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

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

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

Acknowledgment is made of the assistance of Elizabeth K. Morrison
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Hawkins in checking the analysis. Many others, too numerous to
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INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

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

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

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

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

IX



X o COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES

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

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

3 The United States Department of Labor and its predecessors in the Federal
Government have made several investigations of family expenditures at approx-
imately the same time, in different communities. A large body of facts relating
to expenditures by wage earners and lower-salaried clerical workers in 92 cities
in 1917-1919 was published in 1924. See Cost of Living tn the Uniled States,
Bulletin No. 357, United States Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics,
1924. In 1934 the Bureau started a new series of studies of money disbursements
of wage earners and lower-salaried clerical workers in 55 cities. Results of these
have been published from time to time in Monthly Labor Review, beginning in
March 1936. More comprehensive than any such studies made previously is the
investigation of consumer purchases carried on with Works Progress Administra-
tion funds in 1936 by the Bureau of Labor Statistics in the Department of Labor
and the Bureau of Home Economics in the United States Department of Agricul-
ture, in cooperation with the National Resources Committee and the Centra!
Statistical Board.

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

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

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

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

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

of living among wage earners. The first of these studies was made in Fall River
in October 1919; the most recent of which a report has been published covered
12 industrial cities in August—October 1927. See National Industrial Conference
Board, The Cost of Living Among Wage Earners, Fall River, Massachusetts, Octo-
ber 1919, Research Report No. 22, Boston, November 1919; and National Indus-
trial Conference Board, The Cost of Living in Twelve Industrial Cities, New York,
1928.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

THE TWO LEVELS OF LIVING

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

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

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

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

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

The family whose costs of living are measured in this investigation
is best described as the unskilled manual worker type. It consists of
a moderately active man, a moderately active woman, a boy age 13,
and a girl age 8.1 The man wears overalls at his work. No house-
hold assistance of any kind is employed.

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

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

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

12 The size and composition of this family was selected as the nearest approach
to the average census private family, which consists of 4.01 persons. The census
distribution is such that the median size of all families is 3.40, and of urban
families, 3.26. Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1930, Population Vol. VI,
pp. 10 and 16. Less than one-third of the census families in 1930 had more than
four members; in urban areas the proportion was only slightly in excess of one-
fourth. 7Ibid., pp. 13 and 14. " Sixty-two percent of all census families and sixty
percent of urban census families contained only one gainful worker. Ibid., pp.
22-23. The average number of children under age 15 per family was 1.2 and
per urban family, 1.02. The latter figures were obtained by dividing all children
in this age group by total number of families. Fifteenth Census of the United
States: 1930, Population Vol. II, p. 567. The sex and age of the two children in
the present study were assigned arbitrarily for the purpose of representing a
diversity of cost elements. In the matter of housing certain complications are
implied which disappear if the family is considered as representative rather than
as an exact replica of real families.
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Complete self-support in all respects is provided for, but only on a
current cost basis, since there is no allowance for carrying or liqui-
dating debts or for necessary future expenditures, except small life
insurance policies.

