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Preface

This bulletin describes the basic procedures followed in compiling
price data for use in computing costs of the standard budgets, with par-
ticular reference to the City Worker’s Family Budget at the moderate
standard in autumn 1966, as published in Bulletin 1570~ l.l/ Subsequent
reports on other standard budgets will note the deviations from these
procedures which are found necessary or appropriate for each specific
budget covered.

Part I presents prices of selected food purchases in 39 metropoli-
tan areas and a specialanalysis of intercity differences in average foic/l,
group prices based upon national consumption patterns. Intercity 2
differences in budget costs shown in Bulletin 1570-1 reflect not only
price differences, but also regional differences infood preference pat-
terns to achieve the same standard of nutritional adequacy., Budget
costs for food, although based upon actualprices collected in the field,
required special estimating procedures which are not described in de-
tail in this bulletin,

Part II presents average prices for commodities and services
other than food and shelter in the United States and five large metro-
politan areas, Descriptions of pricing and calculation procedures also
are included. Detailed specifications for each of the items priced for
the budget are included in an appendix to the bulletin,

Part III includes a brief discussion of pricing of the shelter com-~
ponent and presents prices of selected items in 39 metropolitan areas
as well as average market values of owned homes and mortgage interest
and pricipal payments forthe homeownership costs included in the bud-
get,

The Bureau is hopeful that the expanded pricing undertaken speci-
fically for the autumn 1966 budgets will be repeated biannually begin-
ning in the spring of 1969, In the interim, the budgets will be updated
annually, using price data collected primarily for compilation of the
CPI,

This bulletin was prepared chiefly by James C, Daugherty, Mary
H, Lynch, and Helen M, Millerunder the supervision of Doris P, Roth-
well, Chief of the Division of Consumer Prices and Price Indexes, and
the general direction of Arnold E, Chase, Assistant Commissioner,
Other staff members whose work contributed to the project were Bar-
bara M, Frye, Mary H, Hawes, VeraS, Robinson, Mary N, Scott, Mar-
garet W, Smith and Winifred M, Stone.

V'with relatively few exceptions, the procedures and prices (described in this report) are equally appli-
cable to the Retired Couple’s Budget—these exceptions are noted in BLS Bulletin 1570-4,

2/The term ‘%ity’’ (unless otherwise noted) refers to the standard metropolitan statistical areas estab-
lished by the Bureau of the Budget,
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City Worker's Family Budget for a Moderate Living Standard Pricing Procedures,

Specifications and Average Prices, Autum 1966

Part I.

In calculating the cost of food at
home for the 1966 City Worker’s Family
Budget, quantities of individual foods
representing regional food preference
patterns wereused for eachcity (metro-
politan and nonmetropolitan areas),
Consequently, the results reflect inter-
city differences in food preferences as
well as wvariations in food prices. In
order to measure differences inprices
alone, the costs have been recalculated,
using a single set of weights repre-
senting a composite U.S, urbanprefer-
ence pattern, The discussion that fol-
lows relates only to intercity differ-
ences in food prices,

The intercity indexes in table 1
show the variation in food costs which
may be attributedto differences inprice
levels among regions and cities for food
at home and five selected major food
groups, Four of them are the same as
those used in the U,S, Department of
Agriculture food plans, and a fifth (fruits
and vegetables) combines three USDA
groups, Although Anchorage and Hono-
lulu costs were included inthe U, S, bud-
get costs, they have been excluded from
the averages in table 1 for the Western
region and for nonmetropolitan areas
because prices in these cities are so
different from those of the continental
United States,

No special collection offood prices
was made for the City Worker’s Family
Budget, Instead, as explained onpage 17
of BLS Bulletin 1570-1, City Worker’s
Family Budget, average prices paid by
urban families in the $5000-$5999 in-
come class in each of four regions in
the spring of 1965, as determined from
the USDA 1965 Household Food Con-
sumption Study, were used as the basis
for computations, Prices for individual
cities were estimated from the USDA
regional averages, according to thein-
tercity relationships of prices collected
by BLS in 56 urbanareasthroughout the
United States for the Consumer Price

Food Prices

Index. The intercity variations inprices
of the food groups are illustrated in
table 1,

Establishing average urban U, S,
costs equal to 100 for total food at home,
regional indexes were 101 for the North-
east and 98 for the North Central, indi-
cating that food prices were somewhat
higher than the national average in the
Northeast and somewhat lower in the
North Central region., The Southern and
Western regional indexes were both 100,
Prices varied by cities 1/ withina range
of 13 points; the highest prices were re-
corded for Seattle, 7 percent above
average, and the lowest for Green Bay,
6 percent below average. City indexes
in the Southern region were all within 1
or 2 percentage points ofthe U.S, aver-
age, whereas in the West, city indexes
ranged from 95 in San Diego to 107 in
Seattle. Prices for the nonmetropolitan
areas averaged only fractionally lower
than those in metropolitan areas.,

BLS prices for specific items in
each of the five major food groups are
given in table 2. Prices of the items
selected account for approximately two-
thirds of the cost for each group.

For the meats, poultry and fish
group as a whole, the relativelynarrow
range of differences among the 38 met-
ropolitan areas masked wide price var-
iation for individual items, even within
regions, Within the Northeast region,
for example, prices of round steak
ranged from $1,03 a pound in Buffaloto
$1.38 in Boston and Hartford, a differ-
ence of 34 percent, The differential in
hamburger prices wasusually smaller,
but prices ran from 55 cents in Pitts-
burgh to 68 cents in Boston, The lowest
price for pork chops inthe Western re-
gion was 94 cents a pound (in Denver),
but the same item sold for $1.26 inSan
Francisco, a difference of 34 percent

1/ Honolulu food prices are excluded frpm this analysis,
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within the Western region, The widest
intraregional differences in bacon pri-
ces were reported fromthe South, where
average prices for baconvaried 20 per-
cent, from 89 cents a pound inNashville
to $1,08 in Baltimore, Prices for frying
chicken varied more than 50 percentin
the Western region, compared with
variations of 14 to 31 percent withinthe
other three regions,

Average prices of meats, poultry,
and fish were highest in the Northeast
and lowest inthe Southand West, Innon-
metropolitan areastheyaveragedlower
than in metropolitan areas, In 6 ofthe 8
large cities of the Northeast region,
prices were higher than the U,S, aver-
age. Boston, which had meats, poultry,
and fish prices 9 percent abovethe U.,S,
average, had also the highest prices for
round steak and hamburger of any of the
38 metropolitan areas, both 24 percent
above the U.S, average. Chuck roast and
bologna sausage were the only meat
items studied for which prices in the
‘Northeastern region averaged lower
than the U,S. average price,

Production and marketing patterns
exerted a noticeable influence on re-
gional price levels for milk and eggs.
Indexes for milkand milk products were
highest in the South where, for 9 out of
the 10 cities in the region, they ranged
from 4 to 8 percent above the U,S, aver-
age, Minneapolis was the lowest priced
city, whereas Philadelphia shared the
highest position with Austin, Tex., The
South is an area which consumes more
milk than it produces, Onthe other hand,
an egg production surplus inthe Western
region has continued to depress prices
tolevels considerably belowthose ofthe
other regions,

In part, differentials inmilkprices
reflect the relative proportions of milk
bought in grocery stores versus milk
delivered to homes, Indexes tend to be
higher for cities in which alargerpro-
portion of milk is delivered, as re-
vealed by the Bureau’s 1960-61 Con-

http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

sumer Expenditure Survey, 2/Because
of this, the group indexfor Philadelphia
is 7 percent higher than that for Port-
land, Maine, although the price of milk
in grocery stores averaged higher in
Portland, Prices of milk in grocery
stores were lowest inthe North Central
and Western regions and highest in the
South.

Milk and milk products represent
the only food group for which the non-
metropolitan area index averaged over
100, This is due to high milk prices in
the South and West, Inthe South and West
the proportion of milk delivered was
lower in nonmetropolitan areas than
metropolitan areas of the same region,
In the Northeastern and North Central
regions, the proportion of milk de-
livered in nonmetropllitan areas was
above that for metropolitan areas.

Cheese prices, unlike those for
milk, were generally lowest in the
Northeast and highest in the West,
Among individual cities, average prices
for an 8-ounce package of American
process cheese ranged from 4] cents
in Buffalo and Cincinnati to a high of
49 cents in Houston and San Francisco,

Prices of eggs 3/ were lowest in
Cedar Rapids at 58 cents—20 percent
below the high price (72 cents) in Wash-
ington, D,C, On the average, egg prices
were lowest in the West and highest in
the Northeast, All Northeast cities had
egg prices above the U,S, average price
of 66 cents; in contrast, all Westernarea
prices were below average, as were
prices in four-fifths of the North Cen-
tral cities and three-fifths of the South-
-ern., Nonmetropolitan area prices also
averaged lower than the U.S, average,

2/ The proportion of delivered milk intotal milk expenditure
ranged from an average of 55 percent inthe Northeast cities
to 37 percent inthe South. Cities having significantly larger
than average relative weights for delivered milk by region
are: Philadelphia and Lancaster, in the Northeast; Cedar
Rapids and Green Bay inthe North Central; Atlanta, Austin,
Baltimore, Durham, and Orlando in the South; and Seattle
in the West,

& Egg indexes in table 1 are based directly onprices col-
lected for the CPI,



Fruit and vegetable prices aver-
aged lowest in the North Central region
and inthe West, but prices of some items
were higher than the U,S, average in
several cities in these regions, For ex-
ample, prices or oranges were well
above the national average inNew York
City and New England, but belowaverage
in Buffalo; they were below average in
Minneapolis-St, Paul and Chicago but
above average in Wichita and Cham-
paign-Urbana. Interestingly, the highest
price reported for oranges ($1.34 a
dozen) came from Orlando, Florida,
because prices were collected nearthe
close of the Florida growing season;
prices in the three Texas cities were
all above average, and the lowest price
(76 cents) was reported in Baton Rouge.
Prices in the Western region ranged
from 84 cents in Bakersfieldto$1,00in
Seattle, Even though prices of fruitand
vegetables as a whole averaged low in
the West, prices for processed items
were generally higher there than the
average.

