!. 513 7, -100 .36 
Fanns.. --- -··-- ............. -- ..... -- .... 

1 
__ 3_:._4&_'..:'_89_

1 
_ _:.:.:.::_

1
. __ .:.= 

All rural t-ommunities •. _ .............. _I==·;;;'·=""-~""~' ,I~=~;;:;;, I==~;;; 

9, 72S ·"' 
17, 13-1 . 31 

All communities........................ 1\ Sit, M2 
~lvuntain and Plains: I=~=~;;; I==~~;;; I,==~ 

61, -lSi . ;o 

l.urJ:"eciti{'S.. __ .......................... __ 2Ji, 292 9,387 4. 32 
:\I j,JdLc-sizetl cities ... _. __ .. __ ............. IZS. 739 10, 24.'i i. 'J6 
Small cities.._ .......................... _ •. 

1 
__ .,."..:''.:.· '..:'.:.'.1--..:.:.= 1---..::_:::. 

_;.u urban conununitit>:>. _______ ....... ""l==='=l.\~fi=""~l'=~~;,l,=~~ 

5,29!i 1.43 

24,027 3. 4S 

Hunt! nonfnrm ......... ------------ _____ . .".1:1, 696 2, 49-1 • 49 
Farms. ............................. ___ .. 662, .:.Si 

1-------1-~--~--~~ 
All rum I conuuunil ir~ .................. I==';;;·~"~"~· "";;;';;;I==~;;;:;;;; I===;;;: 

2, 8S9 .H 

5,383 .46 
.-\11 communities..._._ ........•.. _ ....•.. '~=';;;· ;;;!'9;;;1.~89,;;;;1 [=~;;;;;~I==;;;;;;;; 

l'acific: 1-
30, 310 I. !iO 

Lnnwdtil'~- __ . _. _ ......... ______ . ___ . ___ _ 
:\I i!ldle-slzctl citit•s __ . _. _ •••.•.. _ ..... ____ . 
.Smull cities ........................ _ ..... _ 

soo. /9.1 
:.?'21-1. 2"2-1 
361, 014 

111,746 I. Sj 
11,5-li 5.0ti 

1-------~----~--~ 
5, fi34 L :'>6 

.-\11 urhnn comnmnitil's. 33,927 2. ~>g -----.--------"I=~'·~·"=·~·"';;;;" I~=~;;;;;, I~=;;;;;;;; 
Iturnl nonfarm..... . . _. 3..'\:l, -16.5 -~~ 159 LOS 

4, o.~t I. -18 .Furms.. .................... ---·-··----- 27:1_430 
~--~1--~--e--~ 

8,210 1.25 

42. 137 1.97 

Allruml comumnilil·~- ........... ___ ---l==:=;;li,'i6;,··~·~"·:c' I==,,;;;;~ I==;;;;;~ 

.-\II communitit>S. ....................... '~;;;';;_'• ~14;;;2·~~;;2i~l~=,;;;;;;;;;;;~==~;;;; 
Tvtal United 8tntcs: 1-

-19, i9i l..'ll 
Sf\ .~2.'i 1.55 
6:.1, i'"J.'i 2.00 

~lrtrorwll<;t.•s. ......................... __ . _ 3. 2!.'1.\ 100 
Lnrl!ecitles .... __ ..... __ ......... ---- .... 5, 5i9, 330 
~ lid!llt•·slzed cities ...... __ ................ 3. 1!10, -130 

35, 00!1 ... Smull cities.. ••••.. __ ...................... -1, S..'\8., :.?'23 
~----1--~--1·---'" 

23.'i, Ofl6 1.39 All urban communities ................ "I=;,'~;;;;"'';;;~;;OS:;,';;;I I=~;;;;;;;, I~=;,;;; 

Hnrtll nonfarm .••.. -----··-.............. 5, tl-;'!1, UiO 22.-185 ... 
2.1, 353 • J.'i !-'anus. .................................. _

1 
__ •.:.· _;n_•·-'""-1---'--1----

45, 83S .37 

~ 280,90-1 .96 

\11 I Ill . 12 .. -.. ,-,. 
" rum conmmn cs .................. 1 ~;;;-~·"~~':0I~=:=,;;;~~~==~,;; 
All communities..---------····---------- :.'U, -100, 25i' 

1 Int'ludrs both rdh.•f nnd nonrl'lid famllirs. Exchtdrs tho..>;(' fRIDilll'!" In ~mtplc 
lnromtl dntnfrom tlw Study of('onsumer Purdu\.~S which Wt'rt' not used incun.strud· 
Jn~ tho t•stimntcd lnrome distributions. 8-('(l footnote 6, p. :.7. 

1 For dt'flnltlons of n.•~ion::; nnd tyfl{'S of rommunily, sre pp. ~2-<13. 
3 Ine1Utks6,775famllit•s which nro oountt'd twice lx'cmm•ofthcot-caslonnJ l~t.rrowin~ 

of pnrt oft he cllpjK'd or n•1mlnr &~mple dntn from one IYJ)(l of community Ina rl'ldnn 
fttr use in constructinJ:" ~unplc distributions for nnotht•r IYJlC of community In tho 
same region. Sec footnotes to tublcs lA nnd 2.\. 
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States. The sampling ratio varied among regions 
from approximaetly O.i percent in the South to almost 
2 percent in the Pacific Region. In general, the per­
cent of coverage was higher for urban than for n1ral 
eommunities. 

Sample income data were a>ailable for 2 percent of 
the total number of nati>e-white normal families in 
urban communities and 0.4 percent of those in mral 
eommumttes. The percent of coverage for Negro 
normal families was almost 3 percent in Southern 
urban and about 0.4 percent in Southern nrral com­
mumttes. Native-white broken, foreign-born, and 
other color families were included only in urban 
communities," and the percent of coverage was quite 
low, as indicated by table llA. 

Adjustment for Sons and Daughters 
Not in the "Economic" Family 

.>\5 indicated earlier in the discussion, it was neces.'illry 
to make an adjustment in the di,-ision of the non­
institutional population between single individuals and 
family members to take account of those sons and 
daughters li"l"ing with their parents but paying for 
board and lodging and not pooling their incomes in 
the common family fund. According to the census 
definition of the family, these sons and daughters are 
family members; according to the definition of the 
economic family used in the present study they are 
classified as single individuals, along with other persons 
lodging in private homes and maintaining an inde­
pendent economic status. 

From the tabulations of the Consumer Purchases 
Study it was possible to obtain two independent esti­
mates of the total number of such sons and daughten;. 
The first estimate was based on data on the average 
number of such sons and daughters per family for 
native-white and Negro families contacted in the 
r('gular sample in each community covered by the 
study. By averaging the figures for communities of 
the same type, one averuge was obtained for each type 
of community within each region. These averages 
were weighted by the total number of families (includ­
i11g all color and nativity groups) in each type of com­
munity. A total estimate of approximately 500,000 
independent sons and daughters was obtained by this 
method. 

The second estimate was based on data on the average 
Rize of family, excluding these independent sons and 
daughters, for native-white and Negro families in the 
rc•gular sample in each community. The.'!e figures 
were averaged and weighted, in the same manner as the 
dntll on average number of sons and daughters, to 
)·ic·ltl an estimate of the total number of members of 
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Pconomic fnmilirR in the Cnit"<i Stnu•s in l!l:la-:lli. 
Thi< tutu!, subtrnrt<•<i from the totnlnlllllhPr of fumily 
lllemhprs estimntPd from the> "''IISIIR dutu, ~:nve n fi~llfl' 
of npprnxirnut .. Jy :100,000, rl'prrsNllin~ rn11~hly th<' 
num~er of Rons nnd duu~ht.•rs not mernlwrs of ero­
nomJc fumilieR. 

Sinre both estimnt1•s were obtuined fmm the snmr 
"11 ~1ple dntn, it scrmeli nlivisnhlo 1<1 ~:ive thrrn equul 
Weight. Tho fig11re of 400,000-midwny between th<• 
t . f woe~ lmnteR-wns ther<>fnre UHNI to mnke tho ncljust-
nwnt 1 tl )" · · ·1 n JC • 1v1s1nn of the populntinn lll'twPrn funu Y 
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members und •in~:le individunls. The number of single 
indh·idunls estimnl<'d from the census dntu was in­
creased by 400.000, nnd the numher of family members 
deerensed by 400,000. 

Average Size of Family 

The nvernge size of ull nonrdi .. f fnmilies nnd the 
n1·ernge size of 111l relief f11mili<'S in the l"nited Stutes 
were estimut<•d on the bnsis of the uvcmge size of fum­
ilii'S in tlll'se groups inrluded in the rcg-ulur samples 
from the Study of Consumer Purchns<'S. The figures on 
nvemge size of nonrelief fnmilil's in sumple communities 
of the snme type within each region were averaged, ench 
community being fri\"l'n pqunl wPight, to obtain the 
estimutl'd IIVI'ruge size of fumily in cnch type of com­
munity within ('uch re,rion. The resulting averuges 
were weighted hy the number of fumilies in ench type of 
community within l'nrh reg-ion in order to calculnte the 
overuge size of nonrelief fnmilies in euch type of com­
munity and the avem~:e size of 111l nonrclief fnmilies in 
the United Stutes. The same procedure wns followed 
to obtain an <'Slimate of the 111·ernge size of nil relief 
families. 

In the cusc of nonrelit•f fumilies, it wns also desired 
to estimate the nveruge size of fumily for each fmnily­
size group-i. e., families of three and four persons, 
of five and six persons, and of seven and over persons. 
As a first step, the averuge size for ench of these groups, 
as computed from the 1930 Census, and of two-person 
fnmilies wns weighted by the number of nonrelief 
fumilies in each family-size group to calculute the U\·er­
age size of all nonrelief fnmilies. The result obtnined 
(3.87) wus !urger than the average size of nonrelief 
fumilies shown by tho Consumer Purchuses dutu (3.85). 
This wus accounted for by the fuct thnt the census 
figures were not confined to nonrelief families, whose 
average size is well below thnt for relief fnmilies, and 
also, that the census figures include the independent 
sons and daughters who were not members of the 
economic family. In addition, the average size of 
fnmily hns decn•ased slightly between 1930 and 1935-36. 
For tlwse rcnsons, the nvcrnge size within ench family­
size group (except, of course, two-person families) wns 
lowered slightly, on the nssumption that the differences 
in definition of fnmily and in yenr would lun·e cnused 
the proportion of four-person fnmilies in the three- to 
four-person group, of six-person fnmilies in the five- to 
six-person group, allll of very lnrge fnmilies in the 
scnn- mHl ovcr-pcrson group to be slightly lower than 
the Hl30 Census figun•s indicutc. The udjusted twernge 
size fignr<ls for 11neh fnmily-size group yielded an esti­
mated nvernge for nllnonrelicf fnmilies of 3.849 persons, 
and for nil relic{ fnmilics of 4.472. The estimntes of 
the nvernge size of nonrdil'f fnmilies in ench fnmily-sizc 
group are prcsent!'d in tnblo 4. 
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The average size of nonrelief families in each type 
of community wns first estimntcd on the bnsis of the 
data for the a 1·ernge size of nonrelief families in the 
sample communities covered by the Study of Consumer 
Purchases. These averages were adjusted slightly to 
bring them into line with the average size for all non­
relief fnmilies in the United Stutes us estimated above. 
The estimated average size for each type of collllllunity 
wns then ~ompared with the corresponding figure from 
the census data, as adjusted for 1935-36. Again, the 
census data were found to be higher, because they 
included relief families as well as independent sons and 
daughters. The compurison indicated thnt the esti­
mated average size of nonrelief fnrm families derived 
from the Consumer Purchases data wns out of line with 
the estimates for other types of collllllunity. As a 
result of tlus comparison, the estimate of the average 
size of family in this group wns reduced slightly. The 
finnl estimates of the average size of fnmily in each 
type of community are presented in table 7. 

Estimated Number of 
Single Individuals 

An estimate of the number of single individuals in 
the population in 1935-36 was necessary for two pur­
poses: first, to sepnrate single individuals from members 
of fnmilies; nnd second, to determine the population 
weights to be applied against the sample income distri­
butions for single men and single women in the various 
occuputional groups. 

As indicat<Jd earlier in tlus section, it wns assumed 
thut the proportions of single individuals and family 
members in the total population and in the fnrm populn­
tion were the same us those shown by the 1930 Census 
dntn.22 The number of single individuals in each type 
of conununity within each of the five geographic regions 
in 1930 was calculated by adding together the census 
duta for the following types of individuals: One-person 
fnmilies, numbering 2,357,463 in the total United 
Stutes; lodgers and servants in private flllllilies, esti­
mnted nt 5,793,175; 23 and members of the following 
quasi-family groups "-individuals living in hotels, 
427,904; those living in boarding and lodging houses, 
471,125; those living in schools, 166,910; and members 

n ~00 p. 71. 
n 'fho ccnsu.<> provides dnta on the numhE.'r of hmili~ having lodgers and tho 

number oflodgen; per family. Tho totnl number oflod~oren~ in these families (4,001,193) 
wn.s obtulnod by multiJIIying the number off:uuilies hnving ono lodger by one, thoso 
having two lodgers by two, etc. Households h1n-ing more than 10 lodgers nre con· 
:;;itlcrod lodging hou.-.es ond are clnssilled as qrulsi-Cumily p:roups Sinoo the obovo 
datn on lodgers wore cln..<~Sified only for fnrm, rurnl nonfarm, total large cities and 
metropolises, ond total urbnn oommuniti~. urbnn lodgers outside of metropoll"'l>S 
and large cities wore dh·idcd between middle-shed and smull cities on nn arbllrnry 
hzl.<iiS, 'l'he totul numborof fnmilies with sen·~mts in 1930wus ,r;23,92'J. Soo PoJ•tda­
lion C'cn~us, vol. VI, tRble3-l. TheestlllU\tefor ~rvnntsnndlodgersoombined wa$ 
ml~l'll by OJ)proxbuutely 300,000 to allow for !<ert'nnts ond lodgers in privote homes 
lmvlng both servnnts nnd lodger.r--informntion which Is not gi\'"en in the census dnl:l. 
'l'hc dl\"lslon by typo of community was pnrtlally e..~timntNI, as in the Ol.'116 of lo..1b"\'rs. 

n The rcmulnlng qua.sl-fmnily grouJkj wero tn.'ll.ted us iustitutiono.l groups 
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of other quasi-family groups, 87,561. The last group 
includes lighthouse keepers, coast guard station men, 
and residents of fmtt'rnities, monasteries, priories, busi­
ness women's and men's clubs, Y. M. C. A.'s, and 
Y. W. C. A.'s."' 

--

The total number of single indh·iduals in the Cnitt'd 
States in 1930 was estimatt'd at 9,304,138. Of this 
number, 1,106,752 were estimated to belong to the farn1 
population. On the basis of these estimates the propor­
tion of single indiYiduals in the total population in 1930 
was calculated as 7. 7 percent and the proportion of 
single individuals in the farm population as 3.7 percent. 
These percentages were applied against the estimatt'd 
total population and the estimated farm population in 
1935-36 to obtain the total number of single indiYiduals 
in the United States in 1935-36 and the total number 
in the farm population. These figures were then sub­
tracted from the total population in each group to 
obtain the estimated number of persons in census fami­
lies of two or lll!lre persons. The adjustment for sons 
and daughters living at home but not members of the 
economic family increased the number of single indi­
viduals in the United States by 400,000 and corre­
spondingly reduced the number of persons in families. 

Population weights for the various sample income 
distributions constructed for single individuals were 
obtained by subdividing the total number of single 
individuals into nine component groups, as follows: 
N onrelief women in three occupational groups, non-relief 
men in four occupational groups, single women that had 
received relief and single men that had received relief. 

Single Individuals by Relief Status 
Tbe division of single individuals by relief status wos 

made on the basis of the sample data for single individ­
nnls collected in the National Heolth Survey. Esti­
mates of the percent of single individuals on relief in 
each type of commnnity within each region were calcu­
lated from these data by methods similar to those used 
in calculating the relief percents for families from the 
Consumer Purchases data.'" The resulting percents 
were applied to the total number of single individuals in 
t'ach type of community within each region to obtain 
the total number of single individuals receiving any 
form of relief during 1935-36. 

Single Individuals by Sex 
The division of the single individual population as 

between men and women was not available directly 
from census data. It was therefore necessary to esti­
mate the proportions of single men and single ":omen 
on the basis of 1930 Census figures for unmamed or 

IS UivL~Jon of thequwd-family JCfOU?-1 hy type of community within each region wa.'l 
f.o8,r1.ially e~Jtimalbl. Jt wll!l JU!!Umed that there were no IIUdt (jU8JII·family groupA In 

thefrsnn populullon. · 
"Yur eJ: ,,wnalloo, ~ Pf'· 73-7-f. 

divorced gainful wor.-ers of E'ach sex. The use of such 
do ta for estinta ting the sex brl'nk for una ttncltE'd indi­
viduals as defined bv this studv is, of course, open to 
serious objection. The censu; classification "gainful 
workers" includes all persons who usunlly follow a gain­
ful occupation, even thou~h th~y werE' not l'mployed at 
the time the census wos tnkl'n, but it does not include 
unemployable persons or thoSE' individunls tlmt have no 
gainful occupation. 

Even more serious than the omis.,ion of thPSC lnttl'r 
groups is the discrepnnry beh\·e~n the clns.•ification of 
unmarried or divoreed men and wonwn and sin~le indi­
viduals as defined in this shah·. Th~ only justifirntion 
for the procedure followed ,~·as the ah~nre of more 
satisfactory data, and the possibility of checking the 
results against the relutive numh~r of inrorne tnx returns 
filed by men and woml'n who Wl're l'ith~r single or not 
living ";th husband or ";re and not hl'ads of families. 

The number of gninful wom~n work~rs who were un­
married or di,·orced wns uvniluhle directly from the 
1930 Census for age groups from 15 years· and over.'' 
It was necessary to estimate the numher of gainful men 
workers who were unmnrried or dimrcl'd hy applying to 
the total number of gninful nwn workl'rs in ea.-h ag~ 
group the percent obtained by dividing the total number 
of unmarried and divorct'd men in thnt age group (in­
cluding those without any gainful orrupation) by the 
total number of men in the populution. The ratio of 
unmarried or divorced gainful women workers to un­
married or divorced gainful men workers finallv obtnin~d 
was npproximatl'ly 35 to 65. • 

This ratio was checked against the rPioti\·e number 
of in~ome tax retums filed for I !135 by single women and 
roamed womE'n not living with their husbunds and by 
single men and married men not lh·ing with their wives. 
The rel~tive proportions of retums fur tltE'SC two groups 
for allmcome classes combined were 39 to 6 t. Since 
the proportion ~f wo~en to men rose grndunlly from the 
lower to ~he h~gher mcome broekets, it wus assumed 
that the mcluston of single individuols with incomes 
below the income tux level would probably hnve redu.-ed 
the proportion of women somewhat 

The ratio of relief single women .to relit>£ single men 
Was accepted as_4 to 9, or approximately 31 to 69 per­
ee~t on the b_asts of findings from two surveys of the 
relief populatwn: One, the October 1933 rl'lief census 
t~ken by the Federnl Emergency Relief Administra­
tion. ~nd, h~o, a survey of urban workers on relief in 
79 cttles dunng May 1934." 

If Populntlon f"ensu., Ht30, vol. IV, table 27 The ft 
numher or women whoso marltul condition w•: k IOlnl U!IC<l lnclurled o. amull 

.... un nown 
n F. E. R. A., Unemployment H.ellcr Ccfl!IWI Oct .__ 

1
" R 

"' \V p A Dl '-1 1 <> ' Ouur 00.1, cport No.3 tablo I p. <J<J• • • • Vlll on o .,oda.l Re.'6a.rch Urba. w ' ' 
JJendlx C, table3, p. 74. The IU:t3oomussho~ed th 0

4 
t orkera on He lief, pt. 2, A p­

ond women rcoolvlng relief. The latter surve co: oDrntlo for UnBtta.ched mon 
indicated thnt30 peroentofthe one-per1100~;6001:tng ~~1(d ur!'8 D communi lie.", 
women and 6-1 JJCrcent were men. ogre c ur DK Mny lU34 wore 
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In the light of the nvnilnble evidt'nre considered 
aboYe, it was d('('idt'd to use the proportions of 35 to 
65, shown in table 348, for dividing the total number 
of single indi,·iduuls by !leX. 

Non relief Single Individuals 
by Occupational Group 

Inusmuch as no dif('('t information was avnilable 
ronreming the distribution of single men and single 
womt'n by orcupationul groups it was n('('essary to rely 
on dot a for gainful wnrkt'r!! in the populution as a basis 
for rlu,;..,jfying nonrt'lit'f single mt'n and nonrelief single 
wom<'n into the orcuputionul groups for which per­
centage income distributions were pr<'pnred. 

The rlns...Uficntinn of m<'n and women gainful workers 
prt'pur<'d by Alhn l\1. Edwards from 1930 Census data 
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was u.ed to determine the proportions of women in 
each of the three occupational groups-wage-earning, 
clerical, and the business and professional--tmd the 
proportions of men in these occupational groups and 
in farming.'" By applying these same proportions to 
the total numbers of nonrelief single men and single 
women, the population weights were obtained for the 
three sample income distributions for nonrelief single 
women and the four distribu lions for nonrelief single 
men. No brenk-down of relief single individuals by 
occupational group was needed since the relief dis­
tributions for single men and for single women were 
for all occupational groups combined. 

n See, Edwards, Alba M., A Social Ec(}1fomic GrOuping o{theOainfu.l Worker.r of 
tht C:nil"11 Stalu, Journal ot the .o\.merican Statistical Association, December 1933, 
pp. 30-387. 



SECTION 7. ADJUSTMENT OF INCOME DISTRIBUTIONS 

BY OAT A FROM INCOME TAX RETURNS 

Despite the random sampling methods employed in 
the Study of Consumer Purchases, families \\;th high 
incomes were found to be somewhat underrepresented 
in the number of family schedules actually collected. 
This was due partly to the fact that many of the high 
income families were away from their regular places of 
residence during the scheduling period and could not be 
contacted by the field int~rriewers, and partly to the 
high percentage of refusals among those contacted. 

Because of this underrepresentation at the high 
income levels, it was necessary to adjust the income 
distributions both for families and for single indh;duals 
to allow for a higher proportion of consumer units in the 
upper brackets. This adjustment was made on the 
basis of data from Federal income tax returns for the 
calendar years 1935 and 1936. 

Income Tax Data Available 
for 1935 and 1936 

Tabulations of the 1935 data, which will be pub­
lished in the Statistics of Income for 1935, were released 
by the Bureau of Internal Revenue in the follo\\;ng 
preliminary photostated tables: 1 

'·TABLE 5.-/ ndividual returns for 1.9.'j5 by net inrome cla8~te8 a'lld 
b7J &ex and family relaliCYTUJhip, showing number of relurm artd 
net inco11'1.e. 

'
1
TABLE 7.-JndiV1"dual return& for 1985 by nd income ckuseJJ, 
JJJwwing sources of income, deducti.om, aM net income, aUo UJtal 
number of returns and, for returns of net i='"" of $5,000 and 
liVer, number of return~~ j&r each specifu; &ource of income and 
deduetion. 

''TABLE 9.-lndiuidual returns for 198.j, by States and territoricJJ 
and by net income classea, showing numbera of returns, nd 
income and total tax; also totals for preceding years. 

"TABLE (unnumbered).-Wholly and partially ta:t-eumpt obliga-. 
tUJm reported in individual returns jQT 19B6 with net incomes of 
$5,000 and over, shffwing aTTWunt 0'101U!d and intereiJt received, 
by nature of obligatimUJ and net income clastJe&." 

1 Tbedatacontaloed In the Hf'l!t three tables are comJmmhle to those for llr.Happoor­
Jng in baaic tables with the same numbers and tiLleJ In St.o.tistlcs or lncome for 1(~. 
pt. 1, u. 8. Trmsut'Y DefJartment, Bureau or Internal Revenue. The tahle on 

W..Uy aod pe.rt.WIY tai-etempt obligations correspondJ to the text table of the ~mme 
:t.MappeariDKOD pp. J8and IV of the JW4 report, t:. 8. Treosury Department, Burwu 
of Internal Kevenue, StatlJtJcs of Income for lV34, pt. [. 
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Prelintinury stutblll"" of indivitlunl income ln.~ 
retums for 1936 fil~d in the p~rind throu~h .lnnuary­
August 1937 were a\·uilubl~, in Jp,;s d~tailt:'d fom1, from 
two press releases i.o;stwd by tilt:' Tn•usury D<'portment 
in February and in ~lurch l!l:JS. These l"t:'i<'tL<eS guve, 
for all types of indivitlual returns combin..d, the 
number of returns, nt:'t in~ome, sources of income and 
deductions, clussified bv broudt>r in<"ome intt:'rvuls than 
were used in the 193.j tubulutions nwntion..d above. 