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

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

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

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

COMPUTING THE COSTS OF LIVING

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

City and geographic division P°p1‘g£l°n City and geographic division Po;{%tlon
New England: South Atlantic—Continued.
Boston, Mass_____._.____.________ 781, 188 0,
Providence, R. I __ 252, 981 182, 920
Bridgeport, Conn. _ 146, 716 129, 710
Fall River, Mass___ 115, 274 129, 549
Manchester, N. H. . 76,834 75, 274
Portland, Maine._. ... ...._......_ 70,810 51, 581
Middle Atlantic: 866
New York, N. Y__._ ... 6,930, 446 || Bast South Central:
Phusdelphla, Pa_ 1, 950, 961 Louisville, K¥. .. occoeomaeaa.- 307, 748
Pittsburgh, Pa_ 669, 817 Birmingham, Ala. . 259, 678
Buflalo, N. Y 573,076 Memphis, Tenn._ 253, 143
Newark, N.J 442 337 Knoxville, Tenn 105, 802
Rochester, N. 328, 132 Mobile, Ala_.. 68, 202
Scranton, Pa__. 143,433 || West South Central
Binghamton, N. Y_._ 76, 662 New Orleans, La. 458, 762
East North Central: Houston, Tex.._.. 292, 352
Chicago, IN. ... 3,376, 438 Dallas, Tex. .......... - 260, 475
Detroit, Mich__._ 1, 568, 662 Oklahoma City, Okla._. - 185, 389
Cleveland, Ohjo.. 900, 429 El Paso, Tex........... . 102, 421
Milwaukee, Wis.__. 578, 249 Little Rock, Ark. .. co.._cooaoooo. 81,679
Cincinnati, Ohio.._ 451,160 |[ Mountain:
Indianapolis, Ind. . 364, 161 Denver, Colo. ________.___._.__.._ 287, 861
Columbus Ohio.. 290, 564 8alt Lake City, Utah__ 140, 267
Peoria, ). ... 104, 969 Butte, Mont.________ 39, 532
West North Central: Tucson, Ariz._..._._. 32, 506
8t. Louis, Mo.... 821,960 Albuquerque, N. Mex._ 26, 570
Minneapolis, Min 464,356 || Pacific:
Kansas City, Mo 399, 746 Los Angeles, Calif________ | 1,238,048
Omaha, Nebr_ _..oooiniaaol. 214, 008 San Francisco, Calif_ . _ - 634, 304
‘Wichita, Kans___.__.. 111, 110 Seattle, Wash__.___..._ . 3
Cedar Rapids, lowa._ 56, 097 Portland, Oreg.. - 301, 815
Sioux Falls, 8. Dak...__.......... 33, 362 Spokane, Wash._ ... o ... 115, 514
South Atlantie:
Baltimore, Md___. ... ... 804, 874
Washington, D. Co_cocoo_ 486, 869

Bource: Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1930, Population Vol. I, pp. 10 and 22 f1.

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

RESULTS

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

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

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



SUMMARY

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

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

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

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

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

32592°—88——2 XVvii
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The costs of living at the maintenance level ranged from a high of
$1,415 in Washington ! to a low of $1,130 in Mobile, at March 1935
prices. The average cost in the 59 cities combined was $1,261. The
cost of living at the emergency level also was highest in Washington,
$1,014; but was lowest in Wichita, $810. The average was $903.
At both levels necessary outlays in the most expensive city averaged
about 25 percent above those in the least expensive. In more than half
the cities living costs were within a range of $100 per year.

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

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

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

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

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

* Quantity budgets for the two levels of living are given in complete detail in
Stecker, Margaret L., Quantity Budgets for Basic Mainlenance and Emergency
Standards of Living, Research Bulletin, Series I, No. 21, Division of Social Research,
Works Progress Administration, 1936.
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Maintenance Emergency
level level
Amount Percent Amount Percent
Total e $1, 261 100 $903 100
PFood. e e aaee 448 35 340 37
Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care_ 184 15 128 14
Housing . 222 18 168 19
Household opemtlon U 154 12 122 14
Miscellaneous. ... oo iaeee 253 20 145 16

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

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

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

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

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

FOOD

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

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

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

CLOTHING, CLOTHING UPKEEP, AND PERSONAL CARE

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

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

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

HOUSING

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

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

population.
HOUSEHOLD OPERATION

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

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

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

MISCELLANEOUS FAMILY NEEDS

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

In 18 of the 59 cities there was a sales tax in March 1935, represent-
ing from 2 percent to one-half of 1 percent of the total cost of living.
Personal property taxes were assessed in 22 cities; capitation taxes, in
25; and both, in 11. There were 13 cities where families at the eco-
nomic level with which this study is concerned were not assessed
direct taxes.