Among the 38 metropolitan areas,
Green Bay generally had the lowest fruit
and vegetable prices. In this city, 7 of
the 9 fruit and vegetable items studied
were lower pricedthanthe U,S, average,
Prices of both fresh and frozen french
fried potatoes (at 54 cents for 10 pounds
and 12 cents per 9-ounce package, re-

spectively) were the lowest for any of
the 38 cities. On the other hand, potato
prices were highest inHouston, Austin,
and Dallas—the only mainland cities in
whichprices exceeded $1 per 10 pounds.
Austin reported the highest fruit and
vegetable prices—7 percent higherthan
the U. S, average—chiefly because of
higher prices of apples, oranges, and
tomatoes, in addition to potatoes, How-
ever, lower-than-average prices were
reported in Austin for freshand canned
tomatoes and lettuce. Relatively high
prices for oranges were a principal
cause of prices being 6 percent higher
than the average in Boston and Seattle,

Prices of flour, cereals, and bakery
products averaged highest in the West,
where indexes for allcities ranged from
4 to 7 percent above the U.S, average.
Prices were lowest in the North Cen-
tral region, where Green Bay and Mil-
waukee indexes were 9 percent below the
national average. White bread is the
most important single item in this
group., Bread prices were generally
highest in the West and lowest in the
North Central cities, Prices ranged
from 30.8 cents per pound loaf in San
Diego to as little as 17.3 cents inGreen
Bay. However, prices for whole wheat
bread were lowest inthe South and high-
est in the Northeast, whereas flour pri-
ces were highest in the Southand West,
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Table 1.  Intercity Indexes of Prices for Food at Home and 5 Selected Components CWFB Modest
Living Standard, October 1966
United States Urban= 100
Total Milk Meat, Fruits and Flour, cereals
Area food and milk poultry | Eggs tables and bakery
at home | products | and fish vege € products
United States Urbany 100 100 100 100 100 100
Metropolitan areas:

Northeasty. PR 101 101 103 106 100 100
Boston ., . s s 6 v o 104 99 109 108 106 100
Buffalo, ¢« ¢« v v & 97 97 97 101 96 95
Hartford ,.... 104 103 107 107 104 101
Lancaster .... 100 103 103 104 98 96
New York .... 103 101 104 108 103 104
Philadelphia , . . 101 108 101 105 99 97
Pittsburgh .... 97 97 99 105 95 95
Portland, Me. . . 101 101 104 106 98 99

North Central & .| 98 96 99 97 99 97
Cedar Rapids .. 97 92 98 88 99 99
Champaign-Urbana 99 94 100 99 96 101
Chicago + . s e e 100 104 98 97 100 99
Cincinnati ... 97 97 101 99 98 92
Cleveland . + + & & 96 89 929 101 95 95
Dayton o o o s s s o 97 94 100 98 99 92
Detroit, + v o o o » 98 93 100 98 99 94
Green Bay. « + o » 94 88 97 98 93 91
Indianapolis . .. 98 97 101 101 99 95
Kansas Cityo o « » 100 95 102 94 101 100
Milwaukee . ..o 95 91 95 98 96 91
Minneapolis-St. .

Paul. o ¢ ¢ ¢ s s 96 87 98 91 100 96
St. Louis o« « o s » 102 100 104 100 101 100
Wichita <. oo o 100 100 99 95 104 99

South & .. 4.voo| 100 105 98 101 101 99
Atlanta < . e e 00 101 104 99 99 101 100
Austin . ¢« ¢ o 0 0 o 101 108 95 100 107 98
Baltimore. s o « o 100 104 101 105 98 100
Baton Rouge . . 102 105 100 101 105 100
Dallas «oes oo 100 105 96 97 104 96
Durham + .6 c e« 99 106 96 95 104 96
Houston <+ o v o o 100 107 96 102 105 97
Nashville o o ¢ o 98 99 99 99 95 101
Orlando . . ¢ o0 o 100 107 95 98 101 100
Washington « + ¢ 100 107 100 109 98 92

West¥ ... .....| 100 97 98 94 99 106
Bakersfield .. . 98 96 96 94 96 106
Denver +.coco000 101 98 98 98 105 104
Los Angeles-

Long Beach. . . 98 93 96 93 98 104
San Diego « o o o o 95 94 89 92 94 107
San Francisco-

Oakland « s ¢ 0 o 102 98 104 91 100 107
Seattle o oo v 00 107 107 107 95 106 106

Honolulu o060 124 116 122 114 140 123

Nonmetropolitan

ATe€aB e o s s 0 0 0 0 0 100 101 99 98 99 100
Northeast s « o o » 99 97 103 101 95 99
North Central . . 97 92 101 94 98 94
South o o o ¢ 0000 100 106 98 101 101 100
Westd/ . ......| 101 105 98 97 99 106

1/Includes Honolulu and Anchorage,
2/Includes both metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas,
3/Includes metropolitan areas and nonmetropolitan areas except Honolulu and Anchorage,
4/Excludes Anchorage .
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Tahle 2.  Estimated Average Retail Prices of Selected Food items—October 1966
(Based on data collected for calculation of the Consumer Price Index)
Northeastern region
U. S,
Item average | Boston, Buffalo, Hartford, Lancaster, | New York, | Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Portland,
Mass. N. Y. Conn, Pa. N. Y. Pa. Pa. Maine
Cents
Milk and milk products:
Milk, fresh grocery . « e« oe.v...... l/2gal. 52.0 50, 6 52,9 52.9 54.9 54.5 55.1 52.3 55, 4
Cheese, American process « « « « « + 8 oz. 44. 8 43.1 41.3 43.3 {L/) 42.7 42.4 46,8 45.7
Meat, poultry, and fish:
Steak, round . . . ... .. .0 0ol b, | 111.0 138.2 103.0 138.0 116.2 127.3 127. 8 106. 4 136. 4
Chuck TOABE .« v v v v v v vuvennnnss b. | 62.2 {3/69.2 64.3 55,6 63. 1 60, 8 54.2 63.1 (/)
Hamburger . .....oveeeeeeeeen 1b. 54.8 68,2 57.9 66.0 62.6 5/75.8 57.8 55.2 65.8
Chops, POTK & v o v v e v e v ot v e n v oane lb. | 105.7 108. 4 108.5 114.1 113.7 110.5 117.1 114.5 105. 4
Ham, whole . .....0ciceveecons ib. 72.2 78.9 80.7 90.5 (H 72.7 76. 4 69.7 82.4
Bacon .4 vttt e tenntenonooaann ib. 96.5 100.2 95.4 104.0 98.5 103.8 98.7 97.7 97.7
Frankfurters. .. « oo e oo v o eeosoos 1b. 72.6 78.0 74.6 87.8 74. 4 7.6 71. 7 69.3 (L)
BolOgna B8aUBAZe. « « v o v v o b b st oo n 8 oz. 48.1 51.5 36. 6 46.0 (L/y 48.1 6/34,6 6/32.3 49.8
Frying chicken ... ... 0o 1b. 39.8 46,0 39.6 43,8 44,6 43,7 42.5 39.5 45.3
Eggs, grade A, large . . .......... doz. 65. 8 71.3 66.2 70.3 68.2 71.1 69.1 68.9 69.8
Flour, cereals, and baked goods:
Flour, white . . v v e v v v v v v e v 5 1b, 61.3 59.6 58.5 61.4 (L) 60.2 59.7 59,7 59.8
CornflakesS . . o o v e v v e v v v v v v v unn 12 oz. 30.3 31.8 29. 4 30.0 28,6 28.5 29. 4 28.1 {1/}
Bread, white ...........000 .0 1b. 22.8 22.1 19.8 24.1 23,2 25.7 22.9 21.6 24,1
Bread, whole wheat . .. ... e 0 coenn 1b. 29.17 31.3 29.8 32.0 28,6 33.3 28.1 31.1 /)y
Cookies, cream filled. ... ... ..... 1b. 52.2 51.8 49.6 53.1 (L) 53.3 53.3 53.6 51,1
Fruits an. . .g-..vles:
- o3 3 = S 1b. 17.3 17,2 14.8 17.8 14,4 21.1 19.6 15.5 15.9
Bananas . « « v s v s o o b e oot a e ib. 16.2 17.2 16.7 17.1 15.6 16.6 15.3 16. 8 17.0
Oranges, 8ize 200 . .. ... .. 000 v doz. 95.1 107.2 92.7 109. 4 81.5 102.7 89.6 89.9 91.3
Potatoes .. oo e e ettt ocenenn 10 1b. 72.9 78.3 65.6 78.3 67.4 79.4 85.2 66.9 59.3
Celery v v i o s oo oo oo veneenaens ib. 15.5 20.9 16.1 17.2 () 15.3 16,2 14,3 17.2
Lettuce, 8ize 24 . . v v v v v v v v v v v u head 27.0 30.8 26.9 32.1 29.6 30.5 30.2 26.4 25,9
TOMALOCS « ¢ ¢ o v o s o o o o s o v s o v ons 1b. 28.1 34.9 21.6 35,5 26,0 35.3 29.8 23.7 28.9
Pineapple-grapefruit juice drink. . .. 46 0z. can 33,2 35.4 34,0 34,0 () 31.2 29.1 33.9 37.6
Peas, gTeen « .o .vueevuoveesoos #303 can 24.5 24.0 22.2 25.7 (/) 24.2 23.3 24. 4 23,2
TOomMAatoes + v v v v v eoesooasseses #303 can 17.9 17.2 20.5 17.7 19.9 17.1 17.6 17.9 (1/)
Bean SO0UP. s + s e « s s a0 sevas.ll=1/202z can 14.5 14.7 13,9 13.9 14.8 14.3 14.7 13.8 1/}
Potatoes, french fried, frozen. ... .. 9 oz, 15.7 16.9 14, 4 18.2 15. 0 15.1 14,2 15, 2 (/)

See footnotes at end of table,
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Table 2.