The 1935 income tux duta fnr l"t:'tums with net in­
comes of $.5,000 and O\"l'r wPre tubulut<'d into 34 income 
classes, as follows: Ten $1,000 int<'n·uls bctwr<'n $5,000 
and $15,000; three $5,000 inten·uls, se\·<'n $10,000 in­
tervals, four $50,000 intt:'n·uls, two $100,000 inten·uls, 
and two $250,000 int .. n·uls bt•tWP<'n S 15,000 and 
$1,000,000; six income int<'n·uls, rnnging from $500,000 
to $1,000,000 in width, brtwPPn $1.000,000 and 
$5,000,000; and one op<•n income intt•rvul for in~omes 
of $5,000,000 and over. 

Although the data from income tux n•turns wl're to 
be used to correct the estunutt•d distributions based on 
sample data only above $7,500, it WtL~ nt-cessary, in 
~justing the income tux dnta to remll'r it comparuble 
With the sum pie il1come duta u•ed in the study, to mukc 
use of the data for income tux returns below $7,::00. 
Since several of the adjustments involved the shifting 
of returns and of aggrrgu te income from one income 
level to .a higher level, it wus possible to obtuin a sntis­
!actory mcome distribution above $7,500 only by carry­
mg through the adjustment for the entire income 
range above $5,000.' 

Accordingly, the adjustnwnts of the uwome tax dutn 
were carried through on the basis of the full income 
classification, although the duta for the income UJter­
v~ls ~elow $7,500 were dropped out of the firm! dis­
tnbutJOn.' 

1 At one (>Oint the tl 1 
rolur • com 1 n ngnftl1e lncnrn,.1 ofhulibantlllnnd wlvM moll: In~~: lltlptU"nto ns, we waa abo made r th •• 
p. 83. o o uatn In tho lncmuo l'IMIIM jtuL btdow t.\,000. St-o 

1 Tho Income tax cl 1 tc ,_ 
atu·•y h Ml 11 rvall\ weore t-umhlne,tluto tho clualntorvalll WIOllln thl:~o " w en net lnoorne wu Jj 1 J ,_ 
tlu·'y .,__ 61 Uli l'f to CottlliJHmd with lncomo ua defined In thuo ... • ~ Jl(l. 82-83. 
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Limitations of the Income Tax Data 
for Purposes of Adjustment 
B~fore tho dntn from incom11 tux r~tums could be 

used in adjusting the income distributions for fnmili~ 
and single individuals, it was nllCI'ssary, os indicatro in 
Port II of tlw r<'port, to cnrr:;· through vnrious combina­
tions and n•ljustmNJts of thc dutn to l'l'nd~r the income 
ta..~ distributions compnmble to those deriv~d from the 
sample inrome dntn u~d in this study. These adjust­
ments c~n tC'rl'd around four main probl~ms: 

1. ComhininK the data for ,·nrious tyrws of income tax 
returns and adjturting thl'm to obtain distributions for familv 
units and for sina;lc individuals. ~ 

2. AdjUBting the nl~t inromc data to include the same items 
of income induded in income n..OJ dl'firl('d in this studv. 

3. Adjusting the 1935 income tax data to allow f~r the effects 
of the increased national ineomc during the fiscal year 193.~. 

4. Acljustina- the income tax data to allow for the nonreport­
lng of those not filing returns. and for the understatement of 
income hy those that did file. 

Tho d~tuil~d st<'ps im·olwtl in making th~se various 
ndjustmPnts of tho income tux data ore described in 
this section of the app«.>ndix. It should be noted that 
the 8C'qu«.>nce of the various steps depended to some 
extC'nt on the nature of the nvoilnble statistical datu 
and hence does not corl'l'spond Pxnctly to the gpneral 
grouping given above. 

In the Iutter purt of the S4'ction ore described the 
methods US4'd in correcting the national income distri­
butions for families and single individuals by mennsof 
the adjusted income tux dntu, nnd in ext~nding these 
corrections to the distributions for the various compon­
ent groups of consumer units. 

Grouping of Data for 
Various Types of Returns 

Individual income tax dnta on number of returns 
and net income are classifi~d by the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue into tho following nine groups: 

1. Joint returns of husbands, wh·es and dependent children, 
and returns of either husband or wife when no other return is 
filed, 

2. Separate returns of husband~, 
3. Separate returns of wi\"cs, 
4. Male heads of families, including single men and married 

men not living with wives, 
5. l•'cmnlo heads of families, including single wol!lcn and mar­

ried women not living with husbands, 
6. Hcturns of single men and married men not living \dth 

wives, not heads of families, 
7. Heturns of sinRIO women and married women not living 

with husbands, not heads of families, 
8. Community property rt•turm~, 
9. Returns of estates and trusts. 

Tho income tll-'1: returns fil~d for estates and trusts 
were excluded from further considcrntion inasmuch os 
they did not represent tho income of either fnmili~s or 
single individtmls as defined in this study. 
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Single men and women not hends of fnmilies and other 
individuals filing returns classified in groups 6 and 7 
wPre assumed to be, for the most part Ullattached 
in_dividuals who were ~ith~r _living nlone,' or, if living 
WI~ others, were mamtammg a sepnrute economic 
e.nstence and not pooling their incomes in a common 
fund. Datu fro~ these returns were used, therefore, 
to correct the estlmntro income distributions for sin o-le 
men and single women derived from sample data. "A 
description of the methods US4'd in adjusting the income 
tax data and in correcting the income distributions for 
single indh-iduals is given later in this section. 

The returns classified in groups 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 8 
nil represented returns by members of families, and it 
wus desired to combine these into a single distribution 
representing the incomes of family units. 

The returns in groups I, 4, and 5 were combined 
directly, by adding the numbers and the net income at 
each income le\·el. 

Before further combinations could be made, a number 
of int~rmediat~ stPps were necessary-first, the division 
of community property returns to correspond to the 
sepornts returns of husbands and the separate returns 
of wives, and the combination of the community prop­
erty returns of husbands and of \\-ives \\-ith the separate 
returns of husbands and the sPpnra te returns of "-ives 
respectively; second, the adjustm~nt of the incom~ 
distributions for the various groups from a net income 
basis to one more nearly comparable to the definition of 
income used in this study; und third, the addition of the 
incomes of wives making separate returns (includino-

. " community property returns) to the incomes of hus-
bands making separate returns (including community 
property returns). 

Division of Community Property Retums 
Between Husbands and Wives 

Community property returns, filed by residents of 
only a few States, represent either joint or separate 
returns of husbands and \vives deriving income from 
property that is jointly owned. Only those joint re­
turns with net income of $!0,000 or more, und sepnrote 
returns with net income of $5,000 or more, nre tabulatro 
by the Bureau of lnternnl Revenue und~r the community 
property heading. Joint rpturns of community prop­
erty showing net income under $10.000 and separnte 
returns showing net income under $5,000 nre classified 
eithPr under joint returns of husbnnds and wivPs (group 
I) or tmder the returns of husbunds or wives filino-

" sepurute returns (groups 2 ond 3). 
In tubtdnting the joint returns for incom~s of $10,000 

or over, the BurPnu divides the duta on net income, 
deductions, etc., to repr~sent scpnrnte returns of hus­
bnnd nnd wife. When the rpturn does not indicote the 
division of items ns hPtWe<'n husbnnd nnd wife, the 
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data are divided e\"enly, v.;th the net income class for 
each return equal to one-half of the combined net 
income of the joint return.• 

Since the information concerning the actual propor­
tions of husbands' and wives' community property 
returns at the various income le\"els was not available 

4. Returns of sin~le men aud married men not li\·lng with 
\\;\'es not beads of ramilie~. 

5. Returns of sinRie tnltnt•n ar1d married women not li\·ing with 
husbands. not heads of famili•"'· 

6. Returns of ~t.al<'s and tru"l.et. 

• 

for use in this study, the data on community property 
returns were divided between husbands and v.;ves by 
applying the proportions shown at the various income 
levels for husbands and wives making separate returns 

The percentaj!l' di~trihntion of a~ntl' n~t income, 
at each income ll'v~l. among thi'Sil stx J!TOIIP" appeared 
to offer the most sati;fuctorv ha.-is for allocating to each 
group the approprinto shnr~ of ta:~:-exl'mpt. intNl'st and 
deductions to be add<'d, nnd the appropnnte share of 
cnpitnl gains to be d<'duct<'ll, ot l'Dch in~ome l<'n•l. 

The following dt>ductions from J!ro!<!l mcome nllowed 
in ca.lculating net income fnr income UL't purposes were 
totalled at each income lcv<'lnhnve $.5,000: 1\l't en pi tal 
loss, contributions, tux<'>~ p11i•l, int<'rt'St paid aml "other 
deductions."• The vnlue of int<'rt'St l't'<'l'in><l from 
wholly ta."t-exempt obli!!ntions nnd of the nontaxnble 
amounts of inter<"St rt'<'ein·d from partially tnx-I'X­
empt obligations were addoo to the abo,·e totnls nt each 
income level, and the vnlue of n<'t capit.Ll J!nins sub­
tracted. The resulting Rf.-');T~~nto nmounta w<'ro then 
distributed among the six j!n>U("' of retums, at each 
income level above 55,000, occording to the proportions 
of aggregate net income r<'Ceiv<'ll hy <'ILdt group nt the 
various levels. 

as classified in groups 2 and 3 above. 
The community property returns of wives were then 

added, by income level, to the sepa.ra te returns of wives, 
a.nd the community property returns of husba.nds to 
the separate returns of husba.nds. 

Adjustments of Net Income to Correspond 
With Income as Defined in Study 

Net income, as defined for income tax purposes, omite 
certain items that are included within income as defined 
in this study, a.nd includes net capital gains which are 
not included by the study definition. To place the 
income tax data on a compa.rable basis with the other 
income data it was necessary to add, at ea.ch income 
level, the value of certain types of income that had been 
subtracted from the gross income as deductions-i. e., 
contributions, taxes pa.id, interest paid and "other de­
ductions"-and to subtract, at each income level, the 
value of net ca.pital ga.ins reported. It was also neces­
sary to add to the income tax data the value of interest 
received from securities that are exempt from taxation 
and not included in gross income according to the 
Revenue Act of 1934, under which the 1935 income 
tax returns were filed.5 

Since the data on tax-exempt interest, deductions and 
capital gains were not classified for each of the various 
tvpes of returns, it was necessary to accept some 
a"rbitrary basis for allocating the aggregate amounte of 
such items at each income level among the following 
groups of returns: 

1. Joint returns of husbands, \\ives, and dependent children 
and returns of either husband or v.ife when no other return is 
filed and returns of beads of families who are single men, married 
men' not living with wives, single women, or married women not 
living with husbands (groups 1, 4, and 5, above). · 

2. Separate returns of husbands, including community prop-

erty returns of husbanW.. . 
3. Separate returns of wives, including commumty property 

returns of l\ives. 

• Ree Rlat~ics of Inoome for lt~J..', pt. I, p. 1. 
1 A few other Items of Jnoome--e. g., compensation for Injuries and sickness and 

tal value of a dwelllmc howe furnbhed to a minister of the a;O!!pel-are excluded 
rm Income as defined by the Re\·enue Act of 1934 but included In Income as 
fmm r;rfM ud TheSe Items are relatively nea;IIRible In amount and no at­
~ned lot thiut :~just the data speciftcally to Include them. The adjust­
trmvt wat ~ InK and for undeutatement of Income, de5CJ'ibed on PP· 84-
rnenu for DOD JXI'1 .. .- to Include the Incomes of State and local government 
u t~.,._,.., are lotenuou 

--•---'- are uempt from Federal t.amtion. oCik;ialllwbule..,..-

From the aggregnte omounta a.<..•ignoo to Pa<·h group 
of returns it was possible to cnlculute the n\·l'rnge 
amount to be added to the retums nt euch ineome le,·el 
in order to adjust the income distribution from a net 
income basis to one which would co!TI'Spond with the 
definitionofincome\Lo;ed in the study. This adjustment, 
made separately for each group of returns list<'d abo,·e,' 
involved the shifting of part of the returns and of the 
oggregate income in ea.ch income clnss into the n~xt 
higher income class. Such shifting wns neces.•nry be­
cause the addition of the overnge amount of deductions 
and tax-exempt interest to those retums thnt were al­
ready near the upper limit of a given income intervu.l 
brought their incomes within tho runge of the n<'xt 
l~ighe~ interval: I<'or example, if an averngo nmount of 
$746 m deductions and tax-exempt interest were added 
to the returns in net income class $10,000 to $15,000, 
all those returns which had net incomes of $14 255 or 
more would shift upward into the class iute~nl of 
$15,000 to $20,000. In order to determine the actual 
number of returns to be shifted from ench net income 
c~, ~ cumulative frequency curve was drawn, from 
wh~ch It was possible to read off the number of retum! 
which would be sufficiently affected by the nddition of 
the average amount of deductions and tux-exempt int<>r­
est for the class. to move out of one income cluss into 
another. Thus m the example given above, it wus possi-

• Deductions for bWIIness IOMilnd rtn bl 
since these items had also boo ded pn en P 101111 woro not lncludod In tht.<~ totnl, 

n ucted from "'"" 1 1 Income dato wed ln the Rtudy. ncome nl reporletllu the ll!Uilll e 
r Wltbtheesooptlon,ofcoune oflheretu 

to be Included in either the (Qmliy ll 
1 
rn.~ for O.hii.M 11nd tm.!ltll, which were not 

or IB 11 ny:ou lndl,.·ldunl estlnJUte'/1, 
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ble to rend off the numl)('r of l"t'tums falling lx>tween 
$14,255and $15,000, and to shift thnt numb!'r to the next 
h!gh~r in_come clus.•. In this mannl'r, anN\" frequency 
diSt~but.Jon wus ohtuined, in whieh the income clussi­
fi~at.Jon correspondt•d cl<ll'e!y-nlthough not exactly­
l\1tb the dl'finition of income used in the studv.• 
Th~ addition of dl'tluction" and tmc-l'xl'mpti~terest at 

each mcome ll'vd en used, of coui">'E', an increase in the 
a~rl'gnte income and n('('es..•itnted an adjustment of 
the nggr!'gnte income distribution to correspond with 
the ndjustml'nt of the distribution of returns. This 
inmlved adding, at each income interval, the additional 
~ggrl'gllte income from deductions and tn:t-e.xempt 
mtl'rl'St accruing to th<ll'e returns remaining in the 
dnss,• plus the aggrt'gnte nl't income and the income 
from dl'ductions and tnx-l'xempt intl'rest of those re­
~urns shifted into the clns-•,'0 minus the aggregate net 
mcome of those shifted out of the cluss. 11 

Combining Incomes of Husbands 
and Wives Making Separate Returns 

After the ndjustments for deductions and tax-exempt 
intl'ri'St hod been compl!'ted for each group of returns, 
the income distribution for husbands making separate 
r!'turns (including the community property returns of 
husbnnds) wos combined with the distribution for wives 
mnking separate rl'turns (including the community 
property returns of wives). This combination was 
made in accordance with the general assumption that 
nt the high income levels husbands and wives making 
st>pnrnte returns would endeavor to divide the family 
income os evenly ns possible in order to ovoid the 
surtax chnrgl's. 

Beginning nt the top of the income scale, husbands 
and wives were paired into "family" units. Insofar as 
possible, husbands in the highest income bracket were 
assigned wives in the snme bracket, but since the 
number of husbands rl'porting high incomes was con­
siderably greater than the number of wives it was nec­
sary to pair some of the husbands with wives in lower 
income brackets. Proceeding down the income scale in 
this fnshion, every husband wns paired with a wife, and 

• It Wlllll'ltlll nllt't'&'lary tondd I he In rome ofsupph•mentary cnme.rs 0\'E!r IR who wero 
not covered by tho joint Income l1u. return!! or tho returns of the hoods or family units, 
and nl'(o tho Imputed \'nluo of nonmoney income. Soo pp. 8-1-8.5 below. 

tCnlculatod by multlpl)dnR: tho number of returns remaining In the cln.s.s by the 
avomgo amount of deductions and tax-exempt Interest added to tb('ISO returns. 

ID Aggroa-ato not Income cnlculated by multlplylnJ[ the number of returns shifting 
by tho 8\'omgc amount of their incomo.~l. o., tho midpoint betwoon tho not Income 
Ogure above which tho returns were shifted and tho upper limit or tho Income ciBSS 
from which they wore moved. Thus, to tho oxo.mplo given above, tho midpoint be­
twoon $14,2Mnnd $H'i,OOO, Tho ll\.'IUitlng amount ofoggre~:ato Income was subtrncted 
from Income clo.ss $10,000-$1&,000 and ad dod to income cla.'t.'l $16,()00-$20,000. Income 
from deductlona and tax-oxempt lnterost calculated by multiplying tho number of 
returns shifting by tho avorogo amount of deductlona and tax-o:J.empt Interest that 
wll8 atldod to their returns. 

II Calculated In tho same way as tho aggregate net Income for those shirting Into the 
clas.'l. Boo footnote 10 a hove. 'l'hus In the exam)lle Riven, the amount of aggrel{ate 
net Income added ot Income Interval $Iti,OOD-$20,000 was subtracted from Income 
tnterval $JO,OOD-$Jli,OOO. 
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the husband-wife units were distributl'd by income level 
ac«~rding to the combined income of the two returns." 
The number of husband-wife units with incomes above 
$5,000 wos somewhat greater than the number of hus­
bands filing separate returns of incomes over $5,000, 
because some husbands with incomes below $5,000 were 
paired v;:ith wives whose incomes were also below $5,000, 
but sufficient to bring the combined income above $5,000. 

The new distribution of husband-wife units was now 
combined with the distribution of other family units by 
adding the frequencies and the aggregate income at each 
income level. 

Adjustment from 1935 
to 1935-36 Basis 

The resulting family distribution, which wos based 
on income tax data for the calendar year 1935, was next 
adjusted to allow for an increased number of family 
incomes of $5,000 and over in the fiscal year 1935-36, 
when the national income was considerably greawr than 
in 1935. This adjustment was made by relating the 
differences in the aggregate gross income reportl'd for 
the year 1935 and for the year 1936, on all types of 
individual returns with net incomes of $5,000 and over, 
to differences in the size of the national income paid out 
during this period, as estimated by the Department of 
Commerce." 

National income paid out in 1936 was estimatl'd at 
$62,441 million, representing a 13.6 percent rise over the 
estimawd amount paid out during 1935. An estimate 
for 1935-36, based on monthly estimates for the last 
6 months of 1935 nnd the first 6 months of 1936, showed 
a 5.5 percent rise over the 1935 figure, or 40.3 percent 
of the total rise from 1935 to 1936. 

The aggregate gross income (net income plus deduc­
tions for capital loss, interest paid, taxes paid, contribu­
tions and "other deductions," and minus capital gain) 
for all income tax returns for net incomes of $5,000 and 
over showed a total rise of 36.5percent from 1935 to 1936. 
It was assumed that the increase in aggregaw gross 
income from 1935 to 1935-36 bore the same propor­
tionate relationship to this total increase that the rise 
in national income from 1935 to 1935-36 bore to the 
total rise from 1935 to 1936. Accordingly, 40.3 percent 
of the increase in aggregate gross income for all types 
of returns with net incomes of $5,000 and over between 
1935 nnd 1936 wns taken to represent the increase in 
aggregate gross income from 1935 to 1935-36. 

Since only part of this increase accrued to those 
income recipients who belonged to family units, it was 

II Tho husband's income was B.'ISUme-d lo equal the R\"'Orage Income of the lnrome 
class to which be belongOO, and tho wtre's income, inmost cases, to equal the average 
Income of the Income class to which she belonged. The sum of the two determined 
the Income clnss of the new family unit. 

uSee Nathan, Robert R., and C'one. Fndl'rlck M., Monlh/11 Jncomt Ptzvmrot" i• 
tht Fnlt~d Staltl, 19!9-S/, Survey of C'urrent Busir<>ss, February lva8. 
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necessary to divide it among the various groups of 
returns on some proportionate basis. The percentuge 
distribution of aggregate gross income among the vari­
ous groups of returns in 1935 was used as the basis for 
this di\"i.sion." 

The portion of the increased amount of gross income 
accruing to those types of returns which had been 
combined into family units wus now distributed, by 
income level, according to the percentage distribution 
of aggregate income shown by the family distribution 
for 1935." The additional amount of aggregate in­
come at each income level was then added to the aggre­

gate income shown in the 1935 family distribution at 
that income level to obtain a distribution of ~<>gregute 
income for 1935-36. It wus assumed that the avemge 
income within the various income classes remained the 
same as the average in 1935. .Accordingly, the number 
of family units in the 1935-36 distribution wus deter­
mined by di'iding the 1935-36 aggregate income at 
each income interval by the average income \\ithin that 
interval shown by the 1935 familv distribution. 

Adjustment for Nonreporting 

Having obtained an estimated 1935-36 income 
distribution for those families that would have filed 
~ederal ~come tux returns of $5,000 or more gross 
mco_me, 1~ was necessary to increase the number of 
family umts and the aggregate income at various levels 
to account for those families that are legally required 
to file returns but fail to do so, and for families-such 
as t~ose of State . and municipal officials-whose 
salanes are not subJect to Federal income ta t" 
Th d" xa ton. 

e a Justment for nonreporting was based on arbi-
~rury ass~mptions concerning the probable percentage 
mcrense m_ mcome tux returns if all families with in­
comes of 8'1.000 and over had actuallv filed inco t . 

f I 
. me ux 

returns or t te year 1935-36. 

. I~ w~s assumed that nonreporting was most prevalent 
m t e mcome classes $.'i,OOO to $10 000 and te d d to 
be negligible at income levels abov~ $20 000 nse ·r 
· 11 · · • · pec1 -
~ca y, tt was decided that the number of families \\ith 
mcomes between $5,000 and $10,000 should be in­
creased by 2.5 percent; that the number WI"th · . mcomes 
between $10,000 and $15,000 should be increased by 15 
percent; and the number between $15,000 and $20,000 
mcreased by 5 percent.'• The 193.5-36 distribution 
"b·as cofrrfecu:c1~ for nodnreporting by increasing the num-

er o um1 1es an the aggregate income t tl 
· 1 1 · · a tese mcome eve s m accordance with the a hove ass t" ump IOns. 

,, A \'allablf! Inc-ome tax dnta for I~ were nut chwlned by t . , f 
.-.. DIJOeiWj(f ellher to sroept the 1~ J)Prcen•nfte r<lall 1

1
""
1 

J returnaothatll 
u..,; ORII I II'S ornon~t llf 1 

rl'!turtUI and amnng Income cl.wraes BA repr~ntath'e of lv.J.~ OUJIII o 
arbitrary con~JfJn of the data. ComparilloDI of the 1~ a~dor;ll~ atternpt aome 
Jnllolie oo tM t.IIUL!I of net Jnoome data for all lYIWll of relurna combl rehsllon~hlpr., 
that p!t'N>nla«'e r~bttlonddr.s WeTe 1110 IHtle chan1ett between lv.M ~· lndlmtl!lll 
wrJUM 0<1t tlf! wm1h wlillP. lo attempt any odJwtment tor I~. 80 
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Adjustment for Under­
statement of Income 

Satio11alllc so urns Cumn,illte 

A further ndjustnwnt wns mlltlc in the l!l:!.j-36 
family distribution to allow for th<> uudPrslnll'ment ol 
certain types of income hy fnmili..,; Ill"! Ulllly filin~ 
returns. Cnder.;tn!t•mrnt wns cnnsitlt>n•d most likrlr 
to occur in the reportiu)! of income from the fullowiu~ 
sources: (I) BusiuPss profits; (:?) pllrtuership profits; 
(3) rents and roynltit•s; nnd ( 4) "other int·nme" (indUtliu!( 
income from all soun·es not spt•cifirlllly rcportt•tl). 
Like nonrcportiu)!, uud .. rstntt·mt•ut Willi U>l<Umt..I to 
vary by income l<>n•l and to he prnportiolllllt•ly grcutt•r 
at the lower i1wome ll'vels. Spt•c·ific·lllly, it WllS dt•cid .. tl 
that the llj.')!regute iucnme of fllmiliell wilh incnmes he­
tween $5,000 and SIO.lH~l should Le iltt'rt'll"<'d hv J.'i 
percent, that of fllmi)j,.,. bt•twet•n SIO,OflO lliHI S:?ri,rKKl 

by 15 percent, thut of fllmilies bt.•twt•f'n $:?0,000 uud 
$25,000 by 10 perc<>nt, aud thllt of fllmili"" Jx.t\\..-rn 
$_25,000 and $:)0.0()() by 5 pt•r•·ent. u Th1•,;o a>l<Ump­
tlons resulted in an on•rllll estimllte of Ulttlt•rstn!('lllrnt 
equal to 10 percent of the ll)!)!rt')!llle ineomo of fllmilirs 
with incomes of $5,000 aud on•r llftt·r the t•nrrPI'Iiun for 
nonreporting hud '"'~'~' mud e. 