COST VARIATIONS

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

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

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

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

COSTS OF LIVING AND FAMILY EXPENDITURES

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

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

W. P A B.L S
10-city average cost of liring erpendilure

study Study

Number of persons per family_______________._______ 4.00 4.75
Cost of living or expenditure___ _____________________ $1, 267 $1, 257
Total pereent . __ ____________________________ 100. 0 100. 0

Food. - eeieo-- 35. 8 38.5
Clothing and clothing upkeep___ . ___________________ 12. 6 10. 6
Personal care__ . ___ __ . _ .. _....__. 1.9 2.1
Housing. - _ - iiiii-. 16. 9 16. 6
Household operation. .. _ . _ . _________________.. 9.8 12. 2

Furniture, furnishings, and household equipment______ 2.4 2.6
Medical eare. o ececeeees 4.1 35
Transportation_ _.____________________________._.___ 50 5.6
Recreation__ ___ . ____________ . .. 6.0 4.8
ANl other. o oo eeceeaea 5.5 3.5

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

THE ANNUALL costs of living for a 4-person manual worker’s family
at a maintenance level in 59 cities in the United States in March 1935
ranged from a high of $1,414.54 in Washington to a low of $1,129.81
in Mobile (appendix table 2).! The cost of living at a level reduced
somewhat to meet temporary emergency conditions was also highest
in Washington, $1,013.98, but the lowest cost city at the emergency
level was Wichita, where the amount required was $809.64 (appendix
table 8).2

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

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

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

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

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

1
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F16.2-ANNUAL COSTS OF LIVING, BY MAJOR BUDGET GROUPS,
4-PERSON MANUAL WORKER'S FAMILY,
59 CITIES, MARCH 1935

Maintenance Level AF-211, WPA.
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among the 59 cities. The smallest differential between the main-
tenance and the emergency budget costs was found in Minneapolis,
where the latter was 73.1 percent of the former, and the largest was in
Binghamton and Fall River, 70.6 percent. The range in clothing cost
differentials was narrowest, from a ratio of 70.6 percent in Salt Lake
City to 68.5 percent in Scranton; that for miscellaneous costs was the
widest, from 63.8 percent in Kansas City (Mo.) to 50.5 percent in
El Paso.

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

March 1935
Number of cities
Annual cost
Maintenance | Emergency
level level

59 59
- 9
— 21
- 20
- [
- 3
$1,050.00-81,000.00. i aaaaaan - —_
$1,100.00-$1,149.99___. 3 -
$1,150.00-$1,199.99____ 9 —
$1,200.00-$1,249.99.___ 15 —
$1,250.00-$1,299.09_. . 16 —
81,300.00-81,340. 90 e eeeas 9 —
$1,350.00-81,309. 00 e e a—a 8 —_

81,400.00-81,440.99 . . e ececeacenaa 1
Average,! B9 eltles. .. ..., $1, 260, 62 ‘ $003.27

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

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

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

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

P
Maujor budget group
City Clothing. Housing, | House-
Total | Food | COBIDE | Cinclud-"| “hold | Miscel-
o nx?d p(}r'_ ing opera- | laneous ?
conaleare| vater tion ?