(Based on data collected for calculation of the Consumer Price Index)

Estimated Average Retail Prices of Selected Food ltems—October 1966—Continued

North Central region

Cedar Ch.am- Chi- Cin- Cleve- . Green | Indian- | Kansas Mil- Minne- St. R
Item Rapids paign- cago cinnati, { land, Dayt.on, Det.ro1t, Bay apolis, City waukee, | apolis Louis Wichita,
* | Urbana ’ . : Ohio Mich. A ’ R P ! Kans.
Jowa L. ’ nl. Ohio Ohio Wis. Ind. Mo. Wis. Minn. Mo.
Cents
Milk and milk products:
Milk, fresh grocery .1/2 gal. 47.6 46.3 52.0 51.3 43.9 49. 0 46.2 42.0 47.0 48. 4 46. 4 42.6 50.9 52.7
Cheese, American
PTOCESS s e e e evsee B oz 45,2 45,2 43.9 40. 6 44, 3 43,2 42, 4 (L 46.3 45.1 43.6 45,8 44,8 47.0
Meat, poultry, and fish:
Steak, round + ¢ + ¢ « o 1b. 96.2 96.2 96. 6 108.9 104, 3 99.5 100.1 97.7 105.2 100.0 98.1 97.7 112.8 103. 1
Chuck roast + s oo 1b. 69.9 63.3 60.0 58. 4 67.9 63.3 68.3 69.9 75.0 70. 6 65.5 67.7 71.0 64. 4
Hamburger « « « « o o ¢ o ib. 55.8 58, 6 55.7 60.3 53. 4 55.2 54.5 60.8 57.7 56.0 54.8 55, 4 59.9 56.3
Chops, pPork « + e e« 1b. 103.1 116.1 104. 8 110.4 [109.8 100.0 101.5 93,1 104.9 95. 4 91.3 93.8 105.8 98. 4
Ham, whole <« v oo v 1b. 73.3 63.0 64.7 78.1 76.2 78.0 76.5 (L]) 69.6 79.3 68.6 76.8 71.7 70. 4
Bacon e .esovvooc- 1b. 102.3 103.1 95.3 96. 1 90.9 96.1 94.3 97.0 86.7 87.9 97.2 96. 4 97.2 98.2
Frankfurters....... 1b. 77.6 71.4 72.2 67.2 70.7 69.2 67.3 74,9 72.3 69.6 75.7 73.3 72,3 68.9
Bologna sausage .... 8oz. | (2/) 47. 4 48.4 /) 6/34.5 58,3 47. 4 W/ 53,1 53,7 48,3 48.1 | 6/34.1 (2/)
Frying chicken ..... 1b. 31.9 39.6 38.2 40. 7 41,7 39.7 35.8 37.2 39.3 40,1 36.7 42.1 41.7 38. 4
Eggs, grade A, large . doz. 58.0 65.0 63.6 65.0 66.6 64. 4 64.6 64,2 66.6 61.6 64. 7 59. 8 66.1 62,2
Flour, cereals, and baked goods:
Flour, white + v ¢ s« o« 5 1b. 64,0 55.3 60,2 58.5 56.3 54.9 55.8 (17 61,2 59.2 60.8 62,7 62.0 63,9
Corn flakeS. « v ¢ ¢ o « « 12 02, 3.4 30. 4 30.5 27.4 30.0 28.6 28.5 29.6 28.2 31.3 29.3 30.6 31.8 33. 4
Bread, white .+ ¢ .o+ ib. 22.9 22. 4 21.2 20.1 23.1 21.3 18.9 17.3 19.7 25,1 18.5 20.9 23.3 22.8
Bread, whole wheat . . 1b. 30.8 31.3 29.5 30. 8 30.4 30.2 30.1 31.1 30. 8 31.9 30.1 29.8 30.8 28.6
Cookies, cream filled. 1b. 53.1 53.1 55.0 48,6 52,2 49.2 53.2 (L) 51.8 47.1 51.2 54,5 52.4 49. 7
Fruits and vegetables:
Apples « ¢ v o v s b 00 s 1b. 12,2 13.5 14.5 14,2 15.1 16. 4 13.3 12. 4 14.8 13.5 15.0 18.2 15.8 15. 8
Bananas « ¢« « o o o0 .0 1b. 15.5 16.3 17.6 17.6 14. 4 17.3 15.5 15.7 14, 6 15.6 16,5 16.5 16. 4 17.8
Oranges, size 200 ... doz. 89. 6 103.7 90.9 90. 6 101. 4 100. 8 100. 6 88.6 91.0 97.3 93.8 88.0 93.2 110. 1
Potatoes. « s o o s o0 o+ 10 1b, 59.2 67.7 74. 6 69.1 77.2 70.0 66.5 54, 4 66, 6 69.1 62.4 64,8 67.8 57,5
Celery « o o s oo v o 1b. 14,9 14. 4 16.3 16. 1 15.1 15. 4 15.5 Ly 16,0 15.2 14, 4 15.6 17.0 16, 4
Lettuce, size 24 .... head 27.1 24.5 23.5 27.2 30,1 26.8 28.5 28. 4 29.0 28.1 29.5 26.9 27.6 33,7
TOMAtOES « o ¢ o o ¢ « o o 1b. 27.0 24. 4 28.8 29.5 26.6 27.5 34,8 22.1 27.1 30.2 28. 4 27.7 26.5 29,3
Pineapple-grapefruit
juice drink ... .46 0z. can 36.5 32.9 32.6 31.6 31.2 30.0 31.3 1) 31.9 32.7 31.1 33.7 35.0 35,0
Peas, green « . ... #303can 20.7 24.3 25,7 23.0 21.9 22.1 23,2 (L/) 24,1 23.2 23,3 24.5 23,9 27.9
Tomatoes « o « o « « » #303can 21.3 17.1 17.8 19.0 17.9 19.1 18.0 19.7 17.7 16, 7 19.9 19.2 18. 4 (2/)
Bean soup...11-1/2 oz. can 14.6 13.7 14, 4 14. 5 13.5 14.1 14.2 14.1 13.8 15.1 13.5 14. 4 14. 8 16.5
Potatoes, french fried,
frozen « e« vecavess 9oz, 13.6 13,7 16.2 17.0 14.5 14.5 14.5 12.2 14. 7 14.9 16.3 16.3 16.3 14,9

See footnotes at end of table,

org/
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Table2.  Estimated Average Retail Prices of Selected Food Items—October 1966—Continued
{Based on data collected for calculation of the Consumer Price Index)
Southern region
Item Baton
Atlanta, Austin, Baltimore, | Rouge, Dallas, Durham, Houston, Nashville, { Orlando, Washington,
Ga. Texas Md. La. Tex. N.C. Tex. Tenn. Fla. D.C.
Cents
Milk and milk products:
Milk, fresh grocery = ----u- 1/2 gal. 57.0 61,0 60,3 57.9 57.7 59.3 58,1 50.6 64.8 59.9
Cheese, American process ---- 8 oz, 43.9 ) 41.4 43,7 46.0 42,1 49,2 45,8 45,0 46.2
Meat, poultry, and fish:
Steak, round =~ - - - R 1b. 101.0 109.9 123.6 105.5 106.8 102.6 107.9 108.6 102.5 114.6
Chuck roast =-e-ce-ceaceccnan 1b. 67.2 57.3 60.4 V) 62.2 62,1 62.3 62.2 57.6 56.3
Hamburger =-=-c-cceccaacnan- 1b. 54.9 48.8 57.8 54,1 51.3 51.4 53.6 53.6 52.1 58,0
Chops, pork =w-=--c=c--- -===- lb. 102.3 98,3 103.3 97.6 103.6 105.1 101.4 96.5 101.7 106.5
Ham, whole =ecececcnmccana 1b 7.1 (1) 74.6 68.5 69.5 66.5 74.1 69.7 69.8 78.1
Bacon e-emccecmcmccacacana 1b. 99.2 94.1 108.2 92.0 94,6 92.8 95.7 88.9 95.7 102, 6
Frankfurters - cweweccmcecwoe- - 1b. 71.5 59.3 76.4 V) 68.6 69.2 64,3 67.5 65.9 69.9
Bologna sausage ---==-=c--- 8 oz. 45,8 W) 46,1 49.3 2/) 35.8 44,4 41,5 44,7 46.5
Frying chicken --cccwaccaoooo b, 38.6 35.2 38.8 34,1 35.7 35,2 35.1 36,2 38.1 34.4
Eggs, grade A, large--=c-o-aa- doz, 65,1 65,6 69.1 66.5 63.7 62.6 67.2 65.4 64.5 71.8
Flour, cereals, and baked goods:
Flour, white m == ceeccaccn- 5 b, 67.6 (1) 59.5 63.5 65.5 58,7 67.2 64.7 67.0 60.3
Corn flakes -w--c-ceccaaaoo 12 oz. 31.8 32.9 28.6 () 31.6 29.9 33.4 31.0 32.6 27.6
Bread, white - - -caccuecacooao 1b. 22.6 2l.2 25.3 22,7 20.3 20,7 21.3 22.5 21.9 20.6
Bread, whole wheat == cecaceca-a- 1b. 25.8 24.3 26.1 w) 23.8 25.6 27.1 28,7 29.2 26.4
Cookies, cream filled- - = -=--- 1b. 51.5 (L) 48,8 49.8 54.8 48.6 55,8 54,9 50.8 48,4
‘Fruits and vegetables:
Apples e - wecccoccecoaan- b, 16.3 22,2 16,0 26,5 17.4 24.9 20.6 13.1 15.1 14.4
Bananas e--secccacecacannaa ib. 15,1 15.9 15.4 14.3 15.0 16.2 13,4 14.9 14.5 15.1
Oranges, size 200 = -ceccceccwaa doz. 94.7 102.3 87.5 75.9 101.0 83,0 106.7 82.2 134,2 91.3
Potato@8 m e e mmmm e e e mmmma 10 1b. 83,7 104, 7 78.7 99.3 103, 4 73.4 105.7 75.9 74.0 80.0
Celery === cmcccmcec e o - 1b. 15.1 ) 19.1 16,3 15.3 16.0 16.0 14,6 23.7 18,3
Lettuce, Size 24 --ccwecceccc-- head 26.6 26.2 28.0 23.1 24.7 28.9 25.7 24.9 29.2 29.9
Tomatoes -=--c-c-vmcaano 1b. 30,6 23.6 32.5 28,0 27.1 28.1 28.4 26.9 26.5 32.3
Pineapple-grapefruit juice
drink -ec-cecceccecuan 46 oz. can 35.4 * 32.5 32.5 36.6 34,7 34,3 35.7 33.2 31.1
Peas, green -e=ve-wrmecen=- #303 can 23.6 * 22.2 26.0 26.5 25.3 27.2 25.6 25.5 22.3
Tomatoes ~- - ecwoecamn-a #303 can 16.1 17.1 & 17.9 (1) 17.4 17.5 16,1 16.4 15,6 17.4
Bean SOUP =-ec=-=o-=- 11 1/2 oz. can| 16.4 15.2 14.3 (1) 15.3 16.2 15.3 14.4 16.5 13.7
Potatoes, french fried, frozen -- 9 oz. 15.1 16.1 13.0 1/) 19,1 13.2 18.1 14,1 16.8 16.1

See footnotes at end of table,
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Table 2.

Estimated Average Retail Prices of Selected Food ltems—October 1966—Continued

(Based on data collected for calculation of the Consumer Price Index)

Western Region

San Nonmetro-
Item Bakersfield, Denver, Los Angeles, San Diego, Francisco, | Seattle, Honolulu, politan
Calif, Colo. Calif. Calif. Calif, Wash, Hawaii areas l/
Cents
Milk and milk products:
Milk, fresh grocery . ....... 1/2 gal. 49,8 50,0 48,7 49,7 49.8 52.9 59.3 53.7
Cheese, American process ..... 8 oz, 46.2 47.1 47.1 48,0 48,6 45.9 52.8 45.9
Meat, poultry, and fish
Steak, round . . ..o ... .. b, 102.9 93.2 100, 7 90.6 113.9 118.2 115.4 108.0
Chuck r0a8t. « . v v e s s v v e 0o us.es b, (1/) 64,3 60,4 54,2 63.8 62.7 75.9 61.8
Hamburger . .. e voeesesessss lb. 47.7 52.1 45,6 42.0 45.9 51,0 70.8 54,4
Chops, pork . .. v v eveeevssses 1b, 103.8 94.2 114.1 102.4 125,5 114,7 127.7 101.3
Ham, whole .. ..4seveevsvsees lb, 67.3 78.0 64.9 68.2 74.9 72.3 77.6 76.3
Bacon ...t ceiiiiinenanes b, 96.7 98. 4 93.4 91.1 97.3 87.9 113.5 96.1
Frankfurters......esso00000.. 1lb, /) 69.8 70,2 67.4 71.2 68,2 76.3 70.4
Bologna sausage ............ 80z, 41.6 46.2 47.4 47.8 52.7 46.7 54,3 48.9
Frying chicken .............. 1b. 37.0 39.8 38.2 33,6 47.2 51.8 71.0 38.4
Eggs, grade A, large...........doz. 7/ 62.0 1/ 64.6 i/ 61.2 1/ 60,7 1/ 60,0 7/ 62.3 74,7 64.8
Flour, cereals, and baked goods:
Flour, white . v o v evvveue... 5lb, 62,1 67.8 58.3 61,8 63.4 67.2 79.2 62.6
Cornflakes. . v v v v v v v nwnesaeol2 0z, (1/) 32,9 31,6 30.5 32.4 31.4 48.6 30.9
Bread, white. . .. ccvvevewea.. Ib. 32.2 26,7 28,4 30,8 26.9 23,5 26.5 22.5
Bread, whole wheat ., ......... 1b, (L)) 24.8 29.2 36.3 34.4 26.8 37.8 29.3
Cookies, cream filled...,....... 1b. 52.2 55,6 53.5 50,6 55.6 51.1 58.6 50.1
Fruits and vegetables
Apples . .. . ittt 1b. 20.1 17,1 18.5 16,1 17.6 19.0 30,8 16.9
Bananas .« « v v e v et va e IbST 14.4 18.7 15.9 14,9 16.1 17.6 17.5 16.2
Oranges, size 200 ., .. ...+ .. .. doz, 84.3 94.5 93,3 84,6 88,6 100,.0 120,5 90.5
Potatoes. ... +ooeeeveeensossl0lb, 58,4 69.1 97.1 80.0 93.3 79.3 155.5 67.3
Celery v v v v v v s v vnnocnssases 1b. 11,7 15,4 12,2 12,1 12.8 13,7 24,6 15.5
Lettuce, size 24 .....¢c44....head 23,6 27.1 23.8 22.9 23.3 19.4 48,3 26.4
TOmMAatoes « c v o c v o eneseorsnsas lb, 18.8 26.4 23.9 20.8 24,3 29.2 36.1 25.5
Pineapple-grapefruit juice
drink . + s v e v e v e ees. . 46 0z, can 33.5 34,6 32.6 33.6 34.2 34,9 35,2 34.5
Peas, green . ... evveeees. #303 can 25.1 27.1 24,6 24.1 25.7 25.3 30.7 25.2
Tomatoes . o v s oo eveeseess #303 can (/) 2/) 9/ 32.8 {2/) 9/ 33.4 9/ 36.3 9/ 39.9 10/ 17.6
Bean soup......s4.4. 11 1/2 02, can (/) 14.9 13,6 13.8 14,7 14,9 17.8 15.3
Potatoes, french fried, frozen ... .9 oz, (1/) 16.5 16.7 17.4 20.2 17.9 25.2 17.6

L/Not priced in this city.
2/Insufficient quotations for any one quality or size for publication of average prices.

37 Weighted average of regional average prices for nonmetropolitan areas, The areas and cities included are
North East (Kingston, Millville, Southbridge), North Central (Crookston, Devils® Lake, Findlay, Logansport,
Niles), South (Florence, Mangum, McAllen, Martinsville, Union, Vicksburg), and West (Klamath Falls, Orem).

4/Boneless chuck roast is priced in Boston, Price of bone-in chuck was estimated as 85 percent of price of boneless,
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3/ Ground chuck,

6/ One half of the pound price. Packages of 5 to 11 ounces are priced in other cities.

7/ Grade AA eggs in Los Angeles and San Francisco, Grade A and Grade AA in other cities.
Extra standard grade price converted to standard (factor ,93),

2/ Solid pack, extra standard grade, No, 2 1/2 can,

10/ Excludes Western region,
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Part Il.

Commodities and Services,

Other than Food and Shelter

Average Prices

The average prices shown in table
3 are those actually used in the calcu-
lation of the City Worker’s Family Bud-
get, (moderate standardforafour-per-
son family) as of September, October,
or November 1966, for five large met-
ropolitan areas and for the United States
as a whole, Variations in these prices
are responsible for a large part of the
differentials in budget costs for the
groups in which they are included, as
published in Bulletin 1570-1,

The data included here represent
the first publication of actual prices by
BLS, for itein/s other thanfood and fuel,
since 1955, 4/ This publicationis feas-
ible because of the considerable expan-
sion in number of price quotations
obtained inthe five areas foruse in com-
piling the budgets.fl/ Reporter samples
for the Consumer Price Index, with a
few exceptions such as food, are typi-
cally small, They are considered ade-
quate for measurement of price changes
but inadequate for reliable measures of
average prices in dollars and cents,
Furthermore, compilation of meaning-
ful average prices is complicated bythe
problem of quality identification., Aver-
age price quotations for foodand fuel of
comparable qualities are relatively
easy to obtain, sincethese productsare
simpler to define for pricing purposes.
Major difficulties arise, however, inthe
‘‘specification’’ pricing of varying qual-
ities of items suchas furniture, apparel,
and other commodities, The problem
was made more difficult when pricing
procedures were altered for the revised
Consumer Price Index in 1964 to per-
mit deviations from specifications in
particular outlets., Prior to that time,

4/ Average Retail prices: 1955 (BLS Bulletin 1197, June
1956).

5/ As many as 30 quotations were obtained for items inthese
five areas, For more details, see the description of pricing
and calculation procedures on pp, 16 to 18,
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only prices of items meeting the speci-

fications were acceptable for useinthe
CPI, and consequently in the standard
budgets. Since then, prices of items of
differing qualities (i.e., not meetingthe
specification) have beenused for the in-
dex, if no items of the specified quality
are stocked by an outlet, solong as com-
parable qualities are priced inthe same
outlet from period to period.

The average prices for many items
included in this bulletin for five metro-
politan areas (Chicago, New York, San
Francisco, Dallas, and Washington), and
for the United States representa ‘‘gen-
eral quality range’’ specification, writ-
ten and priced for the budget only. 6
Average prices for a relatively few
items were calculated from a more
limited number of quotations meetinga
“‘narrow quality range’’ specification,
For many of the latter itemms, CPIprice
data were used as reported, or if ex-
panded pricing were necessary, the ad-
ditional quotations were obtained using
CPI specifications and pricing proced-
ures. A ‘“‘narrow quality range’’ speci-
fication also was prepared for budget
pricing for some additional items not
regularly priced for the CPI,

The average prices shown for the
United States are based on a combina-
tion of actual prices for the five large
metropolitan areas, actual or estimated
prices for 34 additional metropolitan
areas, and regional averages for all
nonmetropolitan areas included ineach
of four major geographic regions, The
various methods used in calculatingthe
area and regional prices are described
later in this bulletin and the specific
method is indicated for eachitem onthe
detailed specification included in the
specification section ofthis bulletin,
(See appendix 1,) Area and regional

%/For an explanation of the ‘‘benchmark'" city pricing tech=
nique, see p. 16,



prices were combined to the U.,S, aver-
age, using Consumer Price Index popu-
lation weights, Since the weights used
to combine area and regional budget
costs to the national level 7/ were cal-
culated on a different basis, the U.,S,
average prices shown here are not
exactly the same asthose implicit inthe
published U,S, average cost data,

As reported in Bulletin 1570-1, to-
tal costs of the budget were highest in
Honolulu and lowest in the nonmetro-
politan areas, In the continental United
States, the budget cost was highest in
several Eastern areas (notably New
York-Northeastern New Jersey) pri-
marily because of substantially higher
food and shelter costs, However, these
differences and the comparative living
costs indexes shown for all 39 metro-
plitan areas in Bulletin 1570-1 reflect
not only price differences among areas
but also, for some components of the
budget, climatic and regional differ-
ences in quantities and types of items
provided in the budget,

Major groups for which budget
quantities vary among metropolitan
areas include food at home, shelter,
transportation, clothing, and a few mis-
cellaneous items in other groups. A spe-
cial analysis of intercity differences in
prices for food at home is presentedin
part I and for shelter in part III of this
bulletin,

In order to analyze price differ-
ences for other components, special
composite indexes8/ of those compo-
nents of the budget for which variations
reflect only difference in price levels
were computed for 39 metropolitan
areas ranged from 94 (U,.S, urban= 100)
in Dayton to 110 in Honolulu, San Fran-
cisco, and Lios Angeles, Prices in the

v City Worker’s Family Budget for a Moderate Living
Standard, U,S, Department of Labor (BLS Bulletin 1570=1
1967).

8/ See Area Differencesin Living Costsby Jean C, Brackett
and Helen H, Lamale, presented December 29,1967, at the
annual meeting of the American Statistical Association in
Washington, D.C,

X

larger areas in the Southern and North
Central regions tended to be lower than
in other large areas, However, price
levels varied by less than 2 percent
from the U,S. urban average in over
half (22) of the 39 metropolitan areas.

The tabulation contains compara-
tive living costs for selected com-
ponents of the budget and the special
composite described above for metro-
politan areas andthe five ‘““benchmark’’
cities for which prices are publishedin
this section. The higher cost of the bud-
get for the New York area, compared
with the other four cities for whichpri-
ces are being published, is due princi-
pally to substantially higher food and
shelter expenses, New York prices for
other groups are also higherthanthose
for Washington, Dallas, and Chicago,
On the other hand, prices of itemsinall
groups, excepting food shelter and
household operation, were higher inSan
Francisco than in New York,

Since the average costs of con-
sumption in San Francisco (for items
other than food and shelter) were highest
among the five large metropolitan
areas, it would be expected thatthe ac-
tual prices used inthe budget would fol-
low the same general pattern., Based
upon an analysis of prices in table 3,
differences in average prices do seem
to follow this pattern, However, there
are some interesting facets of prices
for specific items and groups. For ex-
ample, prices of some major appliances
and television sets were lower in San
Francisco than in one or more of the
other four areas, despite the higher
shipping charges to west coast points
for most ofthese items. Average prices
paid by consumers in Dallas forunder-
wear and men’s shirts were higher than
the national average even though the
warmer climate in that area resultedin
lower overall costs for clothing,

With the exception of household
operation, the costs of consumption
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Indexes of comparative living costs for selected groups, based on
the '"City Worker's Family Budget:" Autumn 1966

(U.S. Urban Average = 100)
Metro- | Nonmetro- New York . Chicago | San Francisco-
Component politan politan Northeastern tWasPBn%- Dallas, NWg Oaklzzt],co
Areas Areas New Jersey on, 2. L. Texas Indiana California
Total budget cost . . .. .. 102 91 111 102 92 103 108
Food . ............ 101 94 111 100 94 100 102
Shelter.,........... 104 81 126 106 82 120 111
Other consumption items 101 95 99 100 99 100 109
Housefurnishings , ... 100 97 100 36 96 97 108
Household operation. . 98 108 96 110 100 100 94
Transportation, auto
OWNers. ......... 101 95 102 100 95 106 109
Clothing . ., , ., .... 101 94 104 97 93 102 108
Perspnal care .. .... 102 91 101 103 100 107 118
Medical care. ., ..... 103 88 106 99 102 103 118
Reading and recreation
(Combined) , ,, ., ... 102 89 105 105 100 102 109

were lower inthe nonmetropolitanareas
than in metropolitan areas, due to both
quantity and price differences. Gener-
ally, however, prices were lower,
Higher costs for household operationin
the smaller cities were due chiefly to
the larger quantities of laundry and
cleaning supplies allowed inthese areas
(See table A-2, Bulletin 1570-1, pp. 22-
27),

For mostitems, U,S, average price
levels are not significantly different
from average prices in the largecities
because of the relatively small weight
that the lower prices inthe smallcities
have in the national data. Among indi-
vidual cities, however, wide price
ranges were observed for many items.

Household Furnishings and Household
Operation

Intercity differences in prices for
housefurnishings generally followed the
differences in costs among the five
cities—highest in San Francisco and
lowest in Dallas and Washington, In
Washington, however, prices of the eight
items of household textiles were above
the U.S5. averages and amongthe highest
of the five cities, despite the fact that

http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
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prices of other textile items were rel-
atively low, Except for sofa beds, furn-
iture prices were highinSan Francisco,
a reflection of high transportation
charges, and generally lower than the
average in Washington and Chicago.
Prices in New York were higher than
average for all priced furniture items
apparently because the available mer-
chandise was at the higher end of the
quality range permitted by the BLS spe-
cifications, The intercity differencesin
household appliance prices were not
significantly large. Even so, it is in-
teresting to note that, in most cases,
unlike other items, they were lower in
these cities than the U,S, average, re-
flecting the relatively greater price
competition in the larger metropolitan
areas than in the smaller.

Differences in costs of household
operation are largely attributable to
differences in rates fortelephone serv-
ices which were low in San Francisco
($3.85) and highin Washington ($6.99) in
relation to the U,S, average, There was
also a wide range inprices of automatic
laundries from $.19 a load in Dallas to
nearly $.50 in Washington and San Fran-
cisco, compared with a U.S. average of
$.30, There were no significant differ-
ences in prices for household supplies
in the five large metropolitan areas.



Transportation

The cost oftransportation for auto-
mobile owners in the budget varied
among the five cities, largely because
of differences in automobile purchase
prices and insurance premiums, which
are not shown separately. The net pur-
chase price (after allowance fortrade-
in) of a used car was highest in San
Francisco and lowest (by nearly 16 per-
cent) in Chicago, Insurance costs also
varied widely, the highest rates were in
New York and Chicago andthe lowest in
Washington and Dallas, Rates for the
specified coverage were nearly 70 per-
cent higher in New York than in Wash-
ington, The impact of this difference on
total transportation costs was reduced
somewhat by the relatively lower utili-
zation of automobile transportation in
the New York area. At the same time,
prices for upkeep items listed on table
3 show generally the same relationship
as do the overall costs of transportation
for auto owners—high in San Francisco
and Chicago and low in the other three
areas, Chassis lubrication, for ex-
ample, averaged $2.33 inSan Francisco
but only about $1.60 in Dallas, Washing-
ton, and Chicago.

‘Clothing

There was no consistent patternto
the variations in prices of apparel and
footwear items. Consumers in San
Francisco did pay higher prices for
many items than those in the four other
““benchmark’’ cities, but not in all
cases, Men's topcoat prices were less
than in the other cities, Women’s outer-
wear prices were generally lowest in
Dallas, but men’s outerwear prices
were not, Prices of most clothing items
in Washington were lower than the na-
tionalaverage, but prices of men’s foot-
wear were higher.

Services

Service prices are influenced not
only by wage levels, but also by other
factors such as demand, income, and

13

the level of prices for other consumer
iterns. These prices were generally
highest in San Francisco, as was the
case with most commodities. However,
there was no clear-cut pattern in the
differences among other cities, For ex-
ample, prices of men’s haircuts were
highest in Chicago (nearly $2.50), re-
flecting the highproportion of unioniza-
tion among barbers, but prices of beauty
shop services were the lowest of any of
the five large metropolitan areas, In
New York, on the other hand, haircut
prices were lower than average, but
charges in beauty shops were higher,
The same situation prevailed in Wash-
ington, where a permanent wave cost
over $18 compared with$11l in Chicago.
Charges for physicians’ services were
relatively low in Chicago, but, as pre-
viously noted, prices of automobile
services were among the highest, More
than half of the service items in New
York for whichindividualdata are given
were lower than the average. Those for
eye care were only about half the level
of San Francisco prices,

Pricing Concepts

The purpose of the standard budget
is to measure the cost of s representa-
tive list of goods and services con-
sidered necessary to maintainthe level
of living described by the standard. Of
particular interest is the difference in
the cost of this list of goods and serv-
ices from city to city, Qualities and
varieties of items bought by consumers
are influenced by factors such as var-
iations in income and buying habits
among cities, and more significantly,
among geographic regions, Thus, two
objectives are involved in pricing for
the budget. These objectives are not al-
ways compatible, and they present spe-
cial problems for price data collection,
On one hand, the specific items to be
priced must represent the qualities pur-
chased by budget-type families and
those associated with quantities speci-
fied in the budget so that correctaver-
age prices and ultimately the correct
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overall budget cost can be computed. On
the other hand, budget pricing also must
represent comparable qualities from
city to city in order that intercity dif-
ferences in living costs may be meas-
ured accurately,

It isnot possibletoachieve bothde-
sired obxjectives through the use of a
single ‘'standard’’ pricing technique.
Best results can be achieved through
the use of different pricing and/or pro-
cessing techniques for different items.
It should be emphasized also thatpric-
ing for the budgets is aimed at obtaining
the cost of equivalent goods and serv-
ices in all cities, Pricing for the Con-
sumer Price. Index, on the other hand,
does take into account differences in
““buying habits’’ 9/ among cities and,
to a lesser extent, differences in the
availability of the specific goods and
services on the market,

Selection of ltems

Although the budget coversthe cost
of all items which are required by a
family to achieve the specified standard
of living, the list of items actually priced
for the budget is a sample. selected to
represent the many different items, va-
rieties and qualities purchased by con-
sumers., In the main, allowable budget
quantities for the items discussed in
this bulletin were determined for cate-
gories and subcategories, Within the
respective categories, the most im-
portant individualitems (interms of ex-
penditures) were designated as items
to be priced, Prices were estimated for
a number of items which were not di-
rectly priced, but for which quantity
data were available, Finally, estimates
of costs were used to represent a few
categories of expenditure, mainly ‘mis-
cellaneous’’ or ‘‘catch-all’’ categories,
for which quantity data were not avail-
able,

2/The term “*buying habits® reflects differences in income
level, family size, occupational status, and other socioeco=
nomic determinants of differences in levels of living.

As used by the Bureau in pricing
for the Consumer Price Index, the spe-
cification includes a detailed descrip-
tion of the characteristics of an item
which determine its quality and, there-
fore, influence its price. However, for
pricing the budgets, specifications also
were used to describe verybroadlyde-
fined items where few or no tolerance
limits were established for the de-
scription of quality factors., Thus, for
identification purposes, the specifica-
tions used in budget pricing are referred
to in this bulletin as either ‘‘general
quality range’ or ‘‘narrow quality
range’’ specification.m/a

One of the important considerations
governing the selection of a specific
item or items for pricing for the budget
is the appropriate coverage of a much
more generally defined item for which
the actual budget quantity was derived.
For items other than food and shelter,
the price level and the quality repre-
sented by the budget quantities were de-
termined primarily from the ‘‘Surve
of Consumer Expenditures, 1960-61’
as the average for the income class at
which the point of maximum elasticity
occurred. Depending upon the degree of
detail obtained, the ‘‘item’’ in the ex-
penditure survey would have encom-
passed several varieties, qualities, and
sizes, (See Bulletin 1570-1 for a dis-
cussion of the quantity-income elasti-
city analysis technique.)

Price and quality levels generally
were determined through the analysis
of expenditure data as reported by bud-
get-type families, This analysis was
supplemented by further refinement and
analysis of data from other sources in
order to identify properly andtescribe
the specific itemstobe priced. In effect,
the priced item must represent the va-
riety of ‘‘items,’’ however wide or nar-
row, represented by the budget quantity.
Accordingly, specifications were drawn
up which reflected the actual availability

10/5ee appendix for the specifications used inthe collection
of prices for the ‘‘City Worker's Family Budget."
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of goods and services on the marketas
of the pricing date (which, of course,
was several years later thanthe period
represented by the expenditure data),
On one hand, they had to be sufficiently
broad to permit pricing in most, if not
all, retail outlets in the sample; on the
other hand, they had to assure to the
greatest degree possible that equivalent
goods and services would be priced in
each city,

As indicated previously, direct
pricing generally was carried out for
items having relatively large quantities
and for which an adequate specification
(or specifications) could be prepared.

In some casesthe item represented
by the budget quantity was far too gen-
eral to permit easy definition of a spe-
cific item for pricing., For example, to
represent properly the budget item:
‘““lamp’’, a general specification was
prepared in which the only limitations
were style (table lamp) and size (up to
45 inches high). Expenditures for all
other types of lamps also were included
inthe expenditure data, but industry data
indicated that table lamps were sold in
greatest volume. 11/ Pricing agents
were instructed to report prices for
three volume-selling lamps meeting the
general specification in each designated

outlet in the five ‘‘benchmark’’ areas,
The narrower specificationusedforthe
CPI, which defines construction in ad-
dition to style and size, was priced in
the remaining areas,

Some items do not present a wide
choice of varieties of qualities for pric-
ing (e.g., men’s haircuts) and specifi-
cations could be prepared readily, In
fact, CPI (narrow) specifications were

1/ where possible, the specific quality limits used in spe-
cifications for broadly defined items were based on the
qualities sold at the prices shown on frequency distributions
of prices paid by families at the point of maximum elas=
ticity. For example, prices paid for lamps and furniture
showed very wide dispersion (indicating a wide range of
qualities), Therefore, ‘‘general quality range'® specifica-~
tions were prepared for these items,

http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
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used wherever possible. Nevertheless,
it was necessary topreparedadditional
specifications to cover individual items
not included in the CPI, in order toas-
sure adequate coverage of each of the
budget categories.

It was not always possible orneces-
sary to select one item or more for
pricing, Some items were consideredto
be unpriceable through the use of con-
ventional procedures, or the cost of de-
veloping a special technique for pricing
was too great, For example, one of the
women’s apparel items is described in
the expenditure survey as ‘‘Rubbers,
galoshes, boots.’”’ In considering howto
represent this broad item, these ques-
tions arose: Should galoshes be priced?
Plastic or rubber? Full rubbers? Boots?
Fur-lined boots? Obviously, it was not
possible to represent all these with a
single specification, and too costly to
pPrice more than one specification to
represent the item. Accordingly, an
estimated price was derived inrelation
to girls’ boots,12/ It was not always
possible to select a specific quality of
a single item, Men’s loafers, for in-
stance, are available in a variety ofup-
pers (canvas, leather, etc)and outsoles
(rubber, leather, plastic, etc.,) Also,
there is considerable difference of
opinion among reporters as to the type
or style of shoe classified as a ‘‘loafer,”’
Because of these characteristics a de-
fined quality (or qualities) could not be
described and an estimated price of
men’s loafers was derived in relation to
men’s street shoes,

In such instances, and in cases
where items were closely related to
items already selected for pricing (e.g.,
men’s and boy’s shoes), theuse of esti-
mated prices in lieu of actual prices
provided just as accurate a measure of
the cost of an item as direct pricing.

12/gee appendix 1 (Specifications) for specific estimating
procedures,
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Price Collection Procedures

A combination of different tech-
niques was used in collecting prices for
the standard budget, according to the
particular characteristics of the indi-
vidual specifications; that is, for items
having a wide range of qualities, varie-
ties, etc., ‘‘general quality range speci-
fications’’ were priced by one method
and for items having a low variance in
prices among reporters, ‘‘narrow qual-
ity range specifications’’ were priced
by a different method,

The most widely usedtechnique for
items other than food and shelter was
the ‘‘benchmark’’ city approach, By this
technique, as many as 30 quotations or
more for a single item were collected
in five large metropolitan areas, New
York, Washington, Dallas, Chicago, and
San Francisco, The prices are repre-
sentative of the whole range of qualities
and varieties of an item and meet a
broadly defined ‘‘general’’ specifica-
tion. The Bureau would have preferred
to expand pricing in more, if not all,
areas, However, the available re-
sources did not permit such an expan-
sion, Therefore, five large metropoli-
tan areas referred to as ‘‘benchmark’
cities were chosen on the basis of their
location and because in three ofthem—
Washington, Chicago, and San Fran-
cisco—the outlet samples priced for the
CPI were larger than in other areas.
Outlet samples were expanded in New
York and Dallas to resemble the sample
size inthe other three benchmark cities,
Generally,each specification was priced
for the budget in eight outlets in Dallas,
San Francisco, and Washington, and in
ten outlets in Chicago and New York,

In the other areas, prices for a
narrowly defined specification were
obtained from retail outlets regularly
priced for the CPI, Usually, CPI spe-
cifications were priced, but for some
items particular brands were specified
to be priced in all cities, in order to
assure intercity comparability, As is
discussed in more detail later, prices
were estimated for non-benchmark

cities from the price ratio between
strictly comparable items in the non-
benchmark and benchmark city in each
of four regions, This ‘‘matching’’ of
identical quotations yields estimates of
price differences at minimal cost and
also improves the measurement of in-
tercity differences in living costs,

A second technique, used exten-
sively for service items, was to expand
the sample of outlets in whichthe items
were priced to insure reliable average
prices for the area, Items priced by this
method are those not having a define-
able range of qualities and varieties,
as, for example, men’s haircuts, For
some items the outlet sample was ex-
panded in all 56 cities, and for other
items the sample size was increased
only in the large metropolitan areas,
CPI pricing procedures were followed
and newly initiated outlets were selected
on the same basis as index outlets,

Finally, some items included inthe
standard budgets required noadditional
pricing in any cities and for suchitems
CPI prices were used directly in cal-
culating the budget costs, Included in
this category are not only items having
little variation in prices among re-
porters, but also those for which the
sample of reporters is large or repre-
sents a sizable proportion of the uni-
verse of sellers,

Because of the replication design
of the Consumer Price Index (See Bul-
letin 1517, Chapter IV, ‘‘Sampling As-
pects of the 1964 Revision’’) not all
itemms were priced in all cities, Speci-
fications were designated for pricingin
Sample 1 and/or Sample 2 cities, as for
the CPI. (See appendix 2.) However, in
three cities, Bakersfield, Hartford, and
Kingston, all budget items were priced,
whereas only one item sample is regu-
larly priced forthe CPI, This additional
pricing provided prices for each speci-
fication in at least two cities in each
regional grouping of the medium-sized
and small cities,
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The number of outlets in which bud-
get items were priced varied by city,
Basically, the sample size was that of
the CPI, although there were some ex-
ceptions, For example, an item desig-
nated to be priced both in Sample 1and
Sample 2 would normally be priced in
eight outlets in cities in which both
samples are priced and in four outlets
in cities in which only one sample is
priced, Both item samples were priced
in two subsamples of outlets in all five
““benchmark’’ cities,

Calculation Procedures

Two general procedures wereused
to calculate the city average pricesused
in the budget. The specific technique
used for eachitem depended principally
on the way in which it was priced. These
procedures are indicated on the speci-
fication for each item, listed in appen-
dix 1.

Method I, For items having a wide
range of qualities and varieties and
priced according to the ‘‘benchmark’’
city technique, budget prices inthe five
““benchmark’’ cities were computed as
an average of all reported prices, For
the non-benchmark cities, comparable
average prices were estimated by ap-
plying an intercity ratio to the bench-
mark city price., This estimation pro-
cedure involved the following steps:

1, Items priced in the non-bench-
mark cities were matched with items
in the benchmark cities having identical
descriptions (brand, model number,
size, etc.) Insofar as possible, items
were matched between benchmark and
non-benchmark cities in the same re-
gion; when cities in the same region
were not available, benchmarkcities in
other regions were used.

2. An intercity ratio between the
particular city and the benchmark city
was calculated based on the sum of the
prices for the matched items, For the
small cities (nonmetropolitan areas),
price ratios were based on the sum of
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the matched items for all the small
cities priced inthe regioninstead of one
city.

3. Theaverage price forthe bench-
mark city was multiplied by the inter-
city price ratio to derive an estimated
average price for the non-benchmark
city (or region, for nonmetropolitan
areas),

Method II, For items having little
variation in prices among reporters,
and priced in CPI outlets only or in an
expanded sample of outlets using CPI
pricing techniques, the budget price was
calculated as a simple average of the
reported prices. Again for the small
cities, regional average prices were
based on the sum of prices for all the
small cities in the region, This pro-
cedure is subdivided into Method Iia,
covering items for which only CPIpri-
ces were used, or FBitems priced only
in CPI outlets, and Method IIb, covering
items priced in an expanded sample of
outlets,

For those items not regularly
priced in all cities, prices for the spe-
cifications not priced were specifically
estimated for the seven medium-sized
cities in which only one sample of items
is regularly priced forthe CPI, That is,
prices for specifications normally
priced only inSample 1 cities were esti-
mated for four Sample 2 cities—Baton
Rouge, Indianapolis, Nashville, and
Portland, Prices for specifications nor-
mally priced only in Sample 2 cities
were estimated for three Sample 1
cities— Austin, Green Bay, and Lancas-
ter. The estimating procedure involved
calculating a ratiointhe benchmarkcity
(for the appropriate region) betweenthe
average prices for the item not priced
and a related priced item, This ratio
was then multiplied by the average price
of the priced item in the medium-sized
city to derive an estimated price for the
unpriced item,

Applicable sales and excise taxes
were included in the budget prices in
all cases, A weighted average sales tax
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was used where areas included juris-
dictions having different rates. The
sales tax rate used for the regional
average of small cities was a simple
average of the tax rates for the small
cities included in each region.

For various reasons, it is not
practical to use the standard pricing
and/or calculation procedures for sev-

.org/

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

eral important items included in the
budget. For a few items, the data can-
not be collected according to a pre-
determined specification; for example,
used-car prices, In others, such as
automobile insurance, prices are col-
lected from manuals or other similar
materials, Pricing and calculationtech-
niques for these items are also indi-
cated in appendix 1,
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Table 3.  Average Retail Prices of Selected Commodities and Services for U.S. and 5 Benchmark 1/
Metropolitan Areas Used in City Worker's Family Budget, Autumn 1966
U.s. San
Item Specificati-c71 Average 3/ New York Washington | Dallas | Chicago | Francisco
Number
Household Textiles: Housing
Sheets « oo ovosooons 1232001 (FB-G) $ 3.09 $ 3.16 $ 3.43 $ 2.73|% 3,01 $ 3.55
Pillow cases (pair).... |23-008 (FB-G) 1,53 1.60 1,73 1.62 1.39 1.72
PilloW ¢ s oo eaooeeo |23-013 (FB-G) 5,09 5.77 5.35 3.88 4.67 5.7
Blanket 4 occoosooo. 123-022 (FB-G) 6,45 6.84 7.07 5.44 7.22 6.87
Bedspread ......... [23-031 (FB-G) 5.97 5,71 6,38 5.19 5.98 7.03
Bath towel . ... ... [23-050 (FB-G) 1.74 1.76 1,97 1,31 1.52 2,87
Curtains. . v v oo ev o |23-085 (FB-G) 5.08 4,29 5,56 3.52 5.37 6.39
Draperies.......... |23-091 (FB-G) 9.21 8.59 10, 36 7.30 9.71 9.82
Floor Covering:
Room-size rug (9'x12') . |23-355/336 (FB-G),
23-377 (FB) 129.00 133.00 128.04 114.10; 130.19 141,59
Furniture:
Living-room suite . ... |23-132/133 (FB-G) 306.14 318.50 285.00 268,421 288,98 364. 36
Cocktail table .. ..... |23-169 (FB-G) 51,08 60,07 45,175 41.78 44.99 60.48
Dual purpose sofa .... [23-192 (FB-G) 263,98 272.39 249,32 264.35) 234,67 258,11
Bedroom suite., ... .. |23-211 (FB-G) 307.72 345,59 270, 36 303.52| 278.84 362.88
Bedsprings .« v o0 o4 0. {23-204 (FB-G) 58.61 61,40 56. 88 62,44 59.40 66. 81
Dining-room suite .. .. |23-228 (FB-G) 586,57 609,64 625,24 473,47 602,01 648,01
Electrical Appliances:
Vacuum cleaner, ..... [23-411 (CPI) 48.90 44.22 46,57 47.20| 47.96 45,99
Washing machine . . . .. |23-423 (CPI) 228,05 231.17 218,04 218.43| 222,76 222.16
ToaSter v o o v oev oo |23-465 (Aux) 14,98 14, 41 15,01 14,19 14,71 18.65
Iron. e e oo eosceooss |23-471 (Aux) 13,09 12,71 13,18 12.47 13,38 13,93
Refrigerator 4/ . .. ... |23-387 (CPI) 277.89 257.58 265,62 298,29 261.18 276.49
Range, gas or electric 4/[23-399/399A/
399C (CPI) 206. 64 189.80 198,41 215.09{ 203,17 214.80
Housewares, Tableware
and Miscellaneous
Equipment:
Carpet sweeper ... ... |23-591 (CPI) 11,50 10. 56 12, 37 9.78 10.85 13.26
Dishes, set......... |23-531/531C/
23-533 (FB-G) 48.45 42,39 45.99 47.71 57,89 53.04
Light bulb. s v oo .. ... | H-954 (FB) .27 .28 .26 .30 .32 .25
Lamp, table . .. ..... |23-608 (FB-G) 29.27 29.00 24.61 29.04| 33,19 32,23
Household Operation—
Supplies:
Laundry soap, flakes
{130z.) vve.eevev... | H-802 (CPD) 0. 36 0,35 0, 36 0.37 0,38 0,41
Detergent, powder

(20 0z,) e vvew. ... | H-804 (CPI) .36 .33 .34 37 .38 .37
Detergent, ligquid .

(15£. 0z.) «v e+ ....|H=807 (CP]) .39 .38 .38 . 40 .39 .43
Spray starch (14 oz.) .. | H-952 (FB} .45 .42 .46 .48 . 47 .54
Liquid bleach (1/2 gal.). [ H-950 (FB) .36 .33 .34 .40 .37 .40
Floor wax {27 fl. oz.).. | H-951 (FB) .94 .87 .87 1,02 .94 .90
Scouring powder (14 oz.) | H-953 (FB) W17 .17 .16 17 17 .18
Scouring pads (box - 10

pads) . v ovvenu... . | H-901 (CPI) .29 .26 .27 .29 .31 .31
Air deodorizer (7{l. oz.) | H-906 (CPI) .58 .55 .56 .57 .61 .54
Paper napkins (box of 80)| H-764 (CPI) .18 .19 .20 .20 .18 .18
Toilet tissue (650 sheet

roll) ...vvevees..|H-799 (CP]) .09 .08 .08 .10 .10 .10

Household Operation—
Services:
Automatic laundry ser-

vice, average 10 lbs. ; | 34-754 (CPI) .30 .34 .49 .19 .28 .48
Residential telephone,

monthly service

(2~-party line}. « « + + . . | 222620 (X) 5,00 5.21 6,99 5,09 4,98 3,85

See footnotes at end of table,
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Table 3.  Average Retail Prices of Selected Commodities and Services for U.S. and 5 Benchmark 1/
Metropolitan Areas Used in City Worker’s Family Budget, Autumn 1966—Continued
Specification U. s. San
Item Number 2/ Average 3/ | New York | Washington| Dallas | Chicago | Francisco
Private Transportation- Transportation
Automobile Operating
Expenses:
Gasoline (gal.)e ¢ ¢« o+ ¢ « .j41-065 (CPI) $ 0.33 $ 0.32 $ 0.33 $ 0.29($ 0.33 $ 0.33
Motor 0il {qte)e e o o o o » o]41-097 (CPI) .64 .66 .65 .66 .62 .66
Chassis Lubrication . . . .(41-355 (CPI) 1.71 1.64 1.60 1.64 1.82 2.33
Tire, tubeless . . .. ... .|41-161 {(CPI) 26,35 23.56 27.09 25.36| 25.54 30,83
Battery. c s oo o0 e s oo o{41-226 (FB) 28.26 28.95 26,47 27.72 28.86 29.74
Motor tune-up « « « « o + . +[41-483 (CPI) 23,00 21.44 23,94 24.26 25,79 30,67
Front end alignment . . . .|41-675 (CPI) 14. 44 16.66 15.59 13.43 17.71 16.78
Brakes relined ... ...s/41-643 (FB) 34,51 33.06 37.12 33.65| 39.64 42.30
Men's Clothing: Clothing
Topcoat o o s 0 0e0e000431-018 (FB-G) $ 70.21 $ 79.61 $ 67,75 $ 69.81|% 73.65 $ 65.31
Sweater ¢ e eo s s o e oj3l=154 (FB-G) 15,40 13.06 14.78 16.10 15,92 18.09
Suit (year-round weight). .[31-052/053 (FB-G) 77.10 79.03 68.58 76.47 81.60 79.09
Dress slacks. s o « o o s » «|31-086 (FB-G),
31-087 (FB-G) 9.68 10,44 9.68 8.95 9.44 9.76
Work trousers. .. .....31-171 (FB-G) 4.90 5.47 4.20 4,31 4,85 5.36
Dress shirt. .. ... ... .[31-273 (FB-G) 5.36 5.63 5.22 5.07 5.53 5.14
Work shirt « o« v o v oo . (31222 (FB-G) 3.61 3,53 3. 40 3,68 3.80 4.25
Sport shirt « v o c o o0 .. +|31-292 (FB-G) 5.32 5.38 4.97 5.82 5.48 5.42
Undershorts « ... .00 0(31-342 (FB-G) 1,28 1.25 1,25 1,41 1.29 1,34
Undershirt o « s o o s 04 o o[31-324 (FB-G) 1,17 1.08 1.12 1.01 1,23 1.37
Pajamas e ¢ s o 00 s o0 o0 +|31=376 (FB-G) 5.65 5,17 5. 45 6.08 6.19 5,30
Socks (pair)e o ¢ v oo o oo +[312409 (FB=G) 1.21 1,07 1.14 1.19 1.31 1.27
Street shoes o+ s o s ¢ 040 [33-002 (FB-G) 15,12 16.93 17,27 14.13 15,06 13.76
Work shoes s o s o000 332046 (FB-G) 12.53 12,42 14,05 10.79 14.27 14,52
Dress rubbers.. ... .. ./33-226 (FB-G) 4.03 4.25 3.74 4,24 3,61 4.19
Felthat « ¢ o s v 0o s 0 s0 4 4[31-427 (FB-G) 14,10 14.55 13.17 14,11 13,81 16. 45
Women's Apparel:
Coat (heavy-weight) . . . .[32-001/002 (FB-G) 55.07 65.43 51,39 50,91 52.81 56,20
Carcoat + + v os s .s . .[32-105 (FB-G) 24.80 26.60 26,76 21.54| 23.13 23.09
Sweater « o+« s oo v 0. .32-118 (FB-G) 8.60 8.06 9.42 9.34 7.94 11.16
Street dress « e s o o0 o oo 32-222, 32-223 (CPD), .
32-226 (FB-G) 12.19 12,61 12,72 11.46 12.41 12,62
House dress . . . . 32-248 (FB-G) 4.93 4.10 5.73 4.04 5.14 6.54
Blouse « « ¢ s o0 000 32-144 (FB-G) 4,51 4.59 4.59 4.54 3,85 4,77
Slacks + s oo o000 o 32-172 (FB-G) 6.84 7.00 6.57 6.80 5.94 8.69
Slip s esvesoeoeos 32-287 (FB-G) 4.57 4.79 3.91 4.35 4.82 4.93
Girdle - » co e s e 32-378 (FB-G) 8.27 8.15 7.69 8.79 8.57 8.75
Brassieres e oo s 0 oo 32-391 (FB-G) 2.60 2,69 2,70 2.91 2.57 2.77
Pantiess » oo 00000000 +32.313 (FB-G) .88 .97 .88 .95 .80 .78
Nightgown =« + e+« oo+ +|32-327 (FB-G) 5,41 6.81 4.28 5.03 5.20 5.74
Pajamase ¢ s v e o s oo +[32339 (FB-G) 4.34 4.43 4.05 3.50 4.52 4. 89
Nylon hose (pair) + « - + + -132-405 (FB-G) 1.23 1.17 1.27 1.26 1.18 1.30
Street shoes « « « + « « » » +{33-271/272 (FB-G) 13.04 13,53 12.66 12.53 12.18 14.57
Casual shoes+ « o+ + « « » « «133-361 (FB-G) 10. 56 10.86 10.07 9.96 10,01 12.15
House slippers « « - <.+« +(33-406 (FB-G) 4.96 4.66 4.75 4.43 5.89 5.10
Hat ¢ o oo oo oeoeeeaese32-432 (FB-G) 5,61 6.27 6.20 5.85 5.55 6,48
Gloves « » ¢ e s s 000 v o +132-443 (FB-G) 2.69 2.74 2.77 3.17 2.47 3.00
Boy's Clothing:
Sport coat + e e ..o .|31-662 (FB-G) 20,52 23,42 19.88 21,36 17.99 21.86
Sweater « « ¢+ s 000000 +|31-714 (FB-G) 8.30 8.47 7.93 8.01 7.93 9.65
All purpose coat « «+ » ¢+ +131-577 (FB-G) 20. 40 21.47 20.34 19,54 19,89 18.84
Slacks v+ e s 0 e s eeooo..|31-646 (FB-G) 6,11 6.03 5.37 6.01 5.87 6.45
Dungarees « o+ ¢+ o004 ¢(31-732 (FB-G) 4,06 3.98 3,80 3.57 3,64 4,83
Sport shirt » ¢« o« v o+ » «[31-817 (FB-G) 3.49 3.54 3,53 3.60 3,26 3.80
Undershorts » s ¢+ ¢ s o s «1312832 (FB-G) 77 .79 .73 .73 .79 .87
Sockse s+ o0 s s oo |31-883 (FB-G) .66 .65 .66 .60 .61 .75
Street shoes . oo+ .. .|33-542 (FB-G) 12,29 12.80 12,13 11.74 12,70 12,97
Sneakers . ..e.......|33-586 (FB-G) 5.44 5.60 5.37 5.25 5.05 6.33
Girl's Apparel:
Coat (heavy-weight) . . . .|32-554 (FB-G) 25,70 26.83 28.88 20,61 26.47 24.22
Raincoat « ¢ +eoeee.|32-579 (FB-G) 10.95 11.77 12,08 8.99 10,50 12,37
Sweater « « « « o v o 00 o4 +132-631 (FB-G) 5.32 5.46 5.03 5.21 5.08 6.21
Dress eeeeveeesosss|32-744 (FB-G) 6.65 6.68 7.09 7.88 6.07 7.69

See footnotes at end of table,
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Metropolitan Areas Used in City Worket’s Family Budget, Autumn 1966—Continued

Average Retail Prices of Selected Commodities and Services for U.S. and 5 Benchmark 1/

21

Specification U. s. San
Item Number 2/ Average 3/| New York | Washington | Dallas Chicago | Francisco
Clothing --Continued
SKirt , .uveveeoooss. |32-644 (FB-G) $ 6.34 $ 6.49 $ 6.55 $5.18|%$ 6.41 $ 8.02
Blouse s cvovsecs... |32-657 (FB-G) 3.20 3.24 3,20 3,03 3,08 3.45
SliP o e v o v o eonenseae |32-801 (FB-G) 2.28 2.45 2.08 1.89 2,27 2.53
Panties , , . ¢0000... |32-827 (FB-G) .71 .74 .66 .54 .84 .72
Robe ....0ccovoo.. |32-866(FB-G) 6.79 7.66 6.49 7.45 6.57 6.82
Anklets, , ., . ........ |32-891 (FB-G) .51 .49 .54 . 46 .51 .64
Street shoes . ,...... |33-54] (FB-G)
33-766 (FB-G) 8,66 9.88 7.58 7.64 8.24 8.95
BOOtS o o s e oo s esoses |33-901 (FB-G) 4.71 4,75 4.57 3.60 4,87 6.19
Clothing Materials:
Cotton, cotton blends
(ydo) e eevovesvoes [34-438 (FB-G) .88 .94 .81 .13 .89 1.11
Polyester crepe (yd.).. |34-469 (FB-G) 1.98 2.22 1.74 1.91 1.92 1.92
Clothing Services:
Cleaning and Pressing:
Man's suit ... ... .. |34-708 (CPI),
34-708A (CPI) 1,53 1.29 1.48 1.30 1.71 2.11
Woman's dress . .... [34-731 (CPI},
34-731A (CPI) 1.56 1.32 1.50 1.60 1.68 2.14
Shoe Repair:
Men's (half sole and
heels) .......... |34-639 (FB) 4.50 3,68 5.04 4,61 4. 71 5.56
Women's (heels), . ... |34-662/662A (CPI) 1.15 1.02 1.39 1.13 1.24 1,51
Physicians' Visits: Medical Care
Home visit .. ....... |51-202 (CPI) $ 9.41 $ 11.42 $ 10.00 $ 10.91 % 9.56 $ 11,86
Office visit . . . ... ... [51-201 (CPI) 5,70 7.54 5.83 5.72 5.47 7.06
Hospital visit ....... |51-838 (FB) 6.00 9.31 7.94 4.44 6.15 7.45
Dental Care:
Filling . . . v v v v v u.s .. |51=-465 (CPI) 6.09 6.45 6.83 7.79 6.41 8.38
Extraction ......... |51-466 (CPI) 7.12 7.66 8.25 7.75 7.78 10.67
Cleaning, . v .. ...... |51-469 (FB) 7.48 7.55 8.50 9.56 8.38 9.41
Eye Care:
Examination , . .,..... |51-518 (CPI),
51-519 (CPI) 12.94 8,50 14.88 13.88 11,25 17.82
Eyeglasses . ........ |51-518 (CPI),
51-520 (CPI),
51-521 (FB) 22,99 15.19 23,99 20.95 | 20.17 28,68
Nonprescription Drugs:
Vitamins (100 capsules). |51-001 (CPI) 3.33 3,62 2.50 2.94 3,28 3.90
Personal Care—Services: Personal Care
Man's haircut ., ..... |52-697 (CPI) $ 1.95 $ 1.83 $ 1.91 $ 1,798 2.48 $ 2.44
Woman's haircut ., ... |52-753 (CPI) 2,16 2.62 3.31 2,21 2,08 3.17
Permanent wave ,.,.,.. |52-825 (CPI) 12,98 15.20 18.19 13,37 11,27 16.95
Plain shampoo and
wave Set, . ... ... .. |52-849 (CP]) 2.90 3,70 4, 47 2.88 2,68 4,15
Boy's haircut .....,.. |52-729 (FB) 1,65 1.59 1.63 1.65 1.77 2.16
Personal Care—Supplies:
Toilet soap {medium bar) | 52-001 (CPI) .12 W11 .12 .13 .12 .14
Toothpaste (approx.
30Z)e i ieieneee.. |52-025(CP]) .54 .51 .48 .51 .5