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PART |

INCOMES OF ALL CONSUMERS

tinually 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 finally 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 all the goods and services that constitute the
real income of the American people.

The amount consumers have to spend and what their
incomes purchase are measures of the effectiveness with
which we use our productive resources. The volume
and the distribution of this purchasing power, in turn,
play 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
tax facilities to maintain 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 mesager knowledge of the channels
through which it passes. Those concerned with the
living standards of the people need more accurate
information on the extent to which shortage of income
brings poverty damaging to health and happiness.
Law-making bodies striving to apportion taxes equi-
tably and without damage to the processes of industry
need to know what will swell or deplete the stream.
Business men require more abundant and reliable data
on the probable demand for their products in order to
stimulate and meet that 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 various groups of the Nation's consumers.

THE great stream of national income flows con-

The Scope and Significance of the Study

This report on consumer income distribution in the
United States 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 was 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 productive ca-
pacities. While primarily designed for use in building
up national estimates of consumer expenditures, these
ficures 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 of 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 2
had appeared in published form—that of the National

1 Levon, Maurice, Moulton, Harold G., and Warburton, Clark, Amerfca’s Capacity
to Constime, the Brookings Institution, Washington, D. C., 1934,
2 Prepared by Frederick R. Macaulay and published in Tncome in the United States,

s Amount and Distribution, 1909-1919, vols. 1 and IL, National Burean of Evonomie
Research, New York, 1021 and 1922,

1
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Bureau of Economic Research, giving estimates for
the year 19183

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,
1t 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 & family income basis, or to
present more than a single national 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 Statisties in cooperation with the
National 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 and women.

3 Mentlon should also he made of ao estimate for 1929 presented, without discus-
sien, in the Pusiness Week for August 31, 1832, in one of o serles of articles on The
American Congumer Market,

¢ Iate nn famlily incomes are also now available from an extensive sample of irhan
furpilies and from a smaller sample of rural families through the National Health
Furvey recently conducted by the U, 8, Public Health Service. For discussion of uss
made of these dista, see Appendix A, pp. 68-50.

4s The Study was ndministered under the guldance of a Bteerlng Committes and
& Technical Fubeommittee, each composed of representatives of the five coupersting
apencies, ‘The membership of these committees wns as follows:

Bteering Commlitee; Btuart A. Rice, Chalrman, Works Progress Administration;
Leuive Btanles, Purest of Home Economlcs; Isador Lubin, Bureau of Labor Sta.
tistics; Ctardiner . Means, Nutlonal Resources Committes; Morris A. Copeland,
Central Btatistical Board.

Technical Bubcommittee: Hildegarde Kpeeland, Chajrman, Natlonal Resources
Committee; Day Monroe, Bureau of Home Feonomics; Faith M. Willlams, Buresu
of Lahor Btatistios; Milton Forster, Werks Progress Administration; S8amuel J.
Dennis, Central Etotlstical Board.

s It should be noted that income was mensured befure payment of Lncome taxes.
¥or definition of income and for explanation of certain Itema not Included, see
Appendiz A, p. 41, For description of Btudy of Consutner Purchasen, see Appendix
A, e, 2,

National Resources Committee

The findings of this study have been supplemented
by other sample data on family and individual incomes,
by data on earnings, and by income tax statistics. The
material from these various sources has provided the
basis for a serles 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 Nation’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, be considered as approximations 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, and it has not been possible to
estimate the incomes of these two groups according to
type of community, occupation, and other character-
istics, For many groups of nonrelief families as well,
the duta do not insure reliable results for the finer
classifications of the population. These more detailed
figures are thereforoe presented in reference tables in
Appendix B. The estimates for the major groups of
families, however, and for all families and single
individuals, are believed to be sufficiently reliable to
serve the practical purposes for which they were pre-
pared. These estimates are dealt with in the main
body of the report.

Income Distribution on a Nationa! Basis

The most significant results of the study are those
showing the broad national picture of the division of
income among the American people. These figures
are brought together in the charts and tables which
follow. Istimates for the various component groups
of the population are presented in Part I1.

Family Incomes

The great majority of the Nation’s consumers are
members of families of two or more persons, sharing «
common income and living under a common roof. The
29,400,300 families in the population during 1935-36
were by far the most important group of income-
spending units, including nearly 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 families
received less than $500 during the yenr studied; 42
percent received less than $1,000, 65 percent less than
$1,500, and 87 percent less than $2,500. Above the
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DISTRIBUTION

OF FAMILY INCOME IN THE UNITED STATES

BY INCOME LEVEL
1935- 36
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CHarT 1

This chart may be read cither by length of bars or by symbols

Fach figure symbol represents 1 percent of all families or 294,000 families
Each dollar symbol represents 1 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
and $10,000, and only 1 percent with incomes of $10,000
or more. These figures are shown in fuller detail in
table 3, in a later section of the report.

When the incomes of all families are added together,
the aggregnte is approximately $48 billion. The shares
of this total income going to the various income groups
are also shown in chart 1. Thus we find that the 42
percent of families with incomes under $1,000 received
less than 16 percent of the aggregate, while the 3 per-
cent with incomes of $5,000 and over received 21 per-
cent of the total. The incomes of the top 1 percent
accounted for a little over 13 percent of the aggregate.

Incomes of Single Individuals

In addition to the 116 million consumers living in
fumily groups in 1935-3G, there were 10 million men
and women lodging in rooming houses and hotels, living

as lodgers or servants in private homes, or maintaining
independent living quarters as one-person families®
These single individuals constituted nearly 8 percent
of the total population, and—as indicated in table 1—
received 19 percent of the total consumer income.

The distribution of income among these individual
consumer units, shown in chart 2, resembles very
closely that for families, except that there was consid-
erably greater concentration in the lower brackets.
Sixty-one percent received incomes of less than $1,000
and accounted for 29 percent of the total income of

~ the group. Ninety-five percent received less than

$2,500 and a little over 1 percent received $5,000 or
more. -The detailed figures for this group are presented
later in table 15.

¢ Sons and dsughters living with their parents but paving for board and lodging
and not pooling their incomes in the common family lund nre classified as single
Individuals, rather than as members of families. The number of such individyals in
103534 is estimated at approxlmately 400,000, For [urther explanation, see p. 7.
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DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME OF SINGLE INDIVIDUALS IN THE UNITED STATES
BY INCOME LEVEL
1935 - 36
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TaeLE 1.—Distribulion of population by type of consumer unit and average and aggregale ircomes of eack type, 1935-36

Persons Average income Aggregate Income
A Number nf
Tyiw of consumer unit consumer Per consumer unlit
units
" Number Peroent Pereapita|  Amount Yercent
{menn) {in thousands)
Median | Meon -

Familfes of 2 or more persons. ... ... | 24,400,300 [ 115, 086, 000 0.0 $1,100 | $1,022 1 v ~h
Bingte individuals.... ... 11T T oo osmom | wessono | Ta| s | Cuin | i | M. s

All familles and single indbvidualy ... .| 39,458,300 | 120,024, 060 0.4 8,000 81802 $i70 258, 028 R
InstiULiuDa] gOUDS. - oo ) 2, 000, 400 1o ) G} sz | ¥ U, o "T: g

Al CORSUIBETS oo e e n 126,024,000 | 1000 (1) 0} $100 | $50, N2, 0un l 100.0
——— -

» Not available.

Incomes of All Consumers

For a comprehensive picture of the distribution of
consumer income in the United States, families and
single individuals can be considered together. Such
treatment is justified by the lack of a sharp distinction
between the two groups from the standpoint of the

receipt and use of income. The diversity among the
consumer units that make up the 29 million families is
fglly as great as that between families ns g group and
single individuals. An income of $1,000 a year means,
to be sure, one thing to a single man or woman and
qnother to an average family of four. But it also has
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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 Nation 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 a
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 by 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 recéived.
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 1 percent incomes of $10,000 and over.

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

BY EACH TENTH OF NATION'S CONSUMER UNITS
1935 - 36

INCOME
. RANGE

FAMILIES AND
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T
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Y §55555555593333553333838558335555355"
1540 - |925m
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sxTH | 1070 - 1275m

FIFTH 880 - IOTOM
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CHanr 3

This chart may be read cither by length of bars or by symbols

Iinch figure symbol represents 1 percent of all families and single individuals or 304,383 consumer units
Each doilar symbol represents 1 percent of aggregate income of all farilics and single individuals or $592,586,280
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TawLE 2.—Distribulion of families and single individuals and of
aggregate inceme received, by income level, 1935-36

Families and single .
individuals Aggregnte inenime

Income level Per- | Cumn Per- | Cumu
- oo | Amount - Pl

U oa cent at | lative | " | cent at | lative

Number | "onch | per- (ls[.lmt:g:;l each | per-

level cent level | cent
5.38 538 $294, 138 Q. 50 0. 50
11.63 17.01 1, 767, 363 288 348
14,63 3L.64 | 3,615 653 6. 10 9. 58
14.90 | 46.54 5, 179, 506 8. 65 16,23
12.45 59. 19 35, 589, 111 9. .42 27.65
849 68.68 | 5,109,112 862 3. 27
7.32| 76.00 | 4,660,793 7.87 H
582 | B1.82 | 4,214,203 7.1 6l 25
4.32| 8614 | 3,602,861 6.08 7. 33
3.18 | 89.32 ) 2,008,432 5.01 6234
3.74 493. 06 4, L T4 6.76 0. 10
216 9522 2,725,487 4.62 7392
LY | 96.49 1,563, 3% KIBE] 76. 86
.72 97.21 1,202,826 203 7889
.45 97. 66 841, 766 1,42 §0.31
- 380, .96 8. 62 2,24, 406 3.7 84. 10
$7.500-510,000_ _____.__. | 2135, 642 La5 | 91T 1,847, 820 312 Ky, 22
$10,000-815,000. _..._.__ 152, 682 .39 | 99.56 1, 746, 925 2,95 0. 17
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1 Less than 0.005 percent.

$340, received less than 2 percent of the aggregate
income; the second tenth, with incomes ranging from

National Resources Committee

$340 to $545, received 3 percent of the total. Not
until the eighth group is reached does the share of total
income received pass the 10 percent line, showing a
proportion of income received greater than the propor-
tion of families and individuals receiving it. The 10
percent of families and individuals at the top of the
income scale, with incomes of $2,600 and over, received
36 percent of the aggregate income—about the same
amount as the 70 percent at the bottom of the scale.

The Average Income.—As chart 3 indicates, half of the
families and single individuals had incomes below
$1,070 and half had incomes above that amount. This
figure of $1,070—the median income—is considerably
lower than the mean income of $1,502. The mean,
obtained by dividing the aggregate income by the total
number of families and individuals, is affected to a
ereater extent than is the median by the very high
incomes received by a relatively small number of
consumer units, The difference between the two
averages thus provides further evidence of the wide
variation in consumer incomes.

Aggregate Income Recetved by Upper Five Percent.—
Chart 4 shows the shares of the aggregate income re-
ceived by the very bhigh income groups. The highest 5
percent of all families and single ndividuals—those
with incomes of $3,400 and over—received 27 percent
of the aggregute—almost as much as the lowest GO
percent. The highest 2 percent, with incomes of $5,500
and over, received 18 percent of the total. And the
highest 1 percent, with incomes of $9,100 and over
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Consumer Incomes

received 14 percent of the total—only a trifle less than
the lowest 40 percent.

Division 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 families 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 1 percent of all consumer
units—those with incomes of $14,600 and over. The
number of families and single individuals supported by
the intermédiate 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 1 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 all 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 1935-36. 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 individuals 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 reliet 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 & very short time. Earnings
from regular employment and income from other
soureces thus supplemented the income received as work
relief earnings or as direct relief, and in many cases this
nonrelief income accounted for most of the income re-

Natignal Resources Committee

ceived during the year. 1t should also be noted that
in the occupational classification the families are
grouped according to the occupation from which the
largest amount of sll family earmings was derived,
rather than according to the occupation of the principal
earner, The basis for the classifications used in the
three charts and the variations in incomes among the
different groups are considered more fully in later
sections of the report.®

The Lower Third

When all consumer units are grouped into exact
thirds, we find that the lower third received incomes of

1 Classification of single individuals nnd of relief familles by type of community and
by occupation was not possible with the available data. See p. 16 and Appendix A,
Pp- 66 und 7.

1 For definitions of relief groups amil nther classifications, see Appendix A, sec. 1.

FAMILIES AND SINGLE INDIVIDUALS IN EACH THIRD OF NATION
1935-36

LOWER THIRD
NOT RECEIVING RELIEF INCOMES UNDER $780

SINGLE INDIVIDUALS

1
R - 1
)
oo T
00 FAMILIES
m 2 PERSONS i%ial
L
00

| § i 3-4 PERSONS "ii‘
iy

0

ﬁﬁa 5-6 PERSONS "
73

51& 7 OR MORE PERSONS 'l
o b

RECEIVING SOME RELIEF
i 1]
it i

BASED ON TABLE 3B

SINGLE INDIVIDUALS
MEN & WOMEN

FAMILIES
AVERAGE SIZE
4.5 PERSONS

MIDDLE THIRD UPPER THIRD

INCOMES OF $780-%$1450 INCOMES OF $1450 B OVER

i il
i i

kil HH
(LRI LR N

i K
I it

€ACH FIGURE REPRESENTS 500,000 FAMILIES OR SINGLE INDIVIDUALS

CHaut 6



Consumer Incomes

less than $780 during 1935-36. As the three charts
indicate, these 13 million families and single individuals
are not a distinet 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—1,600,000—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-sixth—just 1 million—lived
in cities of 100,000 population or more.
occupation, these families were almost equally divided
between wage earners and farmers, with only one-
fifth—1,200,000 in all—in other occupational groups.

According to .

9

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 average income of the group—that is,
the mean income of the 13 miliion consumer units—
was $471.

The Middle Third

The middle third of the Nation included the 13 mil-
lion families 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 received by all consumer units
in this “middle class” amounted to 24 percent of the
ageregate income. The average (mean) income per
consumer unit was $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-
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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-sixth 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.

National Resources Committee

With the families of seven or more persons, however,
this tendency does not appear as strongly. Since half
of these large families 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 divide the relief group accord-
ing to size of family, 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 are found in the upper third,
and 63 percent of the business and the clerical groups,
as compared with 35 percent of wage-earning families
and 27 percent of farm families.

* For discussion of [ncomes of familles of ditTerent slzes, see pp. W Lo T2,
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In interpreting those figures for nonrelief families, .

it should be borne in mind that if families receiving
relief during the year had been included, the proportions
found in the upper third would have been somewhat
lower for each occupational group, and distinetly lower
for the wage-earning group. More than half of the
4,500,000 relief families belonged in wage-earning
occupations, and their inclusion in the picture would
have markedly increased the number of wage-earning
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 had several earners, and that the total family
income includes the earnings of all members, as well as
income from other sources. _

The total income received by all of the 13 million
consumer units in this top third of the Nation was
$39 billion—about 66 percent of the aggregate income
of all families and single individuals. The average
(mean) income of the group as a whole was thus just
under $3,000. This average, 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 inconie
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 $2,600—still well under the average for
the whole third. Families in business and professional
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 these 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 allow for
these various factors, But the neced 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 comparing 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 families >—obviously would provide a

10 Soe tabloe 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.® And insofar as it represents the estimated
value of food, fuel and housing provided by the farm
for the family’s use, it also means more in terms of
actual living standards.'?

In addition, this dollar income is supplemented for
the average farm family by a larger volume of unpaid
services on the part 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 average, for farm
families than for the urban or rural nonfarm popula-
tion.® On the whole, it seems probable that the
advantages in living costs accruing to farm 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
living which cannot possibly be evaluated 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 average, to be somewhat higher than those
of white-collar groups, owing te the fact that the
average size of family is somewhat greater, and also
because the heavier physical labor involved in wage-
earning occupations increases the amount which must
be spent for food."* The larger average income shown
for the clerical group, on the other hand, is partially
offset by the higher proportion of clerical families living
in cities of 100,000 population and over," where average
living costs are relatively high.

The distinction between dollar incomes and real in-
comes is particularly significant when we compare the
incomes of single individuals and of families of different

11 For comparative figures on cost of living by size of city and by region, sco National
Industrial Conference Board, The Cost of Living in 5% Commurities, Confer¢nce
Board Bulletin, vol. X1, Neo.9, July 31, 1937. Nocomparative figures (or cost of living
in rural communities are availnble,

1 For explanation of method used in evaluating these iteins of income, see A ppendix
-\;-‘lg:ol -lnhlo 7.

14 Data from the Study of Consumer Purchases show, in peneral, a somewhat higher
expenditure for food by wage-earning families than by families in other occupations

in similar communities, when Income and family composition are held constant,
13 See table 33D,



12
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sizes. As chart 9 indieates, the average (mean) in-
comes of nonrelief families and individuals shown by
this study increased only moderately with the increase
in the number of persons supported by the income,
varving from $1,i88 for single women and $1,331 for
single men to $1,905 for families of five to six persons.
With the lareer families of seven or more members,
the average dropped back to $1,787 for reasons already
mentioned.®

When these average family incomes are reduced to a
per eapita basis, the failure of the income to keep pace
with the needs of the family is still more clearly re-
veauled. As the symbols on the right of the chart
show roughly, the per capita income amounted to $774
for two-person families, and decrensed sharply for the

16 e [0, 16,
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two intermediate sizes to $221 for families of seven or
more persons, JFor families that received relief at
some time during the year, averaging 4.5 persons in
size, the income available per family member was $165.

Now it is obvious that the costs of maintaining a given
standard of living do not increase in direet proportion
to the number of persons dependent on the income.
While two cunnot live as cheaply as one, or four as
cheaply as two, yet the various economies in living
expenses possible in the larger household reduce in
considerable measure the amount of additional income
required for each additional member. The contrast
shown in chart 9 between the per capita incomes of
single men and women and of two-person families may
perhaps be largely interpreted in terms of these differ-
ences in cost of living—especially when allowance is
made for the reduction in family living expenses due
to the housewife’s services,”  But for families of three
or more members, it is evident that the average level
of living fell as the size of family increased. Although
a large proportion of these households included young
children, whose costs of maintenance are lower than
for the average adult, the sharpness of the drop in per
capita incomes clearly suggests a drop in real income.

These examples of differences in apparent and real
incomes serve to illustrate the need for caution in
drawing hard and fast comparisons between the income
ficures for different consumer groups shown in this
report. This eaution is all the more needed beeause of
the Tact that most of the figures presented are for
broad groups of the populution; if relinble estimates
were availuble for the finer cross-clussifications, somo
of the differences in income would be accounted for
more clearly,

In considering the findings of the study, many readers
will doubtless wish to compunre these estimates of 1935-
36 incomes with various existing standards of income
adequacy. In making such comparisons it is partic-
ularly important te bear in mind the wide variations

in income needs among different groups of the Nation's
consumers,

s These unpald services of the housewife constitute, of eourse, n very substantinl
contrihutlon to the real inenme of the family, even thatigh [t wing oot eonslderod

feayivte in thisstudy 1o ascribe an nputed inoney vidue to therm il inelude them as
nn item of fataily inrome,



PART Il

INCOMES OF VARIOUS CONSUMER GROUPS

built up from the distributions for a large number of component groups.

In Part IT the incomes of these component groups are analyzed, and varid-
tions among their income distributions are pointed out.

The three primary groups into which all eonsumer units were divided in the
study were families, single individuals, and institutional residents. The family
consists of two or more persons living together as one economic unit and dependent
on a common or pooled income. The basis of the family estimates and the sim-
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 level—are discussed in section 3.

: 13

THE national distribution of income in 1935-36 discussed in Part I was



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
United States. The steps in this process, in broad out-
line, were: (1) 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 at each income
level; (3) To divide all families in the United States into
homogeneous groups comparable to those into which
the sample was divided; (4) To obtain an estimated in-
come distribution for each 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 available income tax data; and (6) To
build up an estimated national distribution, and distri-
butions for major component groups, by combining the
adjusted figures for the various groups.

The Sample Data

- As pointed out in Part I, the estimates were based
primarily on data on family incomes collected in the
Study of Consumer Purchases.! The families inter-
viewed in this study comprised a broad sample of
American families with diverse social and economic
characteristics living in various types of community in
different sections of the United States. The informa-
tion secured from these families was classified separately
for each homogeneous group of families having similar
characteristics as 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
and on farms in 30 different States, In all, 66 farm
counties were included in the sample, 140 villages, and
51 cities, ranging in size from 9,000 population to
metropolises of more than 1,000,000.2 The geographic
distribution of the sample units is shown by the accom-
mdetalled description of the data from this study, see Appendix A,

e, 2,
1 For st of xample communities, see tuble 1A and Appendix A, pp. 4047,
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panying map, chart 10. It will be observed that certain
sections of the country, notably the four States in the
Southwest, are not represented by any sample com-
munities. The limitations of the sanmiple in this
respect will be discussed below,

The information on incomes was obtained in personal
interviews with the families, through random house-to-
house canvassing. Native-white families that con-
tained both husband and wife were sumpled most
intensively. In all cities, however, and in some rural
communities a smaller sample was taken of native-
white broken families and of fumilies belonging to other
color-nativity groups. In all Southern communities
and in two large cities in the North Central region,
Negro families with husband and wife were sampled as
intensively as were the native-white families.

The income schedule for each family covered the
12-month pericd immediately preceding the inter-
view or, in some cases, a similar period ending 1 or 2
months before the date of the interview. All of the
field work was carried out during 1936, with the
heaviest volume of interviewing falling in the summer
months. The total period covered by the income sched-
ules, therefore, fell within the years 1935 and 1936,
and the majority of the schedules were concentrated
in the middle of the 2-year period. Thus the data are
in the main representative of the 12 months from July
1935 through June 1936.

The information obtained from each family covered
the amount of income received during the year from all
sources, separate entries being made on the schedule for
the Income from each source. The information on
money income covered the earnings of ench member of
the fumily from ench kind of work engaged in during the
year and, in addition, income from profits, interest,
dividends, and rents, from pensions, annuities, and
benefits, from gifts in cash insofar as these gifts were
us-ed for current, family expenses, and from several
Tmmnor sources  Estimates were also made of the value
"f_“‘e occupancy of an owned home and of rent re-
ceived as pay, and—for rural families—of home-grown
food and other farm products used by the family.
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These various items of money and nonmoney income
were added together to arrive at the total income of the
family. However, the income schedules for those
families that had received direct relief, either in cash or
in kind, at some time during the year did not include
the value of such direct relief, although the amount of
work relief enrnings and of income from all other sources
was reported for these families.?

It should be noted that income was defined as net
income after business operating expenses and expenses
connected with income-yielding property were de-
ducted. It should also be noted that taxes forming
part of business expenses were deducted from income,
but that income taxes, poll taxes, and taxes on goods
and services consumed by the family were not deducted.

Constructing the Sample Distributions

On the basis of these data from the Study of Con-
sumer Purchases there was constructed for each homo-
gencous group of families in the sample a percentage
distribution showing the proportion of families at each

For further definitions of Income and of reliel fumilles,seo Appendis A, pp. 41 ond 42
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income level. Alore than 1,200 such percentage dis-
tributions were calculated. In the majority of cases,
there were several percentage distributions for each
homogencous group of families because two or more
communities of a given type were sampled in the same
region. These distributions were averaged together
to result finally in 729 distributions, each of which
represented the pattern of income for one homogeneous
“qualitative’ group.!

The large number of families ineluded in the sample
made it possible to build up the national income dis-
tributions for nonrelief families directly from the un-
smoothed income distributions derived from the basic
data reported on the family schedules. These distribu-
tions were checked against data for comparable groups
of families from the National Health Survey but no
adjustments to smooth or alter the distributions seemed
desirable.* The only correction that seemed necessary
was for the high income levels, where Federal income
tax data were used to supplement the sample material.

¢ For further deseription of the sample distributions, see Appendix A, secs. 3 and 4,

4 For discussion of comparizon with data frem the National Health Survey, see
Appendix A, pp. 58-5,
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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
Commodities Corporation were used for this purpose.
No adjustment was needed with 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.®

In preparing the distributions for relief families, it
was not possible to show separate estimates for different
occupations and for different sizes 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
community. As 8 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 Family Population

In extending the sample distributions to a national
basis, it was necessary to divide the total number of
families in the United Stated into relatively small
homogeneous groups corresponding as closely as possible
with the groups for which the sample income distriby-
tions were available. All families living in the same
type of community and region, that belonged to the
same color-nativity group, had the same rehief 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 using 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

& For discussion of direct rellef adjustment, 2ec Appendix A, pp, 62-60,
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four persons living in Haverhill, Mass,, 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 living in all

middle-sized cities in New England.

In order to divide the family population in this way
it was necessary to estimate the total populution in
1935-36, first for the United States, and then for each
type of community within each region and for the
several color-nativity groupsdn all of these areas. The
basic data used were from the 1930 Census, with esti-
mates for the population as of January 1, 1936, based
on recent studies of trends in population growth and
composition.

Families that had received relief at some time during
the year were treated scparately from nonrelief families.
The proportions of relief and nonrelief families for each
color and nativity group in each locality were deter-
mined on the basis of data from the Study of Consumer
Purchases and from the National Health Survey
recently conducted by the United States Public Health
Service in 84 cities and 23 rural areas.

As indicated above, relief fumilies were not classified

- by occupational group or by fumily size. Nonrelief

families, however, were divided among the various oceu-
pational groups and the four sizes of fumily on the basis
of the sample data, with a check at various points with
available census material. Percentage distributions of
families by income level were cnleulated from the sam-
ple for each size of family without any break-down by
occupation, and again for each occupation without any
break-down for family size. llence it was not necessary
to estimate the total number of families in the popu-
lation of each size within each occupational group.

The 29,400,300 families in the United States were
divided in these various ways to form 729 homogeneous
groups, comparable to those for which sample distribu-
tions were calculated.” The families in each group
were ther} distributed to the different income levels
by applying the appropriate percentage distribution
from .the sample data. The next step was to combine
fl'ie distributions for relnted groups by adding the fum-
l]lefi ateach income level, in order to obtain the patterns
of Income for broad groups of families. For exnmple,
the Income distribution of farm families was built up
by adding together the distributions for 65 component
groups of furm fumilies. The national summary for

ftlmlllt‘ﬂ Tepresents the sum of the component distribu-
ions,

Adjustment by Income Tax Date

Aitllot!g}t random sumpling methods were used in the
communities covered by the Study of Consumer Pur-

chases it was found that fumilies in the higher income
T

P Reo lables 1\ il 3A, ‘
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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 on 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 tax 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
the 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
account 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
salartes are not subject to Federal taxation—e. g.,
officials of State and municipal Governments. The
correction for understatement was made because certain
items of income, such as 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 and 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 than 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 an 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 tax data supplied by the Bureau
of Internal Revenue 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 each
income level above $7,500.

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 desecrip-
tion of these methods, together with a detailed account
of the various adjustments made in the Income tax
data, is presented in Appendix A, section 7,

Aggregate and Average Incomes

The estimates of aggregate income presented in this
report were built up in essentially the same way as the
income distributions. The Study of Consumer Pur-
chases provided information on the average (arithmetic
mean) income at each 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 1t was necessary to compute
the average income at each income level by correcting
the midpoint fizure on the basis of the numbers of
families in adjacent income classes. For income classes
above $7,500 the aggregate income was obtained from
the adjusted income tax 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 by the number of families in the group. This
average is, 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 significant 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 1s given.

Reliability of the Estimates

Although the variety 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 distinet 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 & Nation-wide statistical study. More-
over, in some important instances the sample itself was
too small to be sure that the findings were 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. hand, the total number of familjes
sumpled was large, and the sample data were found to
be internally consistent—that is, the variations in
income pattern azmong different groups of families
were similar in comparable communities. Where the

# The number of cases in the sample for different reglons and types of communlty
and for different color-nativity groups is shown ia tables 10A and 114 In relation
ts the number of familiea in the population. For divussion of limitations of theso
mumple for Eouthern farms and villages, see Appendix A, pp. 54 and 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 population, were the
sample data so inadequate that it was necessary to
borrow the percentage distribution for one group of
families to use in distributing a closely-related group to
the different income intervals.

The national distribution of families by income level
is believed, therefore, to be a good approximation to
the true situation in 1935-36. The measurement of
variations in the income patterns 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 tentative and have been
placed in Appendix B. These tentative distributions
include certain cross-classifications of the data—such
as the distributions for each type of community within
each region—which are useful in interpreting the find-
ings for the broader groups of families. Various other
cross-classifications wsed in building up the estimates
were omitted from the appendix, as their value was not
considered sufficient to justifv their presentation.

Incomes of All Families

The salient findings concerning fumily incomes in
1935-36 were presented in Part I of the report. Chart

TaBLe 3. —Distribution of familiex and of aggregate incomr
received, by tncome level, 19.35-36
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1 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
pational 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 occupational
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 each other only in the
amount of income received. Together these families
comprised 91 percent of the population in 1935-36.
They received approximately 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.classes just
above and below $1,000. The medidin family income
was $1,160—that is, half the families received 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 individuals. The
lowest 40 percent of the families had incomes below
$970 and received 15 percent of the total income; the
next 40 percent had incomes between $970 and $2,050
and received 35 percent of the total. The upper 20
percent, with incomes above $2,050, received 51 percent
of the aggregate family income.

SHARE OF AGGREGATE FAMILY INCOME RECEIVED
"BY EACH TENTH OF NATIONS FAMILIES

1935 -36
FAMILIES INCOME RANGE AS:‘»GREGATE INGOMF .
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IEach dollar symbol represents 1 percent of aggregate income of all families or 8476,792,3580
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In chart 12, the aggregate family income has been
divided into tenths with the bars 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 identical 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 total 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
conceals 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 Commitlee

Incomes of Families of Different Sizes

As the preceding discussion has pointed out, family
size 1s related to family income in two opposing ways.
On the one hand, the number of earners and the age
of the principal 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 families
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 manner. As table 4
indicates, approximately 15 percent of the total number
of families received some form of work relief or direct
relief at some time during the year. The share of the
aggregate family income received by these relief families,
however, amounted to only 7 percent and the mean in-

PROPORTION OF NATION'S FAMILIES RECEIVING

EACH TENTH OF AGGREGATE FAMILY INCOME
1935-36
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TaBLE 4.—Average and aggregate incomes of nonrelicf families of four sizes and of relief families,) 1935-36

Families Avernge income Aggregate income
Avernge
numrber
. : 0
Relief status and size of family ) persons Per family Per Amount
Nuinber Percent per capita | u,:n un 1sy| Percent
mily | viogian | Mean | (Wean) (in thousands)
Families not receiving relief: .
2 PIOISOIIS - - - e e i e emmemememeeeeeeeanieaseeaa G, GA8, 800 22.7 2.0 $1.130 $1, 549 $774 | $10,329, 539 21.7
o I 2o 4T Uyt pupupuypu Sy g 1L, 130, 400 38.0 3.4 1,360 1, 864 542 2,824,778 43, 6
S8l PETSOIIS . . i eeemem e emeeasisereao 4, 804, 400 16.3 5.4 1,370 1, 905 335 9, 151, 457 14,2
T DF IOTO POTSOIS - . o oo i e macaaomsmamecmameeecamamememeaeenaaaneaaran 2, 269, 600 .7 8.1 1, 45 1, 787 221 4, 055, 126 8.5
All nonrelief familles .. e tee e amme A eemee e nae et am o mmnna s 24,913, 200 B4.7 3.8 $1, 285 $1, 781 £463 | $44, 359, 900 3.0
Fumilies receiving some reliclf 1. e e 4, 487, [0 15.3 4.5 [i:53 740 185 3,319, 148 7.0
BN LT OIS 29, 400, 300 100.0 39| $1,180( $1622 | $411 | $47,679,238 100.0

1 Familles are classified ns receiving relief if they received any direct or work relief (however little) at any time during vear.

Many such families were dependent on reliel

for part of the year only, and then may have been only partislly dependent. The incomes of the retief group therefore include earnings from regular employment and other non-
relief income as well as direct relfef, in cash and kind, and work-relief earnings. For (urther explanation, see Appendix A, p. 41. .

come per family to only $740. Their omission from the
classification of families 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 than a fourth of the total number are two-person
families, and more than two-fifths are three- and four-
person families. The seven- or more-person families
constitute the smallest of the four groups, including
less than a tenth of zll nonrelief families. The propor-
tions of families in the different size groups are based on
the sample data 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
of 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-
age 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 families 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 families in the low income levels.
This difference is to be expected, in view of the smaller
number of earners in these families and the shorter
average period of earning experience on the part of the
head of the family. If the families in each size group
were further classified according to the number of
enrners and the age of the principal earner, significant
differences in income distribution would undoubtedly be
revenled. Such classification, unfortunately, was not
feasible In connection with the present study.

Comparison of the average incomes received by fami-
lies in each of the four size groups has alrendy been made

’ Fur explunution of this differcnee, see Appendix A, p. 40,

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 latter
average, in fact, is only slightly above $1,781, the mean
income for all sizes of family combined. This result,
as already in part explained, may be accounted for by
the fact that fully half of the nonrelief families of seven
or more persons are farm families, and more than half
are families living in the South.!* Since farm incomes are
relatively low—and also incomes in the Southern
States—the mean income for all families of seven or
more persons is lowered.

10 Sep tnble 3IB.
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TapLE 5.—Percentage listributions of nonrelief families ! of four
sizes, by income level, 1935636

Families of—
Income level '“ll fami-
v ics 4 56 7 or more
2 persons persons | persohs | persens
28 5.1 21 1.7 1.9
%8 10,7 6.8 6.3 7.9
11.3 2.8 10.4 10. 4 13.2
14 14.2 127 13.5 14. 8
N2 13.6 13.2 127 129
10.8 10. 1 1.1 1.2 0.7
9.1 8.2 9.6 9.1 8.7
7.3 6.3 8.0 7.7 8.3
55 4.7 58 e 50
4.0 335 4.4 43 3%
52 3.8 58 59! 5.3
3.0 2.2 3.2 3.4 3.0
1.8 L2 1.9 2.2 L7
1.0 .7 L0 L4 1.1
.6 .5 .6 .7 .8
1.3 .9 1.4 1.6 .4
.8 . .8 .8 .8
1.1 .9 1.2 1.2 1.3
100.0 100, 0 100.0 100. 0 100.0

t Excludes ail famitles receiving any direct or work relief (however little) at any
time during year. For further explanation, see Appendix 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-
isties 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, knowledge.
Recent Government policies directed toward the con-
servation of natural resources and the rehabilitation of
depressed areas have also focused attention on the
exceedingly Jow 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 8.—Average incomes of families in five geographic regions,
bused on sample data,! 19356-36

Average income per famlly
Geographic region Median Mean

Nonreliel : Nenrelief

Al fomullles | fonyjjieqs | All familles | priiees
$1, 220 %1, 365 $1,R10 $2,01]
1, 2600 1,410 ' 1,973
w5 985 1,326 1,431
1,040 1,220 1,383 1,637
1, 3356 1,485 1,775 1,187

1 For location of eommunities Ineluded in sample, see chart 10.  For discussjon of
Ymitations of the regional comparison, see pp. 18, 22-23. 56, and 57,
1 The nonrelief group excludes all families receiving any direet or work rellef (how-
ever liitle) at any time during year. For further explanation, sce Appendix 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 representa-
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tive of all of the population living in each region, The
results shown in this section of the report are therefore
limited to the average incomes of the families in each
region. These figures appearin table 6. The distribu-
tions of the families by income level are included in the
more tentative material shown in Appendix B.

In obtaining these averages the communities covered
in the Study of Consumer Purchases were grouped
according to the five geographic regions shown on the
map in chart 10. These regions differ widely in area,
and also in the number of families living within their
boundaries. Each region was represented in the sample
data by from 7 to 12 cities, from 14 to 46 villages, and
from 2 to 22 furm countjes.!! The number of familics
covered by the sample in relation to the total number
in the region was highest in the three regions with
relatively small populations—the Pacifie, the Mountain
and Plains, and New England Regions, and lowest in
the two heavily populated regions—the North Central
and the South. In accordance with the usual proce-
dure followed in the study in combining sample data,
the figures for the various communities in each region
were weighted according to the relative importance of
each type of community, cach size of family, and each
color-nativity group in the total fumily population in
the region. The distribution for each region was then
corrected by income tax data."

The relative economic status of the families in these
five regional samples, a8 measured by the income re-
ceived by the average family, is shown first in table
6 for relief and nonrelief families combined. According
to this comparison, the families in the New KEngland
Region, with 2 mean income of $1,810, fared slightly
better—in terms of dollar income—than the families
in other regions. The families in the North Central
and in the Pacific Regions came next in order, with
mean incomes of $1,786 and $1,775, respectively.
The averages for the Mountain and Plains Region and
for the sample covered in the South were considerably
lower, amounting to $1,363 and $1,326. )

It must be remembered in interpreting these differ-
ences that the averages are affected by the concentra-
tion of very high incomes among families living in large
cities, and that these families are relatively more numer-
ous in the New England, North Central, and Pacific
States. It must also be borne in mind that the naverages
for the South, and for the Mountain and Plains Region
a8 well, are weighted by a relatively large proportion of
farm families.® Furthermore, it should be recalled

—e

0 lv:nr l1st of sample communlties, oo tahla 1A nnd Appendix A, pr., 4647,
11 For comparlson of number of farnilies | the populat lon nnd numiber in the sample

in each reglon, ace table 10A. For eompnrixon of toisl Income reeelved by all con-
. sumers In ench reglon (Including single Individnals nnd fuatitutionnt residents)y with

mklon; Income estinintos propured by Lhe Nutionul Industrial Conforence Bunard,
see . 38,

% For number of families living [n each typo of com
munity wit slon,
see table f0A, ¥i y within each reglon,
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that costs of living differ from one part of the country
to another, and also that the comparison is for & 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.
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.t

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.

1+ For percentage of rellef familles in each region, see table 9A.

These
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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. If the 4%
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 relief 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 was
distinctly lower, averaging 9 percent for all of the farm
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'th 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 towns of 2,500 to 25,000 population.

18 For percentage of relief families in each type of community in each region, see
table BA. For sources of estimates, see Appendix A, p. 73-74.

- TaBLE 7.—Average and aggregale tncomes of nonrelief families 1 in six types of community, 1935-36

Type of community

Melrolmli*es t
1,500,

000 populatlonand over__ . eeeeeiaaa. e ceemeesscasescececausan
1,500,000 Population . ...t cciciicicacceccmeice—csamsanarn

Lurue cltles
Middle «I:ed cltieﬂ

000 Lo 100,000 populatlon. .. iiiiiiiictsaeemam—m—————

Smnil ‘cltlos:

2,500 to 25,000 PopUlation . ... iiidcieicmmmeaaeececaeamamane
Allurban commuUDILIBS. . ..o it ia i meanaerrmecceeeeeacamaeea————

Av income
Families Avernge ‘;’m";‘t‘;n:'iﬁl Agzregate income
number
of persons
Number | Percent | family | Median | Mean |, Amount |po..
Number ercen amely o (ill lhou.sand,s) ercen
2, 506, 900 1.3 3.5 $t, 730 $2, 704 $7,591,014 17.1
_____ 4, 668, 700 18.7 a5 1, 580 2,177 10, 161, 241 29
..... 2, 607, 600 10.4 7 1,360 1,813 1, 738, 161 10.7
4,079, 700 16. 4 a7 1,200 1,653 6,744,813 152
14, 160, 900 56. 8 3.6 $1, 475 2,064 | $29,225, 229 65,9
..... 4, 585, 700 18.4 3.7 $1, 210 $1, 607 §7,371, 101 16.6
_____ 6, 166, 600 243 4.3 ) 1,259 | 7,763,570 17.5
..... 10, 752, 300 3.2 3.2 $1,070 $1,408 | §15, 134,671 4.1
..... 24, 913, 200 100.0 3.3 $1, 235 $1.7S1 | $44,359, 000 100, ¢

I Bxeludes all familles rocelving any direct or work relief {however little) at any timo during year. For futrther explanation, see Appendix A, p. 42,

1t Motropollses of this size are in North Central Region only (New York, Chiles,
8 Jucludes familles living in communities with populatlon under 2,500, and f

cage, Philndelphia, ond Detroit).
ios Jlving in the open country but not on farms.
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As table 7 shows, the families in large cities and in
the metropolises received somewhat larger shares of
the total family income in relation to their numbers in
the population, and had the highest average.incomes
per family. Farm families received & smaller relative
share ‘of the afzgregate and had the loweat average
income. T

AVERAGE INCOMES OF NONRELIEF FAMILIES
IN SIX TYPES OF COMMUNITY

1935-36
MEDIAN MEAN
INCOME INCOME

FARMS . @@ -
~ RURAL NONFARM
UNDER 2,500

SMALL CITIES
2,500 - 25,000
Th

MIDOLE SIZED CITIES
2%,000 - 100,000

LARGE CITIES
100,000 - 1,500,000

-

METROPOLISES *
1,500,000 B QVER

68
o6t
696
856
wel (008

. »
EACH $ISC REPRESENTS $500 OF INCOME FOR THE YEAR
BASED ON TABLE-7 »

Crart 14 '

.

~ The mean and the median family incomes for the four
sizes.of cities and for the two types of rural community
are compsred graphically in chart 14. Both sets of
averages show the progressive rise in income Jevel with
-increasing urbanization. The median incomes, ranging
from $965 for farms to $1,730 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
incgme scale, For farm families the mean incomé was
-$1,259, but for families living in metropolises, where the
range of incomes s widest, it reached the strikingly high
fimure of $2,704. The median income for all urban
nonrelief families was $1,475 as compared with $1,070
for rurul fumilies; the corresponding mean incormes were
$2.0604 and $1,408.

.. Chart 15 bears out the story tnld by the averages
s to the relative income status of fumilies in the six
iypes of community. Farm families are conspicu-
onsly massed in the Jower income levels—52 percent
fulling below *$1,000. Rurul nonfarm families and
fumilies living in small eities are most numerous in the
income classes between $300 and $1,500.  The distriby-

.tions for middle-sized and large cities show more dis-

- 4

“need not be repeated here.
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-persion through the middle income ranges, and that

for metropolises shows a distinetly larger proportion
of families in the higher levels, Seven percent of the
metropolitan families received incomes of $5,000 and
over, as compared with a little over 1 percent of farm
Tamilies. The proportion of nonrelief families in the
several types of commiumity at each income level are
compared in table 8 with the proportions of all non-
relief families at the same levels, ,

. The discussion of variation in feal incomes in a pre-
ceding section of the report has emphasized the limita-
tions of these dellar figures as'a measure of the actual
differences i’ economic status between rural and urban
families."® The points mentioned jn that discussion
However, some further
comment is required regarding the covernge of the

~ samplé data on which the income distributions for ench

type of community were based. -
In choosing the communities to be mclu(led in the
Study of Consumer Purchases an attempt was made to

# Bee np, 11712, P .

»
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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 somewhnt lower than they
should be.

TABLE 8.—Percenlage distribulions of nonrelief families' in sir
types of community, by income level, 1935-36

, . . Families living in—
. Rural com-
. '!eran cotrimunities munitics
. .
All
Income level
: . families | Metrop-| Large hﬂfﬁ{* Small
olises,d { cities, cities‘. cities, .
1,500,000] 100,000 [ 520 1 2,300 | o
popula- to " o to f;arm 3| Farm
- tion |[1,500,000 100,000 25,000
and popula- po ula- popula-
ae over ¢ ton tion tion
£ m[or 260, 28| 17 2.0 2.4 31| a0 3,
....... 7.8 2.8 4.4 55 8.3 B.0 13
3-’11)—3}'50 U 11.3 5.2 7.8 9.4 10.3 11.8 18.
$750-51,000. ... 13. 4 85 0§ 13. 13.9 14.4 16.
$1,000-$1,250, ....... 13.2 10.9 12.4 13.9 4.6 14. 0 12
$1,250-81,600_ ... 10.8 “11.0 10.6 1.6 1L1 1.6 9.
$1,500-81,750_ .. - 9.1 10.8 10,0 9.7 94 9.1 7.
$1.750~52,000_ 7.3 b 9.0 8.5 .8 6.5 4.
$2,000-$2,250. 5.5 a9 6.9 g1 5.8 &1 3.
$2,250-82,500. 4.0, 5.8 85 4.5 4.0 3.4 b
$2.500-83,000, .. ..... 52 8.5 7.1 5.4 5.3 4.4 2.
£3.000-83,500. . 3.0 4.7 4,2 3.1 3.1 2.3 1.
£3.500-834,000 . . 1.8 29 2.7 1.7 1.7 1.3 1.
$4.000-$4,500. . .. 1.0 1.7 1.6 1.0 .8 .5 .
$4,500-$5,000. ....... .6 R .9 .7 =] N
$5,000-$7,500. ... 1.3 21 1.8 L3 1.1 1.4
27.500-810,000. ... .8 1.4 1.1 ] .8 .6
210,060 and over_.... 1.1 3.3 1.7 1.0 .8 .8
- " Al levels . 100.0 100.0 )" 100.0 100. 0 100.0 | 1060 O 100.

1 Excludes all lamilies receiving any direct or work reliefl (however little) at any
time during year.  For further explunation, seo Appendix A, p. 42,
Pl'n?nl:j':-ll'g ;s:;:;llg)lz‘ltsrgil:)cmln North Centeal Region only (New York, Chicago,
3 Includes familles living In communities with population under 2,500, and fsmlilies
liv ll.lﬂ in the open country but not on furtns.,

Similarly, the farm areas sampled in the Study of
Consumer Purchases were chosen to represent the more
important types of farming, and cannot be considered
a random sample adequately representative of all farm
areas. The sample areas in the South, particularly,
afforded a poor basis for estimating farm incomes in
that region. In extending the sample data to the
Southern farm populatmn, use was made of information
on farm incomes in Southern States obtained from
various sources, as a basis for weighting the distribu-
tions shown by the Study of Consumer Purchases.'®
But the final estimates for farm families in the South
are considered distinctly less reliable than those for
other sections of the country.

In general, the coverage of the sample data is less

. adequate for both the farm and the rural-nonfarm popu-

i ‘T'ho basls of choico of communities was determined by the major purpose of the
study—the analyuis of variations in family expenditure among different groups of the

populntion.
11 For explanation of this pmcedure, %00 Anpen:ll\ A, pp. 54 and 57,

72730°—38

= Wb O OSSO LS oD e

25

.

lation than for urban families, and less adequate for
small cities than for those of larger size.” Although
the sample included only 20 cities of 25,000 population
and over, as compared-with 22 small cities, 140 villages
and 56 farm counties,” 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 the total number in the population.

Occupational Differences in Family Incomes

Differences in family incomes among the various
occupational groups are considerably more pronounced
than the family-size, regional, and type-of—c’ommunity )
differences already discussed.

The occupational group into which a family was

-placed for purposes of this study was determined by

the occupation from which the largest amount of all
family earnings was derived, rather than by the occu-
pation of the principal earner. Income received from
investments and property or from other sources did
not affect this classification, although such income.
was, of course, included in the total income determining
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 Administration and later
adopted by the Works Progress Administration.*
Families that had received relief at any time during
the schedule vear were necessnrlly excluded from the
occupational 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 because supplementary
family earners do not appear separately in the classi-
fication, the proportions between the several groups
differ considerably from those shown by the census and
by other occupational classifications. 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 families 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 average and aggregate incomes of
eachgroup. Averageincomes are compared graphically
in chart 16. Wage-earning and farming * families are
most numerous, representing 38 percent and 25 percent,

¥ For comparizon of numiber of familles in the population and number in the sample
for ench type of community, see table 104,

# For list of communities incloded in the Study of Consumer Puroha.ses but nat

{neluded in the Incone estimaotes presented in this report, see [votnote 6, p. 57, In
Appendix A,

W, P, A, Circular No. 2, Occupational Classification and Code, July 1933, and
Circular No, 2 A, Index of Occupatlons, See also Appendlx A, p. 44.

n Farm famlifes were defined on the satne basts for both the t¥pe of community
and the occunational classiflcatfons.
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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 covering
“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,

TasLE 9—Average and aggregale incomes of nonrelief families 1
in eight occupational groups,?® 1935-36

Families A\Ie)ers;tz‘;i:itl!;'me Appregate income
Occupational greup
Amount
Number [Percent|Median| Mean | (inthou- |Percent
sands) .
‘Wage-earnidg_.......... 9, 459, 300 37.9 | 81,175 | 81,2850 (812, 189, 008 7.5
Farmingd. . .a...... 6. 166, 600 24.8 965 | 1,259 | 7,763,570 1.5
Clerical ____._.._._..__._| 3,626,200 L5 1,710 1,901 | .6 803,535 15. 5
Business:

Salaried____.____._. 1, 112, 600 4.5| 2,485 4,212 | 4,688, 662 10.8
Independent_.____. 2,372,700 9.5| L515| 257 6 043,451 13.6

Professional: .
Salaried _....____... 959, 200 4.0 2,100 | 3,087 | 3,053, 568 6.9
Independent ... 340, 900 Liy 3,540 674 | 2295669 52
(0117 L S 845, 700 3.4 TA5 | 1,696 | 1,434,107 3.2
All group$-cuu.e.-- 24,913,200 | 100.0 | %1,285 | 81, 781 (%44, 355, 000 100.0

! Excludes 8l families receiving‘any direct or werk relief thowever little) at any
time during year. l-'n_r furtber explanation, see A ppendix A, p. 42,

2 Families are classified according to occupation from which Jargest amount of
family earnings was derived, rather than according to occupstion of the principasl
earner. For{urther explanation, see {) 25and Appendix A, p. 44,

3 Includes families 1iving on farms {n rural areas enly.

4 Includes families with no income from earnings during the year, and village and
city families with major earnings from farming.

The clerical group—the third group 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 any
of the other occupational groups.

Striking differences in the range and concentration of
incomes in the occupational groups are shown in
chart 17. More detailed comparisons of the income
distributions are presented in table 10. Farm families,
as the preceding discussion indicated, are quite scarce
in the upper income ranges. More than 85 percent of
them appear in the income cluasses below $2,000, more
than hulf below $1,000. The wage-earning families

are equally concentrated below $2,000, with a negli-
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gible proportion—two-tenths of 1 percent—in the
$5,000 and over group. Many of these wage-earner
incomes, it must be remembered, included the earnings
of several members of the fumily, and all of the earners

TasLE 10.—Pereentage distribulions of nonrelief familics' in
seven occupational groups,? by income level, 1936~30

| Fumilies In—

Business group Professlonul
. . Kroup
Incotne level Wage- | ¢ oine | Clert-
e:ltl:’tzl- ing . cal Ind Tod
group? | group nde- nife-
kroup Salarled| pend- |Balaried| pend-
oent ont
Under$250,, ... ... _. 3.0 3.8 0.5 0.1 1.5 0.7 0.2
$250-8500 .. ... 7.5 13.0 L7 .3 6.1 1.7 A
$500-8750 L.l 12.0 15.0 4.0 1.3 01 3.1 1.2
£TH-51,000 L. 16.2 6 9.2 20 10.0 4.5 2.0
$1,000-51,250_ ... ... 0.2 12,8 i1.8 6.1 12.4 0.8 5.1
$1,250-80,500. . ... .. 12.7 1% ) 12.0 AR 0.8 0.1 4.0
$1,500-$1,750. _ ... __. .8 7.0 12,1 LU | 4.0 9.4 1.8
$1,750-%2.000 _ 7.4 4.8 11.0 0.3 7.4 10. 5 4.0
22,000-%2,250 418 3.1 0.4 80 8.3 9.u 4.2
§2,250-82,500 3.2 2.5 7.1 .7 4.4 7.8 hl
$2,500-$3,000_ __........ 3.4 2.9 a0 11.8 a2 10. 5 0.2
$3000-83,560. ..., . | M) LG 50 9.2 3.3 1.0 Bl
SLH0-$4,000. .., .. N 1.0 2.7 6.1 2.4 5.2 5.0
SLOVD-$4,500_ .., .. . .4 ) 1.4 3.0 1.8 2R 1.3
$1,0500-80,000 .. ... .2 .8 M 2.5 1.2 2.0 3.8
$5,000 and over, .. _.. .2 1.4 LM 16,1 7.8 B.5 a4
Alllevels. .. ....| 1000 100.0 | 100.0| 100.0 100,60 | 100.0 13,0

! Excludes all tamilies recelving nny direct or work rollol (howover littlo) ut nny
time durlng year. For further explunntlon, see Appendlx A, p. 42,
umilles wro clussified secording to occupatlon from which largest amount of
family eurnings wus derived, rather than necording to occupution of tho principal
enrner. For further explunation, see p- 2 and Appendix A, p. 4.
1 Ineludes families living on forms In rursl orens only.
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in a given family were not necessarily employed in
wage-earning occupations. .

In decided contrast 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 practice, received incomes
of $5,000 and over.®? The salaried families, both busi-
ness and professional, are widely dispersed in the in-
come intervals between $1,000 and $5,000, with a con-
siderable proportion of the business group receiving
$5,000 and over. The independent business and the
clerical groups are more concentrated below the $2,000

“level.

In considering these figures; it should be borne in
mind that the salaried business group is made up of
employees performing executive and managerial types
of work, since the clerical business employees are sopa-
rately classified. It should also be remembered that
the independent business group includes the small shop-
keeper as well as the large entrepreneur.

Because of the importance of the wage-earning group,
and the ropresentative scope of the sample data, it has

9 Tho jncome figures for the independont professional group appear surprisingly
high in relatlon to the other occupational grouns.  Whils the Incomo distributions for
this group wero very consistent from one sample area to anot her, and there is no recog-
nizod source of error in tho data, it should bo notod Mwt this group is small and that
the findings mmay be somewhat less representiative than those for othor occupational

graups.

27

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

TaBLE 11.—Average incomes of wage-earning families ! (nonre-
lief) 2 in five types of community, 1935-36

C . Average income per
Families family
Type of community —
- Number | Percent | Median Mean
Metropolises: ¥
1,500,000 pepulntion and over_ _.__| 1,368, 500 1.5 $1, 500 $1, 626
Large cities:
100,000 to 1,500,000 pcpulation..___. 2, 155, 100 228 1,300 1,404
Middle-sized cities:
25,000 to 100,000 populstion. _....-.. 1, 409, 600 9 1,165 1,263
Small cities: LN :
2,500 to 25,000 poptlation. .. . ... .. 2, 305, 800 24.3 1,150 1,261
Rural communities_ . _....... IO 2, 22, 300 2.5 950 i, 004
All communities_ . .c.eoroniain.s 9, 459, 300 100. ¢ $1,175 51, 299

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

? Excludes all families receiving any direct or work relief gmwevar little} at any
time during year. For further explanation, see Appendix A, p. 42.

3 Metropolises of this size are in North Central Region only FNBW York, Chicaun,
Philadelphia, and Detroit).

TABLE 12.—Percentage distributions of woege-earning families !
(nonrelief) * in five types of communily, by income level, 1935-36

Families living in—
Middle-
Larpe ; Small
Met AL In
Incoms level Al SEVeR | cities, s_ltz_ed cities,
families 15500 000 |  100.000 by 2,500 ftural
'10 |.'|ln- to "‘igm 10 com-
Lon 1,500,000 25,000 | munitie.
tion and popula- I()D.Oll): popula-
over popula-
tion tlnjnn tion
TUnder $250. 3.0 1.0 1.9 24 8 4.7
$250-8500. .. 7.5 3.0 5.5 6.3 il 1.5
$500-5750 .. - 12.0 6.2 10.1 125 124 16, 6
3 50-$1,000. - 16.2 1.4 14.8 15.8 16.7 1
$1,000—81,250. ... 16.2 14,2 15. 4 17.2 17.2 15.0
$1.250-3L500__. ____ 127 14.4 12.8 13.0 120 1.0
§l.500—$1.750 ........ o8 12.5 1L0 0.0 0.1 .5
7.4 10. 3 9.2 7.5 Tl 41
4.5 7.1 5.9 4.5 4.7 23
3.2 52 4.0 4.1 3.3 1.2
3.9 oy 51 3.0 3.6 L4
L7 1.5 2.2 1.2 L7 .4
W8 L8 2 .8 .8 .1
] .8 N .3 .3 -1
L2 4 .2 .2 .1 .1
§,5.000 and over.__ .. .2 .5 2 .2 1 c—e
Alllovels. ... 0.0/ 1000 1000 1000| 1000 1.0

! Familleg are classified nccording to oceupation from which largest amonnt of
fomily earnings was derived, rather than according to occupation of the principul
carner. For further explunntion, see p. 25 and Appendix A, p. 44.

! Excludes all lumilics recolving any direct or work relief (however little) at any time
during year, For further explanation, see Appendix A, . 42.

! Aletropolises of this size are in North Centrul Region only (New York, Chicnzo.
Philadelphia, nud Detroit).

As wus true for all families combined, the incomes of
wage-earning families incrensed steadily 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, respectively, 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 small 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, as against 15 percent in the
metropolises.

Incomes of White and Negro Families

' Marked dissimilarities in the income distributions
of various racial and nativity 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
available, and the date 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.?
1t is, therefore, possible to make direct comparisons of
the incomes of nonrelief white and Negro families in
urban and rural comrmunities 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,

TABLE 13.—Average incomes of while and Negro families (non-
relief)! in Southern rural communilies and cilies and tn Norlh
Cenlral cities,? 19356-38

Average Inccme per family

Teginn and type of community Medinn Mean

White | Negro | White | Negro

Southern rumleommunitles ... ... ...} $5,100 |  $480 | $1,535 $560
Bouthern cities of 2,500 }m[:-ulmion and over.. ... . 1, 570 52 | 2,019 B35
North Central cities of 100,000 population and

OVBT o e oo ccmeeaie it s v A, L7200 | 1,005 | 2,818 1,227

1 Excludes all familles recetving any direct or work rellef (however little) ot any
time during year. For further explanation, see Appendix A, p. 42,

1 For lomtﬁm of communitles fncluded in sample, see chart 10.  For discussing of
Hmitatlcns of the regional comparison, see pp. 18, 22-23, 54, and &7. :

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

u For comparison of number of families in the population and number In the
anmple for netive-white, forelgn-born white, and Negro families and famllles bolong-
Ing to other color groupns, see table 11A.

National Resourees Comunitiee

AVERAGE INGOMES OF WHITE AND NEGRO FAMILIES

(NONRELIEF) IN THREE TYPES OF COMMUNITY
1935-36
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0666 |G
00666 | 666
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Cuanr 18

was somewhat less in North Central cities of 100,000
and over, but even there the mean income for Negro
families was less than balf that for white families.
The median incomes, given in table 13, reveal the same
genera} relationship, but indicate somewhat less dis-
parity between the incomes of white and Negro families
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 compared with white familics
in these areas explains why the medians differ less than
the means.

TanLe 14.—Percentage distributions of white and Negro familiea
(nonrelief) 1 in Southern rural communities and cities and in
North Central cities? by income level, 1935-36

Families living in—
Santhern eltics of | North Central cities
Income level sg;:;':,‘;;’;lf:::’g‘] 250 population | of 100,000 popula.
and over tion amd over
White | Negro | White | Negro White | Negro
TUnder $250. ...... 0.9 12,4 1.4 in. 2 L
g250-8an. 71T 0.0 ALl 44 a1 27 7
gooo-gio0 17.7 01 0.5 2 4 51 13.5
081,000, .. ) 166 1.4 10, 8 130 B5 22,
$1,000-31,250_ .. . 12.9 4.4 0.7 61 1.2 2.1
$1,250-$1,500_ . ___. .. 0.2 25 0.5 20 1
$1,50-31,750 7.7 1.2 8.1 2t 10, g 13:2
$1,750-32,000_ 207 5.1 o 85 N 0.0 8.0
$20NN-$2, 250 .. 4 2 07 7 7.7 3.0
$2,250-82,500. .. 29 .2 5.7 0 5o 24
$2,500-%3,000_ ... __.. 4.4 7.5 4
$3.000-83,500_ 17 24| ¢ 48 .2 v i
S1K00-$4.000 18| ¢ 34 3 29 o
$4000-84,500. 17 ol ¢ 20 ¥ 1.7 .2
$4,500-85,000. 7 { 1.2 @ 1.0 W1
$5,000-87,600_ _____ .. 15
$7.500-$10,0007 11 al =2 m'! T ‘2
$10,000 ond over, .. 7 ( R (:; 29 ™ '
Alllevels. ... 100.0 100.0 100.0 1K 0 100.0 100. 0

! Excludes all tamilles receiving any dircet
A ; s ‘et or work
tll'mqu]rlng ?vur. For further cxplunation, geo A ;u-nml":{.(p. 42,
or lotation of communities (neluded [n mmpﬁ'. sea chart 10, For dlscusslon of

Hmitations of the reglonal -
ey of the lm;":nl.commriwn. 8OO pp. I, 22-23, B84, and 57,

hnv:'o\'er little) at any
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The concentration 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 rural South, more than half of the nonrelief
Negro families had incomes of less than $500; more
than nine-tenths of them had incomes 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 fam-
ilies in Southern cities, however, were much higher
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 inctdence
of relief among urban Negro families in the North
Central Region was unusually high, it is probable
that the inclusion of relief families in this 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 farm communities can be made
from the more tentative income distributions presented
in Appendix B. These appendix tables show the
incomes of Negro and white farm operators as compared
with Negro and white sharecroppers. These income
data were drawn from the sample areas in the South-
eastern States and may not be fully representative of
the relative status of operators and sharecroppers in
other parts of the South. The median income for
white operators in the sample areas was $1,010 as
compared with $645 for white sharecroppers. Negro
operators had a median income of $600, and Neégro
sharecroppers, a median income of $460. It should be
remembered that these fizures represent not only money
income but also income in kind, including the value
of home-produced food and fuel and the imputed rental
value of housing.

Further comparisons of the income status of Negro
families and of native and foreign-born white fumilies
are presented for reference purposes in Appendix B.



SECTION 2.

“Single individuals,”’ as defined in this study, include
individual householders, classified by the census as one-
persen families, single persons living in lodging houses
or hotels or in similar quasi-family groups, and servants
or lodgers in private homes. Included also are sons
and daughters living with their parents but paying for
board and lodging and not pooling their incomes in the
common family fund. Individuals living in institu-
tions or as members of quasi-institutional groups are
not included, since they do not maintain a separate and
independent economic status. Both relief and non-
relief individuals are 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.—Distribution of single individuals and of aggregate
income received, by income level, 19356-36

Single individuals Aggregate Income
Income level Percent] Cumu-| Amount |Percent| Cumu-
Number |ateach] lative | (inthou- |ateach| lative
level |percent| sands) level | percent
Under 8250, . ______. 060, 844 9. 55 9. 55 $158, 302 137 1.37
S-S50 . .. 1,571,883 | 156,63 2518 0600, B54 5.19 0. 56
SSH0O-§750_ ... 1,972,145 19.62 | 44,80 1, 231, 636 10.63 17.19
$I00-51.000. ... ... 1,599,030 | 15.91 60.73 1,391,492 12.01 20.20
$1,000-$1,250. _____._.... 1, 10s, 5561 11.02| 7.73 1, 240, 082 10.71 36.901
$1.250-81,500___________ 877,956 B.73 | B0.40 1,201, 47 | 10.37 50. 28
$1,500-81,750, oo, b, 546 5,43 | 85.80 883, 221 7.03 67.91
$1,550-$2,000, ... __.__. 308, GRS 3.97 By, 86 745, 40 6. 44 4, 36
$2.000-$2,250. . . ._.__ 243, 652 2,821 9268 a0, 774 510 09, M4
$2,250-$2,500._. . oo 210,000 2 .77 497, 4.20 73.83
$2.500-£3,000, ... ... 181, 276 1.00 | 96.37 436, 150 .97 77.680
3.000-53,500, .. ooe e 108, 360 108 | 97.45 349, 44 3.0 B0. 82
$3,500-84000_ oo 3, 731 L6 | o808 237,497 2,05 82 67
$4000-$4,500_ . oo, 36, 105 L300 | 9844 154, 458 1.33 . 00
WOD-$5,000. _ o ool 25, 491 J25 | BN 0 122. 310 | 85. 08
500087500 ___._._... 67,316 VBT | 99,26 4,315 2.97 RR. 03
$7,500-810,000_________._ 8, N2 VIR D0 242, 188 2.09 00. 12
$10,000-315,000_____.___. 20, 861 21 TS 250, 324 216 02.28
315.000-820,000 _ ______. 9, 436 A0 09 84 160, b10 1.39 ", 67
$20,000-$25,000. . . .oao.. 5,617 6] 99,90 126, 874 1.10 ™M, 77
225,000-830,000__ .. __.. 3,350 03| 96,03 92, 701 A0 05. 57
0 (X0-340,000_ . ______., 2 308 02| oheh B0, 842 70 o9, 27
A0, 0G-350,000_ ... 1,747 02 o7 75,022 66 06. 92
$50,000-$100,000______... 2,470 02| 99.09 153, 404 1.33 8. 25
$100,000-$250,000_ ___ .. 808 L1 100,00 U8, 462 90. 10
2250,000-8500,000._______ 7 { L3 S PR 04, 324 .50 on. 66
£700,000-81 000,000, _____ 43 l; ........ 23, B4y .21 . BY
$1,000,000 and over_._ ... 12 [0 T PO 14, 687 13 100,00
Alllewels_ ... ... 10,058, 000 { 30000 |.______. $11,570,3090 | 100,00 |....___.
1

1 Lesy thun 0.005 jwreent.
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INCOMES OF SINGLE INDIVIDUALS

Almost 45 percent of the 10,058,000 individuals received
incomes of less than $750 during the year 1935-36.
At the other end of the income scale, we find less than
1} percent with incomes of $5,000 and over. A com-
parison with the family distribution in table 3 empha-
sizes the relatively greater concentration of incomes for
single individuals. Nearly 61 percent of the individuals
had incomes below $1,000 as compared with 42 percent
of the families; 29 percent had incomes between $1,000
and $2,000 as compared with 37 percent of the families;
and only 10 percent had incomes of over $2,000 as com-
pared with 21 percent of the families. The lowness of
the distribution as compared with the distribution for
family units is explained, in part at least, by the fact
that single individuals as a group are younger than
heads of families.!

As already indicated in table 1, the share of the total
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 14 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 data did not permit of detailed break-
downs according to different characteristics.

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

1 For reference, sec Fiftoenth Consus of the Unlted Biates, 1030, Population, vol, 1T,
. 842,
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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
between 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 wife, in which the husband was usually
the sole earner. For single men engaged in farming, it
was necessary to use the Consumer Purchases Study
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distribution for two-person farm families, without
modification.

For single individuals receiving relief at 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 and those not receiving relief.

The relief and nonrelief distributions were then com-
bined to obtain income distributions for all single men
and 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.

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 186,
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 reformetory institu-
tions number 207,000; dependent adults in almshouses
and bomes for the aged, 169,000; dependent children in
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INCOMES OF INSTITUTIONAL RESIDENTS

orphan asylums and reformatories for juvenile delin-
quents, 160,000. Physical defectives constitute the
smallest group of 101,000. Members of the quasi-
institutional groups total about 800,000.

The estimated average incomes of the residents of
institutions are based on sample data for State insti-
tutions in 17 States. These data were compiled from
budget reports, reports of departments of public wel-
fare, boards of control, and other official sources.
Since comparable data were not available for privately-
supported institutions or for Federal and local institu-
tions, it was assumed that the State institutions repre-
sented typical or at least average institutional units.

TABLE 16.— . Average and aggregale incomes of institulional
residents in seven types of instilutional group, 1935-36

Institutional '
residents Avep. | AERITRAlo income
nye in-
Typo of Institutional groups cotne -
- Per- rlt:f Amount Per-
Number | oont | dent ‘L’;_ég:;‘ oent
Institutions for:
Mental defectives ... _. 563, 000 28 2 $143 $80, 500 1.1
Physlcal defectivea. ... ... 101, 000 8.0 400 45,000 37
l‘rlsoners and delinquent .
pdults. .o A7, 000 10. 4 151 31,200 4.3
'D( ndent and delinquent
children_. ... .....o.... 100, 000 8.0 107 a1, 800 44
Dependent ndults.. ... 159, 000 8.4 177 9, 00 4,1
Total ..., 1, 200, 000 60.0 $178 $214, 100 PN
Quasi-institutional groupms:
Civilian Conservation Corps
and labor camps. . . 515,000 2.8 $480 $250, 200 4.5
Military and pav al pmu
and crews on vessels. ... 285, 000 14.2 m2 240, 000 359
Total . ___ .. ... K), (00 40.0 $u38 $510, 200 0.4
Al {nstittetional groups. ... .. 2,000,000 | 100.0 §302 374, 300 100.0

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 Annual
Reports of the Director of Emergency Conservation
Work; those for enlisted Army and Navy men were
obtnmed 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 incomes of workers in labor cemps 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 residents. 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-
‘ tional facilities, the value of which was not included
in the estimates of family income.

1 For further explanation of sources of data and methods used, see Appendix A,
moc. B,
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Computed on the basis described above,! which pre-
sumably results in some underestimation, the average
incomes of persons in institutions of various types were
found to be very similar, 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 received, either in cash or
kind, from other than institutional sources. Neverthe-
less, the estimates serve 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 Ili

COMPARISON WITH OTHER INCOME STUDIES

HESE figures on the 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 the Nation’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 wide 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 in comparing the 1929 distribu-
tion with that for 1935-36. For knowledge of the
variations in income distributions from one year to
another we must await the results of further investiga-
tion.

1 America’'s Capacity to Consume.
1The magnitude of this discrepancy appears to bein the nelghborhood of $7 billion,
" “Fhe aggregate consumer income for 1929, as estimated by Brookings, is almost £33
billion higher than the aggregate for 1035-36 shown by the present study—$3 billion
as compared with 360 billion. ‘The maer part of this differenca is accounted for by
the difference in the size of the nstional ncome in the 2 years—ahout $20 billlon as
measured by the Department of Commerce estimates vf Income pald out. (Nathan,
Robert R., and Cone, Frederick M., Monikiy Income Peyments in the United
States, 1029-37, Burvey of Current Business, February 1638.) An additlonal $6.2
blllion Is due to the inclusion in the Brookings estimate of capital galns from the sale
of securities and other assets. Buch profits were not considered as an item of income
in the present study. Whiles few minor differences n items covered by the two esti-
mates can also be [dentified, those Included In the present study slightly exceed in
amount those Included in the Brookings estimate. ‘There remains, therefore, A
difference of about $7 billlon which cannot he specifically accounted for.
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National Income in 1935-36

Answers to the second question raised above are,
however, fairly readily obtasined. Much attention has
been given in recent years to the measurement of na-
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 estimntes are,
of course, based on data 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
items of income covered. Comparison of the present
estimates of aggregate consumer income with these
estimates of national income produced and paid out
provides a useful and significant check on the reliability
of the figures presented in this report.

Department of Commerce Estimates: For a measure of
the size of the national income produced we can turn
to the estimates prepared by the United States Depart-
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—3$59,983 million—allow-
ance must be made for differences in the methods used
in the two computations. The largest source of differ-
ence arises from the fact that the estimate of the
Department of Commerce does not count as income the
imputed net rental value of owned homes occupied by
their owners, wherens this item is included in the
estimates of family incomes presented in this report.
In addition, the Department of Commerce has, because
of the nature of the data used in compiling its estimate,
f)mit.ted several small items of income which are included
In the consumer income figures—that is, earnings from
hoarders and lodgers and from odd jobs, and bonuses

——

1 Estimate supplied by natlonal ineome sectlon of the Division of Economic Re-
search, Buresn of Foreign and Domestle Comtnoree, based on monthly income
Payments for the 12 months covered and on the estimated share of 1035 and 1030
business savings epplicable to the sume 12month perlod.  For figures on income
payments, ses Monthiy Income Peyments in the Unlited States, 1009-87,
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paid to employees. A rough estimate of the magnitude
of these omitted items indicates that they amount to
approximately $3% 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 this 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 was transferred. Gifts of money made by one
family 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-

1 This estimate, amounting to $3,278 million, was obtained by adding the following
four items: .

(1) $2,378 miliion for imputed het rental value of owned homes occupled by their
owners, (Preliminary estimate of National Resources Committee, based on income
distributions presented in this study and expenditure dats from Study of Consumer
Purchnses,)

(2) $500 million for earnings from odd jobs. (Based on Brookings Institutlion
estimate of $700 milllon for 1029, AAmerica's Capacily to Consume, p. 163.)

{3) $300 milllon for earnings from boarders and lodgers. (Preliminary approxima-
tion mode by National Resources Cotamittee from family income data from Study
of Consumer Purchases,)

{4) $100 million for bonuses pald to employees. (Based on prefiminary tabulatlons
of data obtained by Bureau of Labor Statistics for the year 19385, quoted by Robert
R. Nothan in National Income, 1829-36, U. 8, Departinent of Commerce, p. 18.}

§ This estimate, amounting to $1,117 milllon, was obtained by adding the following
two itetns:

(1} $117million for corporatesavings. (Est!mate supplied by the national Income
section of the Department of Commerpe. Busloess savings of farmers and other
individunl entrepreneurs were Included in the consumer income figures and hence
do pot need to be deducted from the estimate of income produced in comparing
the two estimates.)

(2) $1,000 million for interest nnd dividends recelved by savings banks, building and
loan nssoclutlons, life insurance companies, and similar associations of individuals
and not paid out toindividuals, (Estimated as half of the total of thesa recelpts, on
the assymption that the remaining hall was pald out to individuals as Interest on
savings deposits, insurance dividends, and other items of income. The total of these
receipts wus estimnted as about one-fourths of nll dividends and interest payments
mnde during the 12-month period covered.  See National Income inthe United States,
1928-85, U, 8. Department of Commerce, pp. 54-55, and AMenthiy Income Payments
in the United States, 1828-37.)

8 This estimate, amounting to $1,213 milllon, was obtained by adding the loltowing
three itoms;

(1) $890 milllon for direct rellef In cash and kind received by families and single
individunls. (Bee table 5A.)

(2) $214 million for subsistence ond care supplled to resldents of Institutlons for
montal nnd physieal dofectives, dependent and delinquent children and dependent
adults, and to inmntes of prisons and roformatorles. (See tabls 16.)

(3) $100 milllon for gifts in cash received by familles and individusls and used for
current llving expenses.  (Rough approxlmation made for purposes of this 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 has
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 *—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 = 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,, Realized National Income, 1909-35, National Industrial Con-
ference Board Bulletin, vol. X1, No. 5, April 10, 1937; idem, The National Income in
1936 and 1987, Natioval Industrial Conferetice Board Bulletin, vol. XII, No. 2,
February 17, 1638,

# This estimate, Bmounting to $1,276 million, was obtained by first subtracting
ftom the average of the Conferance Board estimates for 1935 and 1936 ($59,463 million)
the following three items:

(1) $1,000 million for interest and dividends received by associations of individuals.
{See footnote 5.)

(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
astimate but not counted as incoms (with minor exceptions) in the presont study.

{3) %899 million for direct relief received by families and singls individuals, which
was included in the Conference Board estimates and in the estimates presented in the
present study, but which represents a transfer of income among consumers, (Estl-
mate used in present study. See footnote 6.) X

The adjusted astimate thus ebtained (356,627 million) was further adjusted by -
adding the following two items:

{1) $3,273 milllon for the four items of income shown in footnote 4, which were not
covered In the Conference Board estimates.

(2) $141 million for business savings of individual entrepreneurs in industries other
than agriculiure. Such savings were not covered in the Conference Board estimates,
but were included in the consurner income flgures. (Average of estimates for 1933
and 1936 supplied by the national income section of the Department of Commerce.)

The resulting figure ($60.046 million) is $1,27¢ million higher than the adjusted
ostitnate of aggregnte consumer income, ($58,770 million. Seo {ootnote 6.}
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some degree accidental—due, that is, to compensat'{ng
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.'®
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."

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

t Sea pp. 41-42 and map shown in chart 10.
10 Slaughter, John A., Income Receired in the Varjous Stales, 1929-35, National

National Resources Commaltiee

run appreciably higher than the estimates of the Con-
ference Board—about 25 percent of the national aggre-
gate as against the 21 percent shown by the Board
figures. This discrepancy is offset by correspondingly
lower proportions of the consumer income total in the
States in the North Central Region and in New
England.”

With the information now at hand, it is impossible
to judge the extent to which these differences reflect
shortcomings in the basic data available for one or
both of the studies of national income. But there
seems to be some reason to believe that the results of
the present study somewhat overestimate the incomes
of consumers living in the South through an overesti-
mate of the incomes of rural fumilies.’® While the total
amount of the discrepancy is not sufficient to affect
materially the income figures presented for most
groups of the population, the possibility of an upward
bias in the estimates should be kept in mind in inter-
preting the results for the Southern groups. This bius
may also affect to some extent the estimates for all
farm families, since half of the farm population resides
in the Scuthern States.

Despite these regional differences, the various esti-
mates of the Nation’s income in 1935-36 show, on the
whole, a striking and encouraging counsistency. Con-
siderable progress can undoubtedly be expected during
the next few years in the measurement of national
income, from both the production and the consumption
aspects of the economy. The present study of income
distribution, it is hoped, will help to stimulate such
investigation, and will provide a useful basis for com-
parison with further studies of the incomes of the
American people.

Industriel Conference Board Bulletin, vol, XI, No, 5, April 19, 1637; idem, 7
Received in the Various States, 1938 and 1837, Natlonal Industrial Conference Board
Bulletin, vol. XII, No. 2, Febroary 17, 1938, .

1 Adjustments of the regional figures for the twostudies to place them on a compara-
hle basis with respect to ltems of income covered could not be made, 1t is probable,
. however, that the percentage distribution of the national totals by region would not
Lave been appreciably altered {f such adjustments had been Inade.

11 The comparative figures for ench region for the two studies ars an follows, the
figures for the Conference Boerd appenring frst: Pacific, 8.7 percent and 8.7 peroent;
Mountalnand Plains, 5.6 percent nnd 5.7 percont; South, 20.8 percent and M.6perecnt;
North Central, 56.9 percent and 53.0 pereent; and New Englund, 8.0 peroent sod 7.4
percent.

It Bee Appendixz A, pp. 53 and 56,



APPENDIX A
SOURCES AND METHODS USED IN THE STUDY

HE 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 evaluate 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 construetion of the sample
distributions for various groups of the population, the methods used to extend them
to cover all of the American people, and the methods of estimating average and

aggregate incomes.
. 37
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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 Consumer
Purchases, many of the definitions and classifications
used in that study have been carried over unchanged
to the present report.

The Spending 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 rather than in
terms of Individual income recipients. Three main types
of consumer unit are distinguished in the report: The
family, the single individusal 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 & 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 & 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 ere 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 part of the year, 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
mwmp!ele definitlon of the “economic” famlly unit, see reports on

Btudy of Consumer Purchases issued 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, maintaining
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 end not pooling their incomes in
the common family fund.

The number 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
Purchaeses. The elimination of these sons and daugh-
ters from the total number of family members reduces
slightly the average size of the economic family as
compared with the census famnily, but the effect on the
estimated total number of families in the population is
negligible ?

According to the definition followed in this study the
number of persons living as members of family groups
in 1935-36 is estimated at 115,966,000 out of the total
population of 128,024,000, and the number of families is
estimated at 29,400,300.2

The single individual, as defined in this study, is an
unattached person maintaining an independent eco-
nomicstatus. Single individuals thusinclude all persons
maintaining independent living quarters, or living as
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 marital
status and economic status, the group also ineludes

_some married persons and persons widowed, divorced,

or separated.

The number of single individuals so defined is esti-
mated at 10,058,000 in 1935-36, or 7.8 percent of tho
total population. Approximately 6,538,000, or 65 per-
cent of the total, were men and 3,520,000 were women.*

’-l‘he_ institutional group, the third type of consumer
unit distinguished in the study, consists of the residents

18es pp. 72and 76-77,
¥ For further discusslon, sce pp. 71-72,
¢ For further discussion, see pp. 77-78,
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of institutions “‘proper,” including mental and physical
defectives, dependent and delinquent children, depend-
ent aged 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. Of 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.

Money 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 rewsards,
prizes, alimony, or gambling gains. In addition, money
income includes money allotted to the family by & 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
as income, property, and poll taxes, have not been de-
ducted. Business losses for the year from operation of
all 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

i For further dlscussion, seo sec. 9.
72730."—38-—-——-4
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been deducted in caleulating 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
expenses;® soldiers’ bonus payments; (with minot ex-
ceptions) and funds obtained through borrowing. °

Nonmoney 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
taxes, 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 expenses 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 family. For families living on owned farms, &
fizure of 9 percent was used, and for those living on
rented farms, 10 percent; in the Southeast Region and
in California, these figures were increased by 1 percent.”

¢ Inheritnnces and gifts not used for curment consumption are considered, as in the
Study of Consumer Purchases, as changes jn family assets.
T For items included in income for urban, village and farm families and for discus-

sion of the way various income items were calculated and their accuracy checked, soe
Bureau of Home Economies report for Pacifio Coast small cities and villages,
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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 2 12-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 cash
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 individuzl 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

s For discussion of methods used in making these adjustments, see sec, 7.

National Resources Commillee

not hired on a basis of need were not considered relief.
A family who had had 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 . families
were designated as relief families although they had
been largely self-supporting during 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 relatively
high incomes from employment during the balance of
the schedule year. Other families classified as reliof
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 relief and
nonrelief families, and in appraising the relative status
of the two groups.

Geographic Regions

The geographic regions defined in this study corre-
spond with those used by the Bureau of Home Eco-
nomics in the Study of Consumer Purchases.? They
differ somewhat from the usual census groupings.'

The five regions, and the States included in each region,
are as follows:

New England: South—Continued,

Maine. Oklahoma.
New Hampshire. Texns.
Vermont. North Central:
Massachusetts. New York.
Rhode Island. New Jersey.
Connecticut. Pennsylvania.
South: Ohio,
District of Columbin. Indiana.
Delaware. Illinois.
Maryland. Michigan.
Virginia. Wisconsin.
West Virginia. Minnesota.
North Carolina. Towa.
South Carolina. Missouri,
Georgia. Mountain and Plains:
Florida. North Dakota.
Kentucky., South Duakota.
Tennessee. Nebraska.
A]flbflmﬂ,. Kansas.
Mississippi. Montana.
Arkansas. Idaho.
Louisiana. Wyoming.

* For descriptien of the reglons covere
p. 4.

¢ The New England ond the Pacifie Regians carrespond to the census grouplng.

The Bouthern Reglon comprises three of the consus nrens, |, o, Bouth Atinntic, Enst

Bouth Central nnd West ‘South Central. ‘The North Central Region inclu:des the

v North Centralnreas nnd four Atates Irom the Wes

North Central ares. The Mountsin and Plaing Region (ncludes the census Mouns
tain ares and the remsinlog States In the West North Central areg

d by tho Study of Consumer Purchases, sco
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Mountain and Plains—Con.  Pacific:

" . Colorado. ) Washington.
" New Mexico. Oregon.
Arizona. - California.
. Utah.
Nevada.

Types of Community

The classification by types of community follows
closely that set up for the Study of Consumer Purchases.
In that study, sample communities were selected to
represent five distinct degrees of urbanization—the
metropolis, the large city, the middle-sized city, the
small city and the village—and farm areas. The range
of population for each degree of urbanization was
restricted within fairly narrow limits to make it pos-
sible to isolate the effect of this factor on consumption.
In extending the data to & national basis, it was neces-
sary to widen the size ranges of the various types of
community to include all communities in the United
States. The population ranges used in this study to
classify all nonfarm communities are shown below in
comparison with the spproximate population ranges
of the sample nonfarm communities covered in the
Study of Consumer Purchases.

Sample nonfarm

All nonfarm communities comnunities

Type of community

Motropolises. .. .oooooiaanls 1,500,000 and over. ... __.. 3, 376, 000G, 930, 000

TArEe Cities aee o cececiicaeaoa. | 100,000-1,500,000. .. ... 253, 000- 302, 000
Midile-sized cities_ __.. eeeeea.| 25,000-100000. ... .. ... 31,000- 72,000
Smalleities. _ouoveovomaei e 2,500-25,000___ ... ... 2,000- 19,000
Rural nonfarm communities .| Upto 2500y . _. 1500- 5,000

1 Inclusdes all rurn) nonfarm: areas.  All families Hiving 10 eomununities with popu-
lation under 2,500 ahd families lving in the open country but not on farms were
spplicel as populntion weights against the sample data collected from village families.

1 Includes families Hvlng in communities within the population ranges shown but
not families living in the open counity, See footntiote to table, p. 46,

The farm communities in the Study of Consumer
Purchases were selected to represent the major types of
farming throughout the country and the income data
from farm families were classified according to these
types. This classification has not been maintained in
extending the data to the entire farm population,
although consideration was given to this factor in
determining the population weights to be applied against
the various sample distributions for farm families."

Color and Nativity Groups

Families interviewed in the Study of Consumer Pur-
chases were classified into four color-nativity groups—
native-white, foreign-born white, Negro, and “other

" Bpop, 72. Data on Southern farm families were also classifded necording to tennro
status—i. o., sharecroppers and operntors. A farm opemtor was deflned as one who
own3 or ronts a farm ps ont reprenour—i. e., is engaged in the business of tarming on his
own account, assuming the risks nnd rocelving tho profits of tho farm enterprise. A
sharecropper was defined as one who supplied his Jabor and some part of tho expenses
for the operation of the farm and recoived [n return a specified proportion of the erop,
o did not supply work animals pnd did not make major declsions ns to farm oper-
ating policies.  Furm luborers, emiployed on basis ofa given wage for a deflnfte period,
wlith psyment being in cash or in kind, were clussifled in tho wage-carning group.
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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 male or female head 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

Mexican, Indian, Chinese, Japanese, IFilipino, 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 family. Any family not containing both
a husband and a wife was considered a broken family.

Size of Family Classification

Families have been classified in this study into four
size groups—families of two persons, families 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 data in the regular sample of the Study of Con-
sumer Purchases were classified into family types,

as follows:
Number of persens

Family composition: in farnily
Husband and wifeonly__ __ . ______ . _......._ 2
Husband, wife and I 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, regardlessof age. ... .. __.__ .. 34
Husband, wife, one child under 16, one person 16 or over

and 1 or 2 others, regardlessofage_________.______ 56
Husband, wife, 3 or 4 children under 16_ ____________ 36
Husband, wife, 1 child under 16, and 4 or 5 others,

regardless of age__ . L. .oaoo.o.-_. 7-8
Husband, wife and any combination not included in

preceding types_ . iii.i.- 7 or more

These family types were combined into the four size
groups used in the present study. Broken families,
and normal families of color-nativity groups not in-
cluded in the regular income sample, were classified
directly into the four size groups from information
supplied on the family schedules for these groups.

The number of persons in the economic family was
determined on the basis of year-equivalent members—
that is, account was taken of the number of weeks each
person was a member of the economic family in caleu-
lating the avernge size of the family over the 12-month
period of the schedule year.”

12 For explanation of the method of enleulating year-equivalent swembers, seo the

forthcoming report by the Bureau of Home Economics for Pacific Coast stuall cities
and villnges.
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Occupational Classification .

Families have 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 family earnings was derived.

The occupational classification followed in this study,
as in the Study of Consumer Purchases, was, in general,
the classification set up by the Federal Emergency Re-
lief Administration and adopted by the Works Progress
Administration.® Eight broad occupational groups
derived from this classification were used in the income
analysis in the present study: (1) Wage-earner, (2)
clerical, (3) independent business, (4) salaried business,
(5) independent professional, (6) salaried professional,
(7) farming, and (8) all others, including farm operators
in villages or cities, 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 classification and code, contained In Circular No. 2 of the
Works Progress Administration, July 1935, and Circular 2A, Index of Occupations,
was originally prepared by the research section of the Division of Research, Statlstics
and Finance of the Federal Emergency Relief Administration, with the pssistance of
the Division of Standards and Research of the U. 8, Employment Service, the
Narional Recovery Administration Construction Code Authority, and the Occn-

palional Information Division of the New York State Employment Service. The
ouding scheme was adapted from that used by the U. 8, Bureau of the Census in 1430,

’

National Resources Conmanitiee

Wage-earners included all skilled, semiskilled, or un-
skilled manual workers in manufncturing, service in-
dustries or mining. Clerical workers included office
and sales personnel engaged in more or less routine
work, as distinguished from salaried business workers
who were persons In positions of responsibility in
administration or policy making. Professional workers
included those whose occupations fell into one of the
recognized professional eantegories, such as doetors,
lawyers, teachers, and artists of all types. They were
classed as independent or salaried depending upon
whether they were self-employed or were employed by
others on a salary basis. The independent business
classification was used to designate persons who were
taking an entreprencurial risk with their own or bor-
rowed capitul, who owned their equipment or place of
business, and who may or may not have employed
others to work for them. Families classified in the
independent business group in the low income levels
included small shopkeepers, dressmukers, taxidrivers
and cobblers, while the upper income levels included
owners and partners in large-scale enterprises. Family
income from roomers, boarders, and tounsts was also
clussified as derived from independent business.™

¥ The obove description of the occupational groupa is hased on the description
npiearing in the ferthcoming report of the Bureau of Home Ecanoinics for the Pacific
Comst small cities and vlllages. For detalled description of occugmtional groups
nind of the method of classifying fumilies by occupetion, see that studdy,



SECTION 2.

THE STUDY OF CONSUMER PURCHASES

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
8 wide variety of other sources. These sources are men-
tioned in the sections of the appendix which follow, in
connection with the description of the procedures used
at each stage of the work.

Since the data from the Consumer Purchases Study
were utilized so extensively in building up the national
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 data.
More detailed descriptions of the study will appear in
reports now in preparation by the two Federal bureaus
responsible for the administration of the project.! These
reports should be consulted by readers interested in
further information regarding 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 datn on the incomes and
"expenditures of American families. None of the earlier
studies in this field had been broad enough to supply
information on a Nation-wide basis, representative of
all important groups of the population. The project
was planned to meet the need for such information. It

1 A series of preliminary mimoeographed relenses has been issued by each bureau,
prosenting o few selected tables summarizing tho results of the basic tabulations.
The first printed report to be issied by the Bureau of Home Economics will cover
famlly incomes and expenditures in the Paciflc ("cast smail cities and villages, and
the first to be issued by tho Burcau of Labor Statistics will cover similar data for
Chicago, 111,

t An interlm report of plans for 1he study, prepared hy the Consumption Research
staff of tho Natlonal Resources Commlttee, with the cooperation of the Economics
Division of the Bureau of Home Economiles and the Cest of Living Division of the
Burcan of Labor Statistics, was Issued in mimeographed form in Junuary 1934. For
other discussions of the study, see the following articles: Plans For a Study of the
Consumplion of Goods and Services by Amerlcan Families, by Kneeland, Hildegarde,
Schoonberg, Erlka H,, and Fricdman, Milton, the Journal of the American Statistical
Assoclation, March 1938, vol. 31, pp. 135-150; Conaumer Purchasexr—Some Results of
o National Study, by Kaplan, A. D. H., Proceedings of the Boston Conference on
Distribution, Soptember 20, 1936; Analyzing Famities by Compoasition Type With
Respect to Consumption, by Monoroe, Day, thie Journal of the Amoriean Statistieal
Association, March 1037, vol, 32, pp. 35-39; and Methods and Problems of Sampling
Prezented by The Urban Study of Consumer Purchaxes, by Sehoenberp, Frika H,, and
Parten, Mlldred, the Journal ef tho American Statistical Associstion, June 1037,

vol. 32, pp, 311322,

}

covers a large and extensive sample of families 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 appendix.

Administration of the Study

The study was conducted by the Bureau of Home
Economics of the United States Department, -of Agri-
culture and the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United
States Department of Labor, with the cooperation of
the National Resources Committee, the Central Sta-
tistical Board, and the 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 terminated
at the close of that year.

The administrative direction of the study was di-
vided between the two bureaus, the Bureau of Home
Economics conducting the survey in rural farm and
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 representatives of the five
' 45
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cooperating agencies and with the aid of a Technical
Subcommittee similarly composed.®

Communities C‘overed 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 o few fairly homogeneous
areas and in communities of certain size ranges. It
was also necessary to restrict the farm sample 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 sample
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 sample included one large
city, two or three middle-sized cities, and from four
to nine small cities. Inaddition, two very large cities—
New York and Chicago—were included to provide =z
picture of metropolitan living.

The rural 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
administrative reasons, to make some changes in the
original list of communities, which led to a regrouping
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 Central
Region, and those in the western half with the Moun-
tain States.

This revised regional grouping has been followed in
utilizing the data in the present study of income dis-
tribution. A list of the States included in each region
was presented in the previous section.?

The list of citics covered by the study appears in
table 1A in the next section of this appendix. To this
list, however, must be added nine cities and three rural
sections for which data were collected in the Study of

3s For membership of these commlttees, see fostnote 42, p. 43,
2 Bes ppe. 41-42,

National Resources Commiitice

Consumer Purchases but not utilized in the present
report. The names of these cities and the reasons for
their omission are given in footnote 6 on page 56.

The size ranges of the ¢ities and villages covered, as
shown by the 1930 Census of population, are as follows:

T .

Type of community | Number | Populstion rnge

Metropollses. . ... .. iiiiiiiiieceecaeea.- 21 3,376, 438-6. 030, 4468
Larpe citles. . . cieseaaeo. L3 250 unl-], K15
Middle-sized eities. .. ... . ... ... 4 30, MT-7, W
Small Clbies. ... i aea e 2 U, 318, 0
Villages .o | 140 5445, 153

1 Effort was mmde to select villages of 1,000 to 2,500 populntion.  For njministra-
tive rensons, however, it was necessary to choose a number of ¥illages of less than
1,600, und a few of spproximutely 3,000, with vne (Cumden, 5, C,) of slightly over 500,

The particular villages included in the sample,
grouped by States within the five geographic regions
adopted, were the following:

New England (14 villages):

Massachusetts: Avon, Fast Bridgewater, Hchronville,
Kingston, North Easton, North Dighton, North Rayvu-
ham, South Hanson-Bryvantsville

Vermont: Bristol, Essex Junection, Northfield, Richford,
Swanton, Waterbury

North Central (46 villages):

Illinois: Atlanta, Bement, Cerro Gordo, Farmer City,
Maroa, Monticello, Mount Pulaski, Tuscola

Iowa: Brooklyn, Bussey, Dallas, Eartham, ddyville,
Melcher, Montezuma, New Sharon, Pleasantville, State
Center, Victor

Michigan: Blissficld, Chelses, Concord, Grass Lake, Hud-
son, Jonesville, Parma, Tecumsch

Ohio: Bellville, Cardington, Fredericktown, Mount Gilead,
Perrysviile, Plymouth

Peunsylvania: Denver, Marietta, New Freedom, New
Holland, Quarryville, Spring Grove, Wrightsville

Wisconsin: Horicon, Lake Mills, Mayville, Mount Horeb,
Sun Prairie, Waterloo

South (34 villages):

Georgia: Comer, Cotmmeree, Greenshorao, Jefferson, Madi-
#on, Social Circle, Washington, Winder

Mississippi: Drew, Hollandale, Indianola, Itta Bena, le-
land, Moorhead, Mound Bayou, Rosedule, Ruleville,
Shaw, Shelhy

North Carolina: Eln City, Franklinton, Louisburg, Nash-
ville, Spring Hope, Wake Furest, Whitakers, Zebulon

South Carolina: Bishopville, Camden, Lake City, Lamar,
Manning, Sumimerton, Timmonsville

Mountain and Plaina {22 villages):

Colorado: Glenwood Springs, Mceker, Ited CHLfF, Rille

Kansas: Bueklin, Cimarron, I'owler, Kinsley,
Spearville

Montana: Forsyth

North Dakota: Cusselion, Cooperstown, Finley, Hatton,
Hillsboro, Hope, Lidgerwood, Muyville, l’nrtl;md

South Dakota: Belle Fourche, Sturgis :

Pacific (24 villages) ; )

California: Beaumont, Brea, Ceres, Elsinore, Hemet, La
Habra, Manteca, Newman, Oskdale, Placentia, San
Jacinto, Tustin

Orggon: McMinnville, Newberg, Sheridan, Silverton, Wood-
urn

Meade,

“"mllhingtou: Arlington, Blaine, Burlington, Lynden, Marys-
ville, Monroe, Snohomish
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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.

New England {4 counties):
Massachusetts:4 Bristol, Plymouth (dairy and poultry)
Vermont: Chittenden, Franklin (dairy)

North Central (18 counties):

Nlinois: De Witt, Logan, Macon, Piatt (corn or eash grain)

Iowa: Madison, Mahaska, Marion, Marshall, Poweshiek
{animal specialty)

Michigan: Lenawee (dairy and general)

New Jersev:4 Camden, Gloucester, Salem (truck)

Ohio: Crawford, Knox, Richland (general)

Pennsylvania: Lancaster (general)

Wisconsin: Dane (dairy)

South (22 eounties):

Georgia: Clarke, Flbert, Greene, Jackson, Madison, Mor-
gan, Oconee, Wilkes (cotton)

Mississippi: Bolivar, Leflore, Sunflower, Washington (cot-
ton}

North Carolina: Jackson, Macon (self-sufficing)

North Carolina: Edgecombe, Nash (cotton and tobaceo)

South Carolina: Clarendon, Darlington, Florence, Lee,
Marion, Sumter (cotton and tohacco}

Mountain and Plains (13 counties):

Colorado: Eagle, Garfield, Rio Blanco {range livestock)

Keansas: Edwards, Ford, Gray, Meade (wheat or cash grain}

Montana: Custer (range livestock and cash grain)

North Dakota: Barnes, Cass, Griggs, Steele (wheat or cash
grain)

South Dakota: Pennington (range livestock and cash grain)

Pacific (9 counties):

California: Orange, Riverside (fruit)

California: San Joaquin (fruit and dairy)

Oregon: ¢ Clackamas, Marion, Multnomah, Polk, Wash-
ington (part-time)

Oregon: Marion, Polk (general and fruit)

Washington: Whatcom (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.

The Record Card Sample.—A random sumple of all
types of families was first taken in each community
selected for study, each dwelling unit being given an
equal chance of inclusion. This sample varied from a
coverage of approximately 4 percent in New York City
to a 100 percent coverage in most small cities and in all
villages. A record card was filled out for each family
contacted, supplying information on the color and
nattvity group to which the family belonged and on the
composition of the family, and certain other informa-
tion necessary for the selection of families to be inter-
viewed in the second or income sample.

1 Not utliized In present study of income distribution.
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The Income Sample—~The income sample was
limited in most communities to native-white families
that had 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 that the
home meet the census definition of a farm, and that the
family bhad 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 Southeast area and in New York
City and Columbus, Ohio.

Thus the income sample was a random sample drawn
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
Jamily 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 year
1935.

In certain communities family schedule data were
also obtained from a relatively small random sample
of the families that were ineligible for the regular income
sample, including families in which either husband or
wife was foreign-born, 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® supplied information on
the relative income status of these less numerous
groups in the population and made it possible to obtain
an over-all picture of income, occupation, and family-
type distributions in the sample communities covered.’

The Consumption Sample—The information on
family expenditures and savings was obtained from a
third sample of families, selected from the income
sample on the basis of certain controls designed to
limit the types of families and the number of families
of each type interviewed. This information, which
constitutes the core of the study, was collected by means
of an erpenditure schedule, covering the goods and
services purchased by the family and changes in family

3 Single individuals were included in the income sample in four cities—Providence,
R. 1., Columbus, Ohiop, Portland, Oreg., and Chicago, 111. See p. 67 below.

& eferred to elsewhero in this repert as the “clipped sample'—so-called becuuse
the corners of the family schedules were clipped off to distinguish them from the
schedules from the regular income sample.

T Such samples were taken in all of the 51 cities covered in the Study of Con-
sumer Purchases, except the following 12: Astoris, Oreg.; Beaver Dam, Wis.; Boone,
lowa; Dodge City, Kans.; Qreeley, Colo.; Greonfleld, Mass.: Klamath Falls, Oreg.;
Moberly, Mo.; New Philndelphia, Ohio; New York, N, Y.; Provo, Utah; Willi-
mantic, Conn. In addition, clipped samples were taken in the following five farm
areas: California, Minois, Michigan, Pennsylvania, Washington. The clipped
sample data for all of these communitiss, however, were not utilized in the present
report. ‘The list of the communities that were omitted is given in fvotnie 6, on p, 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 give more detailed
information, by check lists on specific items of clothing,
furnishings and equipment purchased during the sched-
ule year, and by a check list on food expenditure for 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 latter 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 provide for it
in the schedule used for city families.

The farm and urban scheduies 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 pumber 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 as 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 wge
earning (designated s), work relief (designated x), or
working on own account (designated o).

The last 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 device in
the study to facilitate the selection of families inter-
viewed in the income sample, it is also reproduced in
facsimile below. Both the furm record card and that
used for urban families are presented. The card used
for village fumilies was identical with that for the urbun
group.

Number and Distribution of
Families in Income Sample

The broad random sample of families contacted in
the record card sample totalled approximately 700,000
families. Family schedules, containing income data,
were obtained from about 300,000 of these families.
Of this number, about 274,000 were used in preparing
the income distributions presented in this report.

The distribution of these sample families according
to region and type of community is summarized in
table 10A below, and the distribution by color-nativity
group in urban and in rural communities within each
region is indicated in table 11A.

With respect to occupation and to family size, the
sample was random within each community for the
universe covered, and—as elsewhere indicated *—
served in the present study as 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 somewhat
underrepresents the total number in the population.
Although every effort was made to maintain the ran-
domness of the sample, families in the wealthier neigh-
borhoods were more frequently found to be away from
home and more frequently refused to give the informa-
tion desired, and these difficulties could not be entirely
offset by the corrective sampling procedures adopted.
The income distributions obtained from the sample for
income levels of $7,500 and over were therefore ad-
justed, in the present study, on the basis of data from
Federal income tax returns for 1935 and 1936.°

Methods Used to Assure
Reliability of Data

In a study of this type, and especially in one of this
magnitude, some question inevitably arises as to the

t Bea DD, T4-78,
? Beo sec. 7 of this appendix,
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and ending ... cevereeeoeee. , 193, A FEDERAL WORKS PROJECT

il. FAMILY COMPOSITION (during sebedule year)

FAMILY SCHEDULE=URBAN
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Urban family schedule used with income sample

Code No.
Schedule No,
City Dist.
Agent
Date of interview..........-.., 1936.

Y. RESIDENCE IN THIS GTY

Ifl. OTHER MEMBERS OF HOUSEHOLD

For how many montha of
schedule year did the family live in
thig city?

V1. LIVING QUARTERS OCCUPIED
(at daie of Intervlew)

A p|o|D | E (during schedulo year)
Per- | N
Namre - % [
s °t§§?|°§°ﬁ;§n'§”ﬂ§3.§fe“ Sex ,‘:1?“ 1og year 1. 8 d daugh bol
03 BhArio| , ¢ . Sons an ughters boarding
e e, Vemporarlly - I Awsy and Tooming at home:
homo| porme Age , Bex [
2. Other roomers with board_____.}......|.ccio.
1. Husband M 4| 3. Roomers without board.eeee- |eeees| e
I T (Y F ool 4. Boarders without room. eeeue.fee. | .
Otber Members of Fumily (glve relationship) 5. Tourists or transients____________|...... R
6. Guests
B e 7. Paid help living inoeeereee o)
e 1V. HOME OWNERSHIP
5. eamns 1. Ntfmbcr of months during schedule year
iving:
e B M ‘a. Astenter ___ b. Asowner: 1st home.._
2 — 2d home_._.
8. ] 1IF AN OWNER: 1st boma 2d bome
9 g #onltly ml:lﬂ;lgn:é.(...h.‘..-. S..- L
. merevs|emeeesll 3, Was home m or being
10 parchazed onland contrach)t... {g E§?‘ g' B§?
Toreeniisianieiionmrenioniie et 4. 1f mrlglged interest on morl- | *** 1 .
Il any member of family died during year, gagn {or land conlract) for
circle number in front of name, 1328 mosihs occapied $ $

1. Did family occupy these living
quarters at end of schedule
year? a. OYes. b. O No.

2. Does family Oown or [Orent

these living quarters?

3. Monthlfy rent S..-..-....,xf renter.
4. Type of living quarters
One-family house:
a. ODetached.
b. DAttached.
Two-family house:
¢. [OSide by side.
d. OTwo decker.
Apartment in building for:
e. OThree families.
J. OFour families.
¢. ‘OFive or more families.
Dw;elling unit in business bldg.;
m]

Room or rooms:
1. OWith another family.
i. [1In rooming house.
Other:
k. O

Yil. COLOR

BACK

a. OWhite, b, ONegro.

VIII. MONEY EARNINGS OF FAMILY FROM EMPLOYMENT OR DBUSINESS QUTSIDE OF HOME OR AT HOME

(during achedale year)

G 11 ¥

A | b | c D E F
Members of fomily guinfully employed QCCUPATION durlog year Time em- Total
= Status of ployed (use | Lo moDey
us ol | Rate of earnings per unlt t carnipgs from
Tine Kind of work ¢such as ma- | Nature of [ndustry (such as worker of time san;.w I}“ empleyment
Relationship No. | Ago | chinist, bookkeeper, mer. | cotton mil, baok, shoe | {3, X, 0) un]tas n o,’.’,m
LA chant, author) store, Independent) col. G}

b RN SRR FRPOREN RS U - 5. per. - 3

2 (PP M FE— - 12 SR (SR N

. TP (O S - o1 A

L. SOUUIY RSN S R BT PeT...onen-

T S (RN BRI UG [ ORI » 1.

TR PO I . - % O M. per..

P [ (S AU eeemmmmmcemsetsaesasamsacens) per.

. TV RN P S I D per.

¢ ORI P (O e per.

) e PRI PO PSS Per......_ . .

IX. OTHER MONEY INCOME 1X. OTHER MONEY INCOME (continued) H Totnl for yoar
7. Gifts in cash for current use from persons

1. Incoms from roamers and boarders (gross).. not members of economic family $
2. Ingﬁ'ﬁ’ :m?n‘;: rﬁc}}homu not entered in 8. Losses in business (subtract). S$uceeeeo | _x x 1 X X
3. Inmt:clzcolﬁ&:i:pu;&m;t‘?cﬂks, bonds, 8- ToTAL money income...... $

4, Prolits mot incloded in VI above, Josa expemsen.

&. Rents from property, less expenses
6. Pensions, annuitica, benefits

—— 10. Has family received direct relicf (in cash or kind), during
schedule year? a. OYes. b GNo.
11, Has any member of family had work relief during achedule
year? a. OCash. b. OKind, ¢ ONone.

8,5, SOFIANNINT FRINTING OFFICE, 8100
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Farm family schedule used with income sample
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4 FEDIRAL WORKS PROJECT
FAMILY SCHEDULE—FARM

Number in eonomle
I:

S Coda Now memmesiniianina -
Pamiy .
£ ¥ RS S schedule No. oooocvn.n
Expeoditure,
Clr. achedule No ... . s
Coubty oot
Agent USRI  f - : RSN ..
Date of
Interview Buate oot
I, FARM EXPENSTS durtay mbeduis e Totad b yuar
1. Hired laber for (a7 e | I

3 co CTIAL ~The - ot o (bt cbodte 2 Livestock purchused for resals or r|-‘~ B
2 Wile P . . m—.—um—.u. nwary. bt ‘=-‘-— [ P |'—'—
Other mambvars of tarally (five rels Usumhiv) _f e asiien PT—_ 3. Feed, bay, straw. '
P SR S l..o.. !.___.| ....... IL GRORR MOXEY INCOME TAOM FARMING | Doy me rry | 4 Fortleer, sprayiog material =
. || - 3. Beeds, plants, Lross -
Moner received from sales of: b toola (re " !
B it e R S S || o] 1. Whest 5 . “:.h?.';'" trepalrs, rpleee ¥
s S - i rermrmefiemnee yeveeen] 2, Ofber Al 7. Gasclipe, ofl, tires, eic., for farm pro- I
. ot duction T -
LT — . | e f e g X Ve - I
and f Lo nseane
& e e ] e e i AL Froita, grapes, bermies, puteen o E. Repair 0o farm bulldings hthia i
1
2. U IR ____|| ______ . Tobaceo. . [ B 'I'n::’ud insurancs on farm M_ ) -
10 bl b ] & Cotion, 4 10, Interrst and refinanciog charges on
I/ sny member of family died daring scheduls year, {arm .. _—
eircls aumber o front of name. 7 D';‘"{m"fh (mOk, cream, butter- 11, Restt aad buttdi '
. it for land TTLRTTY T G
Othar purssen Tring In home for ane o Sere Swie during Sthedsle o
A B ) L l’wilﬂ"(qﬂ.mhﬂm ducks, 12, Otder farm :
L] o
STATTS Tota) variber I
(ald iy, Pemers, prasts, ADArve | l'"'f:ll:’;; 9. Livestock (callle, calves, hogs, sheep, )13 Torst
ool b ¥, SEE. TENTEE aND VaLUK OF FARMON
Lo operaind Suriny mheduin yuar
%1. Bons and dsyghtery boardiog 10, Otber p
and rocmiog at hame (fpee- : 1. Total acres Lo farmis) opetat=d, . e e e
Uyagwaod st .- Mooey received from other sources:
1. A, A A benelit and reclal parmenta 2. Atres owoed
13, Other roomety with bosrd.... (specily produet by line pumber
sbows abave) 2. Acres cash reated
12, Boomers without board
12 Otber farm larome 4. Actres share rented
14 Boarders without room
12. Torate. .. | S 5, 1f shure rebled, does cwner furnlsh sll of the work
18, Tourists and transient: animals; & [J Yes . Q Ko
Tres oF Fauu.—Circle 1t ber of malo produet
18 Goeds (overnight or Tonger) of ;,',,L;_‘ If geveral Tarm, vircle Lioa oambert of oo | & Valus of farn(s) (und and beiddings)— $ ..o
17. Pald ME ii'(n! 1 W O ——— v 7. Value of family'vdwelling _........... § . .. ..
-t (OVEE)
+ BALK

TL MOKET EARKINGS OF PAMILY FROM EMPLOYMENT OTUER THAN OFERATION OF FARM
deriag o hoduis Fos

YL ¥ALUK OF FRODUCTE FULANISHED BT
FARM PO FAMILT R OWN URE durieg
rr

el | Tutel vebem for yur

A ] [ -3 E 14 L]
l I 1. Ml for drinking sod cookiog:
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AT lrd. B YeM {pier Time - e e e s md
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: Number per month .........
[ ) AR pet, Number of month ............ } [,
b JRUTRURUVEI VTR TN RO vpRT. 5. Potk, dressed welghl:
Pousnds (or year.
T TSP RN ST Ll P O - 8. Other meats, d $ weight:
9. Totau t1-81 . Pounds fot yens oo,
YL OTNER MONET (NCOME 3 7. Potat hite):
ey i dniy pemr Tl for rear i '}'-s‘.’.".'.!.‘..’.'.‘i".f' gl Tolal far rour ° n::h‘e'l: I‘orlnu._..................... [T
3. Valus of other food from [
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No. |, ror winas
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Record cards used with urban and with form families

—The tnf tl ted i B.L.B.
th%oiﬁigﬁ;ﬂitﬁﬂc:!g con?!’d?:ﬂzl'.. l':ﬁ:l‘?‘ it 3 B. 846 Schedule No.
y X DO
oenta of the cooperating ayencies and witl not ba U. S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR :
arallable for taxalion purpozes. BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS E. D.
—_— 1N COCPERATION WITH
STUDY OF CONSUMER PURCHASES
A FEDERAL WORES PROIECT NATIONAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE Agent
RECORD CARD—URBAN WORKS PROGRESS ADMINISTRATION
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Wity e WASHINGTON. Editor -
BorN In UsiTED STATES
1. Strect and number... Yes No |
2. Type of structure! 10. [J | Husband or male head
3. Apartment or 800T oo [ Vacant 11. [] [1 | Wife or female head
12. Residence in (a) housekeeping quarters, or (b) rooms
4. Name ..... B T — with another family, in rooming house, hotel, or
- LD institution:
oma .
Visit Date d:? Yo No Tnformatisn aaen a. [] Housekeeping quarters
I b. {1 Rooms only I
5. Firstooueueane-. 13. Economiec family includes husband and wife; ?
. []Yes
6. Sccond________. IfayeEI
7. Thirdaeeeeeeei oo R IS PO S ¢. Number of years married:
. . . | (1) [ Less than one I
8. Color: a. [J White 9. Number in economic family: -
OT (2 [ One or more
G. 'WO0 Or more persons
b D Negro If there s NO CHECK in any of the heavy boxaes, request family
¢. [J Other I 5. [] One person scheduls, .

ity one-fnmily house, detached, semidetached or row; two-family house, side by sido or two decker; thres-, four-, five- or mote family apartment building; hosinexs

18
bul.lcri(l‘:;; hotel; institution.

*1u Nling record cards for Ioeligibles, file sepamtely eards for families which are ineligible only becanse they coms under 13d. 14—3300
BHE 112
U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
BUREAU OF HOME ECONOMICS STUDY OF CONSUMER PURCHASES | Record card No.
IN COOPERATION WITH AFEDERAL WORKS PROJECT amil
NATIONAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE RECORD CARD—FARM Family sehedule No.
WORKS FROGRESS ADMINISTRATION M. C. D.
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR .
WASHINGTON (County) (Stnte) Agent
Born in United States.
1. Location {describe) — Yes (o
I Vacant O | 8. O | O | Husband, or male head.
9. O | O | Wife, or female head.
Telephone ;
10. Has family operated THIS farm for ¢. [T Yesr
2. Name .- last 12 montha? b. O No
11. Was farm o“Pemted for wage orsalary |a. OO Yes
- At bome . last year b. O No
Visits Date Lme o o0 | nterionea| 12. Does farm have more than 3 acres? g, O Yer
Yes No . b O No
13. If No, waa gross income last yearmore a. 3 Yes
. than $2507 b o]
3. First. 14. Principal crop
. d
4. Sccon 15. Economie family- includes husband and wife:l
5. Third e. O Yes
If yes:
6. Color; a. [ White, 7. Number %n family: guNumber years married:
i b. O Negro, 6. O Two or more persons. [ (1} O Less thau one. |
[e. O Other. [_%. O One person. | (2) O Onc or more.

If there is NO CHECK in any of the heavy bozxes, and if the type of farming is one to be studied, request family achedule.

¢ In filing rocord cards for ineligibles, flle soparately cards for families eligible exospt for 130—a family which does not Includs husband and wite,

14—k
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reliability 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 advance planning
of the collection and analysis of the data, with careful
preparation of instructions for supervisors, field agents,
editors, and tabulators. This requirement was clearly
recognized by the Government agencies sponsoring the
project, and arrangements were made on the initiation
of the study to provide for adequate preparation. The
various smaller studies of consumer expenditures previ-
ously made by the bureaus conducting the project and
by other research agencies supplied a background of
experience indispensable for this large-scale undertaking.

A second prerequisite was obviously the careful selec-
tion and training of personnel. Here again every effort
was made to meet the needs of the project. The super-
visory staffs in the regional administrative 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 means of aptitude tests. All of
the workers appointed on the project were given a
training period of 2 or 3 weeks, with practice in carrying
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 o further assurance of the accuracy of the data
eollected, a system of check interviewing was adopted,
under the guidance of the regional office staffs. In
general, one out of every eight families visited by each
agent was revisited by a supervisor, editor or squad
leader, 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. Similarly, 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 aceurate collecting and
editing of schedules, there was need for assuring that
the sample of families from whom the schedules were
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obtained in each community was random. The first
requirement here was for a satisfactory method of
selecting the names or addresses from which a random
sample could be drawn. In most of the smaller com-
munities this problem was cared for by a 100 percent
coverage of all dwelling units in the record card snmple.
In the larger cities, however, 1t was necessary to use
city directories or similar lists as a basis for the selec-
tion of a series of random samples of dwelling units.
For the farm counties, rural route maps were used,
since comprehensive lists were not available. The
procedures for drawing these samples were carefully
developed by the Wushington stafls of the two bureaus
and carefully supervised through the regional offices.

The selection of a random sample of dwelling units,
however, did not insure the actual collection of sched-
ules from a random sample of families. 1In the course
of the field work various difliculties were encountered
because of the refusal or inability of some families to
give the desired information, or because of unsuccessful
attempts to contact families. To meet these difficultices,
various preventive and corrective measures were
adopted. Two or three calls were made upon such
families before a record card or schedule with partial
or no information was turned in. A special anulysis
was then made of the curds and schedules showing
refusals or incomplete information in order to determine
the economic or occupational groups from which they
came. On the basis of this analysis, a revisiting or
“recapture’” program was instituted to offset the bias
in the sample, the most skillful ficld agents being
assigned to this work., Where a sufficient number of
cases could not be “reclaimed” in this way, provision
was made in some cities for the substitution of a neigh-
boring family for the fumily refusing information. The
instructions for this procedure were carefully drafted
so that in each case a family belonging to a similar
economic group was contacted for substitution.

As indicated above, this program for eliminating the
bias in the saumple did not fully insure adequate repre-
sentation of the high income levels. Aside from this
limitation, however, the saumpling procedures used in
the study appear to justify confidence in the reliability
of the results and in the randomness of the income
schedules. 'Ijhis confidence is further justified by the
internal consistency revealed in the sample distribu-

tions for the various communities covered by the
study, ‘



SECTION 3. THE SAMPLE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR NONRELIEF
FAMILIES

The sample income distributions used to distribute
all families in the United States by income level were
derived in the first instance from sample data collected
in the Study of Consumer Purchases. The weighted
distributions were then adjusted in accordance with
data from Federal income tax returns for 1935 and
1036.!

The sample income data for nonrelief families and
for families that had received relief at some time during
the schedule year were tabulated separately by the
Study of Consumer Purchases, so that the sample
income distributions for nonrelief and for relief families
built up from these data were prepared quite inde-
. pendently, although very similar procedures were
followed.?

It is the purpose of this section of Appendix A to
describe how the sample data for nonrelief families
were combined to obtain the percentage distributions
against which the population weights for nonrelief
fumilies were finally applied. The sample distribu-
tions for relief families and the population weights for
both groups are described in later sections.

Classification of Families
in Sample Data

In tabulating the income data from the Study of
Consumer Purchases, each city was treated as a sepa-
rate tabulation unit, but the villages and the farm areas
were grouped by States into the village and farm
tabulation units indicated in the summary tabulation
on pages 55 and 56.  Separate tabulations were made for
Negro and for white families in each type of community
in the South, and in New York City and Columbus,
Ohio. In Southern farm arveas, operators and share-
croppers were classified separately within each color
group.

Income data for native-white normal families were
available from the regular income sample,® which was

! For description of the way the {ncome tax data were used to adjust the distribu-
tions, seo sec. 7.

1 For dofinitlon of nontellef and relie! fatnilies, seo p. 42.
3 For deseription of regular nnd clipped samples, see 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 regular income
samples in the South and in the two North Central
cittes, and 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
and for farm areas in 5 States.® These data had not
been classified by income level for each family type
and 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 this purpose by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics 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 family 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 classifications of the data
by income level in building up the sample distributions:
(1) each family type, all occupational groups comkhined,
and (2) each occupational group, all family types
combined.

The sample frequency distributions for the various
family types were combined into frequeney distribu-
tions for four family sizes—two-person families, three-
and four-person families, five- and six-person families,
and seven- or more-person families—which were used
in building up the type of community, regional, and
national estimates. The tabulations by occupational
group were used in building up the occupational
estimates for nonrelief families, and in building up a

{1 For description of family types and occupational groups used in the Study of
Consumoer Purchases, se¢ pp. 43—i4. For farm units, the occupational group was

Implicie in the typo of community and only a two-way classification was nocessary.
4 For list of eities in which clipped samples werg not taken, see footnote 7, p. 45,
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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 expected, 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 “Clipped'’ 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, covering broken
famihes and minor color-nativity groups, was not
taken in all communities and was too small in others to
afford reliable income distributions for the separate
color-nativity groups made it desirable to combine the
frequencies for those groups at a comparatively early
stage. The fuller break-down by color and nativity
was retained only for North Central metropolises and
large cities, where both the foreign-born white and
the Negro 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 family. When clipped samples
were available for two or more communities of the same
type of community within a region, the frequency dis-
tributions for the same family-size groups were then
pooled, by income level, before percentage distributions
were calculated.

Implicit in the pooling of frequencies for the various
color-nativity and broken family groups in the clipped
sample was the somewhat questionable assumption
that the proportions of these groups shown by the
clipped sample data were representative not only of the
communities sampled but of all communities of the
same degree of urbanization in the region. This assump-
tion undoubtedly introduced 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 Datq

The coverage of the regular sample was sufficient to
yield for each sample community reliable frequency
distributions for native-white normal families of each
size group, and—in the South and in North Central
large cities—for Negro normal families of each size
group. Percentage distributions were calculated, there-
fore, for each family-size group within each color-na-
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tivity group in the sample. The percentage distribu-
tions for the same family-size groups from two or more
communities of the same type within a region were aver-
aged, each being given equal weight (except in the case
of Southern village and farm units), to obtain the final
percentage distributions against which the population
weights for nonrelief families of that type were finally
applied.

The decision to use a straight average of the percent-
age distributions in combining data from the regular
samples in communities of the snme type represented a
choice among three possible procedures. Alternative
procedures were to pool the frequency distributions
(which was done in the case of the clipped sample
because of the thinness of the separate distributions) or
to attempt to weight the percentage distributions for
the different communities on some logical basis which
would involve matching all other communities of the
same type in the region to one or another of the snmple
communities. The pooling of the frequency distribu-
tions would, because of some variations in the sumple
coverage from one community to anoher, have resulted
in an involuntary weighting of the communities nccord-
ing to the percent of coverngre, which seemed undesir-
able. On the other hand, available information offered
no satisfactory basis for matching the sample commu-
nities against other communities of the same size and
thus ascribing weights to the various distributions. In
the absence of any objective criteria for weighting, it
appeared better to tuke a struight average of the per-
centage distributions.

An exception to this procedure was made in the cuse
of the sample distributions for Southern villages and
farm units. Two of the five groups of Southern furm
counties covered by the Study of Consumer Purchases
were located in unusually prosperous agricultural areas
in North Carolina and Mississippi, and henee could not
be tuken as representative of a proportionate share of
the rural South, Another group of counties, also in
North Carolina, was representative of the self-suflicing
type of farming in the Appaluchian Highlunds, while
the remaining two groups were located in Georgin and
South Carolina, in arcas more typical of Southern furm-
ing conditions.

Comparisons with data on income from farm pro-

- duction, available from the Bureau of Agricultural

Economics, led to the decision to weight the sample
_distributions from the five farm units befor
m.order to obtain a finul distribution more represent-
ative of the South 2s & whole. The distributions for
tln? two North Carolina units and for the Mississippi
unit were each given a weigh of one, while tho Georgia
and South Curolina distributions were enc
weight of three.

The 34 Southern villages covered in the Study of

"0 averaging,

h given a
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TasLE 1A.—Summary of sample income distributions for nonrelief families used to distribute nonrelief family population by mcome level

[The sample income data and the population data for each qualitative group were subdivided once by family size,
|

prepared (or each of these subgroups

and once hy occupational group,! and separate distributions

Communities covered by
sample income data, by re-
*glon and Ly pe ol commuynity

Method uszed in combining income data for

commuuities of the same type

Qualitative groups for which sample in-
come distributions were prepared

Population groups used to weight sample income

distributions

NEW ENGLAND

Larpe cities:
Providence, R. 1.

Midie-sized cltles:
New Hritain, Conn,
Haverhill, Mass.

Small cltles:
Wallingford, Conn,
aWillimantie, Conn,
Westhrook, Maine.
Greenfield, Muss,

Village units:
Vernont-Massachisetts,

Farm units:
Vermont—dalry,

Avernged] pereentage distribations from reguo-

Iar samples; pooled frenuency distributions
from clipped samples.

Avernged percentage distributions from regu-

lar snmples; clipped sample for Wallingford
only.

o

2. Native -white hroken,

2. Native-white hroken,

. Native-white normal.
. Native - white broken, foreign -horn
white, Negro, and other color.

1. Native-white normal.

foreign - born
white, Negro, and other color.

1. Native-white normal.

foreign - horn
white, Negro, and other color.

1. Native-white normal.’

1. Native-white normal.

1

Native-white normal.

. Native-white broken, foreign-born white, Negro,

and other cclor.
Native-white normal,

. Native-white broken, foreign-born white, Negro,

and other color,

. Native-white normal. .
. Native-white broken, foreign-born white, Negro,

and other color.

. All color-nativity groups, normal aod broken.

. Allv color-nativity groups, normal and broken
(Vermont, Aaine, New Hampshire, Massa-
chusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island).

NORTH CENTRAL

Metropalises:
New York, N Y.
Chicngn, HI,

Large cltles:
Colutibus, Ohin,

Middle-sized cities:
Dubuque, Iows.
Muncie, Ind.

New Costle, Pa.
Sphringfleld, 111,

Bmall cities:

Beaver Falls, Pa.
g'nnnollsvillel. l:ln.
ogansport, Ind,

Peru, Ind.
Mattoon, I11.

Village units:
Pennsyivanin-Ohfo.
Michlgan-Wisconsin,
Il inols-Iown.

Farm units:
Pennsylvanin—general,
Ohio—genernl,
Michigun—dairy and gen-

eral.
Wisconsin—dniry.

Ilinols—corn or cash grain.

Iowa—animal specialty,

Averared percentage distribution from regular

samples for native-white normal; averaged
percentage  distributivns  from  regnlar
ample jnp New  York and  clipped
sample in Chicago for Negro normal; re-
mainder of clipped sample for Chicago only.

Averaged percentnge distributions from regular

samples; pooled fredquency distributions
from clipped samples,

Averaged percentage distributions (rom regular

samples; pooled frequency distributions

from clipped snmples,

Avernged percentage distributions.

Avemped percentage distributions,

Avernged percontage distributions,

Avernged percentage dlstributlons,

1. Native-white normal,
2. Native-white broken.
3. Foreign-horn white.
4. Negro normal.
5. Negro broken.
8. Negro hormal and broken combined.?

1. Native-white normal.

2. Native-white broken.?

3. Foreign-born white.3

4. Negro normal.

5. Negro broken.?

8. Negro normal and broken combined.?

1. Native-white normal.

2, Nautive-white brokem, foreign-born
white, Wegro, and other color.

1. Native-white normal.
2, Native-white broken, foreign-horn
white, Negro, and other color.

1. Native-white normal.

Native-white normal.

—

. Native-white normal.

—

Native-white normai.

™

Native-white normal.
Native-white broken.

. Foreign-born white.

Negro normal.
Negro broken.

. Other color.

Native-white normal.

. Native-white broken.

Foreign-born white.

. Negro normal.
. Negro broken.
. Other color,

Native-white normal.
Native-white broken, fereign-born white, Negro,
and other coler.

. Native-white normal.
. Native-white broken, foreign-born white, Negro,

and other color.

. All color-nativity groups, normal and broken.

All color-mativity groups, normal and broken
(Pennsylvania, Ohio, and New Jersey).

All color-pativity groups. normal and hroken
(‘\t"'img“' Wisconsin, New York,and Minne-
sota).

All color-nativity groups, normal and broken
(Tllinois, lowa, Indiana, and Missouri).

SOUTH

Largecities:
Atlanta, Ga.

Middle-sized oltles:
Columbug, 8. C.
Mablle, Ala.

Bmall citles:
Albany, Gn,
(irifMin, Cn.
Cinstonia, N. C.
Bumter, 8. C.

Village unlts:
(imr‘:[u-Sm:th Carolina.
North Carolina - Missis-
sippl.

Averaped

Avernged percentage distrlbutions from reg-

ular samples; pooled frequency distributlons
from clpped sumples,

Averaged percentage distributions from reg-

ular samptes; pocled frequeney distribations
from clipped sumnples for Albany snd Jos-
tonin only.

percentage  distributlons  nfter
weighting as follows: Georgln and South Car-
plina, 3; North Carolino and Mlississippl, 1.4

1 Datn for farm URIS were not, of cotirse, elassified hy this Inctor. i .
1 In obtalning the percentage distribution for “other color” familics, the sample distributions for Negro normal and Negro broken families were weightted according to their

relatlve importanco in the type of community within tho region,
3 Usied elipped samplo distributions from Chiengo.

{ For explubation of the weighting of ¢

1. Native-white normal.
2. Nautive-white broken.

3. Negro normal,

4. Negro broken.

5. Nogro normal and broken combined.?

1, Native-white normal,

2. Nutive-white broken.

3. Negro normal,

4. Negro broken.

5. Negro normal and broken combingd.?

. Native-white normal,
. Native-white broken.

1
2
E. Negro normal.

. Negro broken.

5, Negro nortual and breken cotubined.!

1. Native-white normal,

2, Negro normal.

ho distributlons for Southern village and farm units, see ph. 54 nnd 57,

Native-white normal.

Native=white broken, foreign-born white.
Negro normal,

Negro broken.

. Other color.

. Native-white normal,

Native-white broken, foreign-born white.
Negro normal.

. Negro broken.
. Other color.

Native-white normal.

Native-white broken, foreign-horn white.
Negro normal.

Negro broken,

Other color,

Native-white, foreign-born white, normal and
broken.

. Negro and other color, normal and broken.
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TaBLE ]A.-—:Summary of sampue income distributions for nonrelief families used to distribute nonrelief family population by income level—

-

Continued :

Communities covered by
sample income data, by re-
gion and typeof commuanity

Method used in combiniog income data for
communities of the same type

Qualitative groups for which sample in-
come distributlons wera prepared

distributions

Population groufs used to welght sample income

. 50

UTH—Continued

Farm upits:
North Carolina—self-suffic-
ing.3
North  Carolinsa—ootton
and tobacoo.
South Carolina—cotton

Averaged percentage distribntionsafter weight-
ing ns tollows: Iorth Carolina, self-suflicing,
1: North Carolina, eotton and tohacco, 1;
Mississippi, cotton, 13 Seuth Carolina, cot-
ton and tobacco, 3; Georgia, cotton, 3.1

1. Native-white normal operators,

. All white opemtors (North Carolinn, fouth

Cuaroling, Cieorgla, Mississippl,  Delawar,
Marylind, Virginla, West Vieginla, Florida,
Kentucky, Tenpeswe, Alnbama, Arknoss,
Louisiana, O%lihoma, Texan,

and tobacco. 2. Native-white normal shan-croppers. b Al white sharecroppers (States Hsted nhove).
i 3. Negro normal operutors, 3. All Nepro nad other color operalors (States fistad
'.'Z'reorgua_—og::tt.ou.t aboee
Mississippl—catton. 4. Negro normal sharceroppers. 4. All Negro and other color shamcroppers (Stptes
| tisted shove),
MOUNTAIN AND PLAINS
Large cities: .

Denver, Colo.

Middle-sized cities:
Butte, Mont.
Pueblo, Colo.

Small cities:
Billings, AMont,
Greeley, Colo.

Averaged percentape distributlons from regu-
lar samples; pooled frequency distributions
from clipped samples.

Averaged percentage distributions from regu-
lar samples; clipped sample for Billings only.

1.
2

Native-white normal,
. Native-white  broken, forelgn-barn
white, Negro, and other color.

1. Native-white normal.
2. Native-white

broken, forelgn-born
white, Negro, and other color.

1. Natlve-whits normal.

2. Nntive-white broken, floreign-born

. Native-white normal.
. Native-white broken, foreien-born white, Negro,

and other colur.

- Native-white norma). .
. Nativewhite broken, forelgn-born white, Negru,

and other color,

1. Native-white nornal.

2. Nutive-white broken, forelgn-born white, Negro,
Logan, Utah. white, Negro, und other color, and other color.
Provo, Utah,
Dodge City, Iowa.
Village units: )
Kansas-North Dakota. Averaged percentage distributions. 1. Native-white normal. 1. Allenler-nutivity groups, normal and hroken.
Colorado-Montana-South )
Dakota.
Farm units: o '
North Dakota—whenat or 1. Native-white normms). 1. Al calarnativity proups, normal nand boken
cash grain. . (North Dakela, South Dakota),
Kansas—wheat or cash 1. Natlve-white normal, 2 b All color-ntivity groups, normal and broken
Ecain, . {Kunsas, Nelirsknj,
Colerado-Montana-South 1. Native-white normal. 1. All_colornativily pmups, normal and broken
Dakota—range Jivestock {Colomdo,  Montanu, | Idsho, W yaming,
and grain. q Nevida, UCtal, Arizonn, New Mexico),
2
PACIFIC
Large clties: . i ‘
Portland, Oreg. i 1. Native-white normnl. 1. Nntive-whita norma),
2, Native-white hroken, foreign-born | 2

Middlp-sized eities:

Aberdeen-Hoquiam,
# Wash, ,

Bellingham, Wash,
Everett, ¥Wash.

Small cities:
Astoria, Oreg.
Fugene Oreg.
Klamath, Falls, Oreg.
Olsmpia, Wash,

Village units:
 alifornia.
Oregon-Washington.

Farm units:
Washingten—dalry, poul-

try.

Oregnﬂ—ﬂeneml and fruit.
Central California—{rult

and dairy.
Southern aalifornia—rrult.

Averaged pereentage distributions from regu-
lar samples; pooled frequiency dlstributions
from clipped samples.

Averaged percentage distributions from regu-
lar samples: pooled frequency distributions
from clipped samples in middle-sized cities
n reglon.®

Average percenlage distributions.

Avernge percentage dlatributions.

Average percentage distributions.

white, Negro, and other color,
1. Native-white normal.

2. Natlve-white broken, foreign-born

white, Negro, aned other enlor.

1. Native-white normal.

2. Native-white broken, foreign-burn

white, Negro, and other eolor, b
1. Natlve-white normal.

I. Native-white normnl.

. Nutive-white normal,

. Nutive-white hroken, foreign-born white, Negro,

and other color.

1. Native-white normnt,
. Native-white broken, forelgn-born white,

Nigro,
and ather colur, e

. Nptive-white normal.
. Native-white broken, forelgn-horn white, Negro,

sl uther color,

. All eslop-nativity groupa, normal and broken.

. Al color-natlvity groups, nortnol snd broken,

{Washington und Oregan),

. All color-pativity groups, normusl nnd broken

(Callfornin),

¢ ¥or explanation of the weighting of the distributions for Southern village and furm unity, seo pp. M aml 57,

b White opwerators ouly,

! Beo footnute 0, p. 57,



_ Consumer Incomes

Consumer Purchases were drawn from the same groups
of counties, except that no villages w efe included from
the North Carolina Appalachian area. The distribu-
tions for the village units were therefore weighted in a
similar manner, those for the Georgia and South Caro-
lina samples being given ¢ triple weight, to obtain an

.average sample distribution for rural nonfurm com-

munities in the South. s

While the weighting procedure 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 final |

distributions somewhat overestimate the incomes of
rural families in this region, and especially of farm
families. However, since definite evidence was not
available to support this opinion, no further adjustment
of the sample estimates was considered desirable.

Summary and lllustration of Procedure

The summary tabulation on pages 55 and 56 indicates,
for each city and tabulation unit for which the sample

. dnta were used,® the way in which the income distribu-

tions for communities of the same type were combined,
the qualitative groups for which percentage distribu-
tions for each family-size group and each occupational
group were calculated, and the population groups used
to weight the various sample distributions, In all, 1,135
sample percentage distributions were prepared for non-
relief families. These were combined into the 676 per-
centage distributions summarized in the accompanying
table—against which population weights were applied
to extend the distributions to the total number of non-
relief families in the United States.”

Perhaps the simplest way to clarify the process by
which the sample data were combined, and then ex-
tended to a national 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 Central Region. Data from
four such cities covered by the Study of Consumer Pur-
chases were used—Dubuque, Iowa, Springfield, Il.,
Muncie, Ind., and New Castle, Pa. Only native-white
normal families were included in the regular samples for
these cities, Native-white broken, foreign-born white,
Negro, and other color families were sampled less inten-
sively in the clipped samples. '

# Duta from the following communities included in the Study of Consutner Pur-
chises wers not used in constructing the income estitnates, elthier becauss they were
not avaflablo at the time the study was prepared or because thelr lnclusion would
have added unduly to the amount of labor involved without adding materially to the
representativeness of the sample data: Omaha-Council Blufls, Nebr.-lowa; Bpring-
fiskl, Mo.; Lincoln, Fll.; Mt. Vernon, Ohlo; New Philadelphin, Ohlo; Boone, Towa;
Heaver Dam, Wis.: Moberly, Mo.; Columbin, Mo.; New Jersey truck farming,
Massachusetts poultry farming, and Oregon part-time farming arens. In addition,
clipped sample datn from the following commmunitios were not used, althongh the
regular sampde data were used: Westhrook, Maine; Griffin, Ga.; Sumter, 8. C.;
Logan, Utah; Eupeno, Oreg.; Olympia, Wash.; nnd Pennsylvania, Michignn, Illl-
nois, California, and Washington farm areas.

! For descrlption of population weights for nonrolief fumilles, sce sec. 6.

T2730°—38——8

v

~ First Step.—The sample data from the regular sam-

" ple in each of- the four cities were classified by income
level to give frequency distributions for _nonrelief *
"native-white families (all oecupational groups com-

bined) for each family-size group. This involved com-

.. bining the frequency distributions for types of family

composition® into four family-size. groups—two-person

{amilies, three- to four-person families, five- to six--
" person families, and {amilies of seven or more persons.

This resultedsin 16 distributions for nonrelief native-
white normal families—4 distributions by family size for
each city.

Second Step.—A percentage distribution was 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 each city—to obtain a single
percentage distribution for each size group. This per-
centage distribution was later used in distributing by
income level the total number of nonrelief native-white
normal families of that size living in middle-sized cities
in the North Central Regton. ‘

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 various types of family composition
combined into the four family-size groups. This also
resulted in 16 distributions for nonrelief native-white
broken, foreign-born white, Negro, and other color
families—{our distributions by family size for each city.

Fourth Step.—The frequency distributions for the
same family-size groups in the four cities were then
pooled, by income level, to give a single frequency dis-
tribution for each size of family, from which a per-
centage distribution was caleulated. This distribution
was used to distribute by income level the totalmumber
of nonrelief families of that size in all color-nativity
groups other than the native-white normal families,
living in middle-sized cities in the North Central Region.

Variations in Procedure

As appears from_the summary tabulation, the color-
nativity groupings for those communities in which a
regular Negro sample was taken and for those in which

no clipped sample was taken were somewhat different

from those described above for North Central nuddle-
sized cities.

Thus in the Soutl, separate perccutuoe distributions
were prepared for nonrelief families of each size group
for native-white normal, for native-white broken, for
Negro normal, and for Negro broken families.

color families in the South, no separate income dis-

1 For deseription of types of [atnily compasition used in the Study of Consumer
Purchases, see p. 43. :

Because-
of the very small number of foreign-born and other’
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TaBLE 2A.—Summary of the 676 sample percenlage disiribulions
for nonrelief families against which population weights were
applied 1

1) 2) 3
Family-size (Occupational | m .05y
Region and type of community | Color- groups for groups for groups
’ nativity { each color- | each color~
groups? pativity nativity
group group 3
New England:
gl =
P
0
12
5
83
] 4 7 ]
] i 7 68
2 4 7 ]
2 4 7 2
1 4 8 12
Pennsylvania-Ohjo___. 1 4 1 5
Farmd Michigan-Wisconsin_. . 1 4 1 5
INinois-Towa.__.__._.__ 1 4 1 5
b 07\ NN U (SR [ 203
South:
Large citles__._ ... .. 35
Middle-sized cities 35
Small cities_ ... .. ._. . 58
Rural %on[arm ______ 24
peralors...... 10
Fal'm{Sl:narv.acrcmpers._ 10

=]
a
2
E

2

Mountain and Plains:

Large cities . __.___.o...._. 2 4 7 »
Middle-sized citles 2 4 7 el
Small cities.__._. 2 4 7 )
Rural nonfarm.__. 1 4 8 12
North Dakota. . 1 4 1 5
Farm{Kansas____..__._._.____ 1 4 1 5
Colorado-Montana__. . 1 4 1 5

4 1) SR SR NN F 03

Pacific: .

Large cities__....coooemueaa . 2 4 7 P
Middle-sized cities.....coo... 2 4 7 2
Small cities. .. . o.ee... 2 4 7 2
Rural nonfarm............o.. 1 4 8 12
Farm {w ashington-Oregon._ _ 1 4 1 5
Califernia. ... ..._. 1 4 1 5

Total. oo e L 88
Total United States.. .|l |l P 676

1 For summary of population weights as related to number of families in the various
sample distributions, see tables J0A and I1A.

1 color-nativity group means native-white normal; 2 means (1) native-white
normal and (2) all other color-nativity groups combined; 6 means (1) native-white
normal, (2) native-white broken (with foreign-borns white population weights akso
applied), (3) Negro normal, (4) Negro broken, and }5) “‘other color’'; 6 means (13
pative-white normal, (2) native-white broken, (3) foreign-born white, (4) Negro
normal, (5) Negro broken and (8) “other color.”

3 For farm units the eccupational ”""P Is implictt in the type of communlty, For
rural nonfarm communities, families reoeiving the 1argest amount of thetr income from
farming were classifiled separately from the independent unemployed, making &
oceupational groups; for urban communitjes both of these groups wers 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 families in the South, since it appeared—
from the separate distributions for foreign-born white
families computed for North Central 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 normal families.
For similar reasons, the sample distributions for Negro
families (normal and broken combined) were used to

National Resources Commaltee

distribute by income level the other color families in
the South.

For metropolises and large cities in the North Cen-
tral Region, separate percentage distributions were pre-
pared for nonrelief families of each size group for native-
white normal, for native-white broken, for foreign-born
white, for Negro normal, and for Negro broken families,
As in the South, a percentage distribution for Negro
normal and broken families combined was used to
distribute other color families by income level.

Clipped sample data were not available for any
village unit and for very few farm units. Hence it was
necessary to use the sample percentage distributions
for native-white normal families to distribute by income
level families of all color-nativity groups 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 procedure 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 was 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 region and in the total
United States, for each family size group and for other
broad groups of nonrelief families, Percentage distri-
butions were then calculated for each of these groups.

As indicated earlier, sample income distributions for
each occupational group (all family sizes combined)
were calculated for the same color-nativity and family
composition groups for which family-size distributions
were prepared. These distributions were combined and
weighted in the same manner as were the family-size
distributions.

The frequency distributions for reliel families (dis-
cussed in the next section) were finally added to those
fc_)r I!onrglief families in each region, and the regional
distributions combined to obtein the national distri-
bution for all families in the United States,

Checking Distributions with Data
from National Health Survey

Sample date on the incomes of familics for the yenr
1935 were available from the National Health Survey
recer'ltly' conducted by the United States Public Health
§emce in 84 cities and 23 rural areas. The estimated
Income distributions for nonrelief familios obtained 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 tvegion 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 same 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 part at least, to the fact
thaet 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 Tegion 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.



‘SECTIOL\IT 4. THE SAMPLE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR
RELIEF FAMILIES

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 Emergency
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.

Classification 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
sample communities and Negro normal families in
communities where they were included in the regular
sample—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 purpese. Data for

1 For further definition of rellef family, see p. 42.
# For list of communities and qualitative groups for which rellef sample income
distributions were prepared, see summary tabulation on pp. 61-62.
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all such families—native-white broken, Negro broken,
foreign-born, and other color families—were pooled,
and one income distribution prepared for the entire
clipped sample in & community, or—where clipped
samples for more than one community of the same type
were used—in one type of community within the region.

Combining the Sample Data

When percentage income distributions were available
for the same qualitative group for two or more com-
munities of the same type within a region—e. g., for
native-white normal families in middle-sized cities in
the North Central Region—the distributions were
averaged, giving each distribution equal weight?® to
obtain the sample percentage distribution finally used in
distributing by income level the total number of relief
families belonging to that qualitative group.

Apart from certain minor deviations caused by the
lack of relief tabulations for a few sample urensl‘ the
procedures followed in combining and weighting the
sample distributions for relief families were similar to
these deseribed in the preceding section for nonrelief
families. Income distributions—in $100 intervals and
exclusive of direct relief—were thus obtained for each
type of community within each region.

{’ts indicated below, estimates of the value of direct
relief omitted from the distributions could be made
only for two types of community within a region. It
was therefore necessary to effect g, further combination
of .the relief income distributions before they eould be
.ndjusted by. the addition of direct relicf income. With-
in each region, the distributions for furms, rural non-
fa'rm areas, and small cities were combined into one dis-
tribution, npd those for other types of community into
another. Since the percentage distributions for each
type of community had already been weighted by the
appropriate number of families, these combinations

co 1 i
uld be made by adding the frequencies at cach income
level.
—_—
-
wn::ﬁ:’:;:rl::::ll?r;{t]rmurm unlts in the Boulh, which wore wolghted In tho mme
ellef dixtribiti '
ot pp. Bt butions for theso uniits were weightod. For axplunation,

‘e sample communities for which »

nelented in the footantes to 1he wunp(wIEII oo abulatlons were not wallabla

\Rary tabulation on pp, 61-02,

]
are §
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TaABLE 3A.—Summary of sample income distributions for relicf familics used to distribute relief family po;;ulation by income level

The sample lncome data and the population data for relief (nmilies were not subdivided by family size or by eccupational group, so that only one income distribution, representing
all family sizes and all cccupational groups combined, was prepared for each qualitative group]

Communlties covered by sam-
ple income datn, by reglon
and type of community

Method used in eombining income data for | Qualitative groups for which sample in-
come distributions were prepared

commuanities of the same tye

Population groups used to weight sample income
distributions

NEW ENGLAND

Large cltjes;
Providence, K. I.

Middle-siza] cities:
New Britain, Conn.
Haverhill, Masxs.

Sml) gities:
Wallinglord, Conn,
Willimantic, Conn.
Westhrook, Maine.
Greenfictd, Mass.
Village units:
Vermont-Massachusetts.
Farm unijrs:

Avernged percentage distributions from reg-
ular samples in small cities;’ pooled fre-
quency distributions from clipped samples
In New Britain snd Haverhill.

Avernpod pereentape distributions [rom regular
s:\rlnplcs; clipped sample for Wallingford
only.

. Native-while normal.

Nutive-white  broken,
white, Negro, and other color.

. Native-whitle normal.!
. Native-white

broken,
white, Negro, and other colur.

Native-white normal.

Native - white broken, floreign - born

white, Negro, and other color.

Native-white normal,

fereign-horn

foreign-born

Native-while normal,
Native-white broken, foreign-born white, Neyro
and other color.

kel

. Native-white normal.
. Native-white broken, forcign-bern white, Negro,
and other ¢olor.

o -

. Native-white normal.
Native-white broken, foreign-born white, Negro
and other color.

!Qi—h

-

All eolor-nativity groups, normsl and broken.

Vermont—dairy. 1. Native-white poral, 1. All color-nativity groups, mormal and broken
(Me,, N, H., Vt., Mass., R. 1., Conn.).
NORTH CENTRAL
Metropolises: i i
. Wative-white normal.

New York, N. Y.
Chicugo, 111

Large citles:
("olumbus, Ohio.

Mlisddle-slzed citiex:
Dubuque, lowa.
Muncie, Ind.

New Custle, Po.
Springfield, .Y

Small cities:

Reaver Falls, Pa.
Contiellsville, Pa.
Laogansport, Ind.
Peru, Ind.
AMuttoon, 111

Villge units:
Pennsylvania-Ohin,
Michigan- W isconsin,
Ilnols-Iowa.

Farm units:
Pennsylvania—general.
Ohio—genernl,
Michigon—dairy and gen-

cral.
Wiscansin—dairy,
Ilinois—corn or cashyrain.
Iown—unimal specialty.

- Averaged pereentuge distributions from regular

samnple for native-white normal; Negro nor-
mal_for New York only; clipped sample
for Chicago only.

Averpped percentage distributions from repu-
lar samples; ponled frequency distributions
frotn clipped samples.

Averaged percentage distributions from repu-
Inr samples; pooled lrequency distributions
from clipped samples.

Averaged percentage distributions.

Averuged percentage distributions.

Avernged pereentiage distributlons.

Avernped percentuape «lstributions,

JEP——

—

Native-white normal.
Negro normal

Native-white broken, Negre broken,
foreign-born white, and other color.

Native-white normal.
Negro normal,

. Native-white broken, Negro broken,
foreign-born white, and other color.

Native-white normnl.

. Nntive-white broken, foreign-born

white, Negro, and other cclor.

. Native-white normnl.
. Native-white hroken, fureign-born

white, Negro, nhd other colar.

Native-whily normal.

ative-white normal.

Native-white normal.

Native-white normnl.

Negro normal.
Native-white breken, Negre broken, foreign
born white, and oiher color.

W9

. Native-white normal.

. Negro normal,

. Native-white broken, Negro bruken. foreign-
born white, and other color.,

L 1y

Nuative-white normal.
. Natlve-white broken, foreign-born white, Negro,
and other color.

1 e

. Native-white normul.
Native-white broken, foreign-born white, Negro,
and other color.

o~

—

. All color nativity groups, normul und broken,

—

All color-nativity groups, normal and broken
{Pa., Ohio, N.J.}.
. All color-mativity groups, nprmal and broken

{Mich., Wis,, N. Y., Minn.).
All color-nativity groups, normal and broken
(IIL. Iowa, Ind,, Mao.)}.

—

—

FOUTH

Large cities:
Atlunta, Ga,

Misddle-sizes] cltios:
Columbus, 8. C.
Mobile, Ala,

Small chtles:
Albany, Cn,
Cirlllin, Ga,
Gastonia, N. .
Aumtier, 5. C.
Villuge units:
Urorgin-South Carollnn,
Nurlh Curoling - Missls-
sl
Farm unlis:
Nurth Curolina—self-sul-
fielng.?
Nuorth  Carolina—cotion
nnil tobacen.
Houth  Curolinn—ceotton
aned tohneco,
Georgla—cottan,
Mississippl—cotton,

Averugm] pereontage distributions,

Averayeil percentrge distributlons.

Avernged percentape diztrlbutions,t

Averayed percentage distributiens.!

= e

. Nutive-white normal.

., Negro normal,

Wotive-white normal.

Negro normal.

. Native-white normal.

. Negro normal

Native-white normal.

. Negro normal.

Native-white normad,

Native-white normal shurecropgrers,

Negro norinal operators.

. Negro noritnl sharocroppers,

Nutive-white, foreign-born white, normal and
broken.
. Negroand other celor, normudl and broken.

&l

and

=

. Native-white, foreign-born white, normali
broken,
2. Negroand other color, norial and broken.

Native-white, foreign-born white, normal and
broken,

. Negro and ofher color, hormal and broken.

L 2]

Native-white, foreign-born while, normal and
broken.

2. Negro and other color, normal and broken.

—

L]

All white operators (N, C., 8§, C., Ga,, Miss,,
Del, Md, Va., W. Va,_, Fia,, Ky, Tenn,, Alu,
Ark., La., Okla.,, Tex.).

2, All white sharecroppers (States listed above).

3. All Negronnd other color operators (States listed

nbove).
4. All Negro and other color sharecroppers (States

listed above).

sa not avallable at the time this report was prepi

1 Spoeelnl relief tubulations for regular sam L !
: H::::l'l:1= :olmt tabulation for regular mm]nlo not uvailablo at the time this report was prepared.

? White operntors only.
! Reller llf:alrihuliuna for

Auuthern furms nnd villnges were weighted in the

rect.  Used percentnge distributions from small cities in region.

sunte manner tint nonrelief distributions were.  For explunation, see pp. M and 57,
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TarLE 3A.-—Summary of sample. income disiributions for relief famfh':is used to distribule relief family population by income level—
o Continue

Communities covered by

Method nsed in combining income data for | Qualitative groupa for which sample in- | Popuiation groupes usw! 1o weirhi sample locotne
sample income data, by re-

communitias of the same 1ype

gion and type of community !

come disthibutions were pirejuose]

distribut e

MOUNTAIN AND PLAINS

T.arze cities:
Denver, ("olo,

Middle-sized cities:
Butte, Mont.

Averaged percentapge distributions from regu-
Pueblo, Colo.

lar samples; pooled lrequency distributions
from clipped samples,

[

Small cities:
Billlngs, Mont,

Averaged perrentaee distribations from regn-
Dodge City, lowa.
Greeley, Colo. only.
Logan, Utah.

Provo, Utah.
Village units:
Kunsas-Nerth Dakota.
Cuolorado-Montana-2outh
Dakota,
Farm units:
North Dakota—wheat or
cash grain.
Kansas—wheat or cash

. _grain,
Colorado-Montana-South
Dakota—range livestock
and cash grain.

-

1. Native-white normal, it .

2. Nativeewhite hroken. foreizn-barn | 2. Native-white broken, haeign-harn white, Negro,
white, Negro, and other coler.

. Wative.white normnl.

. Nativewhite  broken,  foreign-bwen | 2. Native-white hroken, heeign-twen w hilte, Negro,
white, Negro, and other rolor,

Avernged percentage distributions . 1. Nutive-white normal. 1

. Native-white normal.

Native.white normal
amed oihet oot
Wative-white normal

and vihier culos,

1. Native-white normal. 1 Natlve-white n.oemal
lar samples; clipped sample for Billings | 2. Native-white  broken,  foreign-bom | 2
white, Negtn, and other culor,

2 Native-while bhivken, forign-tutnn while, Negrm,
amd uller culor, "

. Al obwr-mativity groags, ormal aned broken

. Native-white normal, L AN culoz-nativity eroapw, normal and broken
(NC Ik (2 k)
. Xative-white normal. L. Al enlor-pativity groufs, normal amd broken

(Rans , Nehr ),
+ All ovlor-mativ ity pronpe, normal aml henken

! (Colo, Mont, Dlabie, Wyo.,, Nev,, [ lah,
' Ariz N Mew),

PACIFIC

Large cities:

Portland, Oreg. i. Native-white normal. I Native-white normad,
2. Nutive - white hroken, forricn - born | 2. Natives hite hroken, foreign-horn white, Negto,
whilte, Negro, snd other ovdor, and other color.
Middle-sized cities:
Aberdeen - Hoquiam, | Averaged percentage distributions from requ- | 1. Native-white normal, 1. Native-whlte notmal
Wush. Iar samples; pooled frequency distributions | 2. Nutive - white Lroken, foreien - happ | 2
Rellingham, Wash.

from clipped samples.
Everett, Wash,
“mall citigs:
Astoria, Oreg.
Eurene, Oref.
Klamath Falls, Oreg.
Olympia, Wash,
Village units:
California.
Oregon-Washington.
Farm units:
Washington—dairy, | Averaged percentage distributions,
poultry.
Oregon—general and fruit.

Avernged percentage distributions from rezular
samples: pooled frequency  distributions | 2.
from clipped sumples in middle-sizid cities
in reglon.?

Averaged percentage distributions

Central California—frult | Avernged percentage distributlons.
and dai

ry.
Fouthern (alifornia—fruit.

white, Negro, amd other color,

. Nutive-white normal.
Nutive-white  breken, foreign-born | 2,
white, Negro, and other color,*

1. Native-whits normnl.

1. Native-white normal, 1

I. Nallve-white normal, ]

- Nativewhite hroken, forelgn-horn white, Negro,
nhid other color,

. Natlve-white normal,

Nutivew e broken, forekgn-born white, Negro,
uni} other culos,

. All evlor-antivity groupm, normal amt hroken.

. All eoloe-nativity grougs, moemsl aid broken
{Wush., Ureg ).

« All toloremativity grouge, Bortnad aml broken
(C'nlif.),

§ Kee foutnote 6 p. 57.

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 was considerably smaller than the
- number for nonrelief families. In all, sample percent-

age distributions were available for 102 qualitative
groups. As appears from the summary tabulation in
tuble 4A, this number was reduced—by averaging
the distributions for sample communities of the same
type within & region—to 53 percentage distributions
agninst which the population weights for relief fumilies
were finally applied.

b For deaription of papailstion welghis for rellef fatnilles, wee Boc, 0,

Estimates of Direct Relief Omitted From
Distributions

Estimates of the value of direct relief omitted from
the income distributions were made for each region on
the busis of relief figures from various Government
agencies showing the amount of direct relief of various
types distributed in the United States, by regions,
from July 1935 through June 1936,

Included in these estimates were the following types
of-reliof: direct relief distributed under the general
relief program of the Federal Emergency Relief Ad-
ministration from July 1935 through December 1935;

—_—

¥ Data from F, B, R, A., Statiatical Summgry of Emergency Relflef Actirities, Jun-
vary 1038 through Decrmber 1115, Computed from table 8, Amount of Ohligations
Incurred for Emergency Relief (Jirmet nnd work} Extended to Cusen Umeler the
General Holief Program, by Btaten, and tabla 10, Amount of Enrnings of Cases Em-
Hoyed on the Emergency Work Roltef Prouenm, by Stutes,

L3
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TaBLe 4A.—Summary of the 53 sample percentage distributions.
fc;r drehef families against which populalion weights wereap-
plied ?

Calor-
Region and type of community nativity [ ‘Total groups
groups ?
New FEnclanid:
Laree cities. . _.___. 2 2
Middle-sized clties 2 F
Smafl clties... ... 2 2
Rural nonfarm.__. 1 1
LS5 | U P 1 1
b 7Y S SRR 8
Noarth Central:
MetropolESeR, oo oo e ie oo et emn e mmoae 3 3
Laree cltles .. .. ... 3 3
Mubidtesized citfes ... 2 C2
Smalleftbes. ..o 2 2
Rurul nonfarm 1 1
Farm:
Pennevlvania-Ohin ... 1 1
Aichigan - Wisconsin, % {
14
South:
Laree elties e ————n 2 2
Middle-sized citles. .. __... 2 2
Small eities Lo eieiana. 2 2
Rurnl nonfarm. . ..o iueroecaecceccamccemeae 2 2
Farm:
LT e 1 - S 2 2
ShareCcTUDPOrY . oo iiesemmnerecasmmmneae- 2 2
Total. . e cccc e mvam e | cm s 12
Mountain and Plains:
Large eities_____... 2 2
Middle-sized citien 2 2
Small cities ___. ... 2 2
Rurn] nunfafM. . oo oovececicccec e cmene e an 1 1
arm:
North Dakota. ... ... 1 1
Rnnsas. . ... .ovciameaaaen 1 1
Colurado-Montana .. ... 1 1
TOLAL. e e e cccsuemammmcm e e amman | s rmmmmm e aauas 10
Pacifte:
Larce eftiea. .. .. ooccvnenann - 2 2
AMidslle-sized citi 2 2
Small cities_..___ 2 2
RUrnl nonfarm. . .o eeeeaccemmcomcmemnmamnesmmanan 1 1
Form-
Wishington-Omgon. . - o\ eeecce e cceecrmanaann- 1 1
Californlt. i 1 1
BT ARt (RO 9
Total Unlted States .o iceeommcomcoiivanevaa o 5

1 For summaty of populatinn welghts as related to number of familles in the various

sample distributions, seo tables 10A and 11A.
1] color-nntivtlf group meahs natlve-white normal; 2 means (1) native-white

normal and (2) all other color-nativity groups combined; 3 means (1) native-white
normal, (2) Negro normal, and (3) all other color-nativity groups combined.

general relief distributed by States and localities from
January through June 1936;" public assistance extended

? Monthly estimates for each of the five geographic regtons supplied by W. P, A..
Division of Research, Statistics nnd Records. Generul relief during this period was

predominnntly direct rellef.
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to the aged, the blind, and dependent childrea under
the Social Security Act and under State laws suthorizing
such types of assistance prior to participation under
the Social Security Act? Resettlement emergency
grants;® relief distributed by private agencies; and
the imputed 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,
to 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 into 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

s Monthly estimates for each State supplied by Social Security Beard, Bureau of
Research and Statistics, Division of Public Assistance Statistics.

¢ Month!y data on grants certified for payment for each State [rom Resettlement
Administration, First Annual Report, table 2, p. 162,

t¢ Regional estimates built up by National Resources Committes on the basis of
monthly data on private reliefin the 118 urban areas included in the Trban Relief
Seriesand in the 385 ruralareasincluded in the Rural-Town Helief Series and checked
with national estimate ol private relief made by W, P. A., Division of Social Research,
for the same period on the basis of the same sample data. For Urban Relief Series,
see monthly bulletins U, 8. Department of Labor, Children’s Burean, Changes
During (name of month) in Different T'ypes of Public and Private Reliefin Urban
Areas, (July 1935-May 1936) and . 8. Department of Labor, Children's Burean, and
Bocial Security Board, Changes During June 1038 in Diflerent T'ypes of Public and
Private Reliefin Urban Areas, table 4. For Rural-Town Relief Series, see monthly
bulletins, W, P. A., Division of Social Research, Rural Section, Current Statistics
of Rellel in Rural and Town Areas, July 1935-June 1938, Relief extended by private
agencies was predominantly direct rellef.

u Volume data on commodities distributed in each State from July 1, 1935, to June
30, 1538, supplied by Federal Surplus Comtnodities Corporation. Values imputed
by the National Resources Committee on the basis ofaverage retail prices of commodi-
ties in 1035 and 1938, as shown hy U. 8. Bureau of Labor Statistics in bulletins on
Retail Prices, and of information supplied by the U, 8§, Bureau of Agricuitum!

Economics.

TABLE BA.— Estimated amounts of direct relief distributed in five regions,! July 1985 through June 1936 2

n New England | North Central Southern Mountain and Pacific

Type of relief Al reglons region regton region Plains region Fegion
Direct $100,592,209 | $20,075,555 | §202,744,20 | 633,240,000 | s20.040.0% [ sonsm2s2
onerad Pl velaf Jamiieg- g, 0.1 1T o | LS| omen | gemiol Csese]  wsnes
Kllbl!c nssistnneo bo the uged, to the blind and to dependent childron . lfis: g:‘% "23}: 5. l'u; %Kil 078 > .4;,";5' % gery 1 e
P&Iv;t!lement emergoncy grants ) 17, 840, 550 3. 747,010 10, 196, 891 2,225, 789 610, 457 000, 433
F;d‘;:-l::; ;ﬂm[{i&&iﬁh}&l—ﬁ o TTT T I T2, 162, 922 4,863, 331 32, 217, 089 22,891, 142 8,006, 124 4. 185, 334
o 107, 082 $013, 869, 508 $82 391, 764 $55, 28, 52 SR, 720, T4

Alltypes of direct rellof. oo occeeamasemcia e e oo $6989, 334, 685 o |

1 For States Ineluded In each region, seuﬁgp. ‘121_:.(::inntus 7 8,0, 10and 11 on this page.

1 For sources of duts, seo [volnute 6, p. 63 anc
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the other hand, included the population of all counties
not containine g 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 six types of community defined in this study—
i. e, farms, villages, and small cities in one group and
middle-sized cities, large cities, and metropolises in
another. Nevertheless, a break 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 # to
represent the total urban and total rural-town
population.?

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.

5t Bee [gotnote 10, . 63,

12 For description and methodelogy of the combined TUrban-Rurn)-Town Relief
Beries and the estimated expenditures for the component types of relief in urban agd
in rural-town areas, see Woofter, T.J., Jr.; Aaronson, Franklin, and Mangus, A, R.:
Relief in Urban and Rural-Town Aress, 1932-1438, Research Bulletin, Serles I,
No. 3. (In preparation) Division of Bocial Rescarch, W, P, A,

14 Use of this process for deriving reglonal estimates similsr to those prepared by the
W. P. A. for the total United States involved the somew hat dublous sasumption that
the sample dats from the Urbao and the Rural-Town Hellef Series were as represen.
tative for earh region as the combined data were for the total United Brates, How-
ever, the combined regional estimates were found 1o approximate very closely the
pational estimates made by the W. P. A,
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1t was possible from these figures to calculate for each
type of direct relief the percentage given to the urban
and the percentage given to the rural-town population
in each region. These percentages—derived from the
built-up regional estimates based on sample data in the
Urban and in the Rural-Town Relief Series—were used
as a basis for the division, between urban and rural-
town relief families, of the amounts of direct relief dis-
tributed in each region, as estimated independently
by the Government agencies administering relief.

More explicitly, direct relief distributed under the
general relief program of the Federal Emergency Relief
Administration, general relief distributed by the States
and localities from January through June 1936, and the
imputed value of surplus commeodities ** were divided
between urban and rural-town areas according to the
proportions prevailing during 1935-36 for general relief
in those communities reporting data to the Urban and
to the Rural-Town Relief Serics. Similarly, public
assistance extended to the aged, the blind, and depend-
ent children was divided according to the proportions
prevailing for these types of assistance in the sume
reporting communities. Since no independent esti-
mates were available for the amount of private relicf
distributed, it was necessary to use the estimates built
up for urban and rural-town areas from the sample
data in the two relief series. Emergency grants made
by the Resettlement Administration were distributed
only in rural communities so that no break by tvpe of
community was necessary for this type of relief.

.The final estimates of the value of dircct 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:

TA'PLEb ﬁé.—Estimalrd amounts of direet relief diatributed to
urban’” and to rural-town population in Jive regions, 1935-44

Reglon Urban Rural-town

New E
\Omr'gzm‘ £, 10, ny $4, 000, (00
Soniy Centrni. LKL TLNTTT] W7, 745, ik
Mountain and Piains Tt e
byl m and Pl 14, 470, 400 40, 768, 1AN)
............................... 0, S, 14, 14, 00
All reglor . 5. 000
RIODS o S5, 502, (0 $213, K0, o0

Division of Direct Relief Bet
Families and Single |n§i\3i§u:Tsen

;t Wwas next necessary to divide the amount of direct
rche'f.for each of the ten Population groups between the
fam_llles and the single individuals that received relief
;]Ounngt.the period.' In the absenco of uny specific in-
\\';?:clloont zo:gzemmg this division, an arbitrary ratio

pted, bused on such general information as was

" Burpus commadition were

Bur|
kenersl relief, so that |t seatn
urban and rurul-town

di=tributed through existing relief ugencton dispensing

1 rensonnhle to paume tl )
mt the division as betwean
urcas wouli he siimilar, ’
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available concerning the ratio of average relief benefits
per family to average relief benefits per single individual.

During the last half of 1935, the average monthly
benefit per family case under the general relief program
of the Federal Emergency Relief Administration was
approximately double the average benefit per nonfamily
case.'* Accordingly, the proportion of direct relief
going to families in each of the ten population groups was

determined by the following formula: a—_—‘zjvwhere f

equals the number of families receiving relief and 1
equals the number of single individuals receiving
relief \

On the basis of the percentages obtained by this
formula, direct relief was allocated to families and to
single individuals in the ten population groups as shown
in the accompanying table.

TaBLE TA.—Estimated amounts of direct relief distribuled lo

Jamilies and to xingle individuals in “urban” and in rural-town
arcas in five regions, 1935-36

Direct relief
Direct rellef
Region and type of community to sinple
i ypeof | totamilies | jpqjviduals

New England:

LA £ 3 - T $50, 661, DO $8, 447, 000

Ruraltown. ... ... . iiiiaemram——-- 4, 462, 000 537, 000
North Central:

L 2 1710 TR 424, 453, 000 81, 692 000

Ruraltown. . ... iaceama—n 95, 746, 000 11,979,000
Fouth:

Urban. . e e 30, 757, 000 5, 428, 000
Al Runlll-tow(‘ln‘.,i.l. e eteeteeemateaieasneee———- 42, 769, 000 3, 433, 000
Mountaln an ains:

L Y TN 12, 145, D00 2, 324,000

RUM-tOWD. . o oot ie i 32, 451, 000 8,317,000
Pacific:

L P 53, 184, 000 18, 410, 000

RWal-1oWD. .o oo rvve e rnvrcsavranaasananenn 11, D53, 00¢ 2, 181, 000

Allreglons. .. ... ___. $758, 582, 000 $140, 753, 000

Addition of Direct Relief
to Income Distributions

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, exclusive
of direct relief, that had been built up from the sample
distributions for relief families contacted in the Study
of Consumer Purchases.

As indicated above, these sample distributions had
been weighted and combined into 10 distributions repre-
senting 2 degrees of urbanization in each of the 5 re-
gions—i. e., one distribution for relief families living on
farms, in rural-nonfarm areas, and in small cities, and
a second distribution for fumilies in middle-sized cities,
in large cities, and in metropolises.

The methods used in adding the value of direct relief
to these income distributions were necessarily crude,
and involved various arbitrary assumptions based upon
very fragmentary evidence from available relief studies.

18 Hosed on monthly data on ense-loads andd obligntlons incurred for rellef nareported
to the Federal Emorgency Keltef Administration, Division of Research, Statistics

and Finance. .
17 For method of determining number of families and number of single individuals

that received rellef, see ppr. 73-74,
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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:

(1) Relief families in each type of community within
a region were divided into two groups—those that
received work relief only, with no direct relief during
the schedule year, and those that received some direct
reitef. The second group was assumed to include 60
percent of the relief families and—in the absence of any
specific evidence 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 at some time during the
year to supplement occasional 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 and 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
an estimated average amount of direct relief, which
would in the aggregate equal the estimated total amount
of direct relief distributed to all families in the group
represented by the distribution. The average amount
of direct relief per family for all families in the group
was first determined for urban and rural-town areas
within each region, by dividing the estimated total
amount of direct relief distributed by the total number
of direct-relief families in the distribution.

It was assumed that the amount of direct relief per
family would vary by income level, and that families
with relatively low incomes exclusive of direct relief
would receive more than the average for the group as a
whole while those with relatively high incomes would
receive less. It was decided, therefore, to vary the
amounts of direct relief per family from approximately
150 percent of the average at the lower income levels
to approximately 75 percent of the average at the
higher income levels in the relief distribution.

The original income distributions for direct-relief
families were then shifted upward by adding to the
class limits of each $100 interval the average amount of
direct relief assigned to families in that interval. For
example, in North Central rural-town communities,
families that had been in the income interval, $100 to
$200, were shifted to a new income interval of $300 to
$400, while those in income interval $§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 families into $250
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income intervals, in order to place them on the same
basis as the distributions for nonrelief families. 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 received any direct relief.

For the latter groups it was possible to plot the
original distributions as cumulative curves and read off
the frequencies in the $250 income intervals. The
new distributions for direct-relief families 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 assumed that the
families were evenly distributed within the interval
and the frequencies were distributed on & proportional
basis.

The estimated 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 families 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 percent; Mountain
and Plains, 17 percent; and Pacific, 27 percent.

Combining Distributions for Relief
and Nonrelief Families

With the distributions for relief families shifted to
%250 class intervals, it was possible to combine them

National Resources Commitiee

with the distributions for nonrelief families by adding
the frequencies at each income level. The first step
in this procedure was to merge 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 final
fizures presented in the report. The resulting relief
distribution for each region was then combined with
the nonrelief distribution, to give a single distribution
for all families in each region.

These five regional distrnibutions—and the nationa.
distribution derived from them—were then adjusted,
on the basis of Federal income tax returns, to allow
for underrepresentation of families at the higher
income levels. The methods of making this adjust-
ment are described in a luter section of this appendix.

As indicated above, the sample data for relief
families from the Consumer Purchases Study were not
available by occupational group or by family size at
the time this report was prepared. Even if they had
been available, it would have been difficult, if not im-
possible, to find a satisfactory basis for dividing the
amount of direct relief among the families of four sizes
and among the various occupational groups, and for
adding this direct relief income to the income from other
sources included in the Consumer Purchases Studr
data. Because of these limitations in the available
data, it was not possible to include relief fumilics with
nonrelief families in presenting income estimates by
family size and by occupational group.



SECTION 5. THE SAMPLE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR SINGLE INDIVIDUALS

The 10 million “single” or unattached men and
women comprise almost 8 percent of the 1935-36 popu-
lation. They include the single person household—
i. e., the census one-person family—lodgers and servants
living with families, and single persons living in hotels,
boarding and lodging houses, or in similar quasi-family
groups. In addition, there are included those sons
and daughters who were living with their families but
who maintained a separate economic status, in that
they did not pool their income with that of the family.!
For reasons indicated in Part I, the institutional groups
in the population have been treated as a separate type
of consumer unit and unattached individuals belonging
to such groups have not been included in the distribution
for single individuals.? )

No large body of sample data on the incomes of
single individuals similar to that for families was avail-
able from the Study of Consumer Purchases. The
paucity of income data for this group from other
sources was likewise 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 as a check against the
other. The final distribution for single individuals is
considered subject to greater error than that for families,
and should be regarded as a rough approximation to the
situation in 1935-36.

Types of Data Avcilable 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 Portland—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;
mon&mmn familics numbated 2.4 million, the lodrers and servants
68 million, nnd the single Individualy in quasi-family groups 1.2 million. The

number of Independent sons nnd daughtots was estimated in this study to have
been 400,000 in 1635-38. For methods of obinining the populntion weights for single

individunls, see Appondix A, sec. 0.
18ea v, 3, nnd Appendix A, sec. D,

these data were too scanty to be useful. An additional
sample of single men and women living in lodging houses
and hotels was taken in Chicago, but in other cities the
samples 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-
person families, and because the distribution for one-
person 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 basis of the sample data 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 and women who had not received any relief
at any time during the year, six 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 was not possible, because of the lack of adequate
information, to estimate separate distributions for each
type of single individual-—-e. g., one-person families,
lodgers, servants. Neither was it feasible to build up
separate distributions for single individuals of various
color-nativity groups or for single individuals living in
different types of community and regions, as 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

67
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occupational groups, and single women in each of tl_u‘ee
occupational groups. In addition, two distributions
were prepared for those single individuals who had re-
ceived some form of direct or work relief during the
vear—one for single men and 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:

United States Department of Labor, Women's Bureau
Bulletins.?
No. 92. Wage-Earning Women and Industrial Con-
ditions of 1930 in South Bend (Indiama),
1932.
No. 117. The Age Factor as it Relates to Women in
Business and the Professions, 1934.
No. 120. The Employment of Women in Offices, 1934.
No. 124. Women in Arkansas Industries, 1936.
No. 125. Employment Conditions in Department
Stores in 1932-33, 1936.
No. 126. Women in Texas Industries, 1935.
No. 127. Hours and Eamings in Tobacco Stem-
meries, 1934.
No. 132. Women Who Work in Offices, 1933,
No. 133. Employment Conditions in Beauty Shops,
1935.
Xo. 143. Factors Affecting Wages in Power Laun-
dries, 1936.
No. 149. Employment of Women in Tennessee In-
dustries, 1937.
No. 150. Women's Employment in West Virginia,
1937.

United States Employment Service, Special Question-
naire Survey of Public Employment Offices, 1937.
These particular studies were selected from 2 much

largardody of sample material because they contained

3 The approsimate number of cases used from each of the studics, and the geogruphic
ares und date covered wire as foligws:

Bulletin No. 92, 2,500 cases, Bouth Bend, Ind., 1980; No. 117, 14,000 cuses, members
»f tbe National Federation of Business and Professione} Women's Clubs, 1930; No.
120, 42,000 cases, New York, N. Y., Hsrtford, Conn., Philadeiphia, Pa., Atlanta,
¢;a., Chicage, Ill., Des Molnes, Iowa, Bt. Louls, Mo,, 3¢ and 1932; No, 124, 3,000
cuses, Arkansus, 1432 and 1933; No. 126, 6,900 cases, 10 clles in New Jersey, Littla
Hock and Fort Bmith, Ark., Denver, Colo., Los Angeles, Calil., 8an Franelsco nnd
Oukisnd, Calif., Eeattle, Wash., 1432 and 1933; No. 126, 11,000 casea, Texns, 1132
No. 127, 50 cuxs, Virginia and North Carolina, 1934; No. 132, 5,000 cases, New York,
N. Y., Philudelphia, Pa., Atlanta, Ga., Chicago, 11, Des Moines, lows, Bt. Louis,
Mo, 1930 and 1631, No. 353, 1,300 cases, Philudelphla, Fa,, New Orleans, La., 81,
Lasuin, Mo., Columbus, Ohlo, 1933 and 1U34; No. 143, 3,000 cuses, Chicago, 1)l,, Wash.
inglon, . €., 19348; No. 149, 24,000 cases, Tennessor, 1935; No. 160, 13,000 canes, West
Virginia, 1v28; U. B. Employment Service, Bpecial Questlonnaire Survey of Publie
Employment Offices, atudy of prevailing weekly wage rates of domestic workers in

the Unlted Btutes, made Jo 1487 for the Nationsl Income Hection, Department of
Commaerce,
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information appropriate for the construction of fre-
quency distributions by income level, and because they
were comparutively recent. Six of the studies were
conducted in the yvears 1934, 1935, or 1936; all of the
studies were conducted after the onset of the depres-
sion in 1929. In constructing the distributions it was
possible, in many cases, to supplement the published
data with more detailed tabulations from the work
sheets for the various studies which were made avail-
able by the Women's Bureau.

From the 13 studies listed, there were derived 33
frequency distributions, by income level, for single
women in 3 occupational groups—wage-earning, clern-
cal, and business and professional. Thirteen of these
distributions were for wage-enrning women,* 19 for
women in clerical occupations,® and 1 for women in
business and prolessional groups.*

Since these earnings duta were cither on a weekly or a
monthly basis it was necessary, as a first step, to expand
them into annual earnings. On the basis of informa-
tion obtained for two-person families in the Study of
Consumer Purchases, it was assumed that the averuge
pumber of weeks of emplovment wus 50. Though it
was recognized that this figure was probably high, it
was deemed best to err in this direction because of the
downward bigs introduced by the use of earnings
instead of income data,

The weekly earnings dutn were multiplied by 50, and
cumulative curves were plotted for the resulting fre-
quency distributions. The frequencies were read ofl
for the same $250 intervals used for the fumily distri-
butions, except that the highest interval was for
$5,000 and over. A percentage distnibution was cal-
culated for ench of the 33 distributions.

The 13 percentage distributions for wage-carning
women were then averaged, by income level, with each
distribution given an equal weight. The same pro-
cedure was followed for the 19 distributions for clerical
women. Because of the heterogeneity of the data, its
scattered geographic character, and the differences in
sample coverage, any particulur schemo of weighting
would have been as arbitrary as the straight averages,
and would have insured no better results.

The resulting distributions for the three occupationnl
groups were smoothed and were then weighted by the
total number of single women in each of the eccupu-
tlpnn_l groups in 1935-36." The weighted frequency
dlStI'lblftlons were then added together by income level
to obtain a preliminary distribution for all single women.

H:J “1';’07“'-'7";5 IB’“:"U-I:'J- B. Department of Labor, Bulletins u2, 124, 126, 127, 133, 144
y 100 + B Kmployment Service, Bpeciul oy rgbilic Eine
ployment Offices, pecin]l Questlonnauire Burvey of Publio

Vomen's Bu u ’ ‘ ‘
iy roau, . B, l)epnrlm Y ‘ ‘ k
' 1 cnt of I‘Ell)(]r. Bulletina 117 Lo, 14,

:\\r'omen'n Bureau, U, B, Department of Labar, Bulletin 117,
For method of obinining these Papulation welghta, see p. 79.
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Distributions for Nonrelief Single Men

Plteliminnry distributions for single men in wage-
earning, clerical, and business and professional groups
were derived, in the first instance, by adjusting the
smoothed distributions for single women in these same
occupational groups on the basis of relationships found
to exist between the earnings of women and men.
Such a procedure was necessitated by the lack of
separate sample earnings data for single men.,

On the basis of various studies, the following general
relationships between the earnings of men and women
were assumed to exist:?

I. Earnings of women in the wage-earning group equal to
approximately 60 percent of the earnings of men in that group;

2. Earnings of women in the clerical group equal to approxi-
mately 75 percent of the earnings of men in that group;

3. Karnings of women in the business and professional groups
equal to approximately 90 percent of the earnings of men in
those groups.

These relationships were used to construct three
income distribution curves for men, which were similar
to those for women except that they were shifted
slightly to the higher income levels.® The curves for
men in each of the three occupational groups were
smoothed and the percent was read off for each of the
usual income intervals, the highest interval again being
£5,000 and over.

The estimated numbers of single men in the 1935-36
population belonging to the wage-earning, the clerical,
and the business and professional groups were then
distributed by income level according to the appropriate
percentage distributions.'”

Single men who belonged in the farming group were
distributed by income level on the basis of the per-
centage distribution for two-person farm families from
the Study of Consumer Purchases. The weighted
distribution for the farm group was then added to those
for single men in the other occupational groups to obtain
one distribution by income level for all single men,

Adjustment of Nonrelief Distributions

The earnings data, upon which the preliminary
distributions for single individuals were based, were
deficient in several respects, and it was therefore essen-
tial that the distributions be checked against data
from other sources. It was necessary, especially for
the higher income levels, to correct the earnings
distributions so that they would represent income from
all sources. Comparisons with other available data
were also needed because the sample studies that were

¥ Bullgy v 182, Difforences ln the Earnlnga of Women and Men, U, 8. Department
of Lunbor, Women’s Nurenu, 1938; soe nlso the other studies of the Wamen's Bureau
listed sbave.

* For exantple, If 10 percent of single wamen In the clerlcal group recelved less than
¥500 during tho yoar, the same percent of single men In this group were assumed to
hnva rocelved leas than $060 during the year,

' Far method of obtalning these populetlon welghts, seo p. 70.
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used included data for women who were members of
economic families, as well as for women who were not
living in family groups. The distribution for single
men, in particular, required careful checking because of
the arbitrary assumptions involved in its construction.

Adjustment on the Basis of
Two-Person Family Distribution

The percentage distribution for all single men was
first compared with that for two-person families in the
United States. The two curves showed marked stmi-
larities although, as was to be expected, the distribu-
tion for single men showed a greater concentration in
the lower income levels. On the basis of this compari-
son the distribution for single men was smoothed and

altered 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 underrepresentation at the higher income intervals.
Federal income tax data for 1935, adjusted by methods
described below," were used to obtain 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 and single women
were first corrected by adding at the income class $5,000
and over the additional number of cases shown by the
income tax data to have belonged in this class."® The
data above $5,000 were classified into the 13 income
intervals shown in table 15.

The income tax data were less reliable for the income
classes between $3,000 and $5,000 than for the higher
intervals, because they were estimated by the Bureau
of Internal Revenue from only a sample of the total
number of returns. Nevertheless, the fact that the
preliminary distributions for single men and women
were based on earnings data rather than on income data
made it desirable to check the distributions in these
middle income intervals against other information.
The income curves for men and women were therefore
compared above $3,000 with the corresponding curves
based on income tax data. The curves based on the
two sources of data were similar, both for single men
and for single women, although the distributions based
on earnings data were somewhat lower. Accordingly,
the distributions were smoothed and the proportions
in income classes above $3,000 raised.

Comparison With Data for
Single Individuals From Other Studies

The income distributions for single individuals were
next compared with the distributions for this group
shown by data from the National Health Survey and
from the Study of Consumer Purchases. '

1 For mothods of adjusting the Fedetal income tax data, aml of currecting the
distributions by this duts, Seo p. §7-
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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
population 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 tax 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.? 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 individuals
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 direct or work relief at any time during the

year were estimated on the basis of relationships shown
between the distributions and between the average in-

1" See p. 59,
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comes of relief and nonrelief familiés. They were
checked against income data—not entirely compara-
ble—for one-person relief cases shown in various studies
made by the Division of Social Research of the Works
Progress Administration.

The ratio of the incomes of relief families to the in-
comes of nonrelief families was adjusted before being
applied to single individuals, on the assumptions that s
larger proportion of single individuals were unemplos-
able and that single men and women were less able to
supplement the direct relief they received with work
relief or independent earnings than were families. The
income distribution constructed for relief single indi-
viduals was therefore lower in relation to that for non-
relief single individuals than was the distribution for
relief families in relation to that for nonrelief families.

The percentage distributions that were used in dis-
tributing relief single individuals by income level were
as follows: for women, 37 percent under $250, 35 per-
cent between $250 and $500, 23 percent between $500
and $750, and 5 percent between $750 and $1,000; and
for men, 32 percent under $250, 31 percent between
$250 and $500, 28 percent between $500 and $750, and
9 percent, between $750 and $1,000.

These estimated distributions for relief single indi-
viduals are obviously subject to a considerable margin
or error, but since they represent only 15 percent of the
total number of single individuals the possible error in
the national distribution is considerably less.

Combining the Relief and the Nonrelief Distributions

The income distribution of single men who had not
received any relief during the year was combined with
that for relief single men by adding the frequencies in
the two distributions at each income level. The same
!Jrocet.iure was followed for single women, The result-
ing distributions for all single men and for all single

women were then combined to yield one distribution
for all single individuals,



SECTION 6. POPULATION WEIGHTS FOR THE SAMPLE
DISTRIBUTIONS

The population weights necessary for extending the
sample income distributions to cover all consumers in
the United States were obtained by dividing the esti-
mated population on January 1, 1936,into homogeneous
groups corresponding to those into which the sample
income data were classified. The date of January 1,
1936 was chosen because it was the midpoint of the
12-month period covered by the study.

The primary division of the population was among
the three major types of consumer units—members of
families of two or more persons, single individuals, and
members of institutional groups. Families were further
subdivided by region, by type of community, by color
and nativity, by composition—i. e., into normal fa-
milies (with both husband and wife) and broken families
—and by relief status.' Nonrelief families were stiil
further subdivided, once according to family-size
groups and again according to occupation. Single indi-
viduails were divided by sex, by relief status, and by
occupational group; and institutional residents by
region, and by type of institution or quasi- mstltutlonal

group within each reg:on
The basis of the various break-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 material dictated to a considerable
extent the methods used and the sequence followed.

Population by Type of Consumer
Unit Within Each Region

Estimates of the total population ond of the farm
population on January 1, 1936, 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 For definltlons of these classifications, ses Appendlx A, sec. 1,

1U. 8. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Estimated Population
of the Unlted Btates by Bix-Months Periods From January 1, 1630, to July 1, 1938,
Relonse of January 21, 1037, U, B. Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Agricul-
tural Economics, Farm Population Estimates, January 1, 1837. Heloose of June
H, 1932,

population in each of the five geographic regions shown
in chart 10.3°
Institutional Residents

The numbers of institutional residents in the farm
and 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
1930 Census for institutional residents living on farms
and in nonfarm areas in each region were used to divide
the estimated 1936 institutional population into farm

and nonfarm groups.*
Single Individvals 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 break was made according to the pro-
portions of single individuals and persons in families in
1930, as derived from the census data for the farm and
for the nonfarm population in each region.* An adjust-
menf 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, small eities,
middle-sized cities, large cities, and metropolises—was
made by assuming the percentage relationships that

3 For States {ncluded In the varlous regions, see pp. 42-43.

4 The number of institutional residents in 1930 was determined by combining the
following quasi-family groups reported by the Census: persons in Institutions, in
crews on vessels, in labor camps, and in military and naval posts. For method used
In dividing institutional population by type of institutional group, see p. 92.

# For method of obtainlng number of single individuals in 1930, see pp. 77-78.

¢ For explanation, se¢ pp. 76-17.
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were shown by the 1930 Census.” It should be noted
that the population weights for rural nonfarm areas
included nonfarm families living in open country as well
as in villages, although 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 total number of persons living
in families, the next step was to convert these persons
into family units.

Data from the 1930 Census were first used to calculate
the average size of family in each type of community
within each region. But the average size of family in
the United 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
by the Census Bureau, the 1930 average size of family
in the United States was assumed to have decreased
from 4.1 to 4.0 by 1936. The average size of family in
each type of community within 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 noted that both the family population
and the average size of family used in determining the
number of families in each degree of urbanization in
each region were based on the census definition of o
family rather than on the definition of the economic
family used in this study. This procedure was un-
avoidable, and is considered justifiable, since there is
Do reasor to assume that the number of economic
families would be appreciably different from the number

— of census families.®

Families by Color and
Nativity Grouvp

Families in each type of community in escl region
were next divided among the four color and nllti{rity
groups: pative-born white, foreign-born white, Negro

H ’
and other color. Recent estimates of the color-
nativity distribution of the population for the totg

7 ¥or definitions of these varlous types of community, ree A ppendiy A mec. )

! The number of census timills would he reduced only lo the extent l.l.m;. the
adjistment lor sons or daughters living at hume but not poolln
otnmon amily fund left only one member of the lamily groug

rerxus lsmily, however, would he appreciably larger thyg
wwnomie famly.  For explanation of this point, sce p, 77,

i Lhelr Incomes |, t)y L]
. Theaverage size of
the averngp si7e of the

National Resources Commities

United States were availuble from a study made by the
population committee of the National Resources Com-
mittee. A comparison of these figures with those shown
by the 1930 Census indicated that the principal change
that had occurred was o decrease in the proportion of
foreign-born whites in the population from 10.9 percent
to 9.4 percent of the total. The same relative redue-
tion—13.8 percent of the 1930 figure—was applied
uniformly to the proportions of foreign-born white
families in each type of community within each region
as shown by the 1930 Census.  The absolute difference
between the percentages of foreign-born whites in the
2 years was added to the 1930 percentage of native-born
whites in the snme arca to ohiain the 1936 percentage
for that group. The proportions of Negro and of
other color families remained the same ns those shown
by the 1930 Census,

The division of furm and rurul nonfurm fumilies by
color and nativity groups wus necessary, for abtaining
population weights, only in the Southern Region.  For
this region, the total number of furm and of rural non-
farm Negro and other color families were applied
as population weights nguin-t the sumple income dis-
tributions for Negro normal fumilies, while the total
number of native-born nnl foreign-born whites wers
applied as population weights aguinst the sample in-
come distributions for nutive-white normal families.
In other regions, the totul number of farm and of rurul
nonfarm families were applied as population weights
against the sample income distributions for native
white normal families.

Farm Families by Type of Farming

Populution weights for the furm sample distributions
were obtained by dividing ull the furm families in the
'United States according to the principal types of farm-
Ing represented by the suniple duta used from the Study
of Consumer Purchuses, The division of familics was
mnde. along Stute boundary lines with all the farm
fumilies in a given State assigned to the same group,
on the basis of the tvpe of furming prevailing in the
Stute 28 & whole. The totul number of farm families
In the States assigned to ench type-of-farming group
wus used as the populntion weight for the sample dis-
tribution representing that type of furming.?

For the Southern States it wos necessary to obtain
separate populution weights for operntor and for share-
cropper families in ench of the thres color groups—
white, Negro and other calor. The 1035 Agricul-
tlfral' Census furnishied the busis of this tenure break
within the white and 1], Negro groups, The tenur¢
h;ﬂak for Othf;.r color fumilies wos made on the busis
‘_’__tﬂf_gl_'f:_portmns shown for Negro families.”

? Koo nd 3A
" II.;I'IIIPIM‘Y 1ahulations In tnhim EA and i
Fue den ~T W lﬂ" M ¥
e definition, of upwrator nuld whar tjijer, foutnote 31, 1. 43
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Families by Normal and
Broken Composition

The division of families according to normal or broken
composition " was carried through only for native-
white families in urban communities in each region and
for Negro families in Southern urban communities and
in North Central large cities and metropolises. Since
sample income data were not available for broken
families living in villages and in most of the farm areas,
it was not necessary to obtain separate population
weights for normal and for broken families in these
types of community. Similarly, no population weights
were required for normal and broken families in other
color and mnativity 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.??

The division between native-white normal and native-
white broken families was made on the basis of the
proportions of normal and broken families found in
28 of the cities covered by the Study of Consumer
Purchases. Because the percentage of the total popu-
lation covered by the sample in each of these cities
was much smaller for broken families than for normal
families, it was necessary to multiply the number
of broken families in each sample community by a
step-up factor before computing the proportions of
normal and of broken families. Thus if the regular
sampling coverage for native-white normal families 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 families in the sample
by two.? .

The percentage of native-white families that were
normal—i. e., contained both husband and wife—was
then obtained for each city by dividing the number of
normal families in the sample by the total of normal
families plus the stepped-up number of broken families.
When there was more than one sample of any type of
community in the same region, the percentages for the
various cities were averaged to obtain the percentage
figures finally used to determine for each type of com-

" For definitions of norma! and broken families, see p. 43.

13 W here sample Income data were avallable for famllies in these groups, they were
pooled and ene sample lncoms distribution obtained for all such nonrellel famtlies in
the community sainpled, An oxception (o this practice was made in the case of
forelgn-born whites in North Central large citles and metropolises, where separato
lncome distributions were obtalned for this groun, See p. 54.

1 Btep-up factors used to bring the clipped snmple data for breken [amillesup to the
eoverage of the regular saimple data for norminl families wero s follows: Chleago, I,
#.40; Providenos, K. L., .10; Columbus, Ohlo, 14.78; Atlanta, On., 17.17; Denver, Colo,
6.91; Portland, Oreg., 14.82; Huverhill, Mads., 4.33; New Britain, Conn., 4.21; Muncie,
Ind., 14.90; New Custle, Pa., 8.42; Springtield, 111, 8.72; Dubuque, lowa, 12.61; Co-
lumhia, 8. C., 16.20; Mobile, Ala., 14.20; Butie, Mont., 14.50; Pueblo, Colo., 12.82;
Aberdeen-Hoquiam, Wash., 12.97; Bellingham, Wash., 6.02; Everctt, Wash., 16.67;
Wallingford, Conn., 8.18; Beaver Fulls, Pa., 4.61; Contellsville, Pa., 4.79; Logansport,
Ind., 6.29; Poru, Ind., 8.32; MNnttoon, 11, 4.45; Albany, Ga., 0.71; Gastonia, N. C.,
5.0; Bilings, Monl ., 2.57, .
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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-
gion 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
to 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 SA.-P::oporh'ons of normal and broken urban families in
tlgzscgsar—natmly groups, by region and type of community,

: Native-white Negro
Region and t¥pe of community | 0 Broken Normsl Broken
families families families families -
New England: Percent
Large cities___, __, teemecaana 76.6
Middle-rized cities___________ 0.1
Small cities_.._________.._... 82.6
North Central:
Metropolises. .. - 6l 8

x1
@

Large cities_._.
Middle-sized cities.

Small cities., _...._________..
South:

Large eitles_ . ________________

Middle—s]ized cities___________

BER 2ud mug B2
[--N- 1N [4.X--N--) e ] by D

! For deflnition of each type of community, see p. 43,

Families by Relief Statys

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 data from the Study of Consumer
Purchases and also from the National Health Survey
conducted by the United States Public Health Service.
The studies covered approximately the same period,
and both defined a relief family as one that had re-
ceived any form of assistance from a public or private
agency at any time during the schedule year, so that
the data were comparable.'®

For each sample community in the Study of Con-
sumer Purchases, the percent of families that had re-
ceived relief was calculated for each color-nativity

1 Fach city was given equal weight in this procedure, In the case of small cities in
the New England and in the Mountain and Plains Regions there was only one
sample city for which the percent of normal families was available. The percent
for this city was avemged with the percent of normal families In the middle-sized
cities in the Tegion and the result used as representative of small cities. In the case

of the Pacific Reglon there was no small city for which the percent of notmal fumilies
was availible; the percent in middie-sized cities was used a5 representative of small

citles as well,
u For explanation of the reliel classification, see p. 42.



74

group, with separate percents for normal and for broken
families whenever the sample income data for any group
had been classified in that manner.!s

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 within 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
Tegion, it was first necessary to place them on a com-
parable basis. This was done asfollows: 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, 1t was possible to obtain a corrected relief
percent, for cities of the same degree of urbanization
within each region by averaging the percents from the
two studies. The percent from each study was weighted
in accordance with the number of cities of a given size
and region covered by thesample data from each study.

The corrected percents were then used to determine
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-

1 Thos in North Ceptral large citles and metropolises, relief percents were calcu-
lated for native-white pormal, native-white broken, Negro normal, Negro broken,
and foreign-born white families. In urban communities in the South, relief percents
were calculated for native-whits normal, Negro normal, Negro broken, and the com-
bined group of native-white breken and foreign-born white families, The percent of
all Negrofamilies that received reliel was used as the relief percent for the other eolor
group in the above communities. Jn urban communities in the New England, the
Mountain and Plains and the Pacific Regions, and in middle-sized and small cities
in the North Central Region, relief percents were calculated for native-white normal,
for native-white broken and for the combined group of forelgn-born white, Negro and
other color families, both normal and broken. Por village and farm communities
in all regions except the Bouth, the relief percent for natlve-white normal families was
ased for all color-nativity and family compaaition groups combined. For village and
farm eommunities in the Bouth, the rellef percents for natlve-white normal familles
were used for al} white famiiies and those for Negro normal famliles for all Negro and
otber color families.

17 When the National Health Burvey yielded separate percentages for all whites
and for all Negro and other color familles, corrected percentages were computed
for each of these two groups, and it was possible Lo determline the tota} number of
white families on relief in a given degres of urbanlization and tha total number of
Negro and other color fam/illes. In such fnstances, the distribution of familles to
oymponent gualilative groups was made separately for each group—that is, white
{umilies were distributed amongnative-white normal, natlve-whlite broken, and foreign.

National Resources Commillee

cents of relief families in the various types of community
within each region are shown in the accompanying
table.

TarLe 9A.—Percent of families that recrived relief at any time durs
ing the year, by region and lype of community,' 1935-35

New North Moun-
H Noret tain
All Eng- v Southern Pacifle
Type of community regions | tand ( en:nl region f’.lnd tegion
ion Tegiun n.ln!
tegl region
Metropolises.......ooco.. Rl ... | LI I (USRI DN SO
Large cities. _......ccueee. "4 160 In 2 152 17 0 129
Middle-sized cities.._____. 83 28 17.7 154 H4 e
citles_ oo 185 17.6 I8 2 125 n i)
All arban commu-
nites. ..o......... L. ] RO 170 112 218 134
Rural nonfarm communi- )
ties. .. 10.3 0 9 x99 L] m 4 (N |
Farms oo B9 5.3 24 1.2 19 %32
Al rural communi.
ties_ ... 134 158 122 132 I 153
All ommanittes .| 183 | 174 ‘ Ty 5_|' we| mi 103

1 For definition of each type of commnunity, se p. 41.

The use of sample data from the Study of Consumer
Purchases and from the National Health Survey to
determine the number and distribution of relief families
in the United States perhaps calls for some explanation.
No comprehensive relief statistics huve been compiled
on the basis of a relief definition such as was used in the
Study of Consumer Purchases. Such integrated relief
serles as have been compiled on a national scule are on
a monthly basis, and do not. yield an unduplicated count
of the number of families and individuals receiving any
form of relief at any time during a year, The disad-

vantages of using sample data were minimized by the
extensive coverage of the two studies.

Nonrelief Families by Size
and by Qccupational Group

By subtracting the number of relief families from the
total nqmber of families in each of the component
groups, 1t was possible to ascertain the number of non-
relief f:m}lhes-; in ench color-nativity group in each degres
qf urbanization in each region. These nonrelief fumi-
lies were then distributed among the four sizes of family
and among the eight occupational groups.'® Both of
t!lese divisions were made on the busis of the propor-
tions shown by the nonrelief families interviewed in the
Study o_f Consumer Purchases,

. The 1ncome schedules from nonrelief fumilies gave
mnformation on both gize of famil
group, but no attempt, was made i
to compute sumple income distrib
of family within ench oce

horn white Froups accordin;
Froups as shown by the ¢
relief families wora alloca
farnilies,

y and occupational
n the present study
utions for each sizoe
upational group. Instend the
R 1o the percentago distribution of rellef familiex In these

tz(llu ;lmer Purchesea Btudy dnts. Negro and other colof
D & slmllar fashlon umong the component groups of

"np
or description of famllyslze gnd ocetapationa! cluwitentions, see . 4344,
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duta were first classified by family size, all occupations
combined, and then reclassified by occupational group,
all family sizes combined.” 1In obtaining the popula-
tion weights, therefore, a similar procedure was fol-
lowed—i. e., nonrelief fumilies were divided once accord-
ing to fumily size and once according to occuputional
group. The divisions were made scparutely for each
(:olor-nntivity group, and for normal end broken fami-
lies within a group whenever the sample data were
classified in that manner. Thus the total number of
nonrelief native-white normal families in small cities in
the North Central Region was divided among the four
sizes of fumily, and among the seven occupational
groups according to the average proportions shown by
the nonrelief native-white normal families in North
Central small cities that were interviewed in the Study
of Consumer Purchases.®

The sample income data collected from relief families
interviewed in the Study of Consumer Purchases were
not available, when the present study was undertaken,
nccording to size of family or according to occupational
group, so that it was unnecessary to attempt to divide
all relief farailies in the population by these factors.

The United States Census for 1930 gave a distribution
of all fumilies by size which wus used in various ways
to check the distribution for nonrelief families obtained
from the Consumer Purchases Study data. However,
the differences in date and in definition of family, and
the necessity of excluding relief fumilies from the
break-down made it impossible to use the 1930 Census
proportions for distributing the estimated number of
fumilies in 1936 according to size of fumily.

The occupational distribution shown by the 1930
Census was inadequate for purposes of this study
because it represented gainful workers rather than
families. This fact, together with the difference in
date, slight differences in definition, and the problem
of excluding relief families from the 1936 classification
made it necessary to use the occupational distribution”
shown by the data from the Study of Consumer Pur-

chases.

Population Weights for Component Groups
of Families as Related to Families in Sample

The numbers of families included in the sample
income data from the various regions and types of
community, and from the different color—nn.tivity
groups are shown in tables 10A and 11A in relation to
the total number of families in the population. .As
table 10A indicates, the total income sample compr}sed
slightly less than 1 percent of all families in the United

1 For further explanntion, see pp. 33-54.

1 TThe distributions for sample communities of tho saine degreo of urbanization in
ench reglon wore nvernged to ohtain the peroentuges used. Urban families wore clusst-
flod Into only seven occtipational groups. Farm fumilies constituted the eighth
accupationsl gronp mentioned above. oo . 44,
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TasLE 10A.—Comparison of tolal number of families in the popu-
lation and number of families in income sample from Study of
Consumer Purchases,! by region and type of communily,? 1935-36

Families in sample
Reglon and type of community Families In
Dopulation Percent
Number of all
families
New England:
Largecities____. .. .. .. ... ...o........ 574,533 14,170 2.47
Middle-sized cities. .. 461, 201 6, 998 1.52
Small cities....o.iee v 439, 593 3,975 .90
All urban communities 1,475, 627 25, 143 1.70
Rural nonfarm._ ... ... ... .. ....... 322, 008 1,999 .62
Farms__ il 154, 237 543 .35
All ruril communities. ... ... ... 4396, 245 2, 542 .53
All communities... ... ... . ... 1,951, 872 27,685 1. 42
North Central: '
Metropalises. ... ..l 3, 295, 100 49, 797 1. 51
Large cities. ... _.__.__ 2, 135, 658 25,810 102
Middle-sized cities - 1,604, 823 18, 876 1.11
Smail eities. ... 2,507, 275 12, 263 10
All urban communities 10, 032, 656 106, 746 1.06
Ruralnenfarm._ ... ... ... .. 2 378 188 8,427 .7
FaImS . o 2,190, 761 6, 142 -
All rural communities___........._.__.. 5600490 12589 .o
All communities...__ ... ... .... 14, 4801, 705 1i9, 315 .82
sSouth: .
Larpe cities ... 1,3H, 753 20,412 1.51
Middle-sized cities - A7, F43 16, 069 237
Small eities .- 1,210, 764 7,842 LGS
All urban communities_......__......_. 3. 243, 160 44,323 1.37
Rumlnonfsrm____ . ... ... e 2082513 7. 406 .36
Farms_ _ il 3. 454, 189 9,72 -
All rural communities 5, 56K, 702 17,134 .31
All communities B, 811, 562 &1, 457 ]
Mountain and Plains:
Largecitios. ... 207,292 0,387 4.32
Middle-sized citics. 128, 739 10, 245 7.96
Smalleitios oo 369, 577 5,295 1.43
Allurban communities. _.____.__._._... 715, 608 24,027 3.48
Rum!nonfarm. 513, 606 2,494 49
Farms. 662, 587 2, BRY .44
Allrural communities, .. ... .. _...... 1,176, 283 5, 381 .46
Allcommunities ... .. . ... ... 1, 891, 8Ot 30,310 1.60
Puceifie:
Largecitios.._.... [ $96, TH 18, 746 1.87
Middle-sized eitie me—an s, 224 11, 547 506
Smalleitiva o . 361,014 5, i34 1. 56
Allurban comumunities. ... . __.__. 1, 484, 032 33,927 23
Ttural nonfarm . ___. .. e . 38, 465 4, 159 108
Furms. o ooiaeiins fvmiaaeoioe Ceean 3, 430 4,051 1. 48
Allrural cominunities. ... ... ... 456, K05 8,210 1.25
Al communities. oo 2, 142,927 42, 137 1.97
Total United States:
Moetropollses ..o iaaas 3. 205, 100 40,797 L. 51
Largecities ... ... . 5, 579, 330 88, 525 1.55
Middle-sized eities.. 3. 140, 430 63, 735 2,0
Smalleities. .o ... 4, 888, 223 35, 009 .72
Allurban communitios. ..., 16, 953, 083 235, 066 1.49
Hamlnonfarm. ... oo 5,079, 970 22, 485 . 40
[i1¢ || K SRR 4, 707, 4 23, 353 L35
Allrurnl communities. ... 12,447, 174 45, 838 37
Allcommunitles. ooooiiiiaiinaas 9,400, 257 | 3 250, D4 .08

3 Includes both relief and nonrelief families. Excludes those families in simple
income datafrom the Study of Consumer Purchases which were not used in construct
ing tho estimated income distributions. Eeo feotnote 6, p. 57.12_43

P .

1 For definitions of regions anet types of community, sce pp. .
3 Ir?('tudvs 6,775 families which are connted twice because ol?l he occazional borrowing

of purt of tho clipped or regular sumple data from one type of community in a region
I'ur' use in construcling snmple distributions for another type of community in tho

same region.  Sce foolnotes to tables 1A and 2A.
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States. The sampling ratio varied among regions
from approximaetly 0.7 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 rural
communities.

Sample income data were available for 2 percent of
the total number of native-white normal families in
urban communities and 0.4 percent of those in rural
communities. The percent of coverage for Negro
normal families was almost 3 percent in Southern
urban and about 0.4 percent in Southern rural com-
munities. 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 11A.

Adjustment for Sons and Daughters
Not in the **Economic™ Family

Asindicated earlier in the discussion, it was necessary
to make an adjustment in the division of the non-
institutional population between single individuals and
family members to take account of those sons and
daughters living 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 persens
lodging in private homes and maintaining an inde-
pendent economie 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 daughters.
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
regular sample in each community covered by the
study. By averaging the figures for communities of
the same type, one average was obtained for each type
of community within each region. These averages
were weighted by the total number of families (includ-
ing 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
size of family, excluding these independent sons and
daughters, for native-white and Negro families in the
regular sample in each community, These figures
were averaged and weighted, in the same manner as the
dnta on average number of sons and daughters, to
vield sn estimate of the total number of members of

n & rmall dipped xample of such familles was taken In five farm areas, but thess
Astzy wers pot Used in the present stady.  Ree footnole 7, p. 47

National Resourcex Committe

TanLe 11A.—Comparizan aof total numbﬂ of familien in the
population and number of famthies an income rample from Study
of Conaumer Purchases,! by color-nativity, regron, amd type of

commnnity,} 1935-34

Urlan ommunities

Rurj communities !

Farmille In Families in
Region and enloe-nntivity ! tarnple | ! am e
Frup Famitl.es - i Famili~ , T
inpeopu - Pre- | in fmjay- i Tes-
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Total, oo WA L T Lh 4 W 12 D
e — - - Ll - - . - EEe
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{_nrnm-hn,—nlwhﬂe____ 13, %07 " T [ ] o -
~eTronormal L L. LU /EEE L R 2w [ {IV}
Newro broken_ ... 24 32 [T R LRt { & w “
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Tota). ... 32 1 4T 1% L e M M
== - L -1 S = - ===
-‘lﬂll\l‘_llalln and Plains: o :
Nalivewhite normal. ] #7202 mom oaw, A0 .
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l"_f:lm-hom white___ wWoamE Lo LT 1 5 0 .
IOl AL e b o 4, w7 1] m
O'hercolor,... .0 " In, (e, 13 K3 m_m:. 1] Y
Total. .o emnnnn. . HEXLY ‘Jl:'f.;? T _l,_l.‘ﬂ. 3 5,N[ -n
Pnrl{lc: - ‘:7 T i - ;—:" -
Nutive-white normal, _ YIS T I YT e 200
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Negro . 18, 760 " Nirs 2,34 0 L
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Total...ooo_..._._.. Lawa2 twn 2o AR R 3'“! 1.3
S - - - S 1 L, | TEE
Total United Rintes: i ] e
Sative-white normal. 9, 467, 394 o0, W7 )] .
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forelen-born white....| 3w v Biiw. na winAN o .
ufﬁ"' LW 5 De ) on ), 444 40 6,108 4
ercolar.. .. 2 210 man e, o] w2 of
Total................ 10, 0,0 25 008, |.:wi|z. i) ek 8

$ Includes bath relief nnd ponrelief farnilies
Inmmp duta from tha Bitidy of t'nmmur-rml.: ‘
nl:’uglmg Lho estimutedd income 4 1stributings,

For definitons of regluns g
VIncludess, 775 tamiljes whi
of part of | he clipped or regul
for use |n constructing suenp
S Feglon. See foot Doles

Facludes those families in rample
urchuses which wern pot used i con-
Ree fnatnate 6, . A7,

1D4] Ey s of corntunity, see [ 42 43

rhareeouted te e beospae of the ueenalonal borrow ing
ap snphe datu from one type of cofnmunity (0 a reglon
lo adistributions for anotber 1y pe of community in the
to tabdes 1A wil 24,

:‘E'o'nomic familics in the United States in 1935-36.
Phis total, subtraeted from the total number of family
members estimated from the census data, gave a figure
of approximately 300,000, representing roughly the
nllm-bor of sons and duughters not members of eco-
nomic fumilies,

Since both estimates wero obtained from the same
sumple data, it seemed advisablo to give them equal
“'Olght._ The figure of 400,000—midway between the
two estimates—wns therefore used to muke tho adjust-
ment in the division of tlie population between family
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members and single individusls. The number of single
individuals estimnted from the census data was in-
creased by 400,000, and the number of fumily members
decreased by 400,000,

Average Size of Family

The average size of all nonrelicf families and the
average size of all relief families in the United States
were estimated on the basis of the average size of fam-
ties in these groups included in the regular samples
from the Study of Consumer Purchases. The figures on
average size of nonrelief families in sample communities
of the same typo within each region were averaged, each
community being given equal weight, to obtain the
estimated average size of family in each type of com-
munity within each region. The resulting averages
were weighted by the number of families in each type of
community within each region in order to calculate the
average size of nonrelief fumilies in each type of com-
munity and the average size of all nonrelief families in
the United States. The same procedure was followed
to obtain an estimate of the average size of all relief
families.

In the case of nonrelief fumilies, it was also desired
to estimate the average size of family for each family-
size group—i. c¢., families of three and four persons,
of five and six persons, and of seven and over persons.
As a first step, the average size for each of these groups,
as computed from the 1930 Census, and of two-person
families was weighted by the number of nonrelief
families in each family-size group to calculate the aver-
age size of all nonrelief families. The result obtained
(3.87) was Iarger than the average size of nonrelief
families shown by the Consumer Purchases data (3.83).
This was accounted for by the fact that the census
fizures were not confined to nonrelief families, whose
average size is well below that for relief families, 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
family has decreased slightly between 1930 and 1935-36.
For these reasons, the average size within each family-
size group (except, of course, two-person families) was
lowered slightly, on the assumption that the differences
in definition of family and in year would have caused
the proportion of four-person families in the three- to
four-person group, of six-person families in the five- to
six-person group, and of very large families in the
soven- and over-person group to be slightly lower than
the 1930 Census figures indicate. The adjusted average
size figures for each family-size group yielded an esti-
mated average for all nonrelief families of 3.849 persons,
and for ell relief families of 4.472. The estimates of

the avernge size of nonrelief families in each fumily-size

group are presented in tablo 4.

7

The average size of nonrelief families in each type
of community was first estimated on the basis of the
data for the average 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 families in the United States as estimated above.
The estimated average size for each type of community
was then compared 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 comparison indicated that the esti-
mated average size of nonrelief farm families derived
from the Consumer Purchases data was out of line with
the estimates for other types of community. As a
result of this comparison, the estimate of the average
size of family in this group was reduced slightly. The
final estimates of the average size of family 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 separate single individuals from members
of families; and second, to determine the population
weights to be applied against the sample income distri-
butions for single men and single women in the various
occupational groups,

As indicated earlier in this section, 1t was assumed
that the proportions of single individuals and family
members in the total population and in the farm popula-
tion were the same as those shown by the 1930 Census
data.® The number of single individuals in each type
of community within each of the five geographic regions
in 1930 was calculated by adding together the census
data for the following types of individuals: One-person
families, numbering 2,357,463 in the total United
States; lodgers and servants in private families, esti-
mated at 5,793,175; % 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

ngeep, 71,
4 'The census provides data on the number of families having lodgers and the

number of lodgers per family. Thetotal number oflodgers in these families (4,91,195)
was obtained by multiplying the number of families having one lodger by one, thosp
having two lodgers by two, etc. Households having more than 10 lodgers are con-
sidered lodging houses and are classitied ns quasi-unily groups  Bince the above
data on lodgers wore classified only for farm, rural nonfarm, total lurge clties and
meotropaolises, and total urban communities, urban lodgers outside of metropolizes
and large cities wore divided between nilddlesired and small cities on an arbitrary
hagis, Thetotal number of families with servants in 1930 was 523,922, See Popula-
tion Census, vol. VI, table34. Thoestimate for servants and lodgers combined was
ralsed by approximately 300,000 to allow for servants and lodgers in private homes
having both servants and lodgers—Information which is not given in the census dnta.
I'he division by type of community was partially estimated, as in the case of Jodgers.
H The remwinlug quasi-fnmily groups were treated as institutional 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 fraternities, 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 individuals in the United
States in 1930 was estimated at 9,304,138. Of this
number, 1,106,752 were estimated to belong to the farm
population. On the basis of these estimates the propor-
tion of single individuals 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 estimated
total population and the estimated farm population in
1935-36 to obtain the total number of single individuals
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 more persons. The adjustment for sons
and doaughters 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:
Nonrelief 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

The division of single individuals by relief status was
made on the basis of the sample data for single individ-
nals collected in the National Health Survey. Esti-
mates of the percent of single individuals on relief in
each type of community 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
" each 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 women
on the basis of 1930 Census figures for unmarried or

5 Ipivicion of the quasi-family groups by type of community within each reglon was
partially estimsted. It was assumed that there were no such quasi-family groups in
the farm pogulation. .

» For exjlanation, see pp- 73-74.
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divorced gainful workers of each sex. The use of such
data for estimating the sex break for unattached indi-
viduals as defined by this study is, of course, open to
serious objection. The census classification “gainful
workers’ includes all persons who usually follow a gain-
ful occupation, even though they were not employed at
the time the census was taken, but it does not include
unemployable persons or those individuals that have no
gainful occupation.

Even more serious than the omission of these latter
groups is the discrepancy between the classification of
unmarried or divorced men and women and single indi-
viduals as defined in this study. The only justification
for the procedure followed was the absence of more
satisfactory data, and the possibility of checking the
results against the relative number of income tax returns
filed by men and women who were either single or not
living with husband or wife and not heads of families.

The number of gainful women workers who were un-
married or divorced was availuble direetly from the
1930 Census for age groups from 15 years and over.”
It was necessary to estimate the number of gainful men
workers who were unmarried or divorced by applying to
the total number of gainful men workers in each age
group the percent obtained by dividing the total number
of unmarried and divorced men in that age group (in-
cluding those without any gainful occupation) by the
total number of men in the population. The ratio of
unmarried or divorced gainful women workers to un-
married or (!ivorced gainful men workers finally obtained
was approximately 35 to 65.

This ratio was checked against the relative number
of income tax returns filed for 1935 by single women and
n_mmed women not living with their husbands and by
single men and married men not living with their wives.
The rel?tlve proportions of returns for these two groups
for all neome clusses combined were 39 to 61. Since
ltcl::rsrmtlz)oitlzznlzf ]wom_en to men rose gradually from the
that the inclusiir:el;)fl ingle "Dm?k-ets’ 1t wus :}ssumed

- single individuals with incomes

below the in.come tax level would probably have reduced
the proportion of women somewhat,
The ratio of relief single w

was accepted as 4 to 9, or g

ceﬁtfon the b.asis of findings from two surveys of the
l.eke population: One, the October 1933 relief census
taken by the Federal Eme"geﬂcy Relief Administra-

tion and, two, a survey of urb e
. . an w
79 cities during May 1934.% orkers on relief in

omen to relief single men
pproximately 31 to 69 per-

7 Population Census 14130, vol. IV, 1ol
] . 27,
numhber of women whose nirital cnn:litlt:nuwaa u:::::::m used included o small
8 §. E. R. A., Unemployment Rellef Censua, October 1(;‘!3 Raport No. 3, tablo |
; 33, 0. 3, tablo
areh, :Jdr:‘:'l:n Workors en Relief, pt. 2, Ap:
04
and woman receiving reliel. The latter survey, cuverl';roggc::ll;ot::’lru:l; 2:12!1‘::0(1 I'l-ll“m
unities,

indlcated that 30 percent of the one-person coses
women sod 64 Dercent were men, ecelving reliot during May 1934 were
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In the light of the available evidence considered
above, it was decided to use the proportions of 35 to
65, shown in table 34B, for dividing the total number
of single individuals by sex.

Nonrelief Single Individuals
by Occupational Group

Inasmuch as no direct information was available
concerning the distribution of single men and single
women by occupational groups it was necessary to rely
on data for gainful workers in the population as a basis
for classifying nonrelief single men and nonrelief single
women into the occupational groups for which per-

centage income distributions were prepared.
The classification of men and women gainful workers
prepared by Alba M. Edwards from 1930 Census data

79

was used to determine the proportions of women in
each of the three occupational groups—wage-eaming,
clerical, and the business and professional—and 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 distributions for nonrelief single
men. No break-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 Economic Grouping of the Cainful Workers of
the Unil~d Stales, Journal of the American Statistical Association, December 1933,
pp. 377-387.



SECTION 7. ADJUSTMENT OF INCOME DISTRIBUTIONS

BY DATA FROM

INCOME TAX RETURNS

Despite the random sampling methods employed in
the Study of Consumer Purchases, families with 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 interviewers, 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 individuals
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 following
preliminary photostated tables: !

“TaBLe 5.—Individual returns for 1935 by net income classes and
by sex and family relationship, showing number of returns and

net tncome.

“TaBLE 7.—Individual returns for 1935 by net income classes,
showing sources of income, deductions, and net income, also tolal
number of relurns and, for relurns of net income of $5,000 and
over, number of relurns for each specific source of income and
deduclion.

“TaBLE 9.— Individual relurns for 1933, by States and ferritories
and by met income classes, showing numbers of relurns, mnet
income and total laz; also lolals for preceding years.

“TasLE (unnumbered).—Wholly and partially taz-ezempt obliga-
tions reported in individual returns for 1935 with net incomes of
25,000 and over, showing amount owned and inlerest received,
by nature of obligations and nel income classes.”

i The data contained In the first three tables are comparable to those for 1034 appenr-
ing in basic tshies with tha same numbers and tilles in Statistics of Income for 14934,
pt. I, U. 8. Treasury Depariment, Bureau of Internal Revenus, The tabls gn
wholly and partially tax-etrempt obligations corresponds to the text tabla of the sama
title pppearing on pp- i5and i9ofthe 1934 report, U. 8. Treasury Department, B uresu
of [nterns] Revenue, Btatistics of Income for 134, pt. 1.
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Preliminary statistics of individual income tax
returns for 1936 filed in the period through January-
August 1937 were available, in less detailed form, from
two press releases issued by the Treasury Department
in February and in March 1938. These releases gave,
for all types of individual returns combined, the
number of returns, net income, sources of income and
deductions, classified by broader income intervals than
were used in the 1935 tabulations mentioned above.

The 1935 income tax data for returns with net in-
comes of $5,000 and over were tubuluted into 34 income
classes, as follows: Ten $1,000 intervals between $5,000
and $15,000; three $5,000 intervals, seven $10,000 in-
tervals, four $50,000 intervals, two $100,000 intervals,
and two $250,000 intervals between $15,000 and
$1,000,000; six income intervals, ranging from $500,000
to 31,000,000 in width, between $1,000,000 and
$5,000,000; and one open income interval for incomes
of $5,000,000 and over.

Although the data from income taX returns were to
be used to correct the estimated distributions based on
Sar}lple data only above 87,500, it was necessary, in
adjusting the income tux data to render it comparable
with the sumple income data used in the study, to make
use of the data for income tax returns below $7,000.
Since several of the adjustments involved the shifting
of returns and of aggregate income from one incomo
level to o higher level, it was possible to obtuin a satis-
factory income distribution above $7,500 only by carry-
Ing through the adjustment for the entiro income
range above $5,000.2

Acwrdi-ng]y » the adjustments of the income tax dantn
were_cnn-}ed through on the basis of the full income
classification, although the duta for the income inter-

vals below $7,500 were dropped out of the final dis-
tribution 3

tAL
return:n::;ﬂz:.h thl: comblning of this Incotnes of husbands and wives maklng separnte
s, a8 olso made of the data in the tncoms rlosses just below $3,000, Beo

3 The {ncome tax clans |
atudy wheg ntorvals w

0t income was o)

ere cumbined Into the class Intorvals used 1n this
study. Bea pp. o3,

Justed 1o correspond with Incomo gs defined in this
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Limitations of the Income Tax Data
for Purposes of Adjustment

Before the data from income tax returns could be
used in adjusting the income distributions for familics
and single individuals, it was necessary, as indicated in
Part I1 of the report, to carry through various combina-

tions and adjustments of the data to render the income
tax distributions comparable to those derived from the
sample income data used in this study. These adjust-
mments centered around four main problems:

1. Combining the data for various types of income tax

returns and adjusting them to obtain distributions for family

units and for single individuals.
2, Adjusting the net income data 1o include the same items

of income included in income as defined in this study.

3. Adjusting the 1935 jicome tax data to allow for the effects
of the increased national income during the fiscal year 1935-36.

4. Adjusting the income tax data to allow for the nonreport-
ing of those not filing returns, and for the understatement of
income by those that did file.

The detailed steps involved in making these various
adjustments of the income tax data are described in
this section of the appendix. It should be noted that
the sequence of the various steps depended to some
extent on the nature of the available statistical data
and hence does not correspond exactly to the general
grouping given above.

In the latter part of the section are described the
methods used in correcting the national income distri-
butions for families and single individuals by meansof
the adjusted income tax data, and in extending 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 data on number of returns
and net income are classified by the Bureau of Internal
Revenue into the following nine groups:

1. Joint returns of husbands, wives and dependent children,
and returns of either husband or wife when no other return is

filed,
2. Separate returns of husbands,
3. Separate returns of wives,
4, Male hends of families, including single men and marriecd

inen not living with wives,
5. Femalo heads of families, including single women and mar-

ricd women not living with hushands,
6. Returns of single men and married men not living with

wives, not heads of families,
7. Returns of single women and married women not living

with husbands, not heads of families,
8. Community property returns,
9. Returns of estates and trusts,

The income tax returns filed for estates and trusts
were excluded from further consideration inasmuch as
they did not represent the income of either families or
gingle individuals as defined in this study.
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Single men and women not heads of families and other
individuals filing returns classified in groups 6 and 7
were assumed to be, for the most part, unattached
individuals who were either living alone, or, if living
with others, were maintaining a separate economic
existence and not pooling their incomes in a common
fund. Data from these returns were used, therefore,
to correct the estimated income distributions for single
men and single women derived from sample data. A
description of the methods used in adjusting the income
tax data and in correcting the income distributions for
single individuals is given later in this section.

The returns classified in groups 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 8
all represented returns by members of families, and it
was desired to combine these into a single distribution
representing the incomes of family units.

The returns in groups 1, 4, and 5 were combined
directly, by adding the numbers and the net income at
each income level.

Before further combinations could be made, a number
of intermediate steps were necessary—first, the division
of community property returns to correspond to the
separate returns of husbands and the separate returns
of wives, and the combination of the community prop-
erty returns of husbands and of wives with the separate
returns of husbands and the separate returns of wives,
respectively; second, the adjustment of the income
distributions for the various groups from a net income
basis to one more nearly comparable to the definition of
income used in this study; and third, the addition of the
incomes of wives making separate returns (including
community property returns) to the incomes of hus-
bands making separate returns (including community
property returns).

Division of Community Property Returns

Between Husbands and Wives

Community property returns, filed by residents of
only a few States, represent either joint or separate
returns of husbands and wives deriving income from
property that is jointly owned. Only those joint re-
turns with net income of $10,000 or more, and separate
returns with net income of $3,000 or more, are tabulated
by the Bureau of Internal Revenue under the community
property heading. Joint returns of community prop-
erty showing net income under $10,000 and separate
returns showing net income under $5,000 are classified
either under joint returns of husbands and wives (group
1) or under the returns of husbands or wives filing
separate returns (groups 2 and 3).

In tabulating the joint returns for incomes of $10,000
or over, the Bureau divides the data on net income,
deductions, etc., to represent separate returns of hus-
band and wife. When the return does not indicate the
division of items as between husband and wife, the
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data are divided evenly, with 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 levels was not available
for use in this study, the data on community property
returns were divided between husbands and wives by
applying the proportions shown at the various income
levels for husbands and wives making separate returns
as classified in groups 2 and 3 above.

The community property returns of wives were then
added, by income level, to the separate returns of wives,

and the community property returns of husbands to
the separate returns of husbands.

Adjustments of Net Income to Correspond
With Income as Defined in Study

Net income, as defined for income tax purposes, omits
certain items that are included within income as defined
in this study, and includes net capital gains which are
pot included by the study definition. To place the
income tax data on a comparable basis with the other
income data it was necessary to add, at each income
level, the value of certain types of income that had been
subtracted from the gross income as deductions—i. e.,
contributions, taxes paid, interest paid and “other de-
ductions”—and to subtract, at each income level, the
value of net capital gains reported. 1t was also neces-
sary to add to the income tax data the value of interest
received from securities that are exempt from taxation
and pot included in gross income according to the
Revenue Act of 1934, under which the 1935 income
tax returns were filed.’ '

Since the data on tax-exempt interest, deductions and
capital gains were not classified for each of the various
types of returns, it was necessary to accept some
arbitrary basis for allocating the aggregate amounts of
such items at each income level among the following
groups of returns:

1. Joint returns of husbands, wives, and dependent children
and returns of either husband or wife when no other return is
filed, and returns of heads 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 husbands.

3. Beparate returns of wives, including community property
returns of wives.

PR

¢ Bee Btatistics of Income for W pt. L. 7.

i A few other ltems of income—=. E.. compensation for injuries and sickness and
rental value of 8 dwelling house furnished to a minister of the gospel—are excluded
{rom groes inonme as defined by the Revenua Act of 1934 but included Ln lncome as
Adefined for this study. These items are relatively negligible in amount and Do 8t~
Leinpt was made to adjust the data specifically to include them. The adjust-
ments for nonreportlog and for understatement of lncome, described on pp. 84-
a3 bebrw, are intended to include the incomes of Btate and local government
officials whose salaries are exewpt from Federal tazation.
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4. Returns of single men and married men not living with
wives, not heads of familics.

5. Returns of single women and married women not living with
husbands, not heads of familics,

6. Returns of estates and trusts,

The percentage distribution of aggregate net income,
at each income level, among these six groups appeared
to offer the most satisfuctory basis for allocating to each
group the approprinte share of tax-exempt interest and
deductions to be added, and the approprinte share of
capital gains to be deducted, at each income level.

The following deductions from gross income allowed
in calculating net income for income tax purposes were
totalled at cach income level above $5,000: Net capital
loss, contributions, taxes paid, interest paid and “other
deductions.”” The value of interest reccived from
wholly tax-exempt obligations and of the nontaxable
amounts of interest reccived from partially tax-ex-
empt obligations were added to the nbove totals at each
income level, and the value of net capital gains sub-
tracted. The resulting nggregate amounts were then
distributed among the six groups of retumns, at each
income level above $5,000, according to the proportions
of aggregate net income received by each group at the
various levels.

From the aggregate amounts assigned to each group
of returns it was possible to calculate the averange
amount to be added to the returns at each income level
in order to adjust the income distribution from a net
income basis to one which would correspond with the
definition of incomeused in the study. Thisadjustment,
made separately for each group of returns listed above,
nvolved the shifting of part of the returns and of the
aggregate 1ncome in each income cluss into the next
higher Income class. Such shifting was necessary be-
cause the addltio_n of the average amount of deductions
::fdtn:ee;er:;pt mteresf, bo those returns that were al-

brou{g bt theh‘-egf::er limit of a given income interval
higher intersal F:les within -the range of the next
$746 in deductions nx; :BiXample, if an avernge amount of
to the returns in net,l i ax-exempt Intorest, wero added
all those returns “'hic;lnclome cln.?s $10,000 to $15,000,
more would shift upw lgd.net Tcomes Of.$l4’255 or
$15,000 to $20,000 IJI ar dmto the clas-s. interval of
number of l‘etl;ms‘t,o };1 mi er to determine the.a('t-uﬂl
class, 8 cumulati e shifted from each net income
b ative frequency curve was drawn, from
which it was possible to read e
which would b to read off the number of returns
e sufficiently affected by tl e ¢
the average amount of deducti y the uddition ©
est for the class to mov uetions and tax-exempt inter-
¢ out of one income cluss into

another. Thusi !
e bu? in the example given above, it was possi-
ns LR 1
since thess items had nl:ou;mm:d“:lt :::lu[\:nhlp loas wore not Included In this total,
income dats used in the study, oIl gross income ns reported fu the snupls
T With the exceptlon, of coursa, o
4 , of the rety
to be included in elther the lamily or the 'l‘::;lrl:dol.:::\m?::l;m:u' which were not
ntes,
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ble to read off the number of returns falling between
$14,255 and $15,000, and to shift that number to the next
hf'glu_zr income class. In this manner, & new frequency
dmtr::bution was obtained, in which the income classi-
ﬁt:'atmn corresponded closely—although not exactly
with the definition of income used in the studv.®
Thfa addition of deductions and t:nx-exempti;lterest at
each income level caused, of course, an increase in the
aggregate Income and necessitated an adjustment of
the aggregate income distribution to correspond with
the adjustment of the distribution of returns. This
involved adding, at each income interval, the additional
dggregate income from deductions and tax-exempt
Interest accruing to those returns remaining in the
class® plus the aggregnte net income and the income
from deductions and tax-exempt interest of those re-
tumns shifted into the cluss,”® minus the aggregate net
income of those shifted out of the class.

Combining Incomes of Husbands
and Wives Making Separate Refurns

After the adjustments for deductions and tax-exempt
interest had been completed for each group of returns,
the income distribution for husbands making separate
returns (including the community property returns of
husbands) was combined with the distribution for wives
making separate returns (including the community
property returns of wives). This combination was
made in accordance with the general assumption that
at the high income levels husbands and wives making
separate returns would endeavor to divide the family
income as evenly as possible in order to avoid the
surtax charges.

Beginning at 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 same bracket, but since the
number of husbands reporting 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 fashion, every husband was paired with a wife, and

¥ It wasstill necessary to add the incomne of supplementary enrners over 18 wha were
not covered by the joiut Income tax returns or the returns of the heads of furily units,
nod nlso the imputad value of nonmeney income. Ses pp. 84-85 below,

# Calculated by multiplying tlio number of returns remaining in the class by the
averago amount of deductions and tax-oxempt Interest added to these returns.

19 Aggrogate net Income calculated by multiplying the number of returas shifting
by tho average amount of thelt incomoes—, o., the midpoint between the net income
flgure abova which the returns were shifted and the upper iimit of the Income class
from which they wore thoved. Thus, in ths example glven above, the midpoint be-
twoon $14,255 phd $15,000, ‘The resulting amount of aggregate income was subtracted
from income class $10,000-$15,000 and added to income class $15,000-$20,000. Income
from deductions and tox-oxempt interest caledlated by multiplying the number of
roturns shifting by tho average amount of deductions and tax-exempt interost that
wns addoed fo thefr returns.

11 Caleulated 1n tho 3ame way as the nggregato net income for those shifting into the
clnsy, Boo footnote 10above. Thus In the example given, the amount of ageregate
net incomo added et income jnterval $15,000-$20,000 was subtracted frotu income

loterval $10,000-%15,000.
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the husband-wife units were distributed by income level
according to the combined income of the two returns.'?
The number of husband-wife units with incomes above
$5,000 was 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 with 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 was 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 greater than
in 1935. This adjustment was made by relating the
differences in the aggregate gross income reported 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 estimated at
$62,441 million, representing & 13.6 percent rise over the
estimated amount paid out during 1935. An estimate
for 1935-36, based on monthly estimates for the last
6 months of 1935 and 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 dedue-
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 & total rise of 36.5 percent from 1935 to 1936.
It was assumed that the increase in aggregate 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 and 1936 was 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

11 The busband’s income was assumed to equal the average income of the income
class to which he belonged and the wife's income, innost cases, to equal the average
income of the Income class to which she belonged. The sum of the two determined

the income cinss of the new family unit,
¥ Beo Nathan, Robert R., and Cone, Frederick M., AMonthly Income Payments in

the U'nited Stales, 1929-87, Survey ol Current Busiress, February 1438,
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necessary to divide it among the various groups of
returns on some proportionate basis. The percentage
distribution of aggregate gross income among the vari-
ous groups of returns in 1935 was used as the basis for
this division.!

The portion of the increased amount of gross income
accruing to those types of returns which had been
combined into family units was 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 aggregate
income for 1935-36. It was assumed that the average
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 was deter-
mined by dividing the 1935-36 aggregate income at
each income interval by the average income within that
interval shown by the 1935 family distribution.

Adjustment for Nonreporting

Having obtained an estimated 1935-36 income
distribution for those families that would have filed
Federal income tax returns of $5,000 or more gross
income, it was necessary to increase the number of
family units 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 those of State and municipal officials—whose
salaries are not subject to Federal income taxation.
The adjustment for nonreporting was based on arbi-
trary assumptions concerning the probable percentage
Increase in 1ncome tax returns if all families with in-
comes of $3.000 and over had actually filed income tax
returns for the year 1935-36. :

1t was assumed that nonreporting was most prevalent
in the income classes $5,000 to $10,000 and tended to
be negligible at income levels above $20,000. Specif-
ically, it was decided that the number of families with
incomes between $5000 and $10,000 should be in-
creased by 25 percent; that the number with incomes
between $10,000 and $15,000 should be incr
percent; and the number between $15,000 and %20 000
increased by 5 percent.* The 1935-3¢ distribu;,ion
was corrected for nonreporting by inereasing the num-
ber of faumilies and the aggregate income at these
income levels in accordance with the above assumptions.

eased by 15

1 Available Income tux dnla for 1936 were not classifled by type of ret
was hacessaty elther Lo accept the 1415 percentage relationships umal:,;n;:,:lhm ",
returns and among {Deome clusses as representative of 13538, or 1o atiempt ::r:
artAtrary correction of the data. Comparisons of the 1as a0d 1023 relutlonshy u°
mude on the tmils of net Income data for ali types of reLurns combined, {ndj : i
that pereentage relstionships were 8o little changed betweoen I1y3s and 1'086 “'n e]t
would nat be worth while to atternpt any edjustment for 193520, ke
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Adjustment for Under-
statement of Income

A further adjustment was made in the 1933-36
family distribution to allow for the understatement of
certain types of income by familics actually filing
retumns. Understatement was considered most likely
to occur in the reporting of income from the following
sources: (1) Business profits; (2) partnership profits;
(3)rents and royalties; and (1) “otherincome” (including
income from all sources not specifically reported).
Like nonreporting, understatement was assumed to
vary by income level and to be preportionately greater
at the lower income levels.  Specifically, it was decided
that the agpregate income of fumilies with incomes be-
tween $5,000 and $10.000 should be inereased by 153
percent, that of fumilies between $10,000 and $20,000
by 15 percent, that of fumilies between $20,000 and
$25,000 by 10 percent, and thut of familics between
§25,000 and £50.,000 by 5 percent.® Theso assump-
tions resulted in an overall estimate of understatement
equal to 10 percent of the aggregnte income of families
with incomes of $5,000 and over after the correction for
nonreporting had been made.

The total amount of income to be udded at each in-
come level of the fumily distribution to correct for the
understatement of income wus caleulated by applving
the appropriate percentages to the agpregule income
figures shown by the 1933-36 distribution after the
correction for nonreporting had been completed. '

) The aggregate amount of income to be added at cach
Income level to allow for understatement was then
divided by the number of fumily units in order to deter-
mine the average amount to be ndded to the incomes of
families at that level. Addition of such an average
amount of income at each levol resulted, of course, in a
shifting of some fumilies from each income interval to
the next higher interval, This shift and the corre-
sponding shift in sgpregate income were accomplished by
the same methods described above for ndding deductions
and tux-exempt interest to the net income distributions.”

Addition of Income of
Supplementary Eamers

In combining the data for various types of income
taX returns to obtain a distribution of the incomes re-
ceived by fumnily units, no necount was then taken of the
income received by those members of economic families,
other than wives, whose incomes were not covered by

" Thess percentngns

» Of ooitrse, are raventinlly arbitrury but wore arrived ot siter
on -
w;‘:::jlerlnu the teutntive wetimaton ndvanced hy soverul authorltios who ware cof

"
that I“::]:;‘;'m”"“’ “f the ndjustmenta for nonreporting wiul for understatoment Implies
o0 tuldad ko the distribution to allow for neneeporting would have under-

stated) thelr
tax relur::, Incuttion o the saime extent & difl the familios thut nctanlly Rlod incoit

" Kea pp. 4243,
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the joint family return or by the return of the head of
the family. Some of these family members, of course.
had individual incomes exceeding the allowable per-

sonal exemption and filed separate income tax returns, -

but it was not possible to utilize these returns in
adjusting the income distribution for families, since no
basts was available for separating such returns from
those filed by individuals maintaining independent
economic status.!™ The majority of family members
with “supplementary’’ incomes, however, had incomes
too small to require the filing of tax returns.

Inasmuch as the Study of Consumer Purchases was
the only available source of information concerning the

relative importance of such incomes at different income
levels, this particular adjustment of the income tax
data was postponed until the data had been made to
correspond, as closely as possible, with the sample in-
come data collected from the families interviewed in
that study. Even so, the information available from
the income schedules collected in the Study of Con-
sumer Purchases related only to the supplementary in-
come from earnings, and hence offered no adequate
busis for estimnting the total amount of income re-
ceived by supplementary income recipients. For this
reason, and also because the available data tended, as
explained below, toward an overestimate of the average
number of supplementary earners at the various income
levels, it was decided to make no specific adjustment for
supplementary income other than earnings.

Available tabulations of the data from the Study of
Consumer Purchases showed for families at each income
level, in each sample community, the number of sup-
plementary enrners of four different types—husbands,
wives, others 16 years and over, and others under 16
vears—and the average earnings of each type. Since
the earnings of husbands, wives, and dependent chil-
dren under 18 are, according to the reporting require-
ments of the income-tax law, included as part of the
family income, either in a joint family return, in sepa-
rate returns of hushand and wife, or in a single return
by the head of the family, it was presumably only the
supplementary earnings of part of those in the i_;hird
eroup—those 18 years and over—that were omitted
from the 1935-36 family distribution built up on the
hasis of income tax data.

However, the data from the Study of Consumer
Purchases were not available in a form to permit the
exclusion from the group of those supplementary earners
hetween 16 and 18 yoars, so that the adjustment was
made on the basis of the data for the entire group of
supplementary earners (other than husbands. and wives)
over 16. The upward bins introduced by this procedure
was, as observed earlior in the discussion, at least par-

s Pho utillzmtion of theso Individun! returns In ndjusting the Income distribution
for singla individunls is explained below,
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tially 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-
mentary earners of 16 years and over for familiesin each
income class up to $10,000 and over, and the average
earnings per supplementary earner in each class.!8

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
average amounts to be added at income classes above
$10,000 were obtained by plotting the data for the
classes 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 dedue-
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
value of these nonmoney items in the national expendi-
ture patterns built up from consumption data collected
in the Study of Consumer Purchases.”

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 familtes whose
incomes were sufficiently increased by the added income
to cause them to move into a higher income class.

Final Adjustment of National
Distribution for Families

The series of adjustments of the income tax data
resulted finally in a distribution of family units and of

' Data for the eight cities were averaged, each city being given equal welght.

1? Seo pp. 82-83.
1 These patterns have been prepared by tho Natlonal Resources Committee in o

study of consumer exponditures and savings in 1835-36.
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aggregate income for income levels above $7,500 which
was on a comparable basis with the estimated national
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 income
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 component
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 wasobviously 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 aggregute
income belonging to members of family units, This
was done by applying to the data for each region the
percentuges that were calculated from the nationgl
" Thesa proportions were obtalned by enlculating 8 percentage distributlon, by
incomae ievel. for the total number of familles helow the §7,600 level. Thesg percent.-
ages were appliad Lo the total number of familes Lo be subtracted from the distribn-

W below §7.065) [n order Lo obtaln the number of familiea Lo be subtracted from the
. various looois intervals,
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data, showing at each income level the proportions of
total individual returns and total aggregate netincomein
the United States reported by members of family units.®

The resulting regional distributions of the returns
and of aggregate net income were now comparable
to the combined national data for the various types
of family returns before any adjustments had been made
in those data.

The unadjusted national data for these types of
returns were compared with the data in the final
family distribution for 1935-36, and calculations made
of the percentage increase in the number of returns
and in the aggregate income at each income level that
had resulted from the series of adjustments.

In the absence of any evidence as to how these per-
centage increases might have varied among regions if
the adjustments had been earried out independently,
it was assumed that the duta from the various regions
were equally affected by the adjustments. Accordingly
the number of returns and the agpregate net income
in the unadjusted regional distributions were increased
at each income level by the same percentage amounts
shown by the national data, to eflect an over-ull correc-
tion of the income tax data for each region.

The resulting regional family distributions for in-
come levels above $7,500 were used to adjust the esti-
mated income distributions that had been derived
from the sample income data from the Study of Con-
sumer Purchases. These final adjustments of the
regional distributions were made in the same wuy as
the final adjustment of the national distribution.?

Adjustments of Distributions for Other
Component Groups of Families

Available tabulutions of the Federal income tax
data- do not clussify number of returns or aggregate
net income by such factors as type of community,
family size, color-nativity, and occupational grouping.
Accordingly, it was necessury to adopt some arbitrary
method of distributing among the component groups
of families the increased number of fumilies and aggre-
gate amount of income that had been added to the
national and to the regional distributions to allow for
underrepresentation of high income families in the
sample data,

The general basis accepted for allocating these
families was the relutive number of families in income
classes $7,500-$10,000, and $10,000 and over, shown
by the uncorrected income distributions for the com-
ponent groups in each type of clussification.® Thus,
the total number of families added at income clnss

$7,500-810,000 would be distributed among the four

" Hea p, 8).
1 Fea abwve,
¥ The incoms elnax

$10,000 and . o income
clussen above §10,00, 4 aver Inctuded the fumilies In nll of I
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family-size groups according to the proportionate
numbers of families of each group in that income class
shown by the family-size distributions built up from
the sample data.

The implied assumption underlying this general
procedure was that the sample data from the Study of
Consumer Purchases represented correctly the propor-
'tions of families of ench component group in the high
mcome classes although they underrepresented the
t?tal number of high income families.® This assump-
tion probably introduced a degree of error into the
final distributions, for if the very high income families
had been properly represented in the sample the pro-
portions shown in the component groups in income
class $10,000 and over would probabiy have been some-
what sltered. However, 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,
that the ratio of clerical families to independent busi-
ness families 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
varintions was made in estimating the average and
aggregate 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 mncome-tax
data.

The adjustment, carried through separately for the
estimated distributions of single men and of single
women, was made for income classes over $3,000 on

1 The samplo datn obinined from the Study of Consutner Purchases in luded data
for 052 famillos whh Incomes betwoen $7,500 nnd $10,000, and 924 families with in-

comes of $10,000 and over.
1 Yor discussion of thls polnt, see pp. 88-60.
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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.”

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 individuals as defined by
this study. But it was assumed that the majority of
those with net incomes of $3,000 and over would not be
pooling their incomes in & common family fund, even
though they shared a household with others. Accord-
ingly, no reduction was made in the number of returns
above $3,000 to allow for the few individuals 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:
(1) 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 read off from this
curve for income classes above $3,000 was then spliced
to the distribution for income classes below $3,000—
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
same 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.

17 The {ncomo tax dats for returns with net incomes below $5,000 are estimated by
the Buresau of Internal Revenueand hence are somewhat less reliable than the data
above $5.000. Nevertheless, it seemed desiruble, in view of the limitations ofearn-
ings data as & basis for estimating tho income distributions of single men and singie
women, to usé the incoms tax data for het incomes of $3,000 and over asa check against
the distributions based on earnings data.

1 For explanation of this adjustment, see discussion on D. 86,



SECTION 8. ESTIMATES OF AGGREGATE AND AVERAGE
INCOMES -

Estimates of the aggregate income of each group of
families 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-nativity 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 2ll 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 thisincome 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

1 The procedure’use’d was to arkd (algebralally) to the midpoint o correction given
by the formula 4 2{; £ where [=frequency in class for which mean is being esti-
mated; f*=frequency of class immediately shove; f' = trequency of class Immediately
telow, and e=clias Interval of cluss for which avernge is being computed. The for-
mula was slightly different for the lowest income interval and for those income clusses
where the width of the cluss interval was changed. The formula gives the correction
which would be required on the sssumption that the distribution of frequencies
within a ¢clae Interval s neeurately represented by astralght line passing through the
jwint determined by centering the frequencles at the midpolnt and parallel to a Jine
joining similar points for the lnmedintely preceding and follow Ing claas intervals,
T'he validity of the formuln was checked by using it, in several cuses, to compute
averages for class Intervals for which the correct uversges were availuble from the
Riydy of Consumer Porchases, The two figures agreed well In practically all

jnstances, .
1 Fexr method of obtaining thee ageregates from the Ineome-tax data, see ace. 7.

A8

Study with the necessary detail for each occupational
and for each family-size group. For these groups,
therefore, the average income at each income interval
was determined by correcting the midpoint of the
interval on the basis of the relative magnitudes of the
frequencies in that interval and in the income intervals
immediately above and below it.! The average in-
come was thus assumed to be higher than the midpoint
in those income intervals where the income curve was
rising, and lower than the midpoint where the curve
was falling. The aggregates for relief families and for
all single individuals were also obtained by this method.
The aggregate incomes of families with incomes of
$7,500 and over were in every cnse derived from the
adjusted income tax data, rather than from the Con-
sumer Purchases sample data.? The aggregate in-
comes received by families in each region with incomgs
of $7,500 or more, and by all families in the United
States in these income classes, were obtuined directly
from the adjusted income tax datn, as was the aggregate
for single individuals with incomes above $5,000.
. The aggregate incomies of fumilies in each region with
incomes between $7,500 and $10,000 and with incomes
above $10,000 were divided, respectively, by the numbers
of families in the region receiving these incomes, in
order to obtain the avernge income in each interval.
The regional average at the income interval $7,500 to
$10,000 was assumed to prevail for families living in
ench type of community. An adjustment was made,
however, in the division of the aggregate income among
f'ar.nilie:? receiving $10,000 or more, so that families
living in middle-sized cities, in small cities, in rural
nonf:}rm communities, and on farms, were assigned pro-
gressively smaller proportions of the aggregate incomeo
of .the region than their relative numbers indiented.
This adjustment was made on the assumption that
the avernge income of families receiving over $10,000
was higher in metropolises and large cities than in
middle-sized and small cities, and higher in middle-
mzed- .and small cities than in rural nonfarm com-
rnurp_tws and farms, beeause the number of very wealthy
families tends to increase with increasing urbanization.
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A similar adjustment was made in estimating the
aggregate 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 clasd 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 ofs 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 & 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.

+ Dye to the differences in method explained above, the aggregate income of all
nonreliel families in the United States, obtained by using the dats on average income
by income level from the Study of Consumer Purchases, did not agreeexactly with the
agrregate for the same group of families obtained by summing the estimated aggre-
gates for nonrelief families in each of the eight occupational groups, or in each of the
four fnmily-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 occt-
pational groups and in all family-size groups corresponded, as they should, with the
aggregate for the same group of families classified by region and type of community.



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
indicated 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 expenditures.

- Component Groups of the
Institutional Population

The classification of the twe million institutional
residents by type of institutional group was described
briefly in Part II of the report! Residents of institu-
tions “proper”, whose incomes are to a large 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, ete.

2. Physical defectives living in tuberculosis hospitals and
sanitaria, schools for the deaf and blind, crippled children’s
hospitals, ete.

3. Prisoners and adult delinquents confined to jails, peniten-
tiaries, workhouses, and reformatories for men and women,

4. Dependent and delinquent children living in orphan
asylums and reformatories 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,
railroad, eanal, and construction camps of various types,

3. Enlisted men in the Army and Navy stationed within the
continental United States,

4, Members of erews on vessels,

Persons belonging to such groups receive subsistence

1 Bee p. 32 and table 18,

1 Ferwons Hving in monasteries, convents and similar religioua institutions might
properis constitute a small additional ingtitutional proup, but since they ere grouped
by the census with members of other small quasi-lamily groups, most of whom aras
unsttsched persons, Lhey have been included in the estimates for single individusls,
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in partial payment for their services, but they also
receive money wages which they may spend as they
choose.

Sample Data on Per Capita Incomes

No statistical information was availuble concerning
the personal incomes of the members of these various
types of institutional groups, so that it was necessary
to estimate their incomes on the basis of a hieterogeneous
body of data on institutional expenditures obtained
from varnous Federal and State reports.

Estimates of the per cupita incomes received by
members of the five types of institutions proper were
based on per capita subsistence costs in State institu-
tions, in seventeen States for which reusonably detailed
and complete expenditure data were avuiluble. State
institutions were accepted as typical units for analysis
largely because of the availuble statistical information.
Although it was recognized that per capita expenditures
for subsistence might vary widcly according to the
source of support—i. e., private, Federal, State, or
local funds—adequate statistical data were found for
State institutions only. It appeared, from such
fragmentary information us was availuble on other
institutions, that per capita expenditures in State in-
stitutions tend to be somewhat lower than those in
private and Federal institutions, and somewhat higher
than those in municipul and county institutions. This
circumstance, together with the fuct that the bulk of
the institutional population is cared for in State in-
stitutions, seemed to justify the acceptance of State
data as fairly representative of all institutions regardless
of the source of finuncinl support.

The following official reports, from the seventeen
Stnteg. selected to represent the five geographic regions
used in this study, were consulted for data on the per
capita subsistence costs for residents of institutions:

1. Connecticut;

(@) Report of the Department of Public Welfare, 1930,
() Report of the Public Welfare Council.
{¢) Budget Report, 1037,

2. Massachusetts: {a) Budget Recommendations, 1936.

3. lowa: (1) Reportof the Stute Board of Caontrol, 1934-30.

4. Michigan: (a) State Budget, 1030-37.
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6. Minnesota: (a) 18th Biennial Report, Staie Board of Con-
trol, Juue 30, 1936.
6. New York:
(a} Financial Report of the Comptroller, 1936.
{b) The Executive Budget, vol. I, 1937-38,
(¢) 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.
8. District of Columbia: (@) 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.
11. 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.
() Report of the Board of Charities and Corrections,
1934.
16. Wyoming: {¢) 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. Expenditures for personal subsistence, consisting
of food, clothing, housing, houschold operation, equip-
ment and 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.

3 The reports on institutlenal expenditures varied greatly with respect to the
manner ond detail in which expenditures wore classified. The heterogeneity of the
data Inevitably influsnced the ltems included nnd those excluded from expenditures
for personnl subsistence. In goneral, food included money espenditures for food
and the imputed valus of food produced by the {nstitution. Clothing included only
maoney expenditures for clothing materinl and supplles, with no imputed value for
sowing nnd talloring dono by institutional residents. Housing included money
outluy for rent, repuir of bulldings, ordinary repuirs and replucements, insurance
and fire protoction. Noattempt was madeto Imputen rental value for the occupancy
of tho owned Lnstitutionsl homo, since there appesred no rensonable basis for such an
estimnte. 1lousehold opemtion, equipment ond supplies is an inolusive category
coveringall exponsed for fusl, light and water, furnishings, clenning supplies, laundry,
household squipment, and siniilar items.  Modical supplies and equipment includead
{n the personnl subsistonce calegory nre limlted to money outlhys for hospital, medlcal
nnd dental supplies and equipmont.

« Kxpenses for such jtems as the salaries and wages for doctors, nurses and other
attendants are included (n group expenditures on the assumption that most of the
modien] care received by lostitutional residonts was eomparable—in its socia] erlgin
and support although not in amount—to that gvallable to families and single indle
viduals through public clinics and health authorities. The same point of view lod
to the exolusion from parscnal subsistonce costs of a!l admintstrative overhoad, in-

cluding exponses for education and recreation,
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The expenditures for personal subsistence have been
considered synonymous with ths aggregate personal
incomes of the institutional residents. Regional per
capita incomes for the sample institutions of each type
were calculated 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 and
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.°
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, 1936.7 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, and
of the latter group to those of enlisted men at Army and
Navy posts.

The acceptance of per capita subsistence costs as a
measure of the personal incomes received by residents
of institutions probably results in some underestima-
tion, inasmuch s 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 actually devoted to the personal use of the
individuals, because part of the money income from
salaries would undoubtedly go to the support of thet
families, To the extent that these amounts were not
deducted from the incomes received by members of the

t Supervisory and administrutive pesonnal were excluded from these population
welghts, because they were presumably included in the total number of families and
singloindividuals in tho region.

s 11oarings belore the Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, House of
Ropresentatives,

T Appendix (1, p.CL,



92

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 i1t from the estimates for these
quasi-institutional groups.®

Population Weights

The population weights to be applied against 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.°

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. 8. Buresu of the Census.

3. Children under Institutional Care and in Foster Homes,
1933, U. 8. Bureau of the Census (p. 5).

4. Juvenile Delinquents in Public Institutions, 1933, U. 8.
Bureau of the Census (p. 3).

5. Care of Dependent and Neglected Children, 1932—Gilenn
Steele, U. 8. Children’s Bureau.

8. County and City Jails, 1933, U. S. Bureau of the Census
(p- 2).

7. Prisoners in State and Federal Pricons and Reformatories,
1934 and 1935, U. 8. Bureau of the Census (p. 3).

8. Care of Aged Persons in the United States, 1929, U, 8.
Buresu of Labor Btatistics, Bulletin 489, Oct. 1929,

9. Number of Aged in Public and Private Institutions, 1930,
Monthly Labor Review, Vol. 34, pp. 253-261.
- 10, Various Btate welfare and budget reports listed above.1?

* It is a debatable question whether or not such duplication should be avolded In
the pational estimates. In one sense, the transters of income Lo famflies are transfers
from one consuming unit o another and hence are comparabls to gifts for current
consumption, which appear twice in the family jucome estimates based on the data
from the Btudy of Consumer Purchases—i. e., they are not deducted from the Incomes
of the families that made the ifts yet they appear in the incomes of fanilies that
received them.

¥ Ses footnote 4, p. 71.

¥ Eet pp. 9O-9i.

National Resources Committes

Information on the number of enlisted men &t Army
posts within each geographic region as of January 1936
was available from the hearings on the military estab-
lishment appropriation bills for 1937 and 1938. The
hearings on the Navy appropriation bills for 1937 and
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 labor camps and in crews
on vessels were available only from the 1930 Cen-
sus. Estimates for January 1936 were made by as-
suming a proportionate increase in their numbers
corresponding to the increase that has occurred in the
general population over the saume period of time, and
a regional distribution similar to that shown by the
1930 Census.

The final population weights for each type of insti-
tutional group within each region are shown in table
35B.

Aggregate and Average Incomes

No attempt was made to obtain a percentage distri-
bution of the institutional population by income level,
although it would have been possible to do so by deter-
mining the average per capita personal income for each
institutional unit in the sample and distributing the
residents of the individual units according to per capita
income level, just as the fumilies in the sample data
from the Study of Consumer Purchases were distributed
by income level. A percentage distribution by per
capita income level could then have been calculated for
each type of institutional group, and for the total in-
stitutional population. However, such distributions
would have been of little or no value in themselves, and
could not logically have been combined with the family
distribution inasmuch as the latter was not on a per
capita basis,

Estimates of the aggregate personal incomes of the
{nembers of the two quasi-institutional groups, shown
in table 16, were obtained by multiplying the sample
per capita income figure for each group by the popula-
tion weight for that group in the total United States.
For the five types of institutions proper, regional esti-
mates were first obtained for each group. These
reglo_nnl estimates were then combined, by type, to
obtau.1 the national aggregates for each type and for the
.totnl institutional population. The average per capita
Incomes were calculated by dividing the national aggre-
gates by the number of individuals in the respective
groups and in the total institutional population.



APPENDIX B

STATISTICAL TABLES FOR REFERENCE USE

grouped under 4 general headings, which are largely
self-explanatory.

In the first group, Tables Used as Basis for Charts in
Parts I and 11, are included seven tables containing the
basic data for charts 3, 4, 5, 6,7, 8,9, 11, and 12. The
basic data for other charts in the report have been
presented in text tables.

The second group of tables, Frequency Distributions
Corresponding to Percentage Distribution Tables in
Part 11, present the frequency distributions from which
were calculated the percentage 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 relizble as those presented

TIIE 35 tables presented in this section have been

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 occupationsal
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

Pago

1. Tables used as basis for charts in Parts I
and IT:

Table 1B. Share of aggregate income re-
ceived by each tenth of Na-
tion’s consumer units and by
upper 5 percent, 1935-36

{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 ). coo.. 95

Teble 3B. Families and single individuals
in each third of Nation, by
type of consumer unit, 193536
(basis for chart 6)_.._..____. 95

Table 4B. Nonrelief families in three income
groups, by type of com-
munity and by occupational
group, 1935-36 (basis for
charts 7 and 8)______..____. 96

Table 5B. Average incomes per consumer
unit and per capita for each
type of consumer unit, 1935-36
(basis for chart 9)_____._____ 06

Table 6B. Share of aggregate family income
received by each tenth of Na-
tion’s families, 1935-36 (basis
for chart 11) . o oo __ 96

Table 7B. Proportion of Nation’s families
receiving each tenth of aggre-
gate family income, 1935-36
(basis for chart 12)_______.. 96
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II. Frequency distributions corresponding to
percentage distribution tables in Part IT:
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 10B. Frequency distributions of non-
relief families in seven occu-

pational groups, by income

level, 1935-36 (basis for

table 10)__________________

Table 11B. Frequency distributions of
wage-earning families (non-

relief) in five types of com-

munity, by income level,

1935-36 (basis for table 12)_

I11. 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 Ilevel,

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,
Table 16B. Percentage distributions of non-
relief families in small cities
(2,500 to 25,000 population)
in five geographic regions, by
income level, 1935-36_______
Table 17B. Percentage distributions of rural
nonfarm families (nonrelief)
in five geographic regions, by
income level, 1935-36

Page
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97

97

97

98

98
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98

99

29

Iv.

Table 18B. Percentage distributions of farm
families (nonrelief) in five geo-
graphic regions, by income
level, 1935-36._ . _.______

Table 19B. Percentage distributions of
wage-carning families (non-
relief) in five geographic re-
gions, by income level, 1935-

Table 20B. Percentagedistributionsof white
and Negro farm and rural
nonfarm families (nonrelief)
in the South, by income level,
1935-36. .. .L._.

Table 21B. Percentage distributions  of
white and Negro families
(nonrelief) in three sizes of
cities in the South, by income
level, 1935-36._________._..

Table 22B. Percentage distributions of
white and Negro families
{nonrelief} in North Central
metropolises and large cities,
by income level, 1935-36____

Table 23B. Percentage distributions  of
single men and single women,
by income level, 1935-36____

Population weights:

Table 24B. Number of nonrelief families in
six types of community with-
in five geographic regions,
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TaBLE 2B.—Proporlion of Natien's consumer unils receiving

each tenth of aggregale income, 1935-36

{Pasis for chart 5]

Agzregate income Families and single individuals
Propertion of famibes
- Ineutne ranize Amount | Pereent | Cumula- N i ,
an-Lingle Individusls ! (in in each tive Praport ‘i""‘m:’r;;“'“mk“‘e Income range Percent | Cumuta-
millions} group | percent Number | ineach tive
group percent
Hichest 1| peroent .. 4, 100 ancd nver &5, 178 13.8
Mighest 2 I GO Lwmiand over. 10, YO 1.3 _-!
Thhest 3 peraent. .. $tiLand over. PRy 217 Highest tenth____._.._... $14,600 and over_______ 197, 000 0.5 100.0
Hirhost 4 urevnt. . L1~ ate] over. 14,518 2'-_5 Ninth tenth, . S1,900-§14.600__ 750, 000 1.9 99.5
Ighest S jereent. ... .. l_}l.w(ln:u! over. 16, 118 2. Eighth '“"'hﬁ'" . g;_lm_iq_goo e é:glg' 000 41 7.6
Higt . - Tover .. NS 38 2 100. 0 Seventh tenth__ 2,475-81,100. 49, 000 5.7 3.5
Ninch toon Lo S Somg | s 6.8 Sizth tenth. ... $1.950-42.375. 2 801, 000 -1 5.8
Fighthtenth, .00 €50-$1.025 085 L5 49.3 Fifthtenth.____.________ $1.610-81,950. 2, 433, 000 8.7 80.7
Seventh tenth, $1 81 510 5 511 9.3 .8 Fourthtenth___.______.. $1,320~§1,610. 3, 985, 000 10.1 2.0
Siath temth oo s1ms T 75 25 Third tenth._______ $1.040-§1.320, 5, 130. 000 13.0 61.9
Filth tenth.~720" : tnmit-$1 050, ' 3011 6.6 2.0 Second tenth._____.____. £:60-$1,040. . 6, 350, 600 16.6 48.9
Fourth tenth. . $70- Ennth a5 &5 4.4 Lowest tenth............ Under $760.-.oavo .. 12,745, 000 32.3 32.3
Third tenth. .20 0 | 4545 &7 2,548 i3 89 :
Fecond tenth o $340- 851 L718 29 4.8 Total oo 30, 458, 000 L
Lowest tenth. . ..., - Under $340__ 1, 007 1.7 1.7
Total. .. __. e emeeamea 859, 250 100.0 [-cccannnnn

Tante 3B.—Families and single individuals in each third of Nation, by lype of consumer unil, 1935-36
) [Basis for chart 6

J Number of consumer units in— Percontage of consumer units in— Porcentage of group in—
T ! it Jl Lower thnd?ile H‘Tp&" Allf ALt
Tpe of consumer un third, vrd, n- y - Afid
All incorte third, 4 omes of | Incomes of | come | LOWer (Middle| Upper [ “C o [ Lower |Middle | Upper
i classes [::lmmeso 780 1o $1,450 and | ol third | third | third classes | third tgu'd
| under §780 [ ¢ 45g over
Not rece{ving rellef: 1 '
Sl"“}.‘}lgdh s .| bos00,262 | 1,714,138 | 2,176,205 1,618,916 | 13.9| 130| 165 123 1w00| 31| 305 2.4
Women. . il 3,063,201 | 1,500,220 , 02 532,055 7.8 =21 7.2 4.1] 1wo0.0]| 51.9] 30.7 17.4
Total oo - 8,572,463 | 3,304,364 | 3,106,225 | 25,87 | 217 251 23.7| 164 1000 355]| 384 25.1
Fmﬁ' ',‘:LSL; ____________________________ 0,068,850 | 2,017,505 | 2,274,480 | 2,376,850 [ 160 153| 13| 8.1 1000] 30.3| 31 356
B POrsONs..... . e 11,170,365 | 2,314,704 | 3,600,034 | 615657 ] 28.3| 17.6| 281 30.2] woo| 27| 3|1 46.2
50 persons. ... ...l 4, KO, 379 050,222 | 1,604,467 | 2,240,600 1 12.2 7.3( 122! 170} woo| 200] 334 6.4
¥ OF MOT® POPSONS. - oo oot 2, 29, 583 501, 835 750, 180 027, 518 57 4.3 5.9 70| w000 247| 344 40.9
N7 24,013,177 | 5,853,406 | 8,358,167 [ 10,701,604 | 631 | 44.5) 63.5| 8.3| 1000| 235| 335 43.0
Receiving somo reliof: !
AU oo e 1,485,572 | 1,383,313 102,280 | ... ag| 105 N3 100.0 | 93.1 6.9 [ceeee ..
Sngle VUGN, ..o sism080 | 2oin081 | 1,576,113 209,285 | 104 0.0 120 EE| w00 ssz2| s TTed
LS T U 5,072,052 [ 3,004,804 | 1,678,372 200,286 | 15.2) 30.4] 128 23| 100.0] 6&8.9| 281 5.0
All consumer units: ?
, ceieeo...| 10,058,035 | 4,687,677 | 3,218,484 | 2151874 25.5) 356 20.5| 16.4] 1000| 466 320 2.4
g“[:ﬂﬁlﬁlgdwmu_“.'iZIZfoZLIZIIZZIIZZIIZIL ___________ ég.mo. 257 | 8,465,087 | 6,034,240 [ 15,000,800 | 7486 o4 4| 755| s36| 000 288| 318 374
Total 30,458,202 | 13,152, 704 | 13,152, 764 | 13,132,764 [ 100.0] 100.0 | 100.0| 100.0} 1l00.0| 333| 333 334

1 Familles aroe classified ns recolving roliof If they received any direct or work relfe! (howover littlo) at an

time during year,

Many such familles were dependent on relief

S . . Ings from regular amployment and other non-
ho yesr only, and then may have boon only partintly dependent. ‘The incomes of the relief group therofore include earn!
ﬁgﬂ.’;f‘ lrrrl'c%rnlmm v:'ell llssdircct. rellsf, in {:u.sh und kind, and work-rolief earnings. For further expianation, seo p. 42.

1 Excludes institutionsal groups.

Boo table 16, . .
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TABLE 4B.— Nonrelief families in three income groups, by lype of communily and by occupational group,? 1935-36
|Basis for charts 7 and 8)

Percentage of community or
Number of familfes in— Percentage of fam|Hes In— occupational group ln—
Type of community and occupsational gronp Lower Middle Upper AN AN
Al income | , FFOUP group sroup . Lower | Middle, Upper || “0 I Lower [ Middle| Upper
groups | 'R | IOPOS | ofSiise |soups | Boup | Ervup | pup | TG group | eroup | kroup
§780 to $1,450 | and over
Metropolises: ?

1,&.000 populaticn and over... oo ... 2, 806, 916 297,372 762,362 | 1,747, 182 1.3 &1 9.1 16.3  100.0 10.6 n2 62.2
Large cities:

100,000 to 1,500,000 population. ... .oc.omomvnaoa. 4, 666, 708 710,553 | 1,401,892 | 2,554, 263 18.7 121 16.8 26| 100.0 15.2 01 .7
Middle-sized cities:

25,000 to 100,000 populstion.. . _a.eeooooo..ol. 2, 607, 589 403, 353 014, 581 | 1, 109, 625 10.4 8.4 10.9 L2 1000 18.9 31 40.0
Small cities:

2,500 to 25,000 population. 4,079, 741 870,128 [ 1,453,588 | 1,756,024 | 164 4.8] 17.4) w4l 00| 21.3]| 354 3.1
Rural nonfarm communities §__. 4, 585,605 | 1, 165, 48] 1, 7,568 | 1,772 016 18. 4 19.9 10.7 8.6 11 ] 254 RN N T
¥ 6,166,558 | 2,316,488 { %,178,176 | 1,871,894 4.8 39.6 2.1 3.8 100 0 37.4 L) .

TOLAL .« s e am oo e ma s 24,913,177 | 5,853,406 | 8,358,167 | 10,701,604 | 100.0 | 1000 | 100.0| 100.0{ 100.0 ns3 ns 430
Wage-eArning. ..o oeoeeenemenees .| 9.459.277 [ 230188 | 3,549,214 | 3.30820f 39| 93| 60| 30| 00| 203| 07| 150
Farmicg._. -] 6,166,558 | 2,316,488 | 2,178,178 1,671,504 248 | 39.6| o261 156 [ 1o T8 a3 %1
Clerieal . e -] 3,626,225 23, 14 1,006,106 | 2,275,425 t4. 5 4.9 12.8 213 100. 0 79 L. 'R | 627
Business. 3, 485, 261 448,363 834,84 | 2,202,054 14.0 7.7 100 2.4 ( 100.0 129 v 632
Professionat ... ... ...l 1,330,158 65, 503 217,625 | 1,046, 725 5.4 11 2.6 $.5| 109 49| 164 ™7
F T 845,698 | 436,250 | 2122021 1en:6! 24| T4| 25| s wuo| ste| 25, B3

L P 24,613,177 | 5,853,406 | 8,338,167 | 10,701,604 | 100.0{ 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | mo.ol ns| ms| 4o

! i !

! Excludes all families receiving any direct or work relief (howerver little) at any
1 Farmilies are classified according Lo occupation from which largest amount of fa

ther explanation, see pp. 25 and H.

time during year. For further explanation. see . 42.
mily earnings was derived, rather than according to cocupation of the principal earner.  For fur-

1 Metropolises of this size are in North Central Region only (New York, Chicago, Philadelphia, and Detroit).

+ Includes fatnilies living in communities with

population under 2,500, and families living in the open countrs but nnt on farms.

¥ Includes families with no income [rom earnings during the year, and village and city families with major earnings from farming.

TABLE 5B.—Arerage incomes per consumer unil and per capila
Jor each type of consumer unit, 1935-36

TaBLE GB.—-Sharrhof aggregate family {ncome received by each

tenth of Nation's families, 1935-36
{Basis for ¢ g | Basts far chart 11)
Apgregote Income
Consummer units Average income (mean) Proportion of tamilics Incomne range .(Al'r]l"!:lll?-t {;;,::.3: (1‘1::.'!':2.
Type of consnmer unit Homy__ —Kroup__perovnt
. Per con- Highest tenth. $2.00 andt over..._..._ [y
Number Percent suimer unit Per caplta N_lnlh tenth. _ 5:().1}-??:«%‘" “:‘ lIJl:('u -lull g Iﬁ- g
Eighth tenth .| $1.635-52.000. B 102 10.7 9.3
Beventh tenth_ .| $1,375-8 1,675, 4,577 9.6 3.6
Not recelving relief: 1 Sixth tenth. .. -- | $1,160-51,375, 3,024 7.6 .0
~Single individuals: Fifth tenth._. <o- | $0T0-81 160, . 3, 14 8.7 4
1 ) 5. 509, 262 39| s, $1.331 Fourth tenth o Sn-sR0. 2,527 53 .7
5 500, 202 3.9 1.3 L3l Third tenth_ 2| wato-gam” 7 1) n 9.4
b - . : Secand tenth. . .| $10-8510_ . 1, 20 48
8,572, 463 2.7 51, 280 1. 20 Lowest teath. . - ‘“d"""“’----------'-‘ s L9 19
Total__...........lo........... . L MLATY 000 |..._.... .
8, 688, 50 8.9 $1, 540 £ . , . )
11, 170, 308 g 1o e TaBLE 7B.—Proportion of Nation’s familira receiving each lenth
;,2;. ’;ég 1:; i(;gg ;g.; of aggregate family income, 1035-36
! - . [Basls for chart 12]
Total . _ ... ... 24,913,177 631 $1, 781 3463
Receiving some relief:1 Pr Families
Eingle individuals. .. ____. 1,485,572 3.8 Hw $o7 Dpom;?,’;’,:‘:;“mmm Income runge Perernt | Cumuls-
Families _..o.._....____. I 4 4sT. 00 1.4 40 195 Number | ineach | tive per-
Kroup cent
Totalooooicicaeeeeee 5072, 652 15,2 57 $182 g{:‘:ﬁ*{:(‘néh-.. o] S16,000 and over. .. 147, 0N 0.5 100.0
All consumer units ... 39, 458, 292 100.0 $1, 502 70 Eighth tonth " ?:f:?ﬁ:iﬁ?i%j?f:ff:”' 1. 300 000 i 0.5
Beventh tenth_ -| $252-ga500. T K Jon 000 5.8 3.4
] _ ) gnh tenth__ IOIE Xt Ny S 2,117,000 7.2 7.0
1 Families are classified ax reeeiving relief §f they reccived any direct or work relief ifhtenth S| SLTZ-g20T6. L | 2409, 000 8. 5 RO 4
fhawever little) uil any time during year, Many such families were dependent on Fourth tenth . 777777 $1.410-81725 . 0| a6 o0 10.6 7.9
relict for part of the yesr anly, and then may have heen only partlally dependent. Third tenth, S| SLI2s-81400. | 3 793 000 129 61.3
The inentnes of the relicl group therefore include earnings from regular employment Becond tenth_...__. (17 Swen-$ya2s T 4,469, 00 16,9 4.4
and other ponreliel tnosme as well as direct relief, in cash and kind, and work-relief Lowest tenth. . 4, 201, 000 as M. s
earnings. For further explanation, sce p. 42, Tota} . .
1 Fyeiudes (nstiluti groups. Seetablets. 00 e ZOWL........ . 20, 41}, 000 0.0 1. ....een..
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TabBLE 8B.—Frequency distributions of nonrelief families! of four
aizes, by income level, 193536
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TasLe 10B.—Frequency distributions of nonrelief families! in seven
occupalional groups,? by income level, 1936-36

[Basls for table 5| [Baasis for table 10]
Famllles of— Familfes [n—
Income level MH:”"
2 persons |34 persons | 5-6 persons 7 or more Busi Professional
persons Income level ) miess group group
— “Wg'g F;‘;’gi' Clerical
nder $250. ... ... 703, 705 341,075 235, 563 83, 255 43, 962 3 | ETOQP
$2:0-£00_ | ovewims | Timees|  as4sz|  3onTos| 180180 goup | Erotp Sala- | Inde- | ala- | ode
5004750 2RI 654 | RSS3TI | 1163131 | R0O67R | 299,473 ried (pendent| rled | PETU
$750-$1,000 Az a0 | wie 034 | 1409708 | se5 466 | 335055 ent
$1,000-$1,250.. 32662 | we0r | 1,473,390 | 609,354 | 291,402
g1 20,607 22040 17,710] 1,545 1
paone.......| goom| oyl Lanes | smou | aee nisgl seas mid S o
paelieioU ) won) vmml min) [rRmiRey die w i Sh
Eooofrae. | Lalm ] AL e el 1 10 1,543,175 793,250 426,481 56,371) 293,496| 67, 407| 17, 422
. . 1,199, 484| 601,571| 435,280 64,725 232 330| 86,
g&g% . l.g&(&g ﬁ;ﬁ gr-is.g_l_; ﬁ%ﬂé lg_}.g‘ls?l! 926, 302| 433, 500| 441,478 101,111 21%,301 g«i:gf igﬁé
S0 g i ©.381| 30,073 | 16542 o706 699,752 297,221| 399.B00| 103.375| 181, 611{104, 179| 16, 806
S e e I O s0.307 | 21657 prgr I $2.000- 450, 567| 188,236) 341,101] o9, 274| 149, 140] 68, 322 14, 415
HAO A0 240, b do.5 0. 84 g = $2,250-$2,500_ ... 301,608 152,309 256 873 86,085 104, 183| 77,077 17, 718
. $2.500-83.000. ... 368,421] 177,927 322217 130.848) 147, 450(105,
ot TRl WRE| SEul | min| e | DKesse.C 189,137 100,748 150,624 10 908 29,504 CEok s
$10,000 and over. ... 3, 791 54773 | 138,163 58,92 .80 $000-$4.500. . ... 35020 31303 50,373 40,004 2%693 2508.3?3 fif%
Alllevels,_...... 24 913,177 | 6, 668,850 | 11,170,365 | 4,804, 379 | 2,260, 583 +500-$5,000. ... ... 15,831 17,032 27,360 27,748 28,006 19,77 13,121
85,000 and over_._..|  18,250| 86,852 66,165 181,451| 185,010 84, 233|127, 007

1 Exeludes nll famlilies reeelving any direct ot waork relief (however little) at any
time dyring year. For further explanation, sce p- 42

TaBLE OB.—Frequency distributions of nonrelief families! in gix
lypes of communily, by income level, 1955--36

[Basis for table 8]
Famillles living in—
Rural com-
Urban communities munities
Income lovel All
familles | Metrop-| Large {Middlo-| oo
alises,? | eltles, sized l‘;rlj <
1,500,000 100,000 | cities, {00t | non-
popula- Lo 25,000 to 55,000 farm ? Farm
tion 1,500,000 | 100,000 'ula-
snd [ popule- | populs- [ PEPL
over tion tion
Tnder $250.___. 703, 765 47, 885 ™, 727 63, 543| 128, 003] 137,567 232,040
$250-8500. .. _.. 1, 950, 545 77,468 203, 43| 143, 238 120] 409, 306] 858, 963
$500-$750 ... 2, RIH, 054 144, 735] ML, 471 240, 144 419,613 543, 39111, 108, 400
$350-81,000. .| 3,337,160 230,333 400, 445 354, 008( 565, 440 450, 78011, 027, 044

$1,000-81,250. . .| 3, 277,862 307,041] 575,727 361,277 890:027 644, 5407 793, 250

$1.250-$1,500. . .| 2,680, 634| 308, 117| 496,022] 302,523 451,406 529,905 601, 571
$1.500-81,750_ ._| 2,255, 354| 302, 108 406, 650] 251,767) 384,661) 416,402 433, 590
$1.750-82.000. .| 1,520, 635| 272,017 422211 222,108/ 310, 1160 206,259 207,221
$2.000-$2,250___| 1,301, 403| 221, 113| 321,733] 158,781] 28,773 233, 157 188, 336
$2,250-$2,500_ __| 1,006, 568] 104,053) 255,208; 117,310( 102, 249 155, 430 152, 308

$2,500-43,000___| 1,304, 010] 238, 001| 332,087 140,029 214,524 201,352] 177,027
126, 685 104, 462] 100, 745

$3.000-§3.500_ __} 743,550 133,346 108,578 81,743

€4.500-54.000___] 438,428 80,336| 125826 43,770 68, 164] 60, 446| 59,883
€4 000-84.500___F 240,048 47,105 73,101 26,254 34,821] 37,2621 3L 395
$4,500-85000_ [ 152647 26,377 44,241 17,141 22,088 235,858 17,082
$5,000-87,500__.| 322,050 60,318 83,130 34,714 43,132 61,0437 39,715
$7.500-$10,000_ .| 187,060( 44,251 40,570 16,788| &, o14] 20,564 24,74

$10,000 and
283,701 02,224 79,6268 26,543 23,6831 38,812 22,903

All lavels. ... |24, 913, 1772, 806, 910/4, 660, 7082, 607, 580/4, O7D, 741:4, 585, 605/0, 108, 558

! Excludes all families receiving any direct or work relief (howover little) at any timo

during year. For further oxplanation, sce p. 42
1 Mits:r'o lises of this slre aro in North anlml Region only (Now York, Chicago,

Philadelphin, and Detroit).
J luclu?ins familles llving In communities with population under 2,500, and {amilies
Iving in the opoen country but not on (arms.

Alllevels____| 9, 459, 2776, 168, 55813, 626, 225|1, 112, 8142, 372, 647989, 225340, 933

1 Excludes all familles receiving any direct or work relisf (however 1i ;
time during year. For further explanation, see p. 42. o little) at any

’ Families are classified according to eccupation from which largest amount of amily
earnings was derived, rather than according to occupation of the principal earner.
For further axplanation, see pp. 25 and 44.

3 Includes families living on fartos in rural areas only.

TasLe 11B.—Frequency distribulions of wage-earning familiest
(nonrelief)? in five types of communily, by income level, 1935-36

[Basis for table 12]
Familfes living in—
Middle-
Metro Largoe : 8
Incomelevel | Allfami | TLEoRe Ry | sized ci':}g!

lies cities, Rural
1,500,000 | 100.000 to 25,000 to 2,500 to

popula- | 1,500,000 25,000 com-
tion and | popula- lm'gfﬂ popula- tounities
over tion p'; - tion
on
280, 697 14, 081 39, 976 34,008 87,212 105, 330
712,252 41,067 | 117,936 88,203 | 164,272 300, 684
1,133, 992 85,37 218, 618 175, 457 285, H3 369, 497
1, 533, 853 158, 764 317, 855 250,960 | 385,370 422, 904
1, 543,175 103,737 | 332,963 | 242,646 | 396,922 376, 907
1,199, 484 196,992 | 276,468 | 183, 535 277,640 264, 840

926,302 [ 171,799 | 236,185 | 141,348 | 210,821 166, 668
609, 752 163, 700 20, 137
450, 567 96, 028 107, 168 51, 509

301, 608 71,24 86, 380 43, 576 7, 960 25,478
368,421 | 104,913 | 109, 002 42, 818 81, 784 20, 94

159, 137 47, 758 47, 508 17, 050 38,273 8, 548
79,918 24, 847 25, 158 7,877 19, 485 3, 241
35, 029 10, 542 10, 923 3,573 6, 780 3,21
15, 831 4,979 4, 240 3 2,72 1,255

19, 259 7,393 5, 760 2,472 3,634 ...
0, 459, 277 |1, 368, 441 |2, 155, 143 (1, 400, 575 |2, 305, 505 |2, 220, 313

1t Families are classified according to oocucf-atlon from which ] t amount of fam~
ily earnings was derlved, rather than according to occupation of the principal earner.

For turther explanation, seo pp. 25 and 44.
1 Excludes all families rocelving any direct or work rellel (however little) at any

time durlng year. For further explanation, se:sar. 42,
3 Metropolises of this size are In Neorth Central Region only (New York, Chicago,

Philadelphia, and Detroit).
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TaBLE 12B — Percenlage distributions of families! in five geographic
regions,® by income level, 19356-36

Moun-
New North A
Income Jevel England | Central S?:’g“)ﬁ_\m u}l&?n'_‘sd fe‘:;lzn:
egon Teglon region

Under®250__......... ._..... 21 32 53 8.0 3.2
$250-8500_ oo 5.0 6.9 19.7 1L 5 6.1
S500-§750. oo 1.3 10,1 18.3 155 9.2
SH0-$1000. ... ..o 16.3 14.7 14.0 15.1 13. 4
$1,000-51,250_ . o evaem o e 16.5 145 10.2 ) 14.8
$1.250-%1,500 11.8 10.9 7.4 9.0 0.5
$1.500-81.750. ... _._. 9.1 89 5.9 7.4 9.6
£$1,750-52.000 7.3 7.3 4.4 58 85
,000-$2,250 5.2 5.4 3.5 4.6 6.5
$2,250-82,500. oo 3.5 4.0 2.7 2.9 43
2.500-83.000 . oL 3.8 51 35 3.8 5.4
83.000-83,500 ... . 21 28 22 24 27
83,500-H.000 . ______ ... 1.3 1.6 1.4 1.2 1.5
$4,000-84,500__. _____._ .7 .8 .9 .7 1.0
S00-$5,000_ . ___.. .4 .5 .6 .4 .6
$5.000-87,500._______ 1.0 L1 1.2 1.0 Lo
$7.500-%10,000 ____ ... .. ... 1.0 .8 -4 .4 .8
£10.000-$25,000, . 1.2 11 .4 .4 .9
£25,000-850,000_, .2 .2 m ()] .2

$30,000-3100,000, ... ... . .1 ™ Q] ™ ¢

$100,000 and over....._........ (3) (9 ) @) [$]
Alllevels..comaee. ... 100.0 100.0 1000 [ " 100.0 100. 0

1 Inciirdes both relief and nonrelief families.

1 For location of communities included in sample, see chart 10. For discussion of
limitations of the regional comparison, see pp. 18, 22-23, 54 and 57.

3 Less than 0.05 percent.

TaBLE 13B.—Percentage distributions of nonrelief families! in five
geographic regions,? and of relief families,! by income level,
1935-36

! Nonrelief families! living in—
| : - Moun- Relief
Iocome level Fr??w North South- tain and | Pacific | famities !
“ngland | Central ern Plain region
regior | region | region region B
L1 1.9 43 5.5 21 10.2
3.5 4.3 15.3 ) 4.2 3.7
B.4 8.5 17. 4 .6 .6 21.9
1.6 13.2 13.8 13.8 1.2 21.0
16.2 14.2 10.5 12.9 JTIN 13.5
13.3 1 B.0 10.8 IL.5 3.9
10.3 10.2 6.5 g9 10.9 2.0
8.3 8.4 4.9 7.0 0.7 1.5
6.0 8.1 3.0 5.4 7.4 1.3
4.0 4.6 31 3.6 4.9 .8
4.7 8.0 4.1 47 6.2 .2
2.5 3.3 2.5 3.0 3.1
1.5 19 L7 L5 1.8
.8 Lo L0 .9 | |
.5 .6 .7 .5 .7
1.3 1.3 1.4 i3 1.2
1.2 .9 -4 .5 1.0].
1.5 1.2 .8 .5 L1
.2 .2 N n .2
.1 .1 g} ) m
3) [ &) M )
100.0 100.0 100. ¢ 100.0 100.0

1 The rellef group includes all families receiving any direct or work reljef (however
little) at any time during year. The nonrelief group ineludes all other [amilies. For
further explanation, see p. 42,

? For leeation of communities included in sample, see chart 10. For discussion of
limitations of the rezional comparisen, see pp. 18, 22-23, 54 and 57.

} Less than 0.05 percent.
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TaBLE 14B.—Percentage distributions of nonrgh’cf Jamilieal in
large cities (100,000 {o 1,500,000 population) in five geographic
reqions,? by income level, 1935-36

. . Moun.

New North | . th tain and | Pasif

Incomo level England | Central | 5081 Iﬂm s N

region | region | TROR : oglliun; reglon
Under$250 ... ........... 14 1.5 12 1.4 29
$250-8500. L el 438 27 7 28 1.0
SS00-8730 . 9.3 a7 1.2 fi 4 f8
$IS0-R,000. L. 13.6 9.7 mn8 10. R 10. 4
$1,000-81,250.. ... 154 125 9.6 135 13.9
$1.250-81500.. ... . . .. 11.9 1.4 RO n.7 1.1
SLS0-81.7580. ... ... ... ... 5 10.8 53 10.3 10.8
$L,750-82.000. .. ... ... 8.2 8.7 7.5 &5 1n. 2
E2.000-82250 ... 54 7.2 6.3 7.7 .7
T 3.6 3.6 al Al S84
4R T 5.0 7.5 7.0
27 4.7 4.6 4.5 1.2
L7 27 3.4 29 L
.9 LA 1.9 0 L3
W5 ] 1.3 1Lu .7
$5.000-85.500 ... ... 1.3 1.9 21 27 1.1
§O00-80000. ... - L& 14 A ] .9
$luowand over..... ..., X 1w 21 4 La 1.7
Alllevels .. .. 00.0 T ¢ Hun 0.0 1on. ¢

! Excludes all families receiving any direet or work reliel Chowever little) at ARy
time during yrar.  For further explanation, seve . 42,

¥For location of communities included In samgde, we chart 10, For discussion of
limitations of the regionsal comparison, see pp. Iy, 223, 5 und 67,

TaBLE 15B.— Percentage distributions of nonrelief families in
middle-sized cities (25,000 to 100,600 population) in five geogra-
phic regions? by income level, 1935-36

Now North Mountaln
Income level England | Central S"‘_'!.""m l,’;“;l r:f“‘imc
fegion | reglon | FrEeD regon | LR

Under 8250 __.__.. .. ... .. 1.1 1.6 58 n.8 21

SEH-ENN0 L R 3.7 4.0 11.2 3.1 4.0

LX) A6 13.2 6.7 .48

182 4.7 1.4 v.3 128

16.2 151 BH 120 18.8

$1.250-81500. .. .. _. 13.9 125 7.0 .7 127

$1500-81.750. . 1 10.1 0.1 7.4 1.9 10,0

$1,750-82,000...___._. B R 1 8.7 7.5 1.2 9.1

$2,000-$2,250.._____.. . £l 8.2 na RO 87

$2.250-82,500 0c .. 3.0 4.4 43 a2 46

$2,500-83.000_. . __ 4.5 53 57 na [ 3]

£,000-53,50__ 25 17 44 3.7 3.2

£3,500-$4,600 1.1 L5 2.4 Lo 1.3

$4,000-84,500. N .9 1.4 Lo .8

$4,500-$5,000__... .5 .6 .0 .6 4
$5,000-87,500. .7 1

$7,500-$10,000 8 :',1' 2 '-: l'}\ ::

$10,000 and over..._ . .. T L1 11 10 6 .8

Allevels..._..______.... 100, 0 104, 0 10y 100.0 100.0

! Excludes all tamilies recelving any direct or work relle
time during year.  For further cxplanntion, s p, -;]2 e

! For lucgtion of communities Inclusded In sample, see chart 1 F scussion of
limitations of the reglonal comparison, see pp. lhl. 22'#.:5. Mr:nrud ?;7. or di ’

f (however Jittle) st any
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TaBLE 16B.— Percentage distribulions of nonrelief families! in
small cities (2,500 to 25,000 population) in five geographic
regiona,? by income lecel, 1935-36

New North Moun- .
Income level England | Central T:l;ﬁlc;lm L?Ef}‘&nqd :_)(_“g%ﬂnc
reglon reglon regimi

Under $250................ .. o8 2.7 50 1.2 L7
B0 1.8 19 12.4 3.5 a2
$50-5750. .. %] 0.8 14.7 7.9 6.4
$50-31,000. ..o 4.3 15. 4 12.4 123 10.1
$1,000-83,250. . ... . ... . 7.0 15.4 123 144 14.8
$1,250-$1.500 .. 4.2 1.4 8.7 1.0 1.7
$1.5mM-81. 750, 10. 1 10.0 7.0 1.2 1.7
$1,750-82.000_ 7.8 &3 58 8.8 10.5
$2.000- §2.250 . 63 5B 43 5T 83
$2,250-82.500_ ... .. . . 44 41 3.0 4.6 54
$250n- 8000 .. .. L. 47 51 50 8.6 6.4
8MN0-8500. T4 3.1 26 4.9 41
£1.500-H,000_ 25 1.4 1.8 L7 1.8
HOO-H 500, e .6 .7 1.1 1.2 1.2
$4,500-$5,000 oo .7 .4 .6 .7 .7
$500-$T 80, ... ... - 1.7 .8 1.1 1.5 1.2
$7.500-$10,000. .. e e 1.5 .5 4 .8 .5
$10,000 and over. . ... - 2.7 .2 .7 A .3
Alllevels ... .. ..ooccmn 100.0 100, 0 100. 0 100.0 100.0

1! Exclides all familles roceivine any direet or work relief (however little) at any

time during r'nr For further explanntion, see p. 42, .
! For locat{on of communities inetuded in sample, see chart 10, For discussien of

limnitations of the regional comparison, sec pp. 18, 22-23, & and 57.

TabLe 17B.— Percentage distributions o{ rural nonfarm families!
(nonrelief)? in five geographic regions, by income level, 1935-36

99

TaBLE 18B.—Percentage distributions of farm families! (non-
relief) 2 in five geographic regions,® by income level, 1936-36

New | sconth Southern region Moun-
y Fog- ort t3in | popfe
Income level land | Central Share- | L80d
rogion | Te8I00 | poeq [ Oper- | T [ Plains reglon
atorg ¢ pers ¢ region
Under $250._._ ... . 1.2 2.2 3.4 1.8 8.5 13.1 3.3
£250-350, 5.2 55 0.7 15.4 378 13.0 6.0
£500-$750. 126 11.3 .8 216 30.4 15. 9 10.8
£750-81,000. . 174 16.1 17. 4 18.4 13.9 18. 2 13.7
$1,000-$1,250_____.____.| 1835 15. 8 0.7 124 53 125 120
10. 6 13.5 7.3 8% 25 8.2 10.6
11.6 10.4 4.7 5.8 Lo 5.4 8.8
7.0 7.4 2.9 3.7 .5 3.8 7.4
5.0 4.3 L9 T 3.0 56
1.4 3.9 14 LB | . . L9 39
3.5 4.2 1.9 2 I 2.0 4.8
1.0 2.2 1.1 L5 faammne 1.3 3.1
4 1.4 .7 - IR, -7 2.2
.4 .5 ] Y PR -3 1.3
.1 .2 .3 L. 2 (R .2 .9
.3 B B [ 20 PR, .8 L7
-8 4 .2 [ 30 PR, .3 2.3
........ .1 5 [ N IR 1.8
100.0[ 100.0 | 100.0| 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0

t Includes families living on farms in rural arcas only.

1 Excludes all familics receiving any direct or work relief (however little) at any
tirne during year. For further explanation, see . 42,

1 For location of communities included in sample, see chart 10, For discussion

of limitations of the regional comparison, see pp. 18, 22-23, 54 and 57.

1 For definitions of operator and sharecropper, sce footnote 11, p. 43.

TasLE 19B.—Percenfage disiributions of wage-earning families!
{nonrelief)? in five geographic regions,® by tncome level, 1935-36

New North | conthern t.:[Ir? and | Taciflc New North Mountain
Income level E“‘El““d Central |“povion | Plains | region Income level England | Central | Southers | p 5 pjaing| Pucific
reglon | region region region region tegion Tegion region

Under $250. - ovoaveee caanen 0.7 2.0 50 1.4 18 Under $250. 0.6 1.3 8.4 1.4 1.2

S250- 8500, oo eeivn e 22 B. R 13.0 5.2 4.4 3.2 4.3 18.6 6.0 1.8

B0-8T50 . o e e ainnaaan 6.1 120 13.1 i20 8.1 9.4 9.6 19.4 3.1 8.4

STH0-81,000 . aaiiiaaan 13.1 i7.7 1.4 .1 12.0 18. 4 16.5 15.0 18.1 13.8

$1,000-$1,250. . .o ooeooo. 15,3 17.6 10. 4 125 4.4 19.¢ 17.4 11.4 18.5 18.7

$1,250-$1.500. . .o 152 12.4 0.3 13.2 12.7 16.¢ 13.7 7.9 14.8 4.6

$1,500-31,750 el 1.7 8.8 i1 10.7 123 10.6 10.8 6.3 10.8 12.5

$1,750-52.000. . 0.4 59 5.5 8.3 10,1 8.6 8.3 4.3 6.6 10. 4

$2.000-$2,250. _ .2 4.5 5.0 55 7.2 5l 5.4 2.7 4.8 6.3

$2,250-$2,500. . ... ....oi..oo 4.3 28 3.5 4.1 3.8 3.0 3.8 L9 26 3.5

$2,500-$3,000... .. ... ..... 52 3.5 4.8 5.8 5.7 2.7 4.8 22 3.0 4.4

$3,000- 53,500 3.3 168 29 2. 4 1.9 L3 2.1 .3 L6 1.4

£3,500-$4,000. 1.1 .8 1.9 1.5 1.2 .7 L0 i .5 .4

$4,000-$4,500._ . L5 .5 L1 .8 .6 .3 .3 .2 .1 .3

$4,500-$5,000. .. ooiaonnoaan .6 .3 .0 4 B .1 .2 .1 .1 o

$5,000-87,500. . . _.o..ooo.. L8 .8 2.0 L0 1.1 .1 .3 1 [0} .2
$7.500-$10,000. . .. _.-aoaoa.-- .8 .8 7 B .7

$10,000 and over. ... .8 1.1 .5 .9 1.4 All levels.__... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Alllovels. . oiiaeaaaal 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

! Families are classified according to occupation from which larpest amount of

family earnings was derived, rather than according to occupation of the principal

1 Ineludes families living in communities with population under 2,500, and families

living In the open country but nat on farms.
3 Exclizdes all fumilics receiving any dircct or work relief (however Httle) at any

time during year. Faor further explanation, seo p. 42.
1 For lncut?nn of eommunities included in sample, see chart 10.  For discussion of

limitstions of the reglonal comparison, sce pp. 18, 22-23, 54 and 57.

sarner. For {further explanation, see pp. 25 and 44.
1 Excludes all families receiving any direet or work reliel (however little) at any

time during ¥ear.  For further explanation, see p. 42
1 For location of communities included in sample, seo chart 10. For discussion of

Hmitations of the regicnal comparison, see pp. 18, 22-23, 54 and 57.
1 Less than 0.05 percent,
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TABLE 20B.——Percentage distributions of white and Negro farm
and rural nonfarm families (nonrelief)? in the South? by
income level, 1935-85
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TaBLE 22B.—Percenlage distributions of while! and Negro families
(nonrelief)® in North Central melropolises and large cities by
income level, 1936-36

Farm f fes Rural nonfarm
amilies?
White Negro ! gl
Income level
Share- Share-
Oper- Oper- White | N
Total | ahrcs g&;& Total | orct [c)ret;sp-' egro
1.0 0.7 26 g5 54| 124 0.8 21.8
1250 1002 27,0 38.4| 33.0 451 5.0 8.4
207 195 M7 285 B3| 27.6| 1.6 19.3
19.1 9.0 16.4 13.7 16. 5 103 129 86
13.3 14.1 8.4 5.1 6.5 32| 124 7
9.4 w01 4.8 3.0 47 .9 1.5 .9
6.1 6.8 20 1.5 2.4 .4 10.1 .3
3.9 44 1.1 .8 L3 .1 8.9 .3
26 31 |cmees .3 [N P 8.2 .1
20 23 |eenmnnn .1 02 |oeaaaan 4.4 .3
28 3.2 .1 .1 59 .3
1.8 1.9 4] .1 3.6 .1
1.0 1.1 0] % 23 .1
7 .8 (% (%) L3 ®
-4 .5 1o % L1 (4
i .9 25| %
$7.500-$10,000. .. ___. .3 REERC
$10,700 and over_._.___. .7 .8 4)
Alllevels ... 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 { 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0

1 The roral nonfarm group includes families living in communities with poputation
under 2.500, and families living in the ogen country but not on farms.

* Excludes all families receiving any direct or work relief (however little) at any
time during year. For further explanation, see p. 42,

1 For location of communities included in sample, ses chart 10. For discussion of
limitations of the sample data, see pp. 18, 54, and 57.

1 For definitions of operator and sharecropper, see footnote I1, p. 43.

¥ Less than 0.05 percent.

TaBLE 21B.—Percentage distribulions of white and Negro families
(nonrelief)! in three sizes of cities in the South,? by tncome level,
1935-38

Large cities, Middle-sized cities, Bmall cities,
100,000 population 25,000 to 100,000 2,500 to 25,000
Income Jevel and over population population
White Negro White Negro White Negro

1.6 8.6 2.4 15. 5 L2 .8
.5 24.3 3.9 ] i) 5.8 37.9
7.7 25.0 7.8 28.3 12,2 2.8
8.8 18.8 9.7 2.5 13.7 7.5
9.6 0.4 9.8 57| B 1.4
8.7 5.0 B.7 21 10.7 1.2
0.4 a5 9.5 18 8.5 11
8.1 1.2 9.7 .9 7.2 .3
7.6 L1 7.0 .6 5.7 .3
7.5 7 5.6 .6 3.7 .5
B 6 .7 7.6 .3 6.2 .3
5.7 .3 8.0 .1 3.2 A

45 .1 33 .1 2 4]

2.4 .2 2.2 m L4 (%

1.7 ® 1.3 Y] .8 ™

500087500 ____ .. 2.8 .1 a.5 ™ L4 o
£7 50810000 . ___ .5 Q] B (4] Y 2N PO
$10,000 and over___. 5 1] L4 U] '
All levels_ . . 100). 0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 1000 100.0

t Excludes all familles recelving any direct or work relief (however little} at any
time duriog year. For further explanation, see p. 42,

# For lcation of eemmunities included [n samgle. sp0 chart 10. For discussion of
Hmitations of the sample data, see pp. 18, 54, and 57.

¢ Less than 0.65 percent.

Large citles, -
Metropolises, 100,000 to 1,500,
, ,500,000
1,500,000 population and over population
Income level
. Forelgn-
Natlve - - T
white 1 wtmrtgl Negro White Negro
1.4 20 21 1.5 1.4
2.0 3.7 4.5 28 51
3.8 63 120 87 L1
8.0 10.8 19.7 9.1 26. 6
9.0 127 19.3 122 .8
9.3 129 13.3 11.4 1.5
10.2 1.5 %0 10.9 (.9}
9.8 9.9 . Y.] .9 [ %]
8.8 7.0 47 7.4 24
4.5 53 2.9 57 Le
a7 7.5 22 80 LO
56 19 1.5 4.8 A
3 26 -4 8 .3
21 1.3 .2 1Le .1
13 -1 .1 .8 (%)
i 1.1 2 20 .1
5 .5 .2 1.4 .2
50 .5 [T} 22 v
100. ¢ 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0

1 For explanstion of native white and foreign-born white classificntion, see p. 43,
? Excludes all families receiving any dircet or work relief (however littic) at any
time during year. For further explanation, see p. 42.

! For location of communities included in sampie, see chart 10. For discyssion of
limitations of the sample data, see pp. 18, 54, am! 57.
‘ than 0.05 percent.

TABLE 23B.—Percentage distributions of single men and single
women,! by income level, 1935-36

Income level Bingle men | Single women

9.5 9.8

13.6 0. 4

15.8 .7

15. 4 18.8

12.6 81

10. 5 55

..} 3.4

4.7 2.6

3.3 1.9

2.4 1.4

2.0 10

1.3 .7

.7 .8

.3 4

.2 .3

.5 7

.3 .8

0.000-525.000.._. ... ..., .. .3 -b

$25,000-$50,000. i 1
$50,000-$100,000 o n

$100,000 and over U] m
All lovels 100. 0 100. 0

! Includes both rellef
ndividuals, soen 40 and nonreliaf sl

ngls Individuals. For definition of single
! Less than 0.05 percent.
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TaBLE 24B.—Number of nonrelief families  in siz types of communily within five geographic regions, 1935-36
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New England | North Central Mountain an
Type of community All reglons region region Southern region Plaing regiond Paciflc region

Metrapollses, 1,500,000 poputation and over. ... oo 2,808,818 | ... 2809016 )| . ...
Lare citles, 100,000 to | 500,000 population_ .. ... - 4, 666, T08 482, 634 2,073, 631 1,149, 262 T T 780, 754
QI lddle-cired citice, 25,000 Lo 100,00 populatlon_. . 2, 67, 580 366,018 1,393, 817 572, 04 97: kL)) 173,' 210
Small cithes, 2,500 to 25,000 population ... ... ... T 4,079, 741 362, 117 2,051, 428 1, 059, 967 281,921 324, 308
Allurban communities. ... P 14, 160, 94 1, 210, 7RO 8, 325, 892 2,781,323 559, 698 1,283,272
Rural nonfarm communlties ¥ ... . 4, 585, 665 254, 805 1, 681, 226 1,737, 561 408, 850 305123
...................................................................... 6, 166, 558 146, 001 2,127,999 3,097,183 544, 200 251, 085
Allrural commmunition. .. ... .. o eieiiieaneanaas 10, 752, 223 400, 806 4,000, 225 4,834, 74 951, 240 536, 208
PR GEE 24,913,177 1, 811, 535 12,335,117 7,816, 067 1, 510,938 1, 839, 40

1 Excindes all families receiving any direct or work relief thowever little) at any time during year, For further explanstion, see p. 42.
¥ Inciudes families living in communities with population under 2,50, and families living in the open country but not on farms.

TanLe 25B.—Percenlage disiribulions of nonrelief families, ! by lype of communily and region, 1935-36

Percentage distributions by type of community Percentage distributions by region
T of communlt . T Moun- Moun-
ype y All Erlzz‘?:nd (I:-:?r::l Southern t:}l)}: jsmd Pacific AN Elll\:.'?;]d C}ggl;trgl Southern | tain and | Pacific
regions region region region re;c::: region regions region region region rr;g\il;l: region
Metropalises:
1,500,M00 poptlation and over...._._......... ] 1 1) OO, b~ (O A . 100.0 oo W00.0 || e[
Large citics:
100,000 $o 1,500,000 population. ..o..eeeeeneen 18.7 2.9 16.8 15.1 L8 25 100.0 10.3 .5 24.6 3.9 16.7
Middle-sired cities - - -
25,000 to 100,000 popuistlon _....ceaveeenne. 10. 4 27 11.3 7.5 8.4 8.7 100.0 141 53.5 219 3.7 5.8
B8 oY
8,000 POPUIALION. oo 104 25| 1sa| me| wr| 1ms| 1000 80| s03| 260 6.9 7.9
Allurban cOmMUAILIS. ..veeeneeenneeeoee 56.8| 751 67.5 36.5 37.0 0.8  100.0 8.5 £8.8 9.6 4.0 9.1
R 110 % 18. 4 15.8 15.3 n3 2.0 16. 6 100. 0 5.6 41.0 7.9 8.9 6.0
urel nonfarm communitles !............-------- 248 1| Iz 7| 3o| 138 loo 24| 5| 502 8.8 t1
All rural communities.. ... __.__..__.. 43.2 2.9 32.5 635 63.0 30.2 100.0 3.7 37.3 45.0 8.3 572
Allcommunitios. . ......ceverincnnannnnanas 120.0 100.0 100. & 100 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 6.5 498.5 30.5 6.1 7.4
1 Excludes a1l (amilies recelving nny direct or work rellef {however 1ittle) at any time during year. For further explanation, see p. 42
1 Includes farolties living in communities with population under 2,500, atd {amilies living in the open country but not on fartos,
TapLe 26B.—Number of relief families ! in siz lypes of communily within five geographic regions, 1935-36
Neow Eng- | North Cen- | Southern | Mountain Pacliflc
Type of commuzlty All reglons land region | tral region region an;ieglzéaﬂms region
Moetropolises:
1,5010.:)00 population and over 488, 184 | i i 120 1 T R I I
IAHIB cltieg:
100,000 to 1,600,000 population. . iiiiimiiiiiaceamaaccaeeneemaa- 812, 622 62,199 462, 027 205, 461 38, 895 116, 040
Middie-sized cities:
25,000 £0 100,000 POPUIAION. -« . -~ e e ememmeenmeamssnnnsemeemmmemneeamemeenee 582, 841 95, 183 300, 706 105,570 31, 350 50, 014
o e 25,000 POPUIAION - - o e e e emeoeesemsmememeeeememmemememnmeene 808, 462 77,478 155,847 150, 797 87, 65 36,706
All urbon comMURILES. cen e oo e 2,702,129 264, 858 1,706, 764 461, 837 155, 910 202, 760
' 1, 084, 305 67, 203 407, 062 344, 952 106, 746 7R, 342
R:rﬂ?nnf?rf.?ntﬁ?nf} l.e.s..- 600, 646 236 62, 762 359, 006 118, 2‘.’9? 2, U5
AllTura] COMMUDILISS. . iieiiiirrmammememmaeeeeeemsssmsarmno e enans 1, 694, 951 75, 430 559, 824 733,958 225, 43 100, 637
All communities. . o o iiiimiaiereeoaccececsmsmssmmm e aese st 4, 487, 080 340, 207 2, 266, 588 1, 165, 705 380, 953 303, 47

i des nll fnmities recelving any direct or work relief (however little) at any tlme durin
: {Sﬂﬂau families livieg o communities with pepulation under 2,500, and fomilies living

vyear. For further explanation, see p. 42.
n the open ¢ountry but not on farms,
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TasLe 27B.—Percenlage distributions of relief families, 1 by type of communily and region, 1935-36

Percentage distributions by type of community Percentage distribations by region
i x Moun- T Moun-
Type of community Al Eé}{?:n a Cligﬁ!;l Southern | tain and | Pacific All Et;\;el‘:.nd (?;?litrt;l Soutihem mrg? lnnd Pn;imu
i s i i ion regions ; - on alns region
regions region region | Tosion ll;gx;n: regi t region | region | T°F Fogion
Metropolises:
1,500,000 population and over. .. .c.eeo-oo-- 109 | ooen p- D3N ORI SR IS, 1000 |ocvrveenen 100.0 [ocrcnemeeefeaaaecmnn]ersrmemane
Large cities:
100,600 to 1,500,000 popualation 2.3 .l 20. 4 17.2 9.7 38.2 100.0 101 50.7 25 4.0 127
Middle-sized cities:
25,000 to 100,000 population. . ....cevveeucon-- 13.0 27.9 13.3 88 82 16.5 100.0 18.3 5.6 18.1 54 8.6
Small cities:
2,500 to 25,000 population ... .eeeeueeacaeo- 18.0 28 2.1 12.8 .0 121 100.0 9.6 56 4 18.7 10.8 45
All urban communities._.... ..o veuronaene- 62.2 7.8 75.3 8.8 4.9 668.8 100. 0 2.5 6.1 183 56 7.3
Rural nonfarm communities 2. _. .. ___...._. 24.4 19.8 21.9 2.9 2.0 258 100. ¢ (3} 454 s 9.8 7.2
Y 5 e 13.4 24 28 325 31 7.4 100.0 1.4 104 64.8 19.7 a7
Al rusal communities_ .. ________________. I8 n2 b2 61.4 5.1 3.2 100.0 45 no 4113 13.3 59
All communities. .. oooooooooooe.- 160.0 100, 0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 [ 7.6 50.5 | 6.6 | 8.5 6.8

! Includes all families receiving any direct or work relief (however little) at any time during year. For further explanation, see p. 42,
1 Includes families living In communities with population under 2,500, and families living ib the open country but not on farms,

TaBLE 28B.—Number and percent of nonrelief families ' {n three
color groups in five types of communily in the South, 1935-36

Type of community and color group xh“gtﬁ?;of Percent
Farm families:
White:
Operaters ) s 1,822, 567 5.9
ShArecropPers 2. ... , 520 8.4
Total 2,113,087 .3
N :
OQperators. ... 511,002 16.3
o) 414 . TP [P 416,101 13.4
Tota) e 927,193 2.0
Other color: 1
O DeralOTS . ot e eeeiaemeees 31, 356 L0
ShATeCTOPPETS . .. et cmimae . 25, 537 .8
Total e cvam i ——- 55, 903 1.8
Total farm families.___.. ... .. ... 3,007, 183 100.0
1, 381, 256 7.5
. 331, 561 11
24,744 1.4
1,737, 561 100. 0
8mail city families (2,500 to
White e 818, 111 .1
h L U 202, (48 19.0
Othereolora ... . i, 19, 508 1.9
1T SV O 1059, 907 100.0
Middle-«ized city families (25,000 to 300,000 population):
White. e aaaima e 421, 900 73.8
Negro 141, 480 2.7
8, G4 1.5
572,064 100.0
915, 902 0.7
27, 062 1%.1
25, 24 2.2
Total. o o 1,149, 202 100, 0

1 Excndes all families recelving any direct or work rellef (however Jittle) at any
time Auring sear.  For lurlhen:xrlunutlon, bet: . 42,

t For definitions of operator and eharecropper, see footnote 11, p. 43, .

t For definitlon of other color, see . 43,

4 Iprtudes families living in eomimunitles with population under 2,500, and fam‘lies
Liviog in the apan country but not oo anns.

1 Pyelydes u] families receiving any direct or work rellef (however lttle) at any
Wune dusing yese.  For turther explanation, see 1. 42,

T W etrnpadiws of thin Size are in North Central Kegion only (New York, Chicago,
Fhiiads i1 ha, and Detrnit),

i 11,0 131 famnilies living in eommunitles with populstlon under 2,50, and famllics
llving 10 the up=n oAnlry Lut Dot on Bsrns.

TaBLE 29B.—Number and percent of nonrelief families’ in threecolor
groups in North Central large cities and metropolises, 1936-36

Type of community and color group mem:'f Percent
Large city (amilies (100,000 to 1,500,000 populstion):

White.. 2,000, 147 o8
B 63, 331 1l
Othereolord, . _______. ... . LU 1,153 .1
B 2,073,631 00,0

Met{sm&.': families (1,500,000 population and over):
Natlvel ... - 1,535, 523 5.7
Foreijgn-born . ... . ... . .. . ... 1, 100, 554 44
Total oo, e e e ey 2, 008, 077 041
107, 145 35
3, 604 Al
Tobaleooe o 2,806, 916 1000

! Excludes al] families recefving any direet or work relief (however littie} at any
time during year. For further explanation. sce P 2.
3 For definition of other color, sce . 43

? For explanation of natlve white sud foreign-barn white classification, sse p. 43.

TaBLE 30B.—Number of nonrelief familiea ) of four sizes in iz
types of community and in five geographic regions, 1936-36

Famfilles of ~
Type of community and reglon tm'x}l'l.llu 7and
2 persons 34 per- | SO per-| e
sons sons | porsons
Metropalises: 3
1,500,000 population and over.| 2, 806, 918 ; 1
200 2, 506, 755, 4400 1,3v3, 144] 502, 41| 185,39
lwl,uﬂu {0 1,500,000 populs-

BN . 4 7 1
Midd[e-sized clties: 006706 1,671, 508) 2,133, 109) 726,090) 235,01
snw?f?'gﬂ el:) 100,000 population..| 2,007,586 770, 224| 1,217,842 480, 145 100,378

2,800 to 25,000 population... .| 4,079, 741| 1,149, 080| 1,002, 440] 744,501 292,754

Allurban communities..__(14, 100, 54| 4, 247, 18] 0, 640, 25| 2, 48, 17| W3, 634

Rural nonfurm communitiesd__ 3,585,665 1, 247, 70| 2, 163, 657 w22, wod| 2l 728
107 R 0,106, 568| 1, 134, 116] 2, 340, 1631, 647, Va1, 144, 323

Al rural communitles.. .. 10,752, 228 2, 421, 6482) 4, 523, TH 2, 370, TA2|), 446, 40

All communlties. ......._ 15, UTE, 77| W, ouw, W 11, 170, k| 4, A4, 7D 2, 200, A
New England ..., .. AT A T R L LA
:‘ortlh Ceatral (12,345 117 3,843, 48| 8, 710, 67u(2, 228, 443|817, 070
South ... -oose - 7010, 0874 1, 578, 220| 3, 130, 67| 1, T, 321)1, 167, 600
Mauntnin end Plalns EBI0, U35) U4, A53) o0, z2) 305, 340 116, VE
Pactfie, oo T LA, 480 651, 246) 003, 344| M, 700 40, 001

Allregions, . ... ... . 24,013, 177] 0, 668, 850|11, 170, 366]4, 804, 570{2, 200, 883

Notes in opposito column.
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TaBLE 31B.—Percentage dislribulions of nonrelief families ! of four sizes, by lype of community and region, 1935-36

103

Percentage distributions by size of family Percentage distributions by type of community and region
Type of community and region 7 and 7 and
and over and over
All families| 2 persons {34 persons |56 persons persons Allfamilies| 2 persons |3-4 persons {58 persons pérsons
Metropollses:? * -
L 1,5-03.;300 population and over_ ..o 100.0 2.9 49.7 17.9 5.5 11.3 1.3 12.5 10.5 6.8
arge citles:
100,000 to 1,600,000 population. ... ... .ceeee- 100.0 33.7 45.7 15.6 5.0 18.7 23.8 18.1 15.1 10. 4
Middle-sized citles:
25,000 to 100,000 population. ... ... o_ea. 100.0 29.5 46.7 17.6 6.2 10.4 1.5 10.9 9.6 7.1
Small cities:
2,500 to 25,000 population., .. ... ... 100.0 8.2 46.6 18.3 6.9 16.4 17.3 17.¢ 15.5 12.4
All urban communlties. .. ... .. _._.... 100.0 30.0 46.9 17.2 5.9 56.8 63.7 59.5 50.7 36.7
Rural nonfarm communities ®.. ... . ..o 100.0 28.1 47.6 17.9 6.4 18. 4 19.3 19. 6 17.1 12.9
2T 5 1 T, 100.0 18. 4 37.9 25.1 18,8 24.8 17.0 20.9 32.2 504
All rural communities_ ... ... .. ..... 100.0 2.5 42,1 2.0 13.4 43.2 36.3 40.5 49.3 63.3
Allcommonities .. ... .. ... 100.0 2.8 41. 8 19.3 9.1 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100. ¢ 100.0
New England . _ ... ... 100, ¢ 28.4 45. 1. 19.0 7.5 6.5 6.8 6.5 6.4 5.3
North Central i 100.0 20.1 46.3 18.0 6.6 48. 5 5.7 511 46.3 36.0
Bouth. . i ieeaana 100.0 2.7 41.3 2.7 15.3 30.5 3.7 8.1 36.0 51.5
Mountainand Plains. ... aee- 100. 0 26.4 45.7 20.2 7.7 6.1 6.0 8.2 6.3 52
Pacile, o iimecmnae 100.0 35.4 491 13.0 2.5 7.4 9.8 81 5.0 2.0
Allregions. oo . iieaicaiaes 100. 0 26. 8 48 19.3 8.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

1 Excludes all familjes receiving any direct or work relief (thowever little) at any time during vear. For further explanation, see p. 42.

1 Metropolises of this size are in North Central Region only (New York, Chicago, Philadelphia, and Detroit).
1 Includes families Hving in communities with population under 2,500, and families living in the open country but not on farms.

TABLE 32B.—Number of nonrelief families? in eight oceupational groups? in five types of communily and in five geographic regions, 1935-36

Business group Professional group Other
- " N o0Cl-
Type of community and region All fanzilles ‘I‘ ge-carn anm,g Clerieal pational
Df group group group groups ¢
Salaried Independent Salaried Independent
Motropolizes: 4
Larl,bﬂiﬂ.i(mo population and over ... 2, 806, 010 1, 368, 441 |ncmeememe 731,758 104, 884 207, 006 143, 621 49, 519 112,687
ge clties:
100,000 to 1,500,000 population. ____.__._. 4, 860, 708 2,155, 143 |oeememeeennn 1,114, 569 309, 732 569, 817 264, 565 84,045 168,837
Middla-sized cities:
s ‘ﬁ.n{m to 100,000 population, .. _..cucean- 2,807, 589 1,409,575 | conaccecaenne 483,714 151, 410 202,099 125, 686 37,846 107, 259
mall cities:
2,500 to 25,000 population . ...eeeeceaana. 4,070, 741 2,305,805 | oo 657, 543 219,171 488, 503 182, 392 55, 224 171,103
All urban cor:munities ____........... 14, 160, 834 7,238,904 | ... 2,987, 584 785, 107 1,847,425 716, 264 208, 634 558, BRG
Rural communities *. oo 10,752, 223 2,220,313 6, 166, 558 638, 641 327, 417 725,222 272, 561 114, 209 285, 812
All communities. .. .._... ecmamammmaae 24,013, 177 0,459, 277 6, 166, 558 3, 628, 225 1,112,614 2,372, 647 B89, 225 340, 933 845, 693
New England. ... ... 1,811, 575 &57, 401 146, 001 234,036 80, 422 158, 0635 60, 978 18, 472 568, 200
North Central. - 12,335, 117 5, 24, 084 2,127,099 2,016, 594 485, 127 1, 228, 807 531, 105 174,015 477, 36
South__. ... ... mrm—mm— e e———— 7,616, 067 2,198, 435 3,007, 183 862, 209 3359, 090 599, 302 236, 145 90, 418 173, 285
Mountain and Plains_ ... ... - 1, 510, 638 371,412 544, 290 197. 385 o1, 816 181, 331 67, 539 25, 41 51, 504
Pacific. . . ima———— 1, 839, 450 73T M5 251, 085 318,001 86, 159 225, 142 93, 438 32, 387 87.323
All reglons. oo ie e acaimaan 24,013,177 | 8, 459, 277 6, 166, 558 3, €20, 225 1,112, 614 2,372, 847 989, 225 HY, 933 845, 688

L Excludes all faroilies recelving any direct or work rellef (however little) at any time during year.

For further explahation, see p. 42.

? Families are classifiod necording to occupatlon from which Iargest amount of family earnings was derived, rather than according to occupation of the principal earner., For

further explanation, sco pp. 25 and 44,

3 Incltdes families living on farms fn rural areas only.

4 Includes [amilies with no Incoma from earnings during the yenr, end village and city families with major earnings from farming.

¥ Metropolises of this size are in North Central Reglon only (New York, Chicago, Philadelphia, and Detroit).

® Includes, in addition to thoe 6,164,558 familles living oa fartns, 4,585,665 families Mving in the open country but not on farms, or in communities with population tunder 2,500
The iatter group includes 137,624 villugo families deriving the lorgest amount of family esrnings frcm farming; thess are classified as “other cccupational groups.”
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TaBLE 33B.— Percentage distributic, of nonrelief families1 in eight cccup  onal groups? by type of communily and region, 1935-36

" ) Percen =e distributions by cecupationsl group FPercentage distributjons by type of community and reglon
. Business Professional Tustness Professional
. . . oy Tou
Type of community and region | 4y [Wage-d g,y Eronp KrOUP | other | \y [Worelpoern | cten [ T Frofe Other
tami- ST | ing. 1o o nliirm- “oe | ing { cal o ., apa-
lies group?) . Inde- nde- o lies group?| group | gu, | Inde-| o, | Inde- '
group ala- nd- Sala- pend- groups group Ealn pend- n penid- groups
o | PEO | ried [ PETE ried ot | ried [ToR
Metropolises: ¥ i .
1,500,000 population and over____| 100.0 | 48.7 |______. 26.1 10.6 5.1 1.8 4.0 1.3 .5 ..., 20.2 9.4 125 1 1.3 13.2
Large cities: -
100,000 to 1,500,000 population___| 100.0 | 46.2 [___.._. 23.9 6. N 57 1.8 3.6 187 228 (|...._.. 0.8[ ol - 4.7 20.0
Middle-sized cities:
25,000 to 100,000 population _____ 100.0f 541 |._.... 18.6 58| .2 4.8 14 41 10.4) 19 __.... 133l - 71 11 127
Small cities:
2,500 to 25,000 populstion........ 100.0 | 56.41{....... 16.1 5.4 120 45 1.4 42 16. 4 3. - .8 184 o "~
_______ 21.1 55 1.6 A1 1.6 39| .8 n5 Wh | Y4
= B - b "
57.4| 59| 30| 67| 25| 11 "= 1:,:1] . i
- - T4
24.8| 4.5 4.5 9.5 £0]| 1.4 - =x.:.r wateen't e A
91 4.5 5.0 9.8 3. “ 5 91 . LA 6.6
17.3 16. 3 3.9 10.0 43", 14 ¢ 405 r il 5.5
40.6 | 1L.3 4.7 7.9 3.1 1.2 o3| 30 O . ] 20.5
36.0 13.1 6.1 07 4.5 L7 3.4 - B 65 7.5 6.1
13.7 17.2 5.2 12.2 51 L§ 4.7 95 0.4 9.5 10.3
24.8 4.5 4.5 9.5 4.0 i4 3 E 100.¢ | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0
1 Excludes all families receiving any direct or work relief (however little) at any time during year. » o 42

3 Families are classified according 10 occupation from which largest amount of family earnings w
For furtber explanation see, pp. 25 and 4.
3 Includes families living on farms In rural areas only.

¢ Includes families with no income from earnings during the year, and village and city fami'les with mujor .

1 Metropolises of this size are in North Central Region only (New Yeork, Chicago, Philadelphia, and Detroii,

¢ Includes, in addition to the 6,166,533 families living on farms, 4,585,665 families living in the open country but « m farms, or in communities with population under
The latter group includes 137,624 village families deriving the largest amount ol family earnings fromn farming; these

TaBLE 34B.—Number and percent of single individuals,! by relief

according to occupation of the principal earmer.

‘g3 from farming.

TaBLE 35B.—Number of inslitutional reside
of instilutional group in five geographic reg.on. 1935-36

‘lassitled s “other occupativnal groups,"

2,500,

in nine lypes

slatus ? and sex, 1935-36
Relief status and sex Number Percent
5, 200, 262 6.3
3,063, 201 35.7
8, 572,403 100.9
1,028, 461 69.2
457,111 30.8
1,485, 572 100.¢
6,537,723 45,
3,520,312 35.
10, 058, 035 100.

1 For definition of single individuals, see p. 40.

? The relief group inciudes all single individuals receivln::
fhowever little, st any time doring yesr. The nonrelie
gingle Individuals, Forfurther explanation, see p. 42.

any dlrect or work rellel
group ioncludes all other

[ -]

New | Neorth Aoun-
. ot | Bouth- | tuin
Type of institutional group | A% Enpe | Cene | Vorn | png | Poeifie
gloy imlui trul region | Plains region
; region | region gl n
Institutions for— !
Mental defectives ... ... 643,000 1 52,000 [314, 000 1124000 | 32,¢ 41, 000
Physical defeetives. ... 103,000 | 10,000 | 56,000 | 22,000 | ¢, 00 Y
Prisfl;&rs and delinguent
adults.____.__.........] 207,000) 10,000 } 03,000 | 7),000 } 16, . 17, 000
Dependent and  delin- o
quent children... .| 160,000 | 30,000 | G4, 000 | 40,000 | B, 000 R, 000
Dependent adalts, - 08 000 | 15,000 |10o, 000 | 27,000 | 10,000 1 15,000
Total ..o oo 1,070, D00 | 09, 000 [A57, 000|264, 000 | 72, 000 [ 88, 000
- Quasi-institutionnl groups: [~
Clvillan Conservation
COorps_ oo 412,000 | 25000 |139, 000 |145,000 | 67,000 | : ww
Labor camps..._____..._. 103, (00 | 2,000 | 22,000 | 33,000 | 14,000 | 000
Mllitary und naval posta_.| 213,000 | 11,000 | 60, k0 | 0%, v 25 000 | 29, 000
Crews on vesselst, .. .. 72,000 | 8,000 | 30,000 | 16000 [.__.... .| 18000
Total .o 500 000 | 46, 000 [241, 000 [242, 000|106, 000 1LA. vexd
All institutional groups. [2, 000, 000" |F45, 000 (s, 0007|570, 000 (17, 0k | 20, 000

4 Classified by reglon socording Lo port of call,