The totul amount of i1wume tn ))(' uddNI nt ellch in­
come level of the fumilv distribution to cnrrcct for the 
understuwmcnt of incc;me Willi culeulllt('(l by applying 
the appropriate perct•utu!!'"' to tho u;.:)!rtogllte inconto 
figures shown by tho I !1:!5-:Jfl distribution aft('r tho 
correction for nonreporting hlld bt•('n completed.'• 

The ag>h'fegute amount of inrome to he nddt•d ut l'llt·h 
income level to allow for unclc•rstuh•nwnt wns then 
di~;dcd by the number of fllmily uuit" in order to deter­
mme the averuge amouut to b<> ntldt•tl to the incomes of 
f T anu 1es at that le\·el. Addition of ~urh nn averugo 
nn:'o~nt of income ut euch )pyp) rt•sultecl, of coun<~, inn 
sluftmg of some fumili,.,. from ('U<"h income int('n·ul to 
the next higher intc•rvul. Tltis Hltift und tho corre­
sponding shift in llh')!rt•J:u ((' i1wnme wPm ut•com plished hy 
the sumo method" d<'S<·riLPd u hove for udding dPductinns 
nnd tux-exempt int<•rt"'t tot h<' II!' I ineomo d istriLution;." 

Addition of Income of 
Supplementary Eamers 

In comb" · 1 1 nung t te tutu for vuriouH t V)l<'ll of incomo 
tu~ returns to obtuin a distribution of iho incomes r<'· 
cetved h r ·1 · I . Y aim Y uruts, 110 nc·c·ount Willi tlwn tuk<'n oft '" 
mcomo received Ly tl1oHe membc•l'!l of economic fumilics, 
other thun wivC!I, who"" incom<'H were not covcn•tl by 

11 ThNO ,,.,r~ntn" 1 1 
f'Otllll·'-l I'll, 

0 nr•une, am M'Winlhtlly urhltnary hut "'""' tltrh•od nt ,. tl'r 
'""'"nx tho teutnuve 11 • •ult&t • lfUti.M D1h·•wced h)' M\·orul uuthoriUnll who wnn~ con 

M 'fht!IIC!#JUfmtlfll•ltht~ IJ t ~~~ thot famUI 
1 

~ Ill! 1lll'llt.ol fur n'"""'"''rtlur -.u•l fur undl!l"!!lntonumt lm(l 
•ta(NJ U 

1
"'

1
"' 'lefllo tho lilalrlhuUnn lo rtllmv fur nuur11 pt~rlhlK would hruro Ullflllr· 

11' r llOOIJIOII lo tho AID 1e I ' I C'OIIL( t.n11: returrn. 11 eJ. ut u dhl the fllllliiiM llmt nctuu.lly n eu n 
17 l'lee I•Jl. H2-4CJ, 



Consuml'r lnronus 

the joint fnmily return or by the return of the bend of 
the family. Some of these family members, of course, 
llflcl indiviclunl in<'oml's ex<'eeding the ollowoble per­
sonal exl'mption and fill'<) S('parote income tax returns, 
hut it wns not possible to utilize these returns in 
adjusting the in<'ome distribution for families, since no 
hnsis was availnhle for S('parating such returns from 
those fill'd by inclivicluals maintaining independent 
!'ronomic status."• The majority of family members 
with "supplementary" incomes, however, had incomes 
too smnll to require the filing of tax returns. 

Inasmu<'h as the Study of Consumer Purchases was 
the only available sour<'e of information concerning the 
relntive importanre of such in<'omes at different income 
IHels, this particular adjustment of the income tux 
clnta was postponed until the data had been mode to 
rorrespond, as closely as possible, with the sample in­
<'ome data collected from the families interviewed in 
thnt study. E,·en so, the information nvnilable ·from 
the income schedules collected in the Study of Con­
~uml'r PurchoSl'S rl'lnted only to the supplementary in­
come from l'arninw;, and hence offered no adequate 
hnsis for estimn ting the total amount of income re­
CI'iv!'d by suppleml'nlary income recipients. For this 
rPttson, and also because the available data tended, as 
<'Xplnined bt>low, toward an O\"erestimate of the D\"erage 
number of supplementary earners at the various income 
levels, it was decid<'d to make no specific adjustment for 
supplementary inl'ome other than earnings. 

Available tabulations of the data from the Study of 
Consumer Purchases showed for families at each income 
J .. ,·el, in each sample community, the number of sup­
pl<'mentory earners of four different types-husbands, 
wives, others 16 years and over, and others under 16 
y<'ars-and the average earnings of each type. Since 
the earnings of husbands, wives, and dependent chil­
clren under 18 ore, according to the reporting require­
ments of the income-to.'< low, included as part of the 
fnmily income, either in a joint family return, in sepn­
rn te returns of husband and wife, or in a single return 
by the head of the family, it was presumably only the 
supplementnry eurnings of part of those in the third 
g-roup-those 18 years and over-that were omitted 
from the 1935-36 fumily distribution built up on the 
lmsis of income tux dnta. 

However the dnta from the Study of Consumer 
Purchases ~·ere not avnilttble in a form to permit the 
exclusion from the group of those supplementary earners 
hl'twecn 16 and 18 yenrs, so that the adjustment was 
made on the busis of the duta for the entire group of 
supplementnry eurnN'S (other than husband~ and wh·es) 
over 16. The upwnrd bins introduced by tins procedure 
wns, as observed e111·1ior in the discussion, nt least par-

n. 'l'ha utlllrJatlon nf tht\'10 lmlh•lduul returns In ndjustlng tho Income distribution 
fur !lhll:ln lndl\'ltlunll'li!l l\.\llllainNIII('Iow. 
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tinily compensated for by the lack of any adjustment 
for supplementary income other than earnings. 

From the tabulations for eight large cities, it was 
possible to calculate the average number of supple­
men tary earners of 16 years and over for families in each 
income class up to $10,000 and over, and the average 
earnings per supplementary earner in each class. 18 

By multiplying the average number of supplementary 
earners per family by the average earnings per supple­
mentary earner, there was obtained, for each income 
class up to $10,000, an average amount of supplemen­
tary earnings per family to be added to the incomes of 
the families in the 1935-36 family distribution. The 
m·erage amounts to be added at income classes above 
810,000 were obtained by plotting the data for the 
rlasses below $10,000 and extending the curve freehand 
to read off the extrapolated values. Once having 
determined by the above means the average amount 
of supplementary earnings to be added at each income 
level, it was possible to carry forward the adjustment by 
using the same methods used in adding average deduc­
tions and tax-exempt interest, and in adding the esti­
mated average amounts necessary to correct for under­
statement of income.'• 

Addition of Imputed Value 
of Nonmoney Income 

The estimated income distributions based on sample 
data from the Study of Consumer Purchases included in 
family income the imputed values of certain kinds of 
nonmoney income-e. g., the occupancy of an owned 
home and, for farm and village families, home-produced 
food. To render the distribution based on income tax 
data more nearly comparable with respect to the items 
included in income, it was necessary to add the esti­
mated value of these forms of nonmoney income. 

The average value of such nonmoney income at each 
income level was estimated on the basis of the average 
,·alue of these nonmoney items in the national expendi­
ture patterns built up from consumption data collected 
in the Study of Consumer Purchases.20 

These average amounts of nonmoney income were 
added at each income level, and the distribution of 
families and aggregate income shifted upward-as in 
previous adjustments-to allow for those families whose 
incomes were sufficiently increased by the added income 
to cause them to move into a higher income clnss. 

Final Adjustment of National 
Distribution for Families 

The series of adjustments of the income tax data 
resulted finally in a distribution of fan1ily units and of 

•• DRta for tho eight cities were 8\'ernged, each city being gh·on equnl weight. 

" sea pp. 82-83. 
10 The.<~e {l8ttems baYO be@n prepnred by tho National Resource.s Commlttoo In 11 

sttuly of ronsumer e.xpondlturo.~ anti 88\'ltliS In 11;135-36. 
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aggregate income for income levels above $7,500 ":hich 
was on a comparable basis with the estimated naUonal 
distribution built up from the sample income data from 
the Study of Consumer Purchases. The latter distri­
bution which was known to be deficient in the high ' . income levels, was corrected by adding at each mc~me 
interval above $7,500 the additional number of families 
and amount of aggregate income shown by the adjusted 
income tax data to belong in those income intervals. 

Since the population weights used in building up the 
estimated national distribution from sample data had 
included all families in the United States, it was neces­
sary to reduce the number of families in the income in­
tervals below $7,500 to allow for the increased number 
of families in the higher income intervals. On the 
assumption that the sample data below $7,500 reflected 
correctly the relative proportions of families at the diff­
erent income levels, the total reduction in number of 
families below $7,500 was distributed among the various 
income intervals in proportion to the relative number of 
families in each interval before the correction was 
made." 

Adjustment of Regional 
Distributions for Families 

Adjustments of the estimated national income dis­
tribution in accordance with income tax data were ex­
tended to the estimated distributions for families in each 
of the five geographic regions, and for other ~mponent 
groups of families. 

The adjustments of the regional distributions were 
made on the basis of Federal income tax data on the 
number of individual returns and the aggregate net in­
come reported from each State. These data were 
classified by net income classes but not by type of re­
turn, and no information was given concerning deduc­
tions and sources of income. It was obviously not possi­
ble, therefore, to carry through for each State the 
series of adjustments that were made in the income tax 
data for the total United States. 

The data on individual returns and aggregate net 
income for the several States were combined, for net 
income classes above $5,000, to yield separate distri­
butions of returns and of aggregate net income for 
each of the five regions defined in this study. Since 
data for all types of individual returns were included 
in these regional distributions, it was necessary to 
estimate the proportion of returns and of aggregate 
income belonging to members of family units. This 
was done by applying to the data for each region the 
percentages that were calculated from the national 

n Ttw:.e prOJJOrtiODJI were obtained by colculatlmt a peroenta~~:e dlstrlhutlon, by 
Jnoome Jevel. 1/Jr the total number of l.amJJle3 helow the f1.600 level. Thel!e percent· 
llt'el were applwt 11> the ttJtal numt.M!f of families to be IIUbtrscted from the dlatrlbu· 
Urm belt.M ~.IJII In order to oWaln the nwnber of famlllea to be aubtracted from the 

. nriow: loctJULe lntervula. 

.\"atimml Jl,sourcrs Committte 

data, showing at each income level the proportions of 
total individual returns and totnlng!m'gnte net income in 
the United States reported by me~n bers of fnmily units.u 

The resulting regional distributions of the returns 
and of aggregate nE>t income WE're now comparable 
to the combined national duta for the various typi'S 
of fomily returns before any adjustments had been mode 
in those data. 

The unadjusted national data for these types of 
returns WE're compared with the data in the fino! 
family distribution for 1!1:!.'>-36, and calculations made 
of the percentage incrcnsc in the number of retums 
and in the aggregate income nt each income le\·el that 
had resulted from the series of adjustments. 

In the absence of any evidence as to how thi'Sil per­
centage incrE>ases might ha\·e varied among ff>gions if 
the adjustments had been curril'd out independently, 
it was assumed that the dutu from the various r,>gions 
were equally affected by the adjustments. Accordin!(ly 
the number of returns und the aj..wegnte net income 
in the unadjusted reJ..>ionul distributions were increased 
at each income level by the sumo percentage amounts 
shown by the national datu, to effect an o\·er-nll correc­
tion of tl1e inc~me tux duta for euch rt•J..>ion. 

The resulting regionul fumil\· distributions for in­
come le,•els above $7 ,;;oo w<•re ;,sed to adjust the esti­
mated income distributions that had been derived 
from the sample income dutu from the Study of Con­
sumer Purchases. These finul a<ljustnwnta of the 
regional di<tributions WPro IIHJ<le in the 1111me way as 
the final adjustment of the nutionul distribution."' 

Adjustments of Distributions for Other 
Component Groups of Families 

Available tnbulutions of the Federnl income tux 
data do not clnssify nurnbl'r of r<•turns or aggregutc 
net income by such fu.l'toN IL~ type of community, 
family sir.e, color-nativity, and occupntional groupin!(. 
Accordingly, it WIJS n<'cessury to adopt some arbitrury 
method of distributing among the component groups 
of families the incre!L';ed numbPr of fumilies and uggre­
gate amount of income thut hud been added to the 
national and to the rl'gionnl distributions to allow fur 
underrE>presentutiun of high income fmnilies in the 
s111nplc dutn. 

The general basis acceptl'd for ullocuting tlll'se 
families was the relntive numher of fumilies in income 
classes $7,.500-$10,000, and $10,000 and over, shown 
by the uncorrected income distrihutions for the com­
ponent groups in euch type of elussificntion." Thus, 
the total number of fmnilil's added at income clnss 
$7 ,n00-$1 0,000 would be distributed among the four 

h f'ee p, 81. 
n Jo:ee allf>Vf'. 
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family-size groups according to the proportionate 
numbers of familii'S of each group in that income cluss 
shown by the family-size distributions built up from 
the sample dnt11. 

The implird 01•sumption undrrlying this genernl 
procrdure wns that the snmple dnta from the Study of 
Consumer Purrhnsi'S rrprt'St'nted correctly the propor­
tions of fnmilies of each component group in the high 
income clns.«es although they underrrprt'Sented the 
total number of hi!!'h income fnmilies."' This assump­
tion probably introduced a drj!rre of error into the 
final distributions, for if the vrry hi!!'h income families 
had bern properly represented in the sample the pro­
portions shown in the compon<'nt groups in income 
doss $10,000 and over would probably have been some­
what altered. Howevt>r, the procedure did not involve 
the assumption that the same proportionate relation­
ship between component groups would prevail at every 
income level above $10,000. It is obvious, for instance, 
thnt the ratio of clerical families to independent busi­
ness familii'S at the income level $10,000 to $15,000 
would be considerably higher than the ratio of clerical 
families to independent business families at the income 
level $15,000 to $20,000. An allowance for such 
variations was made in estimating the average and 
awrgate incomes of families with incomeS of $10,000 
and over belonging to different occupational groups and 
living in different types of community.'" 

The income distribution for each component group 
of families was adjusted below $7,500, in the same way 
that the national and regional distributions were 
adjusted, to allow for the number of families added at 
the higher income levels. 

Adjustment of National Distribution 
For Single Individuals 

The estimated income distribution for single indivi­
duals was also corrected for underrepresentation of the 
high income classes by means of Federal income-tax 
data. 

The ndj ustment, carried through separately for the 
rstimated distributions of single men and of single 
women, was mode for income classes over $3,000 on 

n Thesnmple dolo obtained from the Study of Coru~umer Purchnse~ in ... luded dnta 
for US2 famllll\" with lncowl\'1 bctwoon S7,SOO nnd $10,000, and 924 families with in· 
com~ of S 10,000 and over. 

•• lo'or dl!icW!.'IIon of this point, Sl'il Jlp. 88-80. 
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the basis of income tax data for two types of returns­
single and married men not heads of families, and single 
and married women not heads of families-after these 
data had been adiusted to correspond with the study 
definition and classification of income.27 

It was recognized that some of the individuals whose 
returns were classified under these headings were 
probably not maintaining a separate economic status, 
and hence were not single individunls as defined by 
this study. But it was assumed that the majority of 
those "ith net incomes of $3,000 and over would not be 
pooling their incomes in a common family fund, eve~ 
though they shored a household with others. Accord­
ingly, no reduction was made in the number of returns 
above $3,000 to allow for the few individunls that might 
be members of economic family groups. 

The following series of adjustments, similar to those 
made in the income tax data for family returns, were 
carried through for the data from each group of returns: 
(I) Adjustment of net income to correspond with income 
as defined in the study, (2) adjustment from a 1935 to a 
1935-36 basis, (3) adjustment for nonreporting, (4) 
adjustment for understatement of income, (5) addition 
of the imputed value of nonmoney income. 

The new income distribution for single men was 
plotted on the same scale with the distribution for single 
men which was derived from earnings data. The latter 
curve was then smoothed above $3,000 to conform more 
closely with the curve shown by the adjusted income tax 
data. The frequency distribution rend off from this 
curve for income classes above $3,000 was then spliced 
to the distribution for income classes below $3,00Q-­
which had been adjusted to allow for the greater number 
of single men with incomes of $3,000 and over."' 

The distribution for single women was adjusted in the 
some manner as the distribution for single men, and the 
two distributions were finally combined, by adding the 
frequencies and the aggregate income at each income 
level, to obtain the final distribution for all single 
individuals. 

u The income tn:t dab fnr returns with net lnoomes below $5,000 are e..~timated by 
the Buresu of Internal Re\'enueand hence are somewhAt less reliable than the data 
abo\'e $5.000. Ne\'erthele.~, It seemed deslrnbll", in \'lew of the limitations of earn· 
tn~n~ dnta as a bn.-Js lor estimating the lnrome distrlhutions of slo~le men and sin~:Je 
women, to w:e the lnoome tnx dAta for net Incomes of $3,000 and O\'er as a check against. 
the distributions based on earnings data. 

u For e.wlanntlon of this tH.Iju.stment, soo discussion on p. S6. 
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SECTION 8. ESTIMATES OF AGGREGATE AND AVERAGE 

INCOMES 

Estimates of the aggregate income of each group of 
fnmilies for which income distributions are presented 
in Parts I and II were obtained by. multiplying the 
frequencies in each income interval by the average 
income for the families within that income interval. 

The average (mean) income at each income interval 
was derived, in most cases, from the data from the 
Study of Consumer Purchases. These data indicated 
for nonrelief families in each color-nati;ity group within 
each sample community the average income in each 
income interval. For broad groups of families the 
average income within any given income interval was 
calculated by weighting the averages for the finer 
groups in the sample data according to the relative 
importance of these finer groups at that income interval 
in the 1935-36 population. 

Thus, for example, the average income of all nonrelief 
families living in small cities in the United States and 
receiving incomes between $3,000 and $3,500 was ob­
tained by weighting the averages for this income interval 
shown in the regular and in the clipped samples for small 
cities in each region. The weights used were the total 
number of native-white normal families and the total 
number of families belonging to all other color-nativity 
groups living in small cities in each region and receiving 
incomes between $3,000 and $3,500. The aggregates 
for nonrelief families in each region, type of community, 
and color-nativity group were calculated similarly. 

Sample data on average incomes within each income 
interval were not available from the Consumer Purchases 

• The procedure user) wa."' to a•I<J (aJgeiJralaallyl to the midpoint u correction given 
(j~-1'! t 

b:r tbe!ormula~ where /•frequency In class for which mean Ia being estl· 

rnateoi;/"•fret}uenr:y of cl'l..'l!llmme<"Jiately nho\·e;/'-frequency of claM lmme(jlntety 
t.~low, and c-cl.i!S JnU:r.'lt.l of cla.ss rnr wbleh a\·ernge is being computed. The tor­
mula waa L'llightly dliTerent for the loweJ;t lnoome lnten·alnnd for th011e lncomecla.'!Sel 
"·here the width of the claSAinten·ai WIUI changed. The formula Kh'es the correction 
wblcb vmultJ be f'f'o'Julred on the BRIUmptllln that the dl~trihntlon of frequencies 
.-ithln a cia..., lnlervallttnt'MJI':llf>ly repreo;enled hynstrnlp:ht line prwlngthrough the 

1.,.,Jnt determ1Ded by (fllt.erinrc the frettuende~~at the midpoint and J)A.rallcl to 0 line 
y.irunrc Btmllar points ror the lmme-liat.ely pret-erJJng and following cl&ols interval<!, 
Thl! ~·;,UIIltf of the ft1rnmln wa.'l che.-:ke-1 hy IL111ng it, In se\·eral CU!!e8, to oomputo 
an>n~ fQI' clu~ fnt~n·al• fill' whkh the correct. D\"ertiR" were 8\"Uilable from tho 
"'"J•IY of Comulllff :Pnrcha.-.es. 'fhe two figures ogreed well In pmctlcnlly all 
Jn~n•'t:ll. • 

J ftJt rrlf'tbooi of otJt:JJnJng thf'N'!! IJ51;1CTe~tales from the Jnr"'Jmrl-l!lt tfn(ft, flee N'(). 7. 
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Study \\ith the necessary detuil for Puch occupational 
and for each family-size group. For thi'Se groups, 
therefore, the average income at l'iu•h income interval 
was determined by correcting the midpoint of the 
interval on the basis of the relotive magnitudl'S of the 
freqGencies in that intervul and in the income intervals 
immediately above and below it.1 The avl'r~~~re in­
come was thus assumed to be higher than the midpoint 
in those income intervals where the income cun·e was 
rising, and lower than the midpoint where the cun·e 
was falling. The aggrl'gntl's .for rt'lief fumilil'S and for 
all single individuals were also obtainl'd bv this ml'thod. 

The aggregate incomes of fumilil'S wi·u, incoml'S of 
$7,500 and over were in e\·ery cuse derived from the 
adjusted income tax datn, rather than from the Con­
sumer Purchases sample dutu.Z The a!!A"regate in­
comes received by families in euch rl'gion with incomJIS 
of $7,500 or more, and by nll families in the Unit<>d 
States in these income clus.ws, Wl're obtuinl'd directly 
from the adjusted income tux dutu, as wus the aggregate 
for single individuals with incomes above $5,000. 

The aggregate incomes of fumilies in euch region with 
incomes between $7,.)00 ond $10,000 and with incomes 
above $10,000 were divided, rcspcctivclv ,by the numhl'rs 
of families in the region receiving iheso incomes, in 
order to obtain the averuge income in ench int<>rvnl. 
The regional average at the income int<>n·ul $7,500 to 
$10,000 Was assumed to prevnil for families living in 
eoch type of community. An adjustment wus made, 
however, in the division of the aggregate income among 
families receiving $10,000 or more so thut fnmilies 
living in middle-sized cities, in sm~IJ cities, in rurnl 
nonf~rm communities, ond on fnrms, were a~signed pro­
gressively smaller proportions of the oggregnte income 
of the region than their relntive numbers inclicnted. 
This adjustment wus mude on the IIS!sumption that 
the av_eruge !ncome of fnmilies reeeiving ov<•r $10,000 
Wt_tS h1g~1er m metropolises and lnrge cities thnn in 
~1ddle-s1zed ond small cities, and higher in middle­
Sized and small cities thun in rural nonfarm com­
mu~i~ies and farms, becnuse the number of very wealthy 
famliws tends to incrense with incrensing urbnnizntion. 
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A similar adjustment was made in estimating the 
aggrcgl1te income for the occupational groups. The 
relatively few families in the wage-earning and in the 
clerical groups that received incomes of more than 
$10,000 for the year were assumed to have been con­
centrated within the income intervals' just above 
$10,000. Families with incomes above $10,000 that 
belonged to the business and professional groups and 
those classified as the independent unemployed were 
assigned a correspondingly higher share of the aggre­
gate income. 

The income distributions based on data from the 
Study of Consumer Purchases included a negative in­
come clasS for nonrelief farm families. The aggregate 
negative income was estimated by multiplying the 
number of nonrelief farm families in each region that 
received negative incomes by the average amount of 
negative incomes shown by the Consumer Purchases 
sample for farm areas in the region. 

Having obtained the aggregate income at each in­
come level for the various groups, the aggregates for 
related groups could be summed by income level. For 
example, the aggregate incomes of all families and of all 
single individuals were summed by income level to 

72786'-38-7 
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obtain the distribution of aggregate income of, all 
families and single individuals presented in table 2. 
For any one group of families, the aggregate incomes of 
families at the various income levels could be summed 
to obtain the aggregate income of all families in the 
group-e. g., to obtain the aggregate income of all wage­
earning families presented in table 9.3 

The mean income for each component group of fami­
lies and for each of the broader groups was obtained by 
dividing the estimated aggregate income by the number 
of families in the group. The median income for each 
group was calculated roughly by assuming a regular 
distribution of cases within the median income class; 
each median was rounded to the nearest $5. Both the 
mean and the median incomes for single individuals and 
for major groups of families are presented in the text 
tables for purposes of comparison. 

• Due to the di!Terences in method explained abo•e, the aggregate income of all 
non relief families in the United States, obtained by using the data on average income 
by income le\·ellrom the Study of Consumer Purchases, did not agree exactly ~ith the 
aggregate for the snme group of families obtained by summing the estimated awe­
gates for nonrelief families in each of the eight occupational groups, or in each of the 
!our fumily-size groups. A small adjustment was therefore required in the aggregates 
for these latter groups so that the aggregate income of nonrelief families in all occu­
pntlonal groups and in all family-size groups corresponded, BS they should. with tbe 
aggregate for the same group of families classified by region and type of commitnit.y. 



SECTION 9. ESTIMATES OF THE INCOMES OF THE 

INSTITUTIONAL POPULATION 

Estimates of the incomes of the institutional popula­
tion are necessary to complete the estimates of con­
sumer incomes for all of the American people. As 
inilicated in Part I of the report, the institutional 
group constitutes a distinctive type of consumer unit 
which is not readily comparable to the family and 
single individual units, because of the number of mem­
bers it includes and because of the collective aspects of 
institutional income and ex-penditures. 

Component Groups of the 
Institutional Population 

The classification of the two million institutional 
residents by type of institutional group was described 
briefly in Part II of the report.' Residents of institu-
ti." "h" I ons proper , w ose mcomes are to a urge extent re-
ceived from the institution in the form of subsistence 
and care, have been classified according to the general 
type of institution, as follows: 2 

1. Mental defectives confined in insane asylums, homes for 
feeble-minded, hospitals for epileptics, etc. 

2. Physical defectives living in tuberculosis hospitals and 
sanitaria, schools for the deaf and blind, crippled children's 
hospitals, etc. 

3. Prisoners and adult delinquents confined to jails, peniten­
tiaries, workhouses, and reformatories for men an~ women, 

4. Dependent and delinquent children Jiving in orphan 
asylums and refonnatories for juvenile delinquents, 

5. Dependent adults living in almshouses and homes for 
the aged. 

The quasi-institutional population, defined to include 
all individuals who live in collectively-supported groups 
because of the nature of their employment, has been 
divided into four groups: 

1. Members of Civilian Conservation Corps camps, 
2. Employees of general labor camps, such as lumbering 

raiJroad, canal, and construction camps of various typea, ' 
3. EnJisted men in the Anny and Navy stationed within the 

continental United StateH, 
4. :A1embers of crews on vcs~>els. 
Persons belonging to such groups receive subsistence 

1 Seep, 32 anti table 16. 

'J'~·r•,(ID' II\·Jnf( Jn monrut~:rJ~. ct.mv~nt.o! and similar rellgloua instltutlona mhcht 
prCIJ.Io'fi}' con~tJiuW amutll ado1itlunal hutllutlrmal vroup, but slnoo they are grouped 
by the v.nws to•dtb rnemt..~en of f1HJet small QUB.!II·famlly groupt~, mW~t of whom are 
UD&UJ.dled J..oef"IODJ;, t~Y have been IDcludbd Jn tbe estimates for 11inKie Jmllvlduab, 
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in partial payment for their sen·ic.,s, but they also 
receive money wages which tlwy may spend ns they 
choose. 

Sample Data on Per Capita Incomes 

Xo statistical infonnution wus u\·uiluhle conc,erning 
the personal incomes of the nwmlwrs of these vurious 
types of institutional groups, w thut it wus necc:<.<nry 
to estimate their incomes on the bu,-is of n lwterogeneous 
body of data on institutionul cxp<'rHliturcs obtuined 
from various Federal and Stute reports. 

Estimates of the per cupita incomes received by 
members of the fi,·e types of institutions proper were 
based on per capita subsi<tence co,ts in Stute institu­
tions, in seventeen Stutes for which reusonublv detuiled 
and complete expenditure duhl were u\·uilub.le. State 
institutions were accepted us typicul units for analysis 
largely because of the uvailnhle stutistieul information. 
Although it wus recognizl'd thut per en pita expendituros 
for subsistence might vnry widely according to the 
source of support--i. e., privn te, Fedeml, State, or 
local funds-adequate stntistical duhl were found for 
State institutions only. It uppeured, from such 
fragmentary infonnation us wus uvuilublo on other 
institutions, that per capita expenditures in State in­
stitutions tend to be sonwwhut lower tlum those in 
private and Fedeml institutions, und somowhut higher 
than those in municipal and county institutions. This 
circumstance, together with the f~r,t that tho bulk of 
the institutional population is cured for in Stute in­
stitutions~ seemed to justify tho arreptunce of Stute 
data as fur.rly representati\'O of nil institutions regardless 
of the source of finunciul support. 

The following officiul reports, from the seventeen 
State~ sele~ted to represent the five geogrnphic rt•b.-ions 
used m tins study, were consulted fur dnta on the per 
capita subsistence costs for residents of institutions: 

1. Connecticut: 
(a) Report of the Dcpartrucut of Public Wctro.rc, 193(}. 
(b) Rtoportof the Public Welfare Council. 
(c) Bud~ct lwport, 1937. 

2. Massachusetts: (a) Budl(d H.t•commendu.tiontt, 1936. 
3. Iowa: (a) Report of the State Board of Control I 934-30. 
4. Michigan: (a) Htntt• Budg..t, IU:Jfl-37. ' 
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6. Minnesota: (a) 18th Biennial Report, State Board of Con­
trol, June 30, 1936. 

6. New York: 
(a) Financial Report of the Comptroller, 1936. 
(b) The Executive Budget, vol. I, 1937-38. 
(c) 69th Annual Report of the State Board of Social 

Welfare, June 30, 1935. 
(d) Report of Administration of State Institutions, 1935. 
(e) County, City, and Town Homes, 1936. 

7. Ohio: (a) Report of the Department of Public Welfare, 1936. 
!1. District of Columbia: (a) Report of the Government of the 

District of Columbia, 1936. 
9. Florida: (a) State Budget, 1936. 

10. Kentucky: (a) Report of the Department of Public Welfare, 
1936. 

II. Maryland: (a) 13th Annual Report of the Board of Welfare, 
1935. 

12. North Carolina: 
(a) Biennial Report of the State Board of Charities and 

Public Welfare, 1934-36. 
(b) The Budget, 1937-39. 

13. South Carolina: (a) Budget Report, 1936. 
14. New Mexico: (a) State Budget, 1936. 
15. South Dakota: 

(a) Annual Report of the Auditor, 1936. 
(b) Report of the Board of Charities and Corrections, 

1934. 
16. Wyoming: (a) State Budget, 1937-39. 
17. California: 

(a) State Institutions of Social Welfare, 1936. 
(b) Statistical Report of Department of Institutions, 

1935. 
(c) State Budget, 1937-39. 

The institutions within each State were grouped 
according to the five institutional types, and the expend­
iture data for each type classified under three main 
categories: 

1. Ell:penditures for personal subsistence, consisting 
of food clothing, housin~, household operation, equip­
ment a~d supplies, and medical equipment and supplies," 

2. Group expenditures, consisting of administrative 
and supervisory costs, salaries and wages for attendants, 
education, recreation, protection, and transportation,' and 

3. Savings, consisting of surplus and capital outlays 
for improvements of buildings and grounds. 

1 The reports on lrutltutlon:d expendltumt Yaricd greatly with re!pect to the 
mnnner nnd detail in which oxpendltumt wero clnssiRed. The heterogenclty of the 
data tnevltably lntluenood tho Items Included o.nd those excluded trom expenditures 
tor persounl auhlobtcuce. In gonrrnl, food includod money e.xpendltures Cor food 
nnd the imputed value of food pro<lucod by tho institution. Clothing included only 
money e~po.ndlturns Cor clothing mnterlnl and suppll6.'1, with no imputed value for 
sowing and tnllorlng dono by lnstltutlonal rosldont.s. llowing included money 
outluy for rent, re1uir of buildings, ordlnnry rtJltdrs and repluooment.s, insum.nco 
ami tire protection. Nonttompt wns Illfido to Impute n rental vnluo for the OCCUJltlDcy 
of tho ow nod lnstltutlonul homo, sJnoo thorenppenrod no ron..<~onable basis fors~;~ch an 
09lhnnte. llowebold OJK!mtlon, equipment and suppllea Is an lnclwdve mtogory 
ooverlu~enll OIJMlll$&1 for fuel,li~~:htnnd wnter, furnishings, clcnningsuppUB!I,lnundry, 
hou!lllbold equipment, and slmiLlr Items. Modlml supplies and equipment Included 
In tho pol'llonnlsub..<olstcnoo cnte~eory uro Jlmltod to money outLl)'S for hospital, medical 

1md dontnl suppiiB9 and (l(aulpmont. 
• }o~spon!IOS for such Items 1\.'1 tho snln.rlos nod wages for doctor!, nurses nnd other 

nttondnnts nrc lnclud(l() In KfUIIP e~pondltnl'69 on tho a."'umptlon that most of tho 
mOtli~ll care roce!v(l(l by Institutional residents WllS oomfll\mhlo--ln Its soclnl orl~tln 
ami support nlthou~eh not In amount-to that availnblo to families nnd sin~l~ lndl• 
vlthtnls throuKh puhllo cllnlrs nnd hoolth authorities, Tho same point of view led 
to tho oxoluslon trom personal subsistence oosts oC all ndmlnlstrntlve overhoad, In· 
cluding e.lpoWOS ror education and rocroutton. 

91 

The eJ.-penditures for personal subsistence have been 
considered synonymous with the aggregate personal 
incomes of the institutional residents. Regional per 
capita incomes for the sample institutions of each type 
were calculateq by totalling the expenditures for per­
sonal subsistence of all institutions of a given type in 
the States sampled and dividing by the total number 
of residents in such institutions. 

These average per capita figures; derived from the 
sample data, were later multiplied by population weights 
representing the total number of residents of each type 
within each region.' 

Estimates of the per capita incomes of Army 11110 
Navy personnel were derived, by similar methods, from 
data on the subsistence costs and salaries of enlisted 
men. These data were obtained, for the fiscal year 
1935-36, from the records of hearings on the military 
establishment appropriation bills for 1937 and 1938.6 

Comparable data for Civilian Conservation Corps 
enrollees were available in the Annual Report of the 
Director of Emergency Conservation Work, Fiscal Year 
Ending June 30, 1936.' For both groups, the data 
were on a national basis and hence did not reveal any 
regional variations in the per capita incomes of the 
members of these quasi-institutional groups. 

Unfortunately, no sources of data on the incomes of 
residents of labor camps or of crews on vessels were 
discovered. It was assumed therefore--chiefly on the 
basis of occupational similarities-that the per capita 
incomes of the former group were similar to those of 
individuals in Civilian Conservation Corps camps, 1111d 
of the latter group to those of enlisted men at Army and 
Navy posts. 

The acceptance of per capita subsiste!lce costs as a 
measure of the personal incomes received by residents 
of institutions probably results in some underestima­
tion, inasmuch as income from outside sources is not 
included. It was recognized· that many residents of 
such institutions receive some money income in the 
form of earnings, gifts from relatives, or annuities and 
pensions. However, the available data gave no infor­
mation concerning such income and no attempt was 
made to account for it in the estimates. 

The personal income estimates for the quasi-institu­
tional groups, on the other hand, probably overstate 
the amount actunlly devoted to the personnl use of the 
individuals, because part of the money income from 
snlaries would undoubtedly go to the support of theiJ: 
families. To the extent that these amounts were not 
deducted from the incomes received by members of the 

1 Supervisory and ndminlstmth·o personnel wero e:r.cluded from th{\';(l; population 
weights, becnuso tbey wero presumably Included In the total number of families and 
sln~lo indl\·ldunls In tho re~tion. 

• lloo.rings boloretbe Subcommlttt>e of the Committee on Appropri<l.Uons, House ol 
Roproscntutlves. 

'Appendh: 0, Jl. t:l. 
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quasi-institutional groups they are counted twice in the 
national estimates. 

Since the majority of the enrollees in the Civilian 
Conservation Corps are required to allocate a definite 
proportion of their monthly wages to their dependents, 
and since these amounts were specifically reported on 
the schedules collected from families interviewed in the 
Study of Consumer Purchases, the income estimates for 
Civilian Conservation Corps members have included­
only that portion of the wages retained by the enrollees. 
The estimates for Army and Navy personnel, however, 
include the total wages received. There appeared to be 
no adequate basis for estimating the portion of such 
income transferred to families, even if it had seemed 
desirable to exclude it from the estimates for these 
quasi-institutional groups.• 

Population Weights 
The population weights to be applied aguillst the 

sample per capita income figures were obtained by esti­
mating the total number of individuals in each type of 
institutional group in each geographic region, as of 
January 1, 1936.9 

The regional population estimates for the residents 
of the five types of institutions proper were built up, by 
States, from the miscellaneous source materials listed 
below: 

1. Patients in Hospitals for Mental Disease, 1931-32, 1934 
and 1935, U. S. Bureau of the Census. 

2. Mental Defectives and Epileptics in Institutions, 1929-32 
and 1935, U.S. Bureau of the Census. 

3. Children under Institutional Care and in Foster Homes, 
1933, U.S. Bureau of the Census (p. 5). 

4. Juvenile Delinquents in Public Institutions, 1933, U. S. 
Bureau of the Census (p. 3). 

5. Care of Dependent and Neglected Children, 1932-Glenn 
Steele, U. S. Children's Bureau. 

6. County and City Jails, 1933, U. S. Bureau of the Census 
(p. 2). 

7. Prisoners in State and Federal Prisons and Reformatorie~, 
1934 and 1935, U.S. Bureau of the Census (p. 3). 

8. Care of Aged Persons in the United States, 1929, U. S. 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, Bulletin 489, Oet. 1929. 

9. Number of Aged in Public and Private Institutions, 1930, 
Monthly Labor Review, Vol. 34, pp. 253-261. 

10. Various State welfare and budget reports listed above." 

• It Is a debatable question whether or not roch duplication should be avoided In 
I he national e!l'limates. In one sense, the transfers of moome to families are transfers 
from one eonsuming unit to another and henoo are comparable to flifls for current 
ooimllllptlon, which appear twloo In the family Income estimates based on the data 
from tbe Study of Conmmer Pure~!. e., tbeyarenot deducted from the tnoome.s 
of the fa.milie5 that made tbe fllfts yet they appear In the inoomes of tawllle~~ that 
received them. 

• See footnote 4, p. 7J. 
M See pp. ~1. 
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Information on the number of enlisted men at Army 
posts ";thin each geographic region ns of January 1936 
was available from the hearings on the military estab­
lishment appropriation bills for 1937 and 1938. The 
hearings on the Na'-y approprintion bills for 1937 nnd 
1938 gave the number of enlisted men in the Navy, 
who were classified by region according to the port 
of call to which they were assigned. Data on the 
number of men working in lnbor camps and in crews 
on ve~sels were a ,·uiJu ble only from the 1930 Cen­
sus. Estimates for January 1936 were made by as­
suming a proportionnte increase in their numbers 
corresponding to the increase that has occurred in the 
general population over the sumo period of time, and 
a regional distribution similnr to that shown by the 
1930 Census. 

The final population weights for ench typo of insti­
tutional group within cnrh ret.don oro shown in table 
35B. 

Aggregate and Average Incomes 
No attempt was made to obtain a percentage di<tri­

bution of the institutional population by income level, 
although it would have been possible to do so by dl'ter­
mining the average per capita personttl income for each 
institutional unit in the sample nnd distributing the 
residents of the individual units according to per capita 
income level, just as the fnmilies in the sample dnta 
from the Study of Consumer Purchases were distributed 
by income level. A percentage distribution by per 
capita income level could thl'n have bel'n calculated for 
each type of institutional group, and for the totnl in­
stitutional population. However, such distributions 
would have been of little or no Vtllue in themselves, and 
could not logically have been combined with the family 
distribution inasmuch ns the Iutter was not on a per 
capita basis. 

Estimates of the nggregnte personal incomes of the 
?'embers of the two quusi-institutional groups, shown 
m table 16, were obtained by multiplying the sample 
P.er cap~ta income figure for each group by the popula­
tiOn we~ght for that group in the total United States. 
For the five types of institutions proper, regional esti­
ma~es were. first obtuined for each group. These 
reg~~nal estunates were then combined, by type, to 
obtau.' th? n~tionalnggregatcs for each type and for the 
~tal mst1tutwnal populution. The avcrnge per capita 
mcomes were calculated by dividing the nationalnggre­
gates by the number of individuals in the respective 
groups and in the total institutional population. 
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STATISTICAL TABLES FOR REFERENCE USE 

THE 35 tables presented in this section have been 
grouped under 4 general headings, which are largely 
self-explanatory. 

In the first group, Tnbles Used as Basis for Charts in 
Parts I and II, are included seven tnbles containing the 
bnsic data for charts 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, and 12. The 
basic data for other charts in the report ha,·e been 
presented in text ta hies. 

The second group of tables, Frequency Distributions 
Corresponding to Percentage Distribution Tables in 
Part II, present the frequency distributions from which 
were calculated the percentuge distributions given in 
text tables 5, 8, 10, and 12. 

The third group, Percentage Distributions for Com­
ponent Groups of Families and Single Individuals, in­
cludes the income distributions prepared for certain of 
the minor component groups of families, which were 
used in building up the income distributions for major 
groups of families but were not presented separately in 
the main body of the report. These distributions are, 
in many instances, based on sample data too scanty to 
insure estimates that are as reliable as those presented 

in the report itself. Accordingly, the distributions for 
these groups should not be used without careful atten­
tion to the limitations of the sample data, which are 
discussed in Appendix A. Particular attention is called 
to the limitations of the regional comparison of incomes, 
discussed on pages 18, 22-23, 36, 55, and 56. 

The 12 tables included under the heading, Population 
Weights, show the numbers and percents of consumer 
units belonging to various component groups of the 
population for which income distributions have been 
prepared. Nonrelief families in the United States are 
classified by type of community and region, by color­
nativity, by family-size groups, and by occupational 
groups; and relief families by type of community and 
region. Single individuals are classified by relief 
status and sex, and institutional residents by type of 
institutional group and region. 

Additional tables, containing more detailed infor­
mation on the population weights applied against 
the sample income distributions for various groups 
of families, are to be found in sections 3, 4, and 6 of 
Appendix A. 

LIST OF APPENDIX TABLES 

I. Tables used ns basis for charts in Parts I 
nnd II: 

Tuble I B. Shure of nggregnte income re­
ceived by each tenth of N a­
tion's consumer units and by 
upper 5 percent, 1935-36 

Pnj::O 

(basis for charts 3 and 4)____ 95 

Table 2B. Proportion of Nation's consumer 
units receiving each tenth of 
aggregate income, 1935-36 
(basis for chart 5)__________ 95 

Table 3B. Families and single individuals 
in each third of Nation, by 
type of consumer unit, 1935-36 
(basis for chart 6)___________ 95 

Table 4B. N onrelief families in three income 
groups, by type of com­
munity and by occupational 
group, 1935-36 (basis for 
charts 7 and 8) ___________ _ 

Table 5B. Average incomes per consumer 
unit and per capita for each 
type of consumer unit, 1935-36 
(basis for chart 9) __________ _ 

Table 6B. Share of aggregate family income 
received by each tenth of Na­
tion's families, 1935-36 {basis 
for chart 11)---------------

Table 7B. Proportion of Nation's families 
receiving each tenth of aggre­
gate family income, 1935-36 
(basis for chart 12) ________ _ 
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96 

96 

96 

96 
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II. Frequency distributions corresponding to 
percentage distribution tables in Part II: 

Table 8B. Frequency distributions of non­
relief families of four sizes, by 
income level, 1935-36 (basis 
for table 5) _______________ _ 

Table 9B. Frequency distributions of non­
relief families in six types of 
community, by income level, 
1935-36 (basis for table 8) __ _ 

Table lOB. Frequency distributions of non­
relief families in seven occu­
pational groups, by income 
level, 1935-36 (basis for 
table 10) _________________ _ 

Table llB. Frequency distributions of 
wage-earning families (non­
relief) in five types of com­
munity, by income level, 
1935-36 (basis for table 12)_ 

ill. Percentage distributions by income level for 
component groups of families and single 
individuals: 

Table 12B. Percentage distributions of 
families in five geographic 
regions, by income level, 
1935-36 _________ .: ________ _ 

Table 13B. Percentage distributions of 
nonrelief families in five geo­
graphic regions, and of relief 
families, by income level, 
1935-36 __________________ _ 

Table 14B. Percentage distributions of non­
relief families in large cities 
(100,000 to 1,500,000 popu­
lation) in five geographic 
regions, by income level, 
1935-36 __________________ _ 

Table 15B. Percentage distributions of non­
relief families in middle-sized 
cities (25,000 to 100,000 pop­
ulation) in five geographic 
regions, by income level 

' 1935-36 __________________ _ 

Table 16B. Percentage distributions of non­
relief families in small cities 
(2,500 to 25,000 population) 
!n five geographic regions, by 
mcome level, 1935-36 ______ _ 

Table 17B. Percentage distributions of rural 
nonfarm families (nonrelief) 
in five geographic regions, by 
income level, 1935-36 ______ _ 
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97 

97 
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IV. 

98 

98 
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Table !8B. Percentage distributions of farm 
families (nonrelief) in five geo­
graphic regtons, by income 
level, 1935-36 ____________ _ 

Table 19B. Perc~ntage distributions of 
wage-eanung families (non­
relief) in five g<'o!n"aphic re­
gions, by income len!, 1935-

36------------------------
Table 20B. Percentagedistributionsofwhite 

and K<'gro fnrm and mral 
nonfarm fnmilies (nonrelief) 
in the South, by income level, 
1935-36 __________________ _ 

Table 21B. Percentage distributions of 
white and .1\ <'gro families 
(nonrelief) m three sizes of 
cities in the South, by income 
level, 1!)35-36 _____________ _ 

Tab)<> 22B. Percentnge distributions of 
white and K <'!!TO fnmilies 
(nonrelief) in Korth Central 
metropolis<'s and lnf!!e cities, 
by income level, 19:15-36. __ _ 

Table 23B. Percentage distributions of 
single men and sin!!le women, 
by income level, 1935-36 ___ _ 

Population weights: 
Table 24B. Number of nonreli<'f families in 

sL"I: types of community with­
in five geogrnphic regions, 

Table 25B. 

Table 26B. 

Table 27B. 

Table 28B. 

Table 29B. 

1935-36 __________________ _ 

Percentn!!e distributions of non­
relief families, by type of 
community and r<'gion, 1935-

36·---------------~-------
N umber of relief famili('S in six 

types of community within 
five geographic regions, 1935-
36 _______________________ _ 

Percentage distributions of re­
lief families, by type of com­
munity and r<'gion, 1935-36. 

Number and percent of non re­
lief families in three color 
groups in five types of com­
munity in the South, 1!!35-36 _______________________ _ 

Number and percent of nonre-
lief families in three color 
groups in North Central large 
cities and metropolises, 1935-

36·-----------------------
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Toblo :lOR ;>.;umber of nonrelief families of 
four sizes in six types of com­
munity nnd in five geographic 
regions, 193.'>-36 ___ --------

Table 31 B. Percentage distributions of non­
relief fumilies of four sizes, by 
t~·pe of community nnd re-
gion, 193.5---36 _____________ _ 

Tobie 32B. X umber of nonrclicf fnmilies in 
eight occupntionnl groups in 
five types of community nnd 
in five geographic regions, 
1935-36 __________________ _ 
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103 
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Table 33B. Percentage distributions of non­
relief families in eight occu­
pational groups, by type of 
community and region, 1935-
36 _______________________ _ 

Tobie 34B. Number and percent of single 
individuals, by relief status 
and sex, 1935-36 _________ _ 

Table 35B. Number of. institutional resi­
dents in nine types of in­
stitutional group in five geo-
graphic regions, 1935-36 ___ _ 
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TABLE IB.-Shart' of agqr,.galr income rcuired by t'ach ten/It of 
Xation'• cnn.ttlmt'r tm.il.t and by upprr 5 prrcnll, 198.5-86 

TABLE 2B.-Proportion of Nation's consumer units receiving 
each tenth of aggregaJe income, 1985-36 

jlla~l!ll fur ch&rt!'l 3 and .tJ (Basis for chart 5J 

Families and single individuals 
l'rnp••rll••n ,,, ft~rnih<'ll 

fUf"OJI/11' fl\111.!<' 1111 I •in..-lt· ln•lhiduah .\motmt Pt>~nt Curnula- J>rupurtlun of lll!fo::fCfo::llle 
income (in In eneh tl\'8 Income range 

mfllions) no up pt'fct'Dt X umber 
Percent 
in each 
group 

Cumula­
ti>e 

percent 
lltt"ho'""'t 1 p•·rf'rnl . __ S~I,IOOnn•l on•r ......•. $.1\. ITS 13.8 
lltdh·•t :!J.,·rn·nt .. !--'• .... llnnd on·r ........ 10,\)(J.I '"-" llo~:l1nl :IJ••fCN\1 .•. $1 .. !~:. nnd o\·,·r .•..•... 12.1\.'"·9 21.7 
lla:h·-~t ,.,.,.,r.,·nt .... $;!, "-ti(J o.wl on•r ..•.. lt.'il!ol 21.5 
lltj:ht·.st S Jll'rtl•DL •••... 

' 
tl,ltll:lruul owr ____ If>. I Poi ::.. 2 

lfld,.,.!lt tl"nth ~:!,!',ntand u\'t•r ... $:!1, ~-~:! 3tl.. 2 100. 0 
:'\I nth 11'/Jlh .. ::~: $[,\f.!."·-$:! ... ~.1.- --. ~ 8. t>UJ H .. ~ 63.8 
F.1o:hth h•nfh ...... ~t.:.to-U.Ir!.) .... 6.,1'!)5 lUi ~9. 3 
N·n-nth tt•nth ... $t.:.:..',....$t.:>lo_ ... _. s,.m 9.3 3i. 8 
Shth t.--nth ....... ~l.07o-~t.T..L .... -1.~-H i. 5 2!!.5 
f1flh to•nth. ·····- ~"-...-HI,0-;'0 ...••. 3.911 6.6 21.0 
1-'IJurth ll•nth ..... _ ~7:..'0-~"-"0 •••••••. 3, 25!1 5.5 14 ... 
Third lt•nth ........ $SI!> $7:.'0 ........ 2., 5--IS •. 3 8.9 
f't'(Yinrltt•nth ______ :J·tm-~.-~.• ......... I, il9 29 4. 6 
Lowt•!IC INith •..•.... l'ntlt•r $:HO ......• I,OOi l.i I. i 

Highest trnth ........... . 
Xinth trnt h. __ ----··----
Eighth trnth ............ . 
&wnth trntb ......... .. 
Sixth tenth .. ---- ....... . 
Fifth tenth. __ ----- _____ . 
Fourth trnth ...• -------. Third Wnth _____________ _ 
Second tenth ____________ _ 
Lowest tenth ........... . 

Ul,f.OO and ovPr....... 19i. 000 0. 5 IOO. 0 
s-l.!lf()-SJ4.f.OO__________ 750,000 1. 9 99.5 
S'l,IOQ-$-t,9(XL............ I, 618, 000 -l. I 9i. 6 
S'.:?,:t7.'i-St,JOO........... 2., 249, 000 5. 7 93. 5 
.$1,950--$2,375___________ 2., 801,000 7.1 Si. 8 
$i,IHQ-S1,9.50................. 3,-133,000 8. 7 80.7 
SI,320-$i,610........... 3, 985, 000 IO.I 72.0 
$I,04Q-$1,320........... 5, 130. 000 13. 0 61. 9 
Si6Q-$I,O·W ....... _______ 6, 550.000 16 .. 6 48. 9 
Under $i6Q____________ I2, i45, 000 32. 3 32. 3 

l-c:::'-::::'-:-::-l--:-:-:-:-·1--= 
Total. ............... ---------------·-------- 39,-158.,000 IOO.O 

Total ............. ~w. 25u 100.0 

TABt.E 3R.-Familit8 and 8ingle indir~idual8 in ~ach third of :sation, by type of comumer unit, 1985-36 

[Dn . .'ds for chart 6] 

I Number or consumer units in- Poroontagcofooosumer unll'i in- Percentage of group in-

I 
Middle Upper Type o! ('(}lli'IIJU .. r unit I 

1 

Lower 
Alllnoome third, third, third, Allin- Lower Middle Upper Allin- Lower Middle Incomes of lnrorues or come rome ~~~ ! classes Incomes S7SO to $1,450 and cl"""" 

third third third cla.s."'S third third 
, under $i80 $1,-150 O\'er 
I ------

N'ot rt'<'t"lvln~ n>IIPr: 1 
Slngh•lndl\'ldunb: 

........ 1 
1\-ft>n ............................... 5, 500, :!t\2 I, il-1.138 2, li6, 205 I, 618,919 laD I3. 0 16.' 12.3 IOO.O 31.1 30.6 .... 
Women •.•.•.•.. __ ... ----- .... - .•• -.~ 3. 003, ztll J, 500,226 9-10,020 532, 9S5 7.8 121 7.2 4.1 100.0 51..9 30.i li.4 

I ---------------------
Total. .... _.,_ ·-·--- --· 8. 572.463 3. 304, 3f>4 3, 116, 2"'...5 2, I51, 87-1 21. i 25. I 23.7 16.4 100.0 3S. 5 36.-1 25.1 ---== == Fnmlllrs of-

2 persons .... .. ....... ..... -----· 6,008,8..')() 2. 017, 505 2., 27-1,486 2, 376, 850 16.9 15. 3 li. 3 IR I 100.0 30.3 3.J.l 35.6 
3-1 [ll'I':'On!l ... ---. ............ ·- ··- 11,170,3f>.~ 2, 31-1, iV-1 3. 600,03-1 6,156, 537 2&3 1i .. 6 2&1 39.2 100.0 20.7 33. I -16.2 
6--fl lll'f'WhS ..•.. ..... .......... ..... ·------- 4.1\04, :Ji'U 050, 2'12 1, f)()-1, 467 2, 240,690 122 7.3 12. 2 Ii.O 100.0 20.0 33.4 46.6 
; or moro per.tOns. _ ---· .......... .... ...... 2, 2ti0, SS3 601, 8S5 7SO, 180 tl27,518 5. 7 4.3 5.0 7.0 100.0 2-1.7 3H 40.9 ---------

Toto I._ .................. ....... .......... 2-1,913,177 5, 853,400 s. ass. 167 10, 701,60-1 63. I .... 63.5 81.3 100.0 23.3 33.5 4ao 
= = = = = 

Rooel\·lnR" som£\ rolll'l: I 
I, 4R5, 572 ), 383,313 I02, 259 3.8 10.5 .8 Alnl{lo lndl\'ltlunls ........... ....... ........ ------------ '"'"i'3" 100.0 03. I 6.9 ···-·s:7 Fnmlllc.~ ......... -- ..... -... ·- ......... .......... 4, 487,080 2,611,681 I,676,113 290,286 11.-1 19.0 120 IOO .. O 58.2 35. I ------'23 TotaL ............... -----· ...... ·- .......... 6, 072,1\52 3, 994,99-1 I, 678,372 290,286 15.2 30.4 I2.8 100.0 "'·. 2&1 5.0 

= = F" ---= = = 
II consnme~r units: I 

4, 687.677 3, 21g,-ts-t 2.151,874 :!.1.6 35.6 24.5 I6." Blnl!'lt' Individuals.. .........•. ·---·· ... ---- .... . . IO,Mt-1,035 100.0 46.6 320 21.4 
Jo"nwllles ••••••• ----- .......... .... ........... -- 20. -It)(), 2.57 8, 465,087 {1,93-1.~0 11,000,800 7-1.5 .... 75.5 83.6 IOO.O 28.8 33.8 37 ... 

Totnl. .............. _ .... . :m. -158, 202 I3,152, 76-1 13, 1.52, 76-1 13, I.52, 76-l 100.0 100.0 100.0 IOO.O 100.0 ~ 33.3 33.. 

A 

1 YumiiiM 11ro c!LL<tSIOed tul roooi\'IIIR' n•llo! lr thuy reooh·ed nny direct or work relief (bowover llttlo) at any time during year. Many such (IUD.Uies were dependent on roller 
for pnrt of tho yllnr outy1 nnd thnn nmy lm\'o hoon only pnrthllly dependent. Tho incomes oft be rollefgroup thero!oro include earnings from regular nmployment and other non­
rellol Jnoomo llS wellns alrcct relief, Jn ca.~b nnd kind, and work·rolie!enrnings. For lurthorexplllDntlon, seo p. 42. 

1 Excludos lnstltutJonal ifOUps. Boo table I6. 
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TABLE 4B.-Nonrelief familiest in three income groups, by type of community and by occupalion.al group,' 1935-86 

(Basis for charts 7 and 8) 

Number ()f familles in- Pertentagfl of families In- Pert't'n~ of rommunlty or 
occupational Jrou,, In-

Type of community and oecupational group 

All income 
groups 

Lowor 
group 

incon::es 
under 
$780 

Middle 
J:TOUp 

incomes 
of s;-so 

to $1,450 

Uppa­
group 

inoomes 
of $J..t50 
and oYer 

.-\11 I.Alwer 
Income group 
groups 

:\Jidd..J Urflt'r 
group j::ruup 

All 
lnrom., [..owt'r 
.::ruup.s groUJ• 

:O.flddJ l"pper 
~troup group 

-----------1---1---1---1---1--------
MetropolLc:es: a 

1,500.000 population and o'"er·------- --------------.. 2, SOO. 916 297, 3i2 762, 362 1, 747, 182 11.3 ~I 

12. I ... 
9.1 

IU 

IQ9 

16.3 100.0 IQO 

IU 

IS. 0 

27.2 02.2 

M.7 

46.0 

Large cities: 
100.000 to 1,500,000 population_______________________ 4, 666, 70S 710., 553 I, 401, 892 2, 554., 263 18. j 23..9 uno 3111 

"" I 

Middle-sized cities: 
10.4 25,000 to 100,000 population... ____________________ •••• 2, 607, 589 -493,383 IHf., 581 1, 199, 625 

Sn:mll cities: 
11.2 100.0 

Rur!'l:~~=~g~~:::::::::::~~~~~~~=~~~~~=~: ::~~ I.~:!~ ::!.~= ;;~:fi: :~: !::: !~:~ !~.~ :~-~ it: ~-= ~~:~ 
Fanus.------------------------------------------------- 6,166,.':58 2.316,488 2,178,.176 1,671,894 21.8 39.15 26.1 1.5.15 1000 30.15 3.\.3 r..l 

TotaL •••••. -.-. ------- •• -- -- ••• --- -- _- -- -- -- •• --- • ::~24~. ~91~3:. ~I •:• :::~5;;, ';;53;;;·~';;"';; 1,=";;·;;358.;:;;;167;', ~~I:;:O~·; ':;:0,;:1·. ;"";:;, 100. 0 I 100. ~ 1 oo. 0 I I 00. o I 00. o XI_ ~ :tt~ I 43~ 
Wage-esrning ••••...••••••••••••.•••••..••••••.•••••••.• 9,459,2i7 2.301,803 3,&19,214 3,3CS,2f.O 37.9 39.3 46.0 30 9 100 0 :!4.3 40.7 3.. ... 0 
Farmil)g................................................ 6,166, 558 2,316, 488 2.178.106 1,671,MJI 24.8 3\1. !I 2ti. I 15 6 100.0 3i f\ 3.. .. 3 
ClericaL ...••• -------------------·---------------------- 3,62fl,225 28-l,liW I,Ofii,106 2.275,425 14.5 .f.D 12.M 21 3 100 0 i g 31.4 

r.. I 
112 7 
~1 2 
"7 

Busine5 ...... ------------------------------------------ 3,48.').261 «8.363 s:H,SH 2,202.05-t H.O i.i 10.0 20.6 1()1.0 12V ZJ g 
ProfessionaL .... -------------------------------------·-· 1,3.10,158 65.80S 210,62.5 l,<Hf.,025 5.4 1.1 2.6 v.s 1000 4.\J Hi.4 
Othu s •••. -------·--------------------------------------, __ .. _'~·-'_ .. _

1 
__ 436._~250--·l--2_1_2.~20'.!_._ 1 __ 1_9_7,~2_<_6_ 1 __ 3~·_:_4 ;, 4 2. 5 I. M lOll 0 .51. 6 2.5. 1 

5,853.<00 ~358,167 10,701.601 
1 

100.0 
1
---;oo:or-;;;;-.-

1 
100.0, 100.0 

1

-,ur•a.r--.;-o TotaL ____ .. ---·----------------------------------- 24. Sl3, 1i7 "" 
1 E:n·ludes all families receh·ing a.ny direct or work relief (bowe\'er little) at any time during year. For further etplanalion . ....._. (•. 42. 
J Families are ~ified acwrding to occupation !rom which largest amount o!fam.ily earnings was derived, rather tlum accordins:: t.o oct"UpaUon of I he rrfndpo.l mrner. For fur-

tberewhna.tion, see I'P· 25 and 4-1. 
1 ~letropolises of this size are in North Central Region only ~ew York, Chicago, Philadelphia, and Detroit). 
• Includes families liring in communities with population under 2,500, and families lh·ing In the open countt\' hut nnt nn farm.• 
•Includes families with no income from earniD!;S during the rear, and \'illage and city families with major e8i-nin1:3 from farmiD~. 

TABLE 5B.-Arerage inromes per consumer unit and per capita 
for each type of consumer unit, 1985-86 

(Basis for chart 9] 

Consumer units A ~ersgc Income (mean) 

Type of consumer unit 
X umber Percent PM" con- Per capita sumer unit 

:Sot rect'l'\'ing reli"f: 1 

Sini!lo> indi~idual!!: 
~f .,-n ____ --------------- 5, .'jl)9, 262 13.9 $1,331 

''· 331 \\'omen ________________ 3,05.3, 201 7.8 1,188 1,188 

TotaL ............... A, 572,463 21.7 11,280 $1.~ 

Famlliesnf-
2 po!?r.<Oh.'L .............. ll,M..,,8li0 16.9 $1,5-10 $774 
3--4 pt'r.<'JDS ••••••••••••• II, 170, 30-'i 28.3 I,MI 5<2 
H J*r.-oDS ............. 4,1)1).1,379 12.2 1,905 355 
i or more persons .• --·- 2, 2fM, 58.3 5. 7 1, 787 221 

Total .• ____ . _________ 21.913,lu 63.1 $1,181 $<~1 

Rf.>cel'\'lnl! 50me r.,-Jirf: 1 

Sind•· individuals .........• I, 48.'i, 572 3.8 $<07 $107 
Farrulies .. ---- ___ ••• ------_I 4, -t!Si. (JlO 11. 4 7«1 165 

TotaL_-- ... --------- •... ! 5. 972. 6.S2 15.2 $1157 $Jij2 

All OOD.'<Uffi('r Units 1_ ····I 39,458,292 I 100.0 $1,502 I $-170 

1 Famil!r-~ ar(' cl'\s.<;ifh:.-J a!'l r('(X'i¥ing n•Hcr Jf they rNx!lvetJ any dlrPCt or work relief 
thr,•,n·P·r little) lit any time tJuring :p-ar, Many such famllies Wf're d('Jxondcot on 
r .. J1•:f f<.tr fJaTt of the yf'flr onl)·, and thr-n Illi!.Y ha,·e heen only partially drpendrnt. 
Ttw inN,ro<-5 r,f the rr·lwf ~oup thl~ff'fore include earning~ from rep:ular employment 
ant! mh'::1' nrmrdid lnoome as well as dirt'ct relief, in cash and kind, and work·rellef 
t:arni!lf'.J. for furth!":.'"t explanation, seep. 42. 

J .£u.oJud.l.51nsUtutWnal grout~§. Boo table 16. 

TABLE 6B.-Shart" of aggrrgnll': family incnmr. rrcriVt"d by r-ada 
tenth of Nal.ion'tJ familiclf, J9.j(j-86 

(Basis far chnrt 11) 

Proportion of famlllt':!l lncomf' ran~:t• .\mount l'<'r('('nt C"nmu· 
On m1l- In •·nch latin• I 

.\~~:rci::Dto Income 

;;;::;:-:::--;--::------1-:-:--:---,----- _Jil~n~_)_ IITuup (J(>ra•nt 
llighesttenlh .••.•...•... $2,'-A"".Onn•lon•r...... Sl7,1f.l Jti.O 100.0 
Ninth t('nth ........... __ $:!,1J.'",O-.t2.~. ....•••. 7,1.111'"J 14.7 6-f. o 
Eil!hth t<'nlh........... !I '"~$2 fl.".O !J I~' 10- 4\J 3 &-\·f'nthtenth ___________ .,·.i-~ ll'r,··--···----·· •,_; ·' · 
S - -C' ••• ..r- ·""'---------·- 4..... 9.6 JX.6 

ixthtenth ............. $\,lf.o-$1,375........... :\,1124 7.B 2U.O 
~lflh tenth ..••••••...... ~10!}-$1,1f:.O............ :\,1\H tl. 7 21.4 

ourth tenth ••••••...•... ~-.ll)-$'"JOO............. 2.!·T. fi.J 14.7 
Thlri} t('nth .............. $/i\G-$-'•00........ 2,1\r.\ 4.B 9.4 
8('('0nrl hmth ............. f,.tlf)-Yi\0............ J,:t~l 2.0 UJ 

lAwes;:~~~~~~~~----·· -~~~-d-~~~~-10 ............ !---:~~~~; 1. o 1. 9 
$17. l]j~"-'--~100"".~0-'-~-"-~ 

TABLE 7B.-Propnrlinn of Nation'11 familin rrairring ~ach lt'11th 
of aggregate family inwme, 193fi-.'1fi 

!Ba.'ll!! for chnrt 12( 

l'roportlon of BJ:I/:fl'Jffil~ 
Fnmlllrs 

Income lnmm'• run~:r p,.r<"'nt Cumula· 
Numhc-r ln,•nch live r~~:•r-

ltriJllfJ "'"' Ilhrhc.~t t('nth. _ .. __ •. _ ... $11\,000 und o\·t•r ....... Hi,IMIII 0.5 100.0 Ninth t('nth. __ . ------ _ .. $-'>,4!i)--$lfl,IIOO ..... r.~.<MxJ 2.0 .... Eil!hth tenth ___________ .. $:!,:ill0-$!i,-1!.0.-.--- .. --- I, 10!>, OIXl <.I 97.6 Sc\·enth tenth._. ___ •. $2,!•2'.-$:J,:Wll'l .••..•.. ___ I, iO!I, {){)() ••• w.< Sixth tenth. __ .••.•. __ . $2,Ui!".-$2,fo:Z!l .••.••...•. 2, lli,IKIU 7.2 K7.6 Flflh tf'nth _______ .. _. _ $1,72.',...$2,07L ..... 2,4W,tOJ ... !Ill.< Fourth h·nth. _. ·------ $1,410-$1,72'i.. .... -- ... 3, llfi, IKXJ 10.6 71. g Thir-1 tenth ........... $1.1~-$1,410 _____ - •.. -. 3, iU3, IX)) 12.\t 61.3 Seconi} h·nth ....... ___ : __ S'i20-$1,12 ... _ ...... __ .. 4,Ufl\l,f)()(J IB.O 4H. 4 Lowest tenth. ___ ........ Under $l'i20 ...•...•. ___ U,2fii,OOO 31.A at. I 
TotaL_ .• __ .•. ___ .. ··---···--··--···--· 211, -f{)(J, £100 IIXl. 0 ----------
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TABLE SB.-Frequency di!lributiomJ of nonrelief families I of /CIUT 
siza, by inwme level, 1985-36 

[Bub for table ll) 

Families of-

Income lcVfll All ramJ-

134 .,.,., ... u ... 7ormorc 
2 (lt'r.IOM Hpetsom .,.,.,ns 

tTnrlrr $2..'10. ____ •.• _ ... 703, il\.'i 3-II,Oi~ Zl.''i. ro3 83, 2.'i.'i 43,932 
$2.'\0-S.'•lO.- --.- ••.••••. I. 9."(1, M5 il3, 209 is.'i,-452 301,70-1 180, 180 
$.',()')-$7!.0. -····· ••• ---- 2,1\11\,1\.~ H..'i...'i, 371 1, 163, 131 .'iOO, 6i9 299,4/.1 
$7.~$1,1)(() ..••••.•••.. 3. :tr., )(() wr.. OJ.4 1.409, m•, &45, <IM 335,""' 
$1 ,00>-$1,2.\(L------ •. - 3,Xii,/Solt! \103, ;q; I, HJ, 399 1109, 3M 291,402 

$1,2.11>-$1.,. __ -- ....... 2.1'L~,fi.1.4 fi74 •• W) 1, 2315,96.1 .136, I>U 2-42, OOi 
Sl,.'\00-.St.;.~-----·-···· 2. 2.\.~. J.'>.'; .')48,&10 !,Oil. 380 437. 188 197, 960 
Sl,7.'i)....$2,m:l •••••••••. I.~)V.!o3."o 420, "2S ~.2'21 370.300 1<2,880 
$:2,000-$2,2'il__.-.-- ... - 1, Jt\1, 40l 311,050 6.12.""' 284. 180 113, 169 
$2.25()-$2,.500 •• --- •• ---. I. 006, lJ(I._l; 230.800 .... SilO 'JDi, o:a i9,821 

s:uro-s:u:oo ........... 1, :n-4, 010 2.'H, 0311 MA.6H 283. :Ui 121,013 

~.("(W}-$3,."00 .• --------- i"-1. ~ .. \1 H9,3SI 3(..0, 015 165, 4-42 67, 9til 
13,.'>()l-$4.1Wl0 ••••••••••• u., .. ~ 80,397 216, 657 103, .f55 37,919 
$4.(0)..$-.f,:~x.L. .•• ------ 24\1.~ ·U1.3i!\ 108.864 68.793 25.913 
$i,.'i00-$.S,l0l .••. - ..•.• - ~~ &17 33,208 

""· 582 
32, 186 17,671 

s.o;,OOl-r..m ........... mo.r,o 61.912 152,821 77, «.' 30,73<1 
S7 ,.m-SlO.OOL .••••••. lSi, 0!10 41,99."> 

00, "" 
39, .fiO 11,654 

$10,{0) and over_ .••••• 2S3. iVI 58,1.3 136, 163 58.972 29,883 

Alllewls. ....... 24, Vl3, 17i 6,,.., 8.10 11, J70,3M 4, 804, 3i9 2, 269,583 

1 Exelodtt.!l an fa.mlllt"S l'f'('('h·ing anr direct or wort relief (bow€!\'er little) at any 
llml.' during yt'8t. }'or tur,hrr c:wlnnuUon, sce p. 42. 

TABLE 9B.-Frtqul"'nCtj di~tributions of nonrtlitf familits 1 

typrs of community, by income ltvtl, 1985-86 
in Bi:r; 

(Bnsl!. tor tableS] 

Fnmllles living in-

Urban rommunltl~ 
Rurnl oom-
munJties 

Income level All 
famllle!o Yrtrop- r.n...., Mhldl~ Smllll 

oll.ow~.• cHit-s, slll'd eltll's, 
1,,'\00,000 100,000 cit!{'S, 2.500 to Non- Famt por,uta· to 25,000 to 2.1.000 lam>' ton 1,500,000 100,000 

""f."'•· and poy,uta· ""f."'"' ton 
over ton ton 

--- ------------
t1nfll'r $250 ...•. 703, 765 47,AA."i M, 7Zi 6.1, M3 1ZI, 003 137. M7 232.040 

$2!o0-MOO .... -·. 1, 9.".0, &15 77, .ff!S 200, «3 143, 23tl 2.111,129 409. 300 &'iS. 00:1 
f,.'.(~$i.'JO ....... 2, MIK, flS-1 1-t-i, 'j'J..~ 3.'16. -til 246, H.f 419,513 5-13. 391 l,l(l'\.400 
s;:,n-$1,000 ..... 3. 337, 160 Z19. 3.13 41)(), 445 a.~.oos 51\5,640 659,790 I, OZ7, 04-1 

St,()()()-41,250. _. 3, Zii, 862 307,0-11 676, 7Zi 36t,m 696,021 6«,640 793,""' 

$1,250--$1,.500 ••• 2, 689, 6.1<4 3M, 117 <400,022 302.523 451,<400 529,995 601,671 

$1,500-$1,71'10. ·- 2, z.~.'i, 3M 302. 198 466,650 251, 767 384, 661 416,492 433,590 

S!,7.'i0-$2.000 ... ),M29,&1.~ 272,917 422. 211 222.108 319, I 19 296, 2.19 297,221 

$2,0CI0-$2,Z.'\0.-- 1,3111,400 221, 113 321, i33 J68,7DI 238, 273 233, 167 188,336 

$2,200-$2,500.-- 1,006,56M 16-1, OS3 2.1.1, 208 117,310 162,2-19 155,439 162,309 

$2,00()-$3,000.-- 1, Jo-t, 010 238, 001 332,M7 140,029 214,52-1 201, 352 177, 9Zi 
$3,000--SJ,!)()() ___ 743, 5.~9 l:tJ, 346 tn6, 578 81,7-13 126. 685 10f, 462 100, 745 

$:i,fl00-$-I,OOO. __ 4~. 42M 80,336 125,829 43,770 68,16-4 60,446 59,883 

$4.000-$4,500.-- 249, MS 47, 115 73,101 26,2.14 34,821 37, 262 31,395 

f4,500-$6,000.-- 152, 647 26,377 44, 141 17,141 22,008 2.1, 8.18 17,032 

$5,000-$7,500.-- 322,950 60,316 83,130 34,714 43.132 61, 1)43 39,715 

$7,500-$10,000.- 187,000 44,251 49, SiD 15, i88 ZJ,614 29,09< 24, ZH 

$10,000 and 
283,791 92. 2':1.4 79,626 26,543 23,683 38,812 22,003 o\·cr ......... ------------

All levels.--- 2-1,913, 177 2,806, 916 4, 666,708 2, 607,689 4,079, 741 4, MS. 66.5 6, 166,658 

1 Excludes all famlllt's reoeivlnganydlff'ct or work relief (however little) at any tlmo 
during y(•ar For (urthrr cxphmntlon, St'C p. 42. y k Chi 

1 l\l(ltropc;I!St's of this sllc aro in North Ccntml Region only (New or , cago, 
Phlladt'lphln and D(ltrolt). d 2 500 d r Ill s 

• lneludes ?am Illes 11\·lmt" In communltlrs with population un or , , an am e 
lvlna In the opon country but not on rarms. 

97 

TABLE !OB.-Frequency di&tributiom of nonrelief families 1 in seven 
occupational groups,' by income level, 19S5-S6 

[Basis tor table 10] 

Famflles In-

Business group Professional 
Income Je\'el group 

w...- Farm· Clerical earn!ng lng group group group I Sal a- lode- Sala- In de--
rled pendent r1ed 

pend-
ent 

-------
Under $250 ......... 280,697 232,040 17,710 1, 545 35, 124 6, 493 , .. 
$"...11>-$.100 .. _ ........ 712,252 8.18, !163 62, 218 3,684 145,151 16, 403 1,377 
$500~57.50 .. ____ ----- 1, 133,992 1, 108, 400 11)6, 746 14,380 216, 255 30,333 4,2-18 
S7.'i0-$1,000. -------- 1.~. 8.53 1,027,0H 313.501 31, 780 

""'· 884 
47,036 8, 713 

$1,()(1()-$1,250. ------ 1, 543.175 7113, 2.10 426, G-16 56,371 293,496 67,407 17,422 

Sl,250-$1,.5(XL ...... 1, 199, 484 601,571 435, 289 64,723 23~330 89, 832 lS,ROI 
$1,.500-$1.750. --·--- !126, 302 433, 590 441,-178 101, 111 214,801 94,5U 13,002 
$1, 75t}-$2.<XXI. ------ 699, 752 297, 221 399.800 103,375 181,611 1M,1i9 16,809 
$2,00}-$2,2.10 ....... 450, 567 188.336 341,101 00, Zi4 149,140 98,322 14.,·115 
$2,2.10--$2,.100 ....... 301, 008 152,309 256,873 86,08.1 l(K.l83 77,077 17,718 

$2.500-$3.000.-- --~- 368,421 177,927 322. 217 130.848 147,450 105, 256 31,309 
$3.00(1-$3,500.-- ---- 159, 13i 100, 7-15 180,624 101,998 89.83-1 69, 435 27,556 
$3,500-$4,000.------ 79,918 59,883 97,815 68, 234 56, .189 .50,962 17, O.'iO 
$4,00}-$-1,500.-- ---. 35,029 31,395 50,373 <o, 004 42,693 28.019 14,786 
$4,f,00--$.5,000 •• - ---- 15, 831 17,032 27,369 Zl, 748 28,096 19, 7Zl 13, 121 

$5,000 and O\'er _____ 19,259 86,852 66,165 181,4&1 185.010 84,233 127,007 
-------------

All levels •••• 9,459,Zii 6, 166.658 3, 626, 22.5 1, 112,614 2, 372,647 989,22.1 3-10,933 

1 Excludes all families receiving any direct or work reJief (however little) at any 
time during year. For further eJ:ple.nation, seep. 42. 

1 Families are classified a.erordingto occupation from which largest amount of family 
earnings was derh·ed, rather than accordmg to occupation of the principal earner. 
For further explanation, see pp. 25 and 44. 
~Includes families li\'ing on farms in rural areas only. 

TABLE 11 B.-:-Frequency distribulio'f!B of w_age-earninf. families t 

(nonrtlief) 2 tnfive types of commumty, by tncome leve, 1935-36 

(Basis for table 121 

Families living in-

Metro~ Largo Middle-- Small All rami· sized Income le\'el lles 
Uses, J cities, citi€s, cities, Rum! 1,500,000 JOO.OOOto 2,500 to 
popula- 1,500,000 25,000 to 2.1,000 rom-

100,000 munitles tion and PClJ?Uia- por.ul•· PCl{'ula-
o\'er t10n ton t10n 

Under $250 ......... 280, 69i 14, 081 39,976 34,008 87,212 105, 330 
$2.10--$.100 ........... 712, 252 41, 007 117,936 &-'!, 293 164,272 300. &.'W 
$50()--$750.-- -------- I, 133,002 85. 3i7 218.618 175, 457 285,0-13 369,497 
$7~1,000. ·-------- 1, 533, S53 1.56, 76-4 31i,S5S 250, 960 3S5. 3i0 422,904 
$l,Q00-$1,250 -·----· 1, M3.175 193,737 33~ 003 242,646 396,922 376, 907 

$1,250-$1,500 •• ------ 1, 199, 484 196,902 276,-168 183, 535 277, 649 264,840 
$1,500-$l,i50 •••••••• 926,302 171, 299 236, 168 141,346 210,821 166. 668 
$1. 7.'i0-$2,000. ------. 600, 752 140, 750 HIS, 826 106, 139 163, iOO 00, 3.17 
$2,001)-$2,250. ------- 450.567 96,028 127,362 67, 600 107, HIS 51.509 
$2,250--$2,500.- -- ---- 301, 60!1 71,214 86,3SO -13,576 74,960 25,478 

12 • .100-$3,000 .. ----- 368,. 421 104,913 100, 002 42,818 81, iS4 29,00-1 
$3,1l00-$3,500_ ----- •• 159,137 47,758 47.508 17,050 38.273 S,MS 
$3,501).-$4,000 ..... --- i9, 'illS 24,647 25,15.~ 7,377 19,495 3. 2-11 
$4,001)-$4,500. ------- 3~ 02\J 10.642 10,"" 3, 573 6, i80 3, 211 
$4,500-$5,000.- ------ 15,831 4, 979 4,240 ~635 2,122 1, 256 

$.5,000 and over----- 19,259 7,303 ~ 760 2, 472 3,634 ----------
AllleveJs .. _ .. 

1
,, 4.10, m 1, 368,. 4-41 2, ISS, 143 1,400, 575 2, 30.1,805 2, 220.313 

1 Families nre clnss!Hed according to occupation from which llll'g(!St amount of fam­
ilyenrnlngs was derived, rather than according to cccupatlon or the principal earner. 
For further explanation, soo pp. 25 and 44. 

1 Excludes all families receh·ing any direct or work relteC (however little) at any 
time during year. For further explanation, sec p. 42. 

'Metropolises of this size ore In North Central Region only (New York, Chicago, 
Phlladelphla, and Detroit). 
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TABLE 12B -Perceni.age distributions of families I in five geographic. 
regions,:! by income level, 1985-86 

New North Moun-
Southern tain and Pad ftc lnoome level England Central region Plains region region region region 

tinder !;250 _______ 2.1 3.2 5.3 6.0 3.2 
$0-"l--$.100 ------- - - 5.0 6.9 17. 7 11. 5 6. 1 
$.5()().-$750_ ---------- 11.3 10.1 18.3 15. 5 '9.2 
$750--SI.OCO ......•... 16.3 14.7 14.0 1U 13.4 
$1,00)--$1,250 _________ ---- 16.5 14.5 10.2 11.9 14.6 
$1.250-$1,500 ..••.... - 11.8 10.9 7.4 9.0 10.5 
$1.500-$1.750 •••••.. --- 9.1 8.9 5.9 7.4 g_s 
$1,750-$2,00) _______ .. 7.3 7.3 4.4 5.8 8.5 
$2,001)-$2,2.50 .... ------- 5.2 5.4 3.5 4. 6 5. 5 
$2,250-$2,5(X} ________ - --------- 3.5 <-O 2.7 2.9 u 
$:2,."<JJ-$3,0):L ••••.•...... 3.9 5.1 3.5 3.8 5.4 
$3,()()}-$3,500 ••••• ------- 2.1 2.8 2.2 '-' 2.7 
$3,."l00-$-l,((() ________ --.- 1. 3 1.6 1.4 1.2 1.5 
$4,(('(1-.$4,500 _______ -.- .. --- .. .7 .9 .9 .7 1.0 $4,500-$5,()00 ______________ ---. .4 .5 .6 -• .6 
$5,CM»-$i,:.('O ________ ..... --.--. 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.0 1.0 r. ,500-$10,{((1 _____ --- --- 1.0 .s -· .4 • 8 $10,00)-$2.5,003 ______ .-

.. 1.2 1.1 -· -· .9 
t2.''i,OOl-$.50.COO .• -··-. .2 .2 Pl <'l . 2 
$50,CJ00-$100,00(L •••.. .I (') (') (') r> 
$100,000 and O\"er ••••• (') (') r> Pl Pl 

!JIIeffis .......... __ .... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1 Includes both relief and nonrelief ramilies. 
, For location of communities included in sample, see chart 10. For di.scu..<;sion of 

limitations of the ~ional comparison, see pp. 18, 22-23, M and Si. 
, Less than o.os percent. 

TABLE l3B.-Percenlage distributions of n011reliej famiU,.s 1 in five 
geographic regions,2 and of relief families, 1 by income kvel, 
1935-SB 

Income le\"el :s"ew 
En~t:land 
region 

t:nder $200 .••••.... 1. I 
$2!.0.-!.500.-- -------- 3. 5 
$.'.((1-$700. ---------- 8.4 
$7.'iO-$J,{)'JfL •••••••• 14.6 
$l,<.OJ-$1,250-- ---- -- 16.2 
$1.2.50-$1,500 ___ • ---- 13.3 
$1,50CI-$1,'l'.'(l, ------- 10.3 
$1,7.':()--$2,00) ___ ----- 8.3 
t2.00l-$2,2"f... ------- 6.0 
$2,251>-!2,500 ________ 4.0 
$'2)i00-tl,OCW:L .• - ---· •. 7 
~,(J'n.-$3,.'"1(1 .••••••• 2.5 
~ • ."{)1.-$-C,ftfl .••••••. 1.5 
$Vtn-$4.!liJ. ••••••• .8 
$4,.'1J)-$.5,fu.l .••••••. • 5 

$! •. 1ffl-$7,."1W)_ ------- 1. 3 
.t;' ,.'J.J-$!fJ,It•J _ •••••• 1.2 
IJO.fi()(J-t2S,(tll) .••••. I .• 
w.rt.rr$!1J,IJ'iJ .•••.. .2 
S:IJ,WJ-IIf.(J,{QJ_ ---· .I 
SIOO,O'X) and over __ • (') 

All Je-vel! ••••• 100.0 

:Sonrellef famlliesl living in-

North South- Moun-
tain and Central ern Plain region region region 

1.9 .... 5. 5 
4.3 15.3 :'.6 
8.5 17. 4 11.6 

13.2 13.8 13.8 
14.2 10.5 12.9 
12. I 8.0 10. 8 
10.2 6.5 8. 9 
8.4 4. 9 i.O 
6. I 3.9 5.-4 
4. 6 3.1 3. 6 
fl.O 4.1 4.7 
3.3 2.5 3.0 
1.9 1.7 1.5 
1.0 1.0 -• .6 .7 "' 1.3 1. 4 1.3 
.9 .4 . 5 

1. 2 -5 -5 
.2 (~ (~ 
. I (') (') 

(~ (') (~ 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

Relief 
Pncifl:c families I 
region 

2.1 10.2 
4.2 ?3. 7 
•. 6 21.9 

II. 2 21.0 
1-L l 13. 5 

11. 5 3. 9 
10.9 2.0 
9. 7 I. 5 
7.4 l. 3 
4. 9 .8 

6. 2 • 2 
3. I 
1.8 
1.1 
-7 

1.2 
1.0 
1.1 
.2 

(') 

(') 

100.0 100.0 

1 The relief ~oup Includes all !amllies recelvlnll:' any direct or work relief (howe\·er 
Httlr:J at any time during year. The nonrelief group Includes all other famHies. For 
further explanation,~ p. 42. 

J Fr,r Jr..-:11.tirm of communities lnduded In sample, see chart 10. For dlsctwlon o( 
limit.ati•m.<i of the retlrmal comparison, see pp. 18, 22-23, 54 and 57. 

~ .l..es5 than 0.05 pen~ent. 

National Resources Committee 

TABLE 14B.-Prrcr111agr di.~tlribllfion~ of _nonr~lirf familirlf 1 1.!1-
large cities ( 100,000 to 1 .,:;no,ooo populalwn) 1n five gtographtc 
regions,' by i11come lct'fl, I!JJ5-36 

x~·w Xnrth Moun-
1'-nuthN"n tnm nnd PrtMfio lnromo len· I F.nl!'l!lnd f'1•ntrnl 
r~·~ion 1'blns region rcgiun n·~-:ion f('f.l'ion 

rnder$"1-'iO ........ I • 1.5 :t2 14 20 
$'>...50-$-.'iOO ................. - .... • s 2.7 7. 7 ... u 
SS00-$750_ ---·--· ...•.. - .•..... •. 3 5.; 11.2 ~4 '-8 
$751}-$1,000 .••• -- •••. -.- .•.••. nr. tU lfl.S 10. R 10. 4 
$1,(100-$1,250 ••............•.... IH 12. 5 ·-· 13. 5 13.. 

$1,2-'i{l-$1,500 .•.... - 11. g 1t.A KO to. 7 11.1 
$1.51lU-$1.7!iO ....... _ •. 5 10. R ~. :t 10. J 10.8 
Sl,75tl-$2.ooo ...•... 8. 2 g_ j i . .s 8. .I IQ 2 
$2,()()(1-$2,2"11_ .•••••.•• -- 5. 4 i. 2 ._, 7.; i. 7 
$2,250-$2,500 ...... ---- -------- . 

,_. 
~· II. I ·'I ... 

$2,500-$3,000 .... - •• .. ........ _ '-' 7. j 7.0 7. 5 7.0 
$1,00l-$1,;il0 ..• - .•.. 2.; 4. j 4. f. 4. ~ 3.2 
$1,fiJO-$-I,OflO •...... I. 7 2.7 :ttl 29 ... 
$-f,(){)(J-$-4,500 ______ -· ... 1.0 2.0 1.3 
$4,5{1(J-$S,OIXI. ••.•• _ • '!o 

_, 1.3 I.U .7 

$.';,001)-$7,500 ........ l.:t l.U 2.1 2; 1.1 
$7,501l-$1rl,OOO ....•... '-' I • . 4 .. -• $10,000 and over •... _ a.u 2. I . 4 ... 1.7 

.\11 Jenl!l ..... 100.0 ~~·•-o 1 ~~ too. o 10.1. 0 
I 

I Excludes all ramii!('ll; r•'('('i\'ln~ nm· •lm'<'t M w .. rlc nolll'( (howrnr littit') •C any 
time durin~ Y•-ar. Fnr fnrthrr l''lpbnati .. n, ~-.· p. 4:.!. 

J'For lomtion or communi til'!' indud•-.1 In !l:unt•!•·. ~,... t'h.ut lfl. For dbcU.'~lllon ()f 
Jimit.'l.tlnns of the rl'ltional rompanson, see Jll-'· 11'1, 22-Zl, M u.nd 57. 

TABLE I5B.-Percentagr di-Rtr~butionlf of rwnrdirf familitlf 1 in 
mrddle-3r'zed Cllielf (.?.5,()(J(} to JOO,(H)() populatiOn) in fire g~ogra­
phic regions,2 by income let'('l, 19B5-8fl 

~ .. w Xorth ~loUnt.::sln 
Income lc\·cJ En~lnnd C•·ntrnl ~uthrrn nn•l Pnrtnc 

rf'gion n·gJon fi'I.-:LOD l'lnlns r•·elon 
rt'i:IOD 

rndrr S2.'i0 .................... 1.1 1 .• .. 0.8 2.1 
SZ.'lll-$."0""} ••••..••••....••...• -. 3. 7 "-" II. 2 3. I u Sfi)f)-.r.r.o_ .•••.......•.•. _ ... _ . 8 .• •. 6 IJ. 2 1\.7 7 .• 
$7.'j()-$1,noo ••• --· ••• _ •••••••••. Ill. 2 H. 7 In. -1 0.3 12.. 
S1,01Xl-$1,Z50 •..•...•••...•••.. _ 16.2 15. 1 ••• 12.0 IU 

$1,2,'j(}.$1,500 •.••.•.. - .•.... - ... l:t. 0 12. ~ 7.11 14.7 12. 7 
Sl,."'llJ-$1, 7.5.-J.. ................. 10.1 )0.1 7. 4 11. u 10. u Sl,750-$2,000 .•••..•••..... ___ . _ '·. M. 7 7./i 1l.l 9.1 
l2,000-$2,2.'i0 .••.•.••• -...•....• II. I fl. 2 [._ J ItO •. 7 $2,2.50-$2,500 ______ •••... - •..•. 3. 9 4 .• -I.J 1\.2 ... 
$2,!110-$1,000 .•••..•• -- ...•... 4. ,'; " !\.7 ••• •• $3,1)1J0-$3/I.lfL ••••. _ •...•... 2.5 27 ... 3. 7 3. 2 
$.1,.'iO(J-$4,000 .••...• ·--- -- 1. I l..'i 2 .• ... 1.3 
$4,flfi0-$4,.'JIJO •••••• -.- •• -· ••• - •. -· .9 1 .• 1.0 ,8 $4,50o-$.'i,00() ______ •. - ..•...••.. .. 1 -· -· •• .4 

$.';,000-$7,.500 .•••••••... -- ...••. .7 1. I 2.B 1.1 .7 
Si ,.'ll0-$10,ooo ••.•••....••..•••. .6 .7 . ·' -· -· S1o,ooo and over •••....••..••.. 1.1 1.1 1.11 -• -• 

All levels ••. _ ••. __ ....... 100.0 ltl(J.O 10110 100.0 100.0 

I Exclu<:!es all [amll!e.! rcCt'h"lnK any direct or wnrk relief (however little) at a.ny 
time during }"ear. for further Clplnnnt!on, ~~"f' p. n. 1 

For location of communi til'~ lndwled In Slllllph·, ~.-.... ch11rt 10. For dl.scusslon of 
limitations of the regional comparison, Sloe pp. 11'1, 2'-l-23, :A und 57. 
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TABLE 16_8:-Prrcrntage di~tribution~r of nonr~lief familirR 1 in 
amall Clllrs (i,fi(}() to 2/J,OOO popr1kztion) in five geographic 
rtgionll,~ by income lcvtl, 1985-86 

X' cow "orth Moun· 
Inmmo IHrl F.nlo!lnnd Centrnl ~uth('m lain and Pncitlc 

r('gion ft'.:lon 
n•gion l'lnins rf'gion 

region 

Um!4'r '2~---·-·· o .• 27 .. 1.2 1. i' 
$2.~J,·I)J-.-- ........ 1.0 ... 124 :u~ 3. 2 
$.'ro-$7.'iJ ..• -.---. -- u ••• 14. i i. D ... 
$750-$1,000 .• - --· .•• - ~- 14.3 1.5 .• 12< 12.. 3 10. I 
$1,000-SI,250 .••••. 17.0 IS .• 12. 3 IU 1<.8 

$1,2~SI,9Ml .•.• 14.2 11." •. 7 11.0 11. 7 
SI..'fll.-SI,i.'ll ..•.• 10.1 10.0 ;.o 11. 2 1 I. i 
$1,7,',j) ... J:!,f00 ..• --. 7. !\ .., '-" 8.' 10.5 
$2,fW'"O--t1.:.!.'ll -···-

.., ... ·tS ';, 7 8.3 
$2,~$2.:\00 ... ·•·•· H u 3.0 •. 6 H 

12.!-oOO-~.rm ....•.. u .. I 5.0 ... ... 
$J,rt:O-~.:-oo. ----·--: 2< 3.1 26 ... u 
$:1/J»..J.-I.f(IO_ ••••••• 2.5 I.< 1.8 1. i 1.8 
s..t,n(o- J..~.:ro ..••• _ .•.•.•...• _. .. . 7 I. I 1.2 I. 2 
$4,500-f,S,(X)() ______ .-.-.- .7 •• ,6 • 7 .7 

~.OCJl....S7,.W> ...••••• :I l.j .8 1.1 J..'i I. 2 
r. .:.ro-sw.oo.> .. _ ..... : _ -··· 1.5 . 6 ·' •• ,6 
SIO,COJ o.nd onr ..•. 

....... :.1 
. - .2 .7 . ' . 3 -· 

Alllrvrls ••... 100.0 100.0 l 100.0 100.0 100.0 

I E:rrlnfi~ n.ll f&mi11"' f('("f'l\·lnlo! anr !lll"('('t or work rell••f (bowe\""er little) at an)· 
tlmt' durin it l·rar. f'nr rurtlwr l'lphmntwn. ~ Jl. 42. 

1 For lorot un of remmunltlr!i int'luclo•olln snmplt•. ~chart 10. For discussion of 
limitations o( tht' n-,::ioDAI rornJwl-wn, !'«' pp. 18, 22-Zl, 6-& o.nd 67. 

TABLE 17B.-Prruntagr ditdrib11tioM of n~ral nonfarm families 1 

(nonrtli~n~ injWe geographic regions,• by inwmc let'fl, 1935--86 

Nt'W Nnrth 
~lonn-

Southt'rn tnln and Pacific 
Income )l'\'rl En~tland Central rt'gion Plains region 

nogion region n•gion 

Unolt>r $2.50 •.•..••.•. --- 0.7 2.0 6.0 u 1.8 
$2'J0-$.500.-. --·----- •• - •. ------ 2.2 •. " 13. 0 6. 2 ... 
Sl~IO-Si.SO.- -------- ...... --- --. II. I 12. 0 13. 1 12.0 8.1 
Si!.0--$1,000 .•••• ----.---- •• --. +- 13.1 17. 7 Jl. 4 1-1. I 12.0 
$1,00()--$1,250 ... ------------- 15.3 17.6 10.-1 12. 5 14.4 

S1,2.'i0-SI.500 .•.... 11'2 12. B D.J 13.2 12.7 
SI,600-SI,750 .•.. __ ------------ II. 7 8.8 S.l 10. j 12. 3 
Sl,750---$2,1lOO ..... ------------ o.< •. g l:i.5 8.3 10. I 
S'2.ooo-$2,2.."JJ. --.-. 7. 2 ... 6.0 ,')_ ... 7. 2 
$2,250--$2,000 .•... - 4.3 2.9 3.6 4.1 3.9 

S2,tJOO-sa.ooo .•. 5. 2 3. 5 <.8 5. 5 .... 7 
SJ,ooo-f:l,.m .... __ 3. 3 1.6 2.0 2.4 1.9 
$3,MXJ-$4,tM10_ ••. _. I. I .8 I. 9 I. 6 1.2 
S4,()()(}-$4,.m ....... -- .... 1.6 ,6 1.1 . 8 .6 
$4,500-$.'1,000 ...... ----.---- ---- ,6 ,3 •• .4 . 5 

$.'1,000-fi,MIO ..... - .. --·-.-- -- •• I.R . 8 2.0 I. 0 I. I 
$7 ,,',(X}-$10,000 .. -----.---- ---- .. .5 .6 . 7 .5 .7 
SIO,OOO and over ......... ---··- •• 1.1 •• • 9 u 

Alllen•l! ................ 100.0 100.0 1 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1 Ineludr~ (am Illes 11\•ln~t tn communlt!PS with population under 2,500, and famlllcs 
lhlnA: In the OJl<'D country but not nn forms. 

1 Eli:clUdl.'s all flUnilil'S rN''t•lvlniC nny <llrt'ct or work roll('! (hoWlWc.r little) at any 
tlml' durin!: yl'nr. For furthrr l''I:Jllnnntlon, sro p . .t2. 

1 For locution of comnmnltles Jnrlndl'd In Mmplt>, sro chart 10. For dl~lon or 
Umltatlons of the regional comparison, sec pp. It), 22-23, M and 57. 
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TABLE l8B.-Percentage distributUm.s of farm famt1ies ' (non­
relle[J 2 ·m five geograph1c regwns,3 by income level, 1935-86 

Southern region 
~Joun-New 

Eng. North taln Paclllc Income le\·el Centm1 and land region Oper- Sharn- Plains region 
region Total crop-ators' pers • region 

------ --- --- ------ ---
t~nder $2.50 •••• _ •••.•. 1.2 2.2 3.4 1. 8 8.5 13. 1 3. 3 
!:2.jj}-$.."~Kl ••.. ---.---.--- 5. 2 5 .• 20. j 15.4 37.9 13.9 6.0 
$.'1K}--$j"~----- ---------- 12. 6 11.3 23.8 21.6 30.4 15. 9 10.8 
$750-$1 .OCXJ. ------------ li. 4 16. I li. 4 18.4 13.9 16.2 13. 7 
SJ,00}-$1,250. _ ..... __ .. 18. 5 15.8 10. 7 12.4 5.3 12. 5 12.0 

SJ.2.'i0--$l,."JOO ••••....... 10.6 13.5 7.3 8.9 2.5 8.2 10. 6 
SI.500-$I,iML •.•••.•... 11.6 10.4 4.; 5.8 1.0 5.4 8. 6 
SI,7.)(1-$:?,0CXJ ......... --- 7.0 7.4 2.9 3. i .6 3. 8 7.< 
s:?.f00--$2.250.--- ·--- •• 6. 0 4.3 1.9 2.6 3.0 •. 6 
$2.~.500 ••.• ---- ... 3.9 1.4 1.8 I. 9 3.9 

$2,500-$1,000.. • .••••.•. 3.6 4.2 I. 9 2.5 2.0 4.8 
$3,0Cl0-$3,500.- --------- I. 0 2.2 1. I I. 5 1.8 3.1 
$3,.'i((~-S-I.noo. __ • ------- .4 1.4 .7 .9 .7 2.2 
$-i,OOl--$-1,500. ___ ••••••. .4 .5 .6 .6 .3 1.3 
$-1,5()()--.$.5,()(X). ------.--- .I .2 .3 .4 ,2 .9 

$.-'i,(WJ()..$7 ,500. --···---- .3 ·" .r. .8 .8 1. i 
$7,500--SIO,OCXJ •••••••••• .8 . 4 .2 .3 .3 2.3 
$10,{)()(} nnd 0\·er ........ ---·---- .I . 5 .7 -------- -------- 1.8 ------------~ ------

Allle,·cls ......... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1 InciUd<'$ fBmilii.'S Il\'ing on farms in rural areas only. 
1 Eu·lude-s ntlfamilir-s )'{'('('iring any direct or work relief (howe'"er little) at an\· 

time durin~ year. For further ell:"planation. seep. 42. • 
J For }()('ntion of communities inelucled in sample, $t'C chart 10. For discussion 
nf limitations of the regional comparison, see pp. 18, 22-ZJ, 5-l and 57. 
1 For definitions or operator and shart-cropper, sec footnote U, p. 43. 

TABLE 19B.-Pe-rcenlage distributions of wage-earning famt'lies 1 
{nonrelie[J 2 in five geographic regions/' by income level, 1985-36 

!'\t'W Xortb Southern l\fonntain Pacific Inoomele\·el En~hmd C('ntral lllld Plains 
region region region region region 

Under $250 .......... 0. 6 1.3 8.4 I. 4 1.2 
$U'o--$."-.1.10 ••••••• _____ 3. 2 4.3 18.6 6.0 3.8 
S.'iOJ---$700- -----.----- 9.4 9.6 19.4 13. 1 8.4 
$75(}---$1,000. --------- 18. -1 16.5 15.0 18. 1 13.8 
SJ,ooo--$1 ,250. ---- _: __ 19.9 17.4 U.4 16.5 18.7 

$1,250-$1,500 ..••••.•. Hl.O 13. j' 7.9 1-1.8 14.6 
Sl ,500--SI.iSO ........ _ 10. 6 10. 8 6.3 10. s 12.5 
$1, i.'i0-$'2,()(10 ______ --- 8. 6 8. 3 4.3 6. 6 10.4 
$2,())()..$2,2.-'iO ..• ___ .... 5. l 5.-1 2. 7 4.8 6.3 
$2,250--$2,500 ______ --- 3.0 3.8 I. 9 2.6 3,5 

$:2,.-'.00--$3,()('0,_ .. -- --- !!.7 4.8 2.2 3.0 ••• $3,t)()()--$:!,5('(1 _________ 1. 3 2.1 .s I. 6 1. 4 
$:!,501}-$4,CO.I ••••••••• .7 I. 0 .7 .5 •• $-I,()()()-$J,.)(10 ...... --- .3 . 5 .2 -1 .3 
$4,.'i00--$5,()(X) -•• --- --- .I .2 • 1 .1 .I 

$.~,000 nnd o\·er ••••.. .I .3 .I (') .2 

All hwels ...•.. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1 Fnmilll'S nro clns..•dfled according to occupation from which ]fll1!est amount or 
rnmily earnlnjni was deri\'{'(l, ratlu.•r than n.N.·ording to occupation of the principal 
turner. For further explanntlon, see pp. 25 lllld 44. 

'Excludl'.s all fnmillr-s l'('('('i\'illJ.! any dirl'('t or work relief (howc,·er little) at any 
time durin~-! vcar. For furtlwr cxplnnntion, &'C p. 42. 

' For loentlon of communities indudt•d in sample. sffl chart 10. For discussio:a of 
llmitntlons orthe regional compnrL~n. Sl'(l pp. 18, 22-23, 54 and 57. 

1 Less than o.os percent. 
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TABLE 20B.-Percentage distributions of white and Negro farm 
and rural nonfarm families 1 (nonreliej} 2 in the South,1 by 
income level, 19S5-IJ5 

Farm families 
Rural nonfarm 

White Negro fam.illes 1 

Income leYel 

Oper- Share- Oper- Sham-
Total crop- Total crop- White Negro sUJrs4 pers• BtofS I pers' 
----------------

rnder S"-'iO •• ---------- 1.0 0. i 26 8. 5 5. 4 12.4 0.8 21.6 
$2.50-SSCXL •••.... - ----. 12. 5 10.2 2i.O 38.4 33.0 45.1 5.0 48.4 
$.._'>00-$750. --------.---- 21.7 19. 5 3<.7 28.5 29.3 27.6 11.6 19.3 
$750-Sl.OOO .• ------ --·- HU 19.0 19.4 1&7 16. 5 10.3 129 5.6 
$1,00l-Sl,25(L •• ------. 13.3 14. 1 R4 5.1 6.5 3.2 12.4 H 

$1,250-$1,5()()__ ____ ----. •. 4 10. I u 3.0 .., .9 11. 5 •• $1,500-$1,750 ••..•.••..• 6. I 6. 8 2.0 1.5 2.4 .4 10. 1 .3 
$1, 750--S2.,()X) ________ - -- 3. 9 4. 4 1.1 .8 1.3 .I ... .3 
$2.00J-S2.2..'i0 •• -- - --- --- 2.6 3. I .3 .5 6.2 . I 
$2,250-$2,50L ••••••.•• 2.0 2.3 .I .2 ... .3 

$2,500-$3,0CXL --- .•.••. 2.8 3. 2 .1 . I ... .3 
$3,00l-S3.500.- --------- 1.6 1.9 (~ . I 3.6 . I 
$3,500-$-l.OOJ. ---------- 1.0 I. I (') (~ 2.3 . I 
$4,001)-$-l.S((L.--- •• - ••• .7 .8 (') (') 1.3 (') 
$t,500-$5,0CX.L---- •.•• - .. .5 (') (') 1.1 (') 

$500)-$7,500........... .9 1.0 ----··- (Sl (I) -·--·-- 2.5 (1) s;-'50.J-!to.ocKL ________ 

1 

.a .4 _______ <' (') _______ .9 <'> 

$10,00l.~:::~'::::::: ~~~~~~~~~ 
1 The rnrsl nonfarm !m)np includes fanulies lhing in communities with popuJaUon 

under 2,5()), and families li>ing in the open country but not on farms. 
2 Excludes all families recei \in I! any direct or work relief (however little) at any 

time during year. For further explanation, seep. 42. 
s For location of rommunities included in sample, see chart 10. For discu.'lslon or 

limitations of the sample data, see pp. IS, 5-f, and 57. 
t For definitions of operator and sharecropper, see footnote II, p. 43. 
I Less than 0.05 percent, 

TABLE 21B.-Percenfuge distributions of wh1"te and Negro familia 
(mmrelief)l in three sizes of citiu in the South,2 by iflC(}me level, 
193.5-36 

Lar~Je cities, Middle-sized cities, Small cities, 
100,000 population 23,000 to 100,000 2,500 to 25,0()0 

Income )e,·el and 0\·er population populaUon 

White Negro White Negro White Negro 

"rnder $2.50 ......... 1.6 9. 6 2.4 15.5 1.2 Zl.6 
$250-$..::1.10. -····-- ·-. 3.5 24.3 3.9 31.7 5.6 37.9 
$.~$7!.() ___________ 

7. 7 25.0 7.8 28.3 12. 2 Zl.8 
$7-10-$1,000 .•• ----- -· 8.8 18. 8 •. 7 12.5 13.7 7.5 
Sl,00()-$1,250 .••..••• 0.6 9.4 0.8 5. 7 - 14.8 3.4 

$1,250-$1,500 ....•.•. 8. 7 5.0 8. 7 2.1 10.7 I. 2 
S1,.'j(...,_SI.750 ....... 0.4 3.5 9. 5 I. 6 8.5 1.1 
$1, ifJ"J-$2.fXXI ........ 9.1 I. 2 •. 7 .9 7.2 .3 
$2,(1)0-$2.2-50.--- .... 7. 6 1.1 7.0 .6 5. 7 .3 
$2.WJ-S2.500 •• - ... -. 7. 5 . 7 5.6 .6 3. 7 .5 

$2,910-$.1,00). -- ••... ••• .7 7.6 .3 6.2 .3 
$.1,((()-S:),."#L ••••••. li. 7 .3 6.0 .I 3.3 .I 
$.1,-'1...,_$-I,(W"J()_. -- •••. 4.5 .I 3.3 .I 2.2 (~ 
$I )(.iJ-$-I • .fl.il)--- ••••. 24 .2 2.2 r> I. 4 (') 
$(,.[100-$.5,000- --- - .•. 1.7 (') 1.3 r> .8 (') 

$.-'.i,l"()f)--ti ,U.iJ •. -- .. -. 2 .• .I 3. 5 !!l L4 (~ 
fi ,!"JJfJ-$11J,fJOO .... - -· . 5 (~ •• . 5 ···-·--·--SlU.OOO and over_ ... .5 (~ 1.4 (~ •• .......... ----

AU h~,·eb ..... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

J Exdu1e11 ali families recf'lvfnli!: any direct or wort relief (howe,·er little) at any 
time <iuriDi' w~ar. F()r further e1planation, flee p. 42. 

J Fr,r )rKatlrm ()(communities included In sample, see chart 10. For dlsct158ion of 
lJmltatl<m." 4Jlthf' sample data, 6ee pp. m, M, and 67. 

J Lesll than 0.05 percent. 

NatiQnol ResQUrces Committee 

TABLE 22B.-Percentage dutributioM of whit. 1 and Negrofamilieo 
(nonrelief)' in North Central metropolisu and large ciliu,• by 
income level, 191J5-IJ6 

Metropoll~. 
1,500,000 populaUon and o>er 

J...anno CUit'8, • 
100,000 to t,.'JOO,OOO 

population 

Inoome le'\"el 

Satll'e Fort"{Jn-
hom Neoro White Neoro whlt.el white I 

Under $2.50 .......... ... 2.0 2.1 I. • 1.4 $251»10() _____ .. ·-·-. 2.0 3. 7 4.5 ... 0.1 
$50()-$750 __ .- ----.--- 3.8 u 12.0 ... 10.1 
$750-$1,000.----- ••.. u 10.8 19.7 0. I 20 .• 
$l,OCIO-Sl,250 ••..••. -. 9.0 12.7 UJ.3 12.2 :n. a 
St,2.'i0-$t,500 ••• _ .••.. 9.3 IU 13 . .5 ll.CI II. S $1,500-$1, j!.() ____ - •••• 10.2 11.5 ••• 10.. 0.1 
Sl,i50-S2,1Xl0 ......... •. 8 • •• .. . ••• u $2.00<>-$2.250 .. _ .. _ ... R8 7.0 0 7. 4 2.4 
$2,250-$2,50IL. ••.... 0.5 5.3 ... 6.7 LO 

$2,.500-$3,000 ......... •. 7 7. 5 2.2 8.0 1.0 
SJ.IJ00-$3.500 .. _ ..... 6.6 ... 1.5 ... . 4 
$3,!'JJO-$-I,OOO .... - .... 3.3 ... . 4 2.8 •• $4,(0}-$4,500 ••• - ••••. 2.1 I. 3 .2 ... . I 
$4,~000 ... ..... I. 3 •• .I 

• • (') 

$5,00()-$7,500 ........ 3.1 1.1 .2 2.0 • I 
$7,500-$10,IXIO ....... 2.5 •• .2 I. 4 .2 
$10,000 and o'\"er .•••. '" .5 (') 2.2 (') 

Allle\·ets ...... 100.0 too.o UJO. 0 100.0 UJO. 0 

t For explanation of nath·e white and fort>lim·bom whitt' eiJL~Inmtton, !W!tf'l p. 43. 
• Exelud~ all famill~ rl."Cl'h'lnli!: an)· din><:t or worlt rt•lld (hoWt!\'"11!1' litlle) at any 

time durin11: year, For furthl'l' erplanntlon, St'e p. 42. 
' For location of communities lncludl-d In !lampll', see chart 10. For dbcu.ulon ol 

limitations or the sample data, see pp. 18, M, and 57. 
I Less than 0.05 percent. 

TABLE 23B.-Ptrcenlagt dUtribulionJI of single mtn and ltingle 
woFMn,1 by income kr.~l, 1935-86 

Income level 

m~ ~ ~:: ~~.:: .... :: ~ ~~ ... ~. ~ -~. ~~ .... ~ _j .• :. ~: 
~ii:m.~::·j~~·--~~··~·~ .. :-~j·:·. -~--·_.·: ·: · .. 
~:~~:m: ~~: .. ·:: .. ·~.: · ~ .. ·. · j ~ .: ::.::: ~: ~ ..• ::: •• 
mi1~~-:: .. ~::: .. ~ ~: .:_ ...... ~ ~ ~. ~. ~ ... : ~ .. ·~. 
IIOO,txxl and over ..................................... . 

All levels .................................. .. 

Slna:Je men 

•. 5 
13.6 
u.s 
I!J. 4 
12.. 

10. ~ 
ft.fl 
•. 7 
3.3 
H 

2.0 
1.3 
.7 
.3 
.2 

. 5 

.3 

.3 

. I 
(ry 

(ry 

100.0 

f'lna:lewomea 

••• lll4 
20.7 
18.8 
8.1 

.. ' 
3. 4 
2 .• ... 
I. 4 

1.0 
.7 

•• ·' .a 
.7 
.3 
•• . I 

(~ 

(') 

100.0 

1 
Include!! both relief and nonrelief single Individual! For dertnltlon of linJIIfl lndl\·lduals, 8ee p. 40. · 

r Lessthan0.06pereenl. 



O<JMUmer Incomes 101 

TABLE 24B.-Numbtr of nonrtlief familiea 1 in &iz type& of rommunily within five geographic regions, 1985-38 

Type of oommunlty .All regions New England North Central Southern region Mountain ond Pacific region region region Plains region 

2, 806,916 ----------------~pniL~. 1,."00,(0) poJlulatlon an<l o'"er ••••••...•. ------------·-·······--

' 

e rlt\M, IOil,lllO to l.!lliJ,lJ)O roruiBtlnn_. _ .. __ ••••••.•••• ______ •• ____ •• _. 4,006, i08 ····----~82:6:i4' 
2, 806,916 -·-- --·-iso: :i97- ----------------2, Oi3, 631 t,149,m 780, 1M 

2, fiJi, 5S9 366,0fij 1,393, 917 572. Ofl-1 97,3SO liS, 210 
4, 079, ifl 

~ lldj\1~·~1 rltt~. :z.vro to tmJnJ population ______ ....•••. ······----·--·-_ 
ma t .• 2.!lOJ to 2!1,0C() population ••••••.. __ •••••••.•••••.••••..•••••.••• 362, 117 2, 051, 428 1, 059,967 281,921 324,308 

14, 160,954 1, 210, 71l9 8, 32.5, S92 2, 781,323 S-'>9,098 I, Z!a, 272 
All urban communlllf'!l ............................................... _1--::-:::-:::-f--:-::::-:::-l----::-:::-:::-l----:-:=:-':-:::-+--_.:::..::_=-i---_.::::.::.= 

.f, SS.\ 665 2M,Sll5 I, 881, 226 1, i37, 561 400,950 30.5.1Zl 
6, 166, 558 146,001 2, 127,999 3, 097, 183 544, 290 25!, 085 

10. 752, 2ZJ 400,800 
.. ""'· 22.1 

4, &4, 744 951,240 556,""' 

24,913, 177 1, 611, 575 12,335, 117 7, 616.067 1, 5lfl, 938 

:=;~~-~ -~~~~~-~~~~ ~: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
l-..,.--::,-:--:-:-1 

All rural commnnltlM .••.•••••.••••...... -- .•.. --·················-··l==~:;;:;~:;=l==~~~=l==~~~~~==~;;;;;,;;icl==~;;;,~=l===~~;;;; 
All oommunlbm .• _ •••••••••••••••••••.••.••.••.••••••.••..•••••••••.. 

1 F.tdlldt>~ all fBmllit'!' rt'C"f'l\'lnt rmy fil!"''('t or wort rf'lif't (howe,·er little) at any time durinlt year. For further explanation, seep. 42. 
• Includes famllle II vine in rommunllles with populntlun under 2.SOO, and families living In the open rountry but not on farms. 

TABLE 25B.-Ptret:nlage diJJtribv.tiom of nonrelief families, 1 by type of community and reg-ion, 1935-86 

Pereentage dfstrfbutlo11.5 by type of community Percentage distributions by region 

TyJ)I!ofmmmunlly New North Moun- New North 1\Ioun-
All Enl!'hmd Ct'ntrnl Southf'm Uin and Pndflc .-\II En!:land Central f:onthem tain and 

reel oWl mion ....... region Plains region regions Mgion region rel!lon Plains ....... region 

Metropn1l~: 

1,839, 4110 

Pnclflc 
region 

1,.500,000 population and onr •...••.••••.•••• II. 3 ---·------ 22.8 ---------- ---------- ---------· 100.0 ····------ 100.0 ------·--- -···-·---- ..... -----
l.arvt~ e-ll 11'5: 

100.1100 lo l,MO,CXXl population ••••••••••••••• 18. 7 20.9 IU 15.1 11.9 ,., 100.0 10.3 
Mlddlf'-~ltt'd dllt"S· 

2.~.000 to 100,000 population ---------------- 10 .• 22..7 11.3 7.5 ... 9.7 100.0 ,.., 
Small t'ltl~: 

2,500 to 25.CXXl populallon. ···-------- -------- .... 
22. ·' 

16.6 13.9 18. 7 17.6 100.0 8.9 

All urban communities •••••••••••••••..••• ... 8 15. l 67.5 36.5 37.0 69.8 100.0 8.5 

Rural nonfarm communities'···-·············-- 18.4 15.8 15.3 22.8 27.0 16.6 100.0 5. 6 
Fan:nJ •• -~------ ••• --- ••••••••••••••••• --------· 2 •. 8 ••• )7. 2 40.1 36.0 13. 6 100.0 24 

All rural oommunJtlt'IS.. -----------------·- .3. 2 24.9 32.5 
"'· 5 "'· 0 

30.2 100.0 3. 7 

All oommunltl«!! ••• -~-- ••••••••••••• ---· •• 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 )00.0 100.0 6.5 

1 EreludM oil families J'eC4'Ivlng nny direct or work rclld (however little) at any time during year. For further eX'J)I&natlon, seep. 42. 
a Includes families living in communities with population under 2,500, and famJIIes Jivin)il: in the open country but not on farms. 

"· 5 
24.6 

53.5 21.9 

50.3 211.0 

58.8 19.6 

41.0 37.9 
34.5 50.2 

37.3 45.0 

49.5 30.5 

TABLE 26B.-Number of relief fam-ilies 1 in Biz types of commun-ity within five geographic regions, 1935-86 

Type of community New En~- North Ceo- Southern Mountain 
All regions land region trnl region region and Plains 

region 

.f88, 184 -------------- ....... -------------- --------------
912,622 92,100 462,027 20.5. 461 ..... , 
582,841 115, 183 300,706 lOS. 579 31,359 

Metropoll~: 
l,SOO,OOO population and ovor .•.•••••..•. ---· •••••••••••••• -------- •• -------- ----· .•. 

LarRe ('it los: 
100,000 to 1,500,000 population •.•..••• ------ ••• ------- ••• ·--· .......... ------ •• ------

Middle-sized dtlcs: 
2.5,000 to 100,000 population ••••.•..••••••••• ------· .•..•••••••••••••.............•... 

Small cities: 
808.482 77,476 455,847 1.50,797 2,600 to 2ti,OOO population •••••••. - .•• ---------------------------···---··--·-·--·· ----I----:-:-:-:-::-II--.,--::-II---,---,---,--11---- 87,656 

3. 9 16.7 

3. j "" 
6. 9 7.9 

4.0 9.1 

8.9 6.0 
8.8 4.1 

8.' 52 

6. I I i .• 

Pacific 
region 

--------------
116, 010 

50, 014 

36, 706 

2. 792, 129 26.1,858 1, 706,764 461,837 ISS, 910 20'..!. 760 

1, 09-1, 30.5 67, 203 49i,062 344,952 106, 746 78. 342 

All urban oommunlties ••••••.••.•••••••••••• --------------------------------------~=~~~~~===;;~~~=~~~~~==~~~~===:;;~~~==~~~ 
Rural nonfarm communities •- ••..••••••••••. -----.-------------------.----- ••••••••••.• 

600,646 8,236 62,762 389, 006 liS. 297 22. 345 

1, 694, 9Sl 75,-139 559,824 733.958 22.1, 013 100, 68i 
Form.s.----------·-·-----------------------·--------------------------------------------l---:-;:;:;-::;;-l----::;-:;;:-l----::::-:::::-1-~=::=-l---:=:'-::c-:-+--:::'= 

All rural communities ••••••••• ·---------------------·······-····----········---·· '1=~~~~1==~~~1==:~~~~==:~~~~==~~~~==~~~ 
All communities •• ------- •• __ ••••••••• ------------------------.----· •••••• -------- 4, 487, 080 340, 297 2, 266, 588 

t Includos nil rnmiUeJ rooolvlnR" nny direct or work relief (howe\·er little) nt any time during year. For further explanation, seep. 42. 
a Includes farulllusllvlui Jn communities with population under 2,600, and famlllooll\'lng in the open country but not on farms. 

I, 195, 795 380,9.13 303, 447 
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.T.UILE 27B.-PercenLage dutributiornl of relief families, I by type of wmmunily and regitm, 1935-S6 

Percentage distributions br type or oommunit}' Peroent.a~te dbtribatloru b)· rfCion 

Type or rommunity New North Moun- New North Moun-

-'" En~::hmd Central Southern tain and Pacific .\II Ens::l1md Central &~utht'm lain lllld Pn.rtno 
regions region Plains region relt{ons fl>(ion PI Bins n-!Pon region reglon region re&':LOD reglon ret;:! on . 

Metro)XIli.ses: 
uno 100.0 1,500,00) population and over •.••.•••••...... 10.9 ---------- 21.5 ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- -.--------

l.ari!e cities: 
38.2 1000 10 I ro. 1 22.0 4.0 12.7 100,00) to 1,500,00) population.-------------. :>J.3 27.1 

"'· 4 17.2 9.7 
Middle--::iz.ed cities: 

25,00) to 100,000 population •••••••••••••••••. 
Small cities: 

Iao 27.9 la3 8.8 8.2 ~~· 100.0 I~ 3 51.8 IS. I ... ... 
2.,500 to '25,000 population ..••••••••••••••••.. 18.0 22.8 "'·I I2. 6 23.0 12.1 100.0 •. 6 "'' 18. 7 IO.. ... 

All urban oommunitie.<L •••••••.••••••••••. 62.2 1/.8 75.3 38.6 40.9 68.8 100.0 ... 61. I II\. 5 ... 7.3 
-

Rural nonfarm communities t ••••••••••••••••••• 24. 4 19.8 21.9 28 .• 28.0 zs. 8 uno ~I ... 
I 

31.5 •• 7.2 
Farms .... --------·--------------··--· •••.••••.. 13.4 2.1 28 32.5 31.1 7.4 100.0 1.1 10.-1 .... IV. i 3. 7 

• -\.11 rural communities ..•. -------.--------- 37.8 22.2 2-t. j fil. 4 511.1 33.21 100.0 4. 5 .. o I ~, 3 I3.3 ••• 
.-\11 communities_. _____ .. _____ ... ______ ••. IOO. 0 100,0 1 100.0 1 100.0 100.0 Ioo o I 100.0! 7 •I ro 'I 26 •i 8 .• u 

1 Includes all families recehinf'! any direct or work relief (ho-wever little) at an:r time during year. For further explanation, 5(116 p. 42. 
l Includes families living to communities with population under 2.500. and families Hvtng in the open oountry but not on farou. 

TABLE 28B.-Number and percent of rnmrelief families 1 in three 
colar groups in five types of communi.J.y in the South, 1936-86 

Type of community and color r;roup 

Farm families: 
White: 

:."urn her of 
families 

Percent 

Opm1tors J ______ ••••••••••••••••• :.......... •••. •• I, 822. !:lj7 38.9 

Sharecroppers'-··------····----···--------- .. -.-- .1 __ _:290:=:·.::'=-'"i--_:•:.:· • 
TotaL ....•••...........•.....•................ -I=,;2~I;;;I~;;087~,I=='";;;;;· 3 

Negro: 
Opmltors ..•••••••. _____ .. __ ••••• ____ --.------ ..•. 511. 002 16. 5 

Sharecroppers .••• -· . ---- - --- ••••••• - •• -.-- --- ---. -~--_:':::"::_• I.:_O.:_I ·I--_:I_:3·_:' 

TotaL---·------·------·---·.----· ••.. --- .. ---. -l~=,;m;;;';;;· 1;;93;;,f=~29;;·;;• 
Other color: J 

Operators .... ----·--· •. ·-·----- .•.••• -·--···----.. 31. 31'J6 t. 0 
S"""""ppmo. __ .••••.••••• __ .......••••••........ 

1 
__ _:"-':::_· :::53.:_7 ·I--_:_:· 8 

TotaL _____________ ..••••••.••......•••••••••.. "I==,;"';;· ;;003;;,1,==::1;;. 8 

Total farm Ca.mllies •. __ ••..••.•• __ .......••••. - •. 1=,;:3~, rm~·;,;I;:83;, I'=~IOO::;,::. 0 

Raral nonfarm familles:• 

~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: I,~::~ ~: ~ 
Other color'---------- .••••••• ··-·.............. . . . • . . 24, 7« 1.-t 

1--'----1-'---::..: 
TotaL. •••• _________ .••.•••••••........•••••..•...... -~~,.,;;I,,;;737;;;;· "';;I ,',=~1:;;00:;;;. o 

Sma!I city ta.m.Jlies (2,!i00 to 25,000 population): 

~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~::::::::::~: ~: l~A ;:: ~ 
OtlW:r color a. __ ••••.•• --·--· .•...••••••.•••. __ ..•.••.. 

1 
__ __:I.:.•·cc"'-".:::__

1 
__ __:':.::· • 

TotaL ••• ·--··-·---·-····-··-----· •..•••• -···· ..•••. 1 =:::1~-~0.'~;o~, "';;;;7=~=~IOO~. 0 

:M:id<ill--iz-00 dty Wnilie11 (25,000 to 100,000 population): 
\\"hit-e ····----·· ·----· ·- ••••••••••••• -- ·- .. ··-· -- •• -·.. 421, g(W) 73.8 
~f-$:f(J ••• --- ----·---·------·- ••••• -···· ••• -·-· ••••• ·--- I-ll, 4kll 2-1. 7 
Otlw.-r eo lor •- ••• ·-·------····· ••••• ______ .......•••... 

1 
___ ::8·~"":::_ 

1 
__ _:I:.:., 

Total .••• --· •••••.••• -·-·--· .....•••••••••••.. -- ••• -I==~"~~;:::""~~~~,=~IOO~. 0 

~-~~~-~~~!~~~~~~~-~~~~:-~~.~~~~~>_=.......... 915,002 79.7 
S r-v.ro .•..•••••••••••..••••••••••••••.. -.--.- -· •••• -·.. "JJ!l, 51l2 HI. 1 
(Jtht-r oolur •-- ...........• ·······--·--·-··-· •..••.•••. 

1 
__ _:"-':·~':""::_l---_:2:_:· 2 

TotaJ •.•••........... -·-····---------··········---·· J, 14g, m JOO. o 

1 Exr:hJ•!P-<1 all familif~ rr-r.:t<lvln~ any filrect or work relld (however Uttle) at any 
tJ.tn,. .-Jun.IJV y,.,-.r. fl•..r rurtht~rNfbnatiun, sec p. 42. 

1 f"•K ,1,.fJnJtl<m5•Jf ''I'N·attn an• ~<hw-ecropiJCt", see footnote II, p. 43. . 
I YrJt .-jo-flnitl••fl ••f <1t u-r ("fJI<lT, ~-- (J. 43. 
'h.r·lwJ•-, hmil~ livln~t In emnmunltlt>S with population under 2,00"1, and tam:lles 

U\"114 Jn tL.t-t;JA!IJ oouJJt.ry but notuo lw-Iflll. 

1 f.,•-I!J'I~ "" famili1'11 flot".ll•lvln~ Boy I)Jr•rl or wr.rk rt!lld (however l!ttlt!) Bt any 
tiJI.ao- •I•Jnn.- p--.. r. y,~, turth,·r •·tplanat!fm, 81..-J,. 42. 

r •,f<-lf'•I_.,-,J.__.,.~ of UllJJ !iv· !ire In !'\ortb Ccnt.rsl ko:l(lon only (Sew York, Chicago, 
f't,.i;,o-1• ij.tu.:s, ~t.nti fJ,tr~•ilJ. 

1 lt.' J•J·J.....- t;tnulkt Jh"mv Jn ("tJmmunltJ•-s with pQpulbtlon undL-r 2,LOO,IInd famlllf-s 
UYI.Dc 1n tL.t u~o UJUIJU)' but oot IJO tarrnJ. 

TABLE 29B.-Numb~rand percent of non,.~li~ffamili~• 1 inthrur.olor 
groups in .Vorth Cenimllarge cit it• and mdropoliu.a, 1935-86 

Type or oommunJty and rotor ~roup 

I..atg.- citY fnmllies (100,(1()) to J,500,cnJ populntlon): 
\\'hit.e ••.•. --·· -· •••.••••••. -...•.•••• - ••.• - .•........ 

~~~rotor· i ::~:::~::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Total.--··--· •••••••.•••••••..•.•. _. ___ •..••• _ .•..• 

Metropoll5 families (1,500,(1()) population and ovrr): 
White: 

XatlvP • .•....••••....••••.•.... 
Foreign-born a •••.••••.••...•• 

. TotaL_ •••..•••••.•.•.••.....•... 

i3~oo~or·i:::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~::::: 
TotaL ••••..•.•.••.......••.....••....•••...••..••.. 

Sumh>r of 
P~rornt fa.mUios 

2. (()g. Ui ... 
63,33I 3.1 

1,163 .I 

2, 073.1531 uno 

1, 635, SZJ M.7 
1, 100. M-1 41. f 

2. OOft. 077 Ot\1 

107,1-15 ... ..... • I 

2. 80G. 816 100.0 

1 Exclu_di'S oil fnmllles f('('l>ivlng any dln-ct or ou.·nrk n·llrf (however little) at any 
time dunn~:" year. For funher t.·xplanntlon. lk.'e p. -1.2. 

J For definition or other color, liCe p. 43. 
1 For e.lpW!.natlon of native white and fotehtn-born whltn cMIQcatlon, Jell p. 43. 

TABLE 30B.-Numb_tr of nc __ nrelief familil'lf 1 of fnur 1itt1 in aiz 
type• of commumty and 1n five geographic region•, 1986-86 

Tn~ of community and rt.oglon 

Mettot)()IISf_"': J 

.\II 
lamilll'A 

FamiJINof-

2 persoDll 3--4 Jlt'f· .... b----6 per­,.,. 
7and 
o\'t•r 

ponolll 

I,!JJI,fXJIJ population Bml over 2, ~. Dl6 756, 4-f(J 1, M, 1-14 M2, Uofl IM, 3Vl IAnct.• ('Jlii'S; • 

IOO,IJIIO to 1,.500,000 popula· 
tion ...•..•...•••••••••.••• 4,000. 7(11 1,571,~ 2, J33.1W 72ti.Wl 235,011 

Mlddlt·-slzt~ ('ltl~: 
2-'i,IJOO to 100,000 J.IOpulatloo.. 2, 607,689 770 224 1 217 812 160, 14.5 1"" 378 

Rnmll (."it!~: ' ' ' ""' 
2,600 to 25,<XKJ population.... 4,079, 741 1, 149,1i8fl 1, 002. 4-f() 7«. Ml 282. 7M 

All urban communities ••.• li, too. Ur.-t 4!_247, lt.H 11 tHO 62~ ;t, 4X!,I137 ~ 
Rural nonfu.rm communltl~>:~~ '. •. 4,!..X!o,IWI.'i 1, :.!1'!7, 5711 ".l: 1.11.:1: M7 H:ti, ~If! :lUI, 7:.!6 
Fu.rms ••••••••.•••..•.....•••.••. O,IIWI,r..t"..H 1,134,110 2,:Wti,I~Jl,M7,U3fll,I44,3ZI 

All turn! communities •••.. 111. 7!J:t, :t.l"! 2. 4".ll,l'.\rl 4, r,ZJ, 7411 ;.!~II. 7~ _1,_4:~. 0-lll 

All communities ....•••••. 2-1, uJ:t,l77 ..!!r_llt~H, li!IIJ ~ :w, -t,liiH,:t71i ~~JU, &ci 
f'o!r>w Englnn1L ......•.•....•... 1,1!11,67fl 4f•7 :D\7 7-:b'lf>f;:j :J~wl 41'.tliii,XIU 
~ort1hCentruL •••...•...•...••.. I2,J:I!i,ll7 3,ml:4:V. 6,7w:c.7u2,:r.la:4a:-J Hl7,1170 
'JUt! •..•••••••.....•.••..•••..• 7,616,01'17 l,C.iH,Z!U 3 I:JU Hl•7 I, T.IU,3211,1117,1J00 
~lountnln aml Plu.lm... .•. .•.•. 1, I'IHI, u:~ 3UH N'.:J 'm.w1' (r!'.l 3M, :wu Jlfl, U:l:l 
l'u.elnc ..••••••••••••.•...•..•••• t,x:-m,4HO (l(jJ::J.~o om::w-t ~.700 ~ 

All regions •...........••.. 24,1113, tn O,OOij, t!ll(J 11, 170, am; f, 8tH, 3711 2, 200, M3 

Note. In opJJO•ito column. 
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TABLE 31B.-Percenlage distributions of nonrelief families I of four B'izes, by type of community and region, 1985-36 

Percentage distributions by site of family Percentage distributions by type or community and region 

Tnle or community and region 
All families 2persons 3-1 persons 5-6 persons 7and o>er AU families 2 per.l<>ns pe.sons 

Metropoll.ses:J 
1,500,000 population and o\·er _ --------------- 100.0 26.9 49.7 17.9 5.5 11.3 11.3 

Large cities: 
100,000 to 1,500,000 population. --------------- 100.0 33.7 45.7 J.h.6 5.0 18.7 23.6 

Mlddle-slzf!d cities: 
25,000 to 100,000 population .... ---------------

Small cities: 
100.0 29.5 46.7 17.6 6.2 10.4 11.5 

2,500 to 25,000 population ..................... 100.0 28.2 46.6 18.3 6.9 16.4 17.3 

All urban communities .......... __ --------- 100.0 30.0 46.9 17.2 5. 9 56.8 63.7 

Rurnl nonfarm communities • ..... ______ . _ --·---·- 100.0 28.1 47.6 17.9 6. 4 JS. 4 19.3 
'Fanns ••••••• ------------------------- ----- ------· 100.0 18. 4 37.9 25.1 18.6 24.8 17.0 

All rural communities ....... __ ..... -------- 100.0 22.5 42.1 22.0 13.4 43.2 36.3 

All communities. __ . __ ........ ... --. ·-----. 101).0 211.8 44.8 19.3 9. I 100.0 100.0 

N"ew En!! land .. _.·--------· ............ 100.0 28.4 45. 1. 19.0 7. 5 6.5 6. 8 
North CentraL .........•... ____ ... ---· ... -·--·-- 100.0 29.1 46.3 18.0 6.6 49.5 53.7 
South •• --------- __ .... ------- .... ___ .. 100.0 20.7 41.3 22.7 1~3 30.5 23.7 
Mountain and Plain."------····· ... -------- 100.0 26.4 .t5. 7 20.2 7. 7 6. I 6.0 
Po{'lflC.---·· ... - ... --- ..... 100.0 35.4 .t9.1 13.0 2.5 7.-1. 9.8 

All rC$!ions _____________ 
.. ·---·-···------·- 100.0 26.8 448 19.3 9.1 100.0 100.0 

I Excludes all families receh·inl!" any dir('('t or work relief (however little) at any time during year. For further explanation, seep . .t2. 
I Mctropoli~es of this ~ize are In North Central R<"l!"ion only (New York, Chit-al!"o, Philadelphia, and Detroit). 
I Includes families living in ('('lmmunltle.."' with population under 2,500, and families living in the open country but not on !arms. 

3-1 persons 6-6 persons 7 and o•er 
per.l<>ns 

12.5 10.5 6.8 

19.1 lh.1 10.4 

10.9 9,6 7.1 

17.0 15.5 12.4 

59.5 50.7 36.7 

19.6 17. 1 12.9 
20.9 32.2 50.< 

40.5 49.3 63.3 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

6.5 6. 4 5.3 
51. 1 46.3 36.0 
28. I 36.0 51.5 
6. 2 6.3 5.2 
8.1 5.0 2.0 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

TABLE 32B.-Number of nonrelief Jamilies 1 in eight occupational groups 2 in five types of community and in five geographic regU:rns, 1985-86 

Wag~arn- Farming 
Business group Professional group Other new· 

Type of community and region All families Clerical patlonal ing fiTOUp group 1 group 
Salnrled Independent Sals.ried Independent groups' 

Metropoi!!IEIS:' 
1,600,000 population and o\·er ------------

LnrRe c!tl(ts: 
2.800, 910 1, 3f,S.441 -------------- 731,758 104,884 297,006 143,621 49,519 111,687 

100,000 to 1,500,000 popul.otlon. __________ 
Middle-sized citle~: 

4,666, 708 2, 155,143 -------------- 1,114,569 309,732 569,817 264,565 84,045 168,837 

2.5,000 to 100,000 population •••• __________ 
Small cities: 

2, 607,589 1,409, 575 -------------- 483,714 151,410 292,099 125,686 37,846 107,259 

2,500 to 2.5,000 population ..• ------------- "·om. 74l 2. 305,805 -------------- 657,5-t3 219,171 488.503 182,392 55,224 171, 103 

All uibun con:munitles ________________ 14, 160, {1.5.1 7, 238,964 -------------- 2, 987, 584 785,197 1,647,425 716,264 226.634 558.""" 
Ruml communitieS •. -----------------·----- 10,752, 2'.!3 2, 220, 313 6,166, 558 638,6<1 327,417 725,222 272, 9til 114,299 286,812 

.A II communilles. _. ___ •.• ------------- 2-1, 913,lto 9, 459,277 6, 166,558 3, 626, :?Ui 1,112,614 2, 372,647 089,225 340.933 845,698 

New En~::land .•••• _ •. _____________ ---------. I, 011, 675 857, 401 140.001 23-i. 036 so .• 22 158.065 60, 9i8 18, 4i'2 56,200 
Korth Centrnl. ... _ .••••• _ ------ ___ ------- __ 12, 33..'i. 117 1\29-1. OS4 2, lZl. 999 2,016, 594 485. 127 1, 22S, 807 531.105 174,015 4n. 386 
South ... _______ . __ . ___ •.•• ----- .• _. ________ . 7, 610,067 2, 198.435 3. 097. 183 862, 209 359,090 599,302 236,H5 90,418 173. 285 
Mountain and Plains._.---·---··-·-·-·----- 1,5Hl,03S 371, 412 5«,290 197. 3S5 91,816 161.331 67, 559 25.641 51.504 
Pacific •• __ .............. ---- .••.•.•••• ------ 1,83'.1, 4SO 737,945 251,085 316.001 00,159 225,142 93,438 32.387 87.323 

All regions._------------------------._ 2 •• U13, II. I 9, 459, Zi7 6, 166,5581 3, €26, 225 1, 112,614 2, 3i2.647 989,225 34<),933 ........ 
I Excludes all families recell"lng nn)• dlrod l'lr work relief (howe\·er little) nt any time durinll!' year. For further explanation, seep. <12. 
' Jo'EWallles are clll.-islficd a("C()rtting to occupation from which llll'l:est IUllount of family earnings was derived, rather than according to occupation of the princlpal earner. For 

further explnnntlon, sec pp. 25 and 44. 
'Inclutl<"s fnmili('~ liYmg on f1mns In rurnl nrea.!l only. 
'lndurles fnmllles with no lnromo from e.nrnlngs during the yl"nr, and vlllal!e nod city families with major e.n.rnings from farming. 
'Metropolises or this slto are In North C'ontrnl Rel!"lon only (Now York, Chicago, Philadelphlu, and Detroit). 
8 lncludl"s, In addition to tho 6,166,558 fnmilles living on farms, 4,585,665 families living In tho open country but not on farms, or In communities with population under 2,500 

The latter group includes 137,62-1 yJIIuao fnmllic.s derh·lng tho Jnrgust amount offnmily eurnin~:s frcm farming; these nro classified a.s "other occupational groups." 
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TABLE 33B.-Peroentage distributi~.~, "~f nonrelief families J in eight occup :mal groups,2 by type of comm1mity and region, 1985-SB 

Per= o:e distributions by occupational group Percentage dlstrlbutlons b)• type or community and re~~:lon 

·.I 
Bu.qness Professional Dn<lncss Prof~<~looal 

Type of community anrl f'P!tion Wag~ 
group group Other Wn~re-

RTOUp ~TOUp Other .-\11 Fam. .\11 Fnnn· Cieri-
rami- earn- ing· 

O<CUpo- faml- oarn- In< ml OttUPQ· 

lies lng group 1 Inde- lode- tlonn) 
II" 

lng 
group~ iUOUp I nile- lnd&- tiona! 

' 'ala- Sala- gi'OU(lS t group ~atn- Snln- group.'l' group pend- pend- ))('Oti· pen1l· '<I ent <led ent ru>d ent rled ent 

1- ------------------------ --- --- ------ ---
~letropolises: 1 

10.6 3.1 1. 8 4.0 11.3 H . .S 20.2 9 • n• 1 H.5 13.2 1.500.000 population and over .... 100.0 {8.7 ------- 26.1 ------. 
J....arge cities: 

Zl.9 •.. 3.7 1. 8 3. 6 18.7 228 30.8 27.0 . •. 7 20.0 100.000 to 1,500,000 population ... 100.0 46.2 ------- -------
Middle-sized cities: 

:~1~1 
25,000 to 100,000 population.. _____ 100.0 .')4. 1 ------- 18.6 3.8 •1- 2 4.8 1.4 •. 1 10.4 1-1.9 ------- 13.3 lL 1 12.7 

Small cities: .. ... -2.500 to 25.000 population.. ••••••• 100.0 36.4 ---··-- 16. 1 ,_, 120 .., 1.4 •. 2 16 .• 2t. 3 ---------- --------------- --- ------ --------
All urban communities .•....•. 100.0 51.2 ------- 21. 1 '·' II. 6 S. 1 1.6 3.9 f.tUI jl\_ 5 ~"-"I ... = = '-I= ·j==-

Rural communities •----------- ----- 100.0 26.7 57.4 5.9 3.0 6. j "-' 1.1 
------------------------- _

1
_H.6 

" I 
' All communities •• ---- .. ------ 100.0 37.9 24.8 H.li :t.~ 9.' 4.0 1 .• -- hl.l ,.~jo:;to"t -· _.J~ = = -------------- ~· 1- 9.1 i= --

!\"ew En~d.--------------········ 100.0 53.2 9.1 14.5 5.0 9.8 3 ..... I . ,._. 
6.6 

~ortb CentraL--------------------- 100.0 42.9 li. 3 16. 3 3. 9 10.0 •. 3 r .• -49.5 "~" r ' .. 1.1 M.S 
South. ... __ ---- ......•• ---------.--. lOll. 0 28.9 40.6 11.3 .. ; 7. 9 3. 1 1. 2 , J I 30' :,;..-,. "'·' "'' Monntain and Plains _______________ 100.0 24.5 36. 0 13. I 6. 1 10.; .., I. 7 3 .• .. ' • s i. 5 •. 1 
Pacitl.c. - -------------- •• ----- ---- •• -- 100.0 

"'· 1 
13. i 17.2 3.2 122 3.1 1. 8 4.7 I • , ••• v. -~ 10.3 --------------------- ------

All regions ••. ----------------- 100.0 37.9 2-J. 8 14.5 ••• 9.5 4.0 ... 3 . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 lllO. 0 
I 

1 Excludes all families r-eceh·in~ any direct. or work relief (howe,·er little) at anr time durin!! year. -s;- _(! p. <12. 
1 Families are cla.o;sified according to occupation from which largest amount of famll:,· _earnings" according to ot"tU(lntlon of the prlndpa! t'lllrner. 

For further uplanation see. pp. 25 and 4-4. 
1 Includes families liYing on farms in rural areas only. 
'Includes f_amilies with no inl'Ome from earnings during the year, and \"iiiB~:"e and cit}' faml:les with mujor, p from farming 
s ~letropolLo;es of this size are in Sortb Central ~ion only (New York, Chicago, Philadelphia, a.nd I>etrolt. · 
• Includes, In addition to the 6,1&1,558 fllll!-illes living on farms. 4,585,66-'i fnmilie,; Jiving In the open l'Ountn: buL , .. -. 1n farm'!, or In f"ommunlt it':'l witt, pnpulntlon under 2.~. 

Tbe latter group includes 137,624 '"illage families deriving the largest amount uf ramii}' earnings from farming; these ·W..,..,11lcd 8.5 "other oc"C"l.I,J!Utional gruu1~." 

TABLE 34B.-Number and percent of single individuals,1 by relief 
Uatu.! 2 and &ex, 1935-86 

Relief statw and sex 

Not rettiring rellef: J 

:!1-le.n. ---------------------------.---------- .. -••• -.--. 
l\"omen.~-------------·-------------·----------------

TotaL.------------- ................•............... 

Xumber Percent 

5, 1:00, 262 6-1.3 
3, ur..-3. 201 as. 1 

8,S72,463 100.0 

Rtot-h·fng some relief: 1 

~~:::::::;::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::: 1--
1
_' r-:..'..:7;:..1_1

1
:..1 1---;':'---: i 

Total ••••••••••.•••••••.•••••••. ---·-···- .•..••••• -. 

All single indlddnal!: 
:!~-fen.-~---------------.------ .. -.------------ .. -••. --.­
Vii omen •• ----- •••• _ •. --.-·· .. ----------------··----·---

Total •••. : •••••••.•...•••••...•. -··········· ..•••... 

1,-485,572 100.0 

6, f..Tr, 723 6-5.0 
3,520,312 3.5.0 

10, ot8, 035 100.0 

'F£d dl:>flnltlon ofgn£.1e lndlv!dua~. Sf(' p. -ro. 
J Tbe rthd rcroup inc-Ju'J'~ all single lndh·iduals reeel,-ing any dlroct or work rei!Pf 

fbtJ'IIH·>n 1Jtt!t:1 at an}· timt: during year. The nOIU"(:llef group Includes all other 
aindi lndl>iduals.. For furtberuplanation. seep .. 4.2 .. 

0 

TABLE 35R .. -Nr;mbt'r of 1'n.stitulional residt- in nin~ types 
of in.stitulional group in five grographic reg.ota .. 1985-86 

' I Xew 
Moun-:\"orth South- tu.Jn 

Type or lnstltutionnl group I 
A;1 Eng· Ct·n· 

''" nwl PoclRc 
glo:, land Jrnl 

~glon Pll\ln., n-gJoq 
region ~Jon r-- ~~ n 

Iwtitutlons for-
Mental drfectl~es .•• ------ Y',J, 00) 32.1)"() 31-4,000 12-4.00) 32.< .foi,OOO 
Physical defectin•s. _ •.... 101, 00..1 10,000 

"'· t.W 
Zl.<W O,IX' 7,Wl 

Prisoners and delinquent 
adults._----- ..••• _ ..•.• 207,Wl 1~Wl 03.Wl 7J, 000 lG, h.. 17,000 

Dependent and delle-
flUent ehUdren .••..•••.. tm. ooo 10.000 ~- 00) .f.O.OOO 8.tm R,tro 

Dependent adults. __ ----. .r..w. 01.10 17,01.10 J:ll,f .. l 2i',CH.I 10,(0) 1.'i,lU) ----
TotaL •••••••••••••••••• ~"(),(XI() VJ. nno f1.~7.m.J ~.lUI i2. (I()(J 1-i-'\. ,.)(} 

Quasi-irutitutlonnl RTOUJ>!I: 
Civ111nn Consen-ntlon 

ConJe .• _ ------------- .• 412,000 23.000 IJ<J, 000 U-5,00) 67,000 : ..., 
I .. nbor cnmps. ·------- .... IU:J, lAO 2, (O'J 22 ..... , 3.1, COl 1-1. OI.X) .1"£-..•.-o..l) 
Mllitnry und na\'al post.a .. 21-1,CW 11,101 00, litO 9.';,1..01 23,JW 2U,II().) 
Crews on vessels~--·----- 72, OCIO 8, (X'() 30,00:1 Ill, 01.10 ---·- -·- IM,LOJ 

TotaL •••••••••••••• _·--~ -10.000 ~~~-~~ ~.f.!,I!Oil.._ lOO,lUJ -·~-!~ 
Alllrutltutlonnl groups. :r 00.,~ 000- 1-l.'i;t.OO- "\P-I, tOO- .':.70_--.__.__._r li1i.-WJ- -:.'U:i. tiii 

' Classified by region BCCOrdlng to port or call. 

--