Maintenance level eost........ ... 100. 0 100.0 100.0 .0 1000 100.0
Average, 59 cities. . ....coooeeao.. [ Nt 759 0.5 6 | 79.4 57.5
Albuquerque, N. Mex ! __________._ . . — TR 77.6 70.0 0 70.9 53.9
Atlanta, Ga___.. RS 71.9 75.0 68,9 b, R 9.4 59, 1
Baltimore, Md. 7.2 75.3 68,9 .3 78.0 59.7
Binghamton, N, Y : 70.6 75,1 69,2 .0 80,2 52.5
Birmingbam, Ala ... .. .o iieiiianan 7.5 75.4 69.6 L7 79.1 8.8
Bogbon, Masg o 70.9 4.6 60,5 . 0 88 56,3
Bridgeport, Conn L0 745 A9, 2 .4 09 55.9
Buffale, N. Y.. & 7L6 75.4 69,7 .3 Tl 60, 1
Butte, Mont_____.__.._ £ 70.6 7.4 70,2 .6 w7 5.1
Cedar Rapids, lowa 1 _______ . . _______ 7.6 78.2 69. 5 , 2 79.8 53.7
Chieago, TILY ... .7 75.6 69, 4 5.0 80,1 60. 1
Cincinnati, Ohlo 1_.._ B al 7.3 o7 69,3 55 8.0 58,6
Clarkshurg, W. Val _ L7 6.5 69,1 g 6.2 56,8
Cleveland, Ohio ! LY cd L5 76.0 68, 7 .6 8.5 61.1
Galombis;; S Giet s e aear o 70.8 75.0 68,6 4 9.1 51.2
(e haly 116 T et S 753 76.7 68,7 75.0 76.6 56. 9
Dallas, Tex..... 2 2 71.8 76.0 60,9 76,4 o 57.2
Denver, Caolo 1. 710 6.1 0.0 73.5 7T 58,7
Detroit, Mich.1. Sha S 7.6 748 69, 4 8.7 80. 4 60,7
ElPodly, TOXo cacniismimserivrrssiaiers S 72.1 77.2 70.1 TR.5 79.0 50. 8
Fall River, Mass.__.. B S I e 70.6 74.3 68.9 BT 78.5 53,8
Houston, Tex._._.... . - 71.8 6.1 9.6 5.7 8.6 60.2
Indianapolis, Ind______ L7 76.1 69. 2 77.8 X\ 58.3
Jacksonville, Fla___ . e - T4 75.2 69. 8 TH.R 9.8 55.7
Kansas GIBY, Mo_ cicsiesasncns-mrmsmemems 72.3 75.8 60,3 758 8.0 A3.8
Knoxvllla, TN comcm munmsessamomss asm ™4 T2 60. 5 6.7 R80. 2 56.9
Little Rock, Ark_ 5 s 720 76.6 69.7 77.6 | 8.5 56. 5
Los Angeles, Calif.t i 7.5 6.0 60.0 4.2 79.4 60.9
Louisville, Ky.!._____ 714 76.2 69.3 771 .3 H6.9
Manchester, N. H______ RS T 70.9 61 70.3 74.2 0.9 54.3
Memphis, Tenn._...... 7.8 768 68,8 =7 % 50.0
Milwaukee, Wis_ LT 76,5 68,7 5.6 (), & 8.7

Minneapolis, Minn 73.1 8.7 70.3 75.0 3 61.2 |
Mobile, Ala__.._... ~ — : 72.1 76.2 A8, 8 8.0 ) 57.7
NOWATK, N J ki - reambicin s i e s S s 0,8 75.1 69. 4 74.4 i 5.7
NewOrleans, La_._._._._ ... ____. L6 76.6 A9, 7 74.2 7s2 60,7
New York, N. Y.! . 7.4 75.3 69. 5 74.0 76 AN, 2
Norfolk, Va_.____._____ 7.2 75.0 69, 6 T4.8 9.8 56,0
Oklahoma City, Okla.} . s T1.8 76.9 6.7 6.6 79.7 565.3
Omahs, N@brii- oo s e 2 A6 70.0 76.1 0.7 57. 4
Pebrigi st Lea it Mo LT 78.2 69.7 75.9 .2 56.3
Philadelphia, Pa. .. ... .. _ | 7.2 76,1 69, 4 W50 | 82 ART
Pittsburgh, Pa_.___. [, 710 75.2 69.3 744 R 60. 1
Portland, Maine C = 72.3 76.2 6.6 | 6.5 K16 56.2
BolIBndy O1ll. s ssssenmmmssscenmsnnnmse 72.4 76.8 70. 4 5.4 BO.7 50.5
Providence, R.T.__..__.. .. TL1 74.1 68,9 | 75.0 TR 56.5
Richmond, Va___ T1LR 5.6 69.1 | 77.1 701 57.0
Rochester, N, Y TL8 5.2 70.1 74.7 K1 3 5K, 1
Salt Lake City, Utah ¢ e TLT 6.8 70.6 | 3.8 ™2 57,7
San Franeisco, Calif.! ... . . .. . ___. 72.0 6.7 A9. 4 756 811 5.7
Scranton, Pa____ s b 71.0 76.1 asl| 780 7.8 55.7
Seattle, Wash._.. ... ... .. SEpal 71.8 708 60,2 5.0 K0, 2 58. 5
Sioux Falls, 8. Dak__ | T T 69. 4 | T 81,8 51.0
Spokane, Wash____ : 72.8 s 69.3 | 759 RO, 4 58.3
Bt. Louis, Mo_..._...____...___. T4 754 {if. 4 5.6 7.8 60. 7
Tucson, Ariz.!. .. e 5 LB 76.0 09 4 ‘ 4.3 TR S 5.0
Washington, D. C_ .. ... __ __ I g 4.0 69,3 5.4 | T 58, 8
Wichita, Kans_._ . _ == s | 6T 0.3 L5 | B0 0 56,7
Winston-8alem, N. C., oo TL4 5.0 69.3 75,6 R0, 3 55,0

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

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

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

Maintenance level Emergency level
City

Per year mﬁg{h Perweek || Per year m};gih Per week

Average, 59 cities___.__.________ $1,260.62 | $105.05 $24. U $903. 27 $75.27 $17.37
Albuquerque, N. Mex.! 1,299. 14 108. 28 4. 98 947. 57 78. 96 18.22
Atlanta, Ga._.__ 1, 268, 22 105. 69 24. 39 911. 25 75.94 17. 53
Baltimore, Md.. 1, 300. 65 108. 39 25.01 926.71 77.23 17.82
Binghamton, N 1,243. 19 103. 60 2.9 878.10 73.18 16. 89
Birmingham, Ala._.._____._.____._.. 1,168. 85 97.40 22.48 835. 81 69. 65 16.07
Boston, Mass_ . ... .. 1,352.77 112.73 26.01 958.45 79.87 18.43
Bridgeport, Conn.__ 1,296. 35 108. 03 24. 93 920. 39 76.70 17.70
Buflalo, N. Y _._____ 1,261.21 105. 10 24.25 901. 72 75. 14 17. 34
Butte, Mont____.____. 1, 283. 69 108. 97 24. 69 932.11 77.68 17.93
Cedar Rapids, Iowa ! 1, 186. 18 98. 85 22.81 849. 35 70.78 16.33
Chieago, TN\ ____ ... ... ..... 1,356, 11 113.01 28.08 972. 59 81.05 18.70
Cincinnati, Ohio !___ 1,311.74 109. 31 25.23 935. 54 77.96 17. 89
Clarksburg, W. Va.l 1,190.02 99.17 22.89 85287 71.07 16. 40
Cleveland, Ohio 1. 1,348.33 112.36 25.93 964. 71 80. 39 18. 5
Columbia, 8. C___...___._._____.____ 1,192, 60 $9.38 22.93 844.92 70. 41 16. 26
Columbus, Ohio t_____.__._______.__. 1,178.70 98 23 22,67 840. 68 70.08 16.17
Dallas, Tex. _______. 1, 188.97 99. 08 22 88 853. 98 7117 16. 42
Denver, Colo.f____ 1, 246.07 103. 84 23.96 885. 24 73.77 17.02
Detroit, Mich,t. __ 1,317. 53 100. 79 25. 34 944. 00 78.67 18.15
ElPaso, Tex.oaao oo, 1,153. 58 96.13 22.18 832.05 69.34 16. 00
Fall River, Mass. . 1,271. 51 105. 96 24. 45 898.09 74.84 17.27
Houston, Tex__._._ 1, 200. 96 100. 83 23. 27 869. 23 72. 44 16. 72
Indianapolis, Ind_ 1,198.08 99. 84 23.04 859. 04 71, 59 16. 52
Jacksonville, Fla.__ 1,217.27 101, 44 23. 41 868, 57 72.38 16. 70
Kansas City, Mo_ .. _........_...... 1, 245. 42 103.79 23.95 899. 85 74. 99 17.30
Knoxville, Tenn ... __._.............. 1,168.75 97. 23 22.44 844.37 70. 36 16. 24
Little Rock, Ark.__ 1,139.08 84. 92 21.91 819.97 68. 33 15. 77
Los Angeles, Calif.l. 1.308.11 109. 01 25.16 935. 85 77.99 18. 00
Louisville, Ky.!.__.. 1, 220. 20 101. 68 23. 47 871.62 72.64 16.76
Manchester, N.H_.________._____._. 1,254. 03 104. 50 24.12 889. 61 74. 13 17.11
Memphis, Tenn. ... ___.__.___ 1, 221. 40 101. 78 23.49 877.27 73.11 16.87
Milwaukee, Wis. ___ 1, 353. 34 112.78 26. 03 $70. 64 80. 89 18,67
Minneapolis, Minn._ 1,387.79 115.65 26. 69 1, 013.88 84.49 19. 50
Mobile, Ala__.____ 1,129.81 94.15 21.73 814.92 67. 91 15. 87
Newark, N. J. e 1,300.86 108. 41 25, 02 920. 54 76.71 17.70
New Orleans, La_.._________________. 1,233.08 102.76 3.7 882 80 73.57 16.98
New York, N. Y.1 1,375.13 114, 59 26. 44 982, 11 81.94 18.89
Norfolk, Va.__.._._.__ 1,251.38 104, 28 24,07 891. 57 74.30 17.15
Oklahoma City, Okla.l_ 1, 217. 80 101. 48 23. 42 874,17 72.85 16. 81
Omaha, Nebr___. ... .. ... 1,258, 26 104. 86 24.20 908.71 75.73 17.48
Peoria, TIL1____. - 1,274.30 106. 19 24. 51 $13. 39 76. 12 17. 57
Philadelphia, Pa. 1, 297. 69 108, 14 24,96 924. 56 77.05 17.78
Pittsburgh, Pa.__ - 1, 310,52 100. 21 25.20 930. 45 77.5 17.89
Portland, Maine__ e 1,275.48 106. 29 24. 53 921. 94 76. 83 17.73
Portland, Oreg___ ... ... ... ... 1,221.72 101. 81 2. 49 884. 81 73.73 17. 02
Providence, R. ¥_______._______.____. 1, 245. 26 103.77 23 95 885. 17 73.76 17. 02
Richmond, Va_. ———- 1, 268. 08 105. 67 24.39 910. 36 75.86 17.51
Rochester, N. Y J. 1,287.63 107.30 24.76 925.16 77.10 17.79
St. Louis, Mo__._.__ PN 1, 339. 55 111.63 25.76 956. 48 78.71 18.39
Salt Lake City, Utah '____________._. 1, 243.07 103. 59 23.91 890. 84 4.4 17. 13
8an Francisco, Calift_ . _________ .. _. 1,389, 87 115.82 26. 1,001. 12 83.43 19. 25
Scranton, Pa____.__ ... ... ___._.__ 1,312.39 109. 37 25,24 932. 21 77.68 17.93
Seattle, Wash____._.___._____.____.._ 1,233.35 102.78 23.72 886. 58 73.88 17.05
Sioux Falls, 8. Dak.____.____.___..... 1, 200. 60 107. 55 24.82 938. 27 78.19 18. 04
S8pokane, Wash ...................... 1,228, 62 102. 39 23. 63 894. 02 74. 50 17. 19
Tucson, Azt _ .. ____________ 1,287.25 107. 27 24.75 0920. 05 76. 67 17.69
Washington, D. C_. 1,414. 54 117.88 27.20 1,013, 98 84. 50 19. 50
Wichita, Kans 1,131.30 94, 28 21.76 809. 64 67. 47 15, 57
Winston-S8alem, N, C.l_______________ 1,222.18 101. 85 23. 50 873. 04 72.75 16.79

1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 18).
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COSTS OF MAJOR BUDGET GROUPS AND PRINCIPAL SUBGROUPS

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

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

Budget group Mal{;tf;ance Emeer‘g:lncy

Average,! 59 citles: Amount. ...l $1, 260. 62 $903. 27
Percent .. ceeacicaaas 100.0 100.0

FOOd. e ccaeaeecmmeee e aemeececamcaceeeceneccasaaneseas 35.6 37.6
Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personaleare. . ______ . _..ciiaiaaao.. 14.6 14.2
Jothing . . e e e e e a e e cccceeseecenan——- i1.6 1.1
Clothing UpKeeD. . ...t cmoie e caaaee - 1.0 1.3
Personal Care. ..o 20 1.8
17.6 8.8

12.2 13.5

4.6 8.3

Ice ... 1.8 2.1
Electrictty e L5 1.6
Household supplies. ... ... .. . ... ... 1.6 1.9
Furniture, furnishings, and household equipment 2.8 2.1
Refuse disposal. ... ... ... 0.1 0.2
Unspecified essentials_____ .. . .. ... .. 0.2 0.3
Miscellaneous_....... 20.0 16.1
Medical care___ __ 4.2 5.1
Transportation..___ 4.3 3.0
School attendance 0.5 0.8
Recreation____..__. 59 1.4
Life insurance.____. 3.7 2.3
Church contributions and other contributions. 1.2 1.2

T AKeS ¥ i iaeeeeteeameaemeaeeeeemeaaeeneeaas 0.2 0.3

1 Include s1les tax where levied (sppendix tables 15 and 16).
1 Exclusive of »ales tax.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

32592°—38——-3
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the most part, that costs exceeded the average. The two large
California cities had greater budget costs than the other three cities in
the Pacific Division. The average in the South Atlantic States was
slightly below the average in the 59 cities combined, but in the largest
places in this area the costs of living were above the 59-city average.
On the other hand, though the costs of living in the Mountain States
averaged more than in the group of 59 cities as a whole, the 2 largest
communities therein reported below average figures. In the West
North Central cities costs were high and low in about equal proportion,
with the average in the area just above the average in the 59 cities
combined.
Table 6.—Average Annval Costs! of Living in 9 Geographic Divisions and 5 Size of City
Classifications, &aiio of Highest to Lowest Cost in Each Group, and Highest and Lowest
EAe;ri&tigrgs ;rom Group Averages, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities,

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

Pe:fent(r(‘i)evl&
on from
Annual cost of living group average
cost
Geographie division and size of
city classification Percent Percent
group o High(;st Lowcist hl%hlgﬂf
average roup cost in cost in COoS of
is of 59- | average | each each |lowest cost |ELighest) Lowest
city group group in each
average group
Geographic division
New Fngland...__. 101.7 |81, 282. 57 |$1,352.77 |$1,245.28 108.6 | +5.5 -2.9
Middle Atlantic. _ 103.0 | 1,298. 58 | 1,375.13 | 1,243. 19 110. 6 +5.9 -4.3
East North Central. 102.5 [ 1,292.27 | 1,356.11 | 1,178.70 115.1 +4.9 —8.8
‘West North Central__ 100.2 | 1,262.73 | 1,387.79 | 1,131.30 122.7 +9.9 ~10.4
South Atlantic___..._. 99.8 | 1,258.32 | 1,414.54 | 1,180.02 118.9 | +12.4 ~5.4
East South Central__ . 93.7 | 1,181.40 | 1,221.40 | 1,129.81 108.1 +3.4 —4.4
West South Central.___________._ 94.4 ) 1,190.41 | 1,233.08 | 1,139.08 108.3 | +43.6 —4.3
ountain. ... ... ... 100.9 | 1,271.84 | 1,200.14 | 1,243.07 104. 5 +2.1 -2.3
Pacific. ... 101.2 | 1,276.33 | 1,389.87 | 1,221.72 113.8| +8.9 —4.3
8ize of city classification
1,000,000 or more. _ ______________. 105. 6 |81.330.02 161, 375.13 |$1,297. 69 106.0 +3.3 -2.5
500,000 to 1,000,000. .. . 105.7 | 1,332.03 | 1,389.87 | 1,261.21 110. 2 +4.3 -5.3
250,000 to 500,00 _ 99.311,251.68 | 1.414.54 | 1,168.85 121.0 | 4+13.0 —6.6
100,000 to 250,000 _ 98.011,235.05 | 1,312.39 | 1,131.30 116.0 +6.3 —B8.4
25,000 to 100,000 . __._. 97.6 | 1,230.25 | 1,209.14 | 1,129.81 115.0 | 458 ~8.2

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

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

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

COSTS OF LIVING AND THE SALES TAX

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

CHANGES IN COSTS OF LIVING MARCH 1935-MARCH 1937

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

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

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

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

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

Cost of living
(maintenance Percent cost in 1937 was of cost in 19383
level)
Furni-
City t.ure‘l
March | Mareh | mosat | Fooa | Cloth- [ Hous- iggl ii:gs, and m{:‘.
1937 1935 ing ing light house- neous
hold
equip-
ment
Average, 32 cities . ®) *) 104.0 | 4107.0 | 103.8 | 105.3 | 98.7 109.3 100. 8
Minneapolis, Minn_.._.. $1,480.77 |$1,387.79 { 106.7( 113.6 | 103.1 | 106.4 | 98.9 110.8 102.7
Was| n, D.C.. 1,455.56 | 1,414.54 | 102.9 | 102.9 | 105.6 | 104.2 | 96.7 108. 4 100.9
Detroit, Mich.1. 1,434.79 | 1,317.53 { 108.9| 109.0| 103.0 | 131.5 | 96.8 100. ¢ 103.3
Chicago, I1.1.__._ 1,422 56 | 1,3566.11 104.9 | 107.2| 108.7 | 105.3 | 104. 8 100. 4 101.9
8an Francisco, Calif.l_._| 1,421.84 | 1,389.87 | 102.3 | 1028 ] 105.2 | 101.6 | 97.1 108. 5 100. 4
Cleveland, Ohio .. _.._. 418.44 | 1,348.33 | 105.2 | 105.8 | 106.5 | 114.1 | 100.9 108. 4 100.2
New York, N. Y.1. 300.88 | 1,375.13 | 101.8 | 104.2¢{ 103. 5] 100.1 | 96.3 107.7 9.7
8t. Louis, Mo._.. 395.81 | 1,330.55 | 104.2 ] 110.0| 102.8 | 102.1 | 95.7 110, 4 100. 2
Los Angeles, Calif.t. 382.67 | 1,308. 11 105.7{ 108.9 ) 104.2 | 116.8} 946 113.3 100. 5
Boston, Mass...___.._.. 374.41 { 1,352.77 | 101.6{ 103.5{ 102.7 | 98.7 | 08.2 107.7 100.3
Cineinnati, Qhio . .. __. 1,365.52 [ 1,311.74 | 104.1 [ 107.7| 105.1}103.9| 902.8 113.1 100.9
Pittsburgh, Pa___ -11,850.01 | 1,310.52 | 103.7 | 107.3 | 103.5|102.5| 101.8 108.8 9.8
Baltimore, Md_._ .| 1,347.47 | 1,300.85 103.6 107.5 101.8 | 103.6 | 97.0 100. 4 100.6
Philadelphis, Pa._ -] 1,345.70 | 1,297. 69 103.7 ] 108.8( 102.9 | 102.5 | 99.2 108. 2 99.8
o, Pa._._._._.___ 1,345.20 | 1,312.39 | 102.5 | 108.1 103.8 ] 96.4 | 91.2 107.3 98.9
Atlanta, Qa_._____._.... 1,334.17  1,268.22 | 105.2( 106.9 | 103.9 | 111.0 | 104.8 108.0 101.9
Richmond, Va. 2] 1,323.85 | 1,268.06 | 104.4 ] 109.2 | 104.0 | 103.2 | 102.6 106.8 100.2
Portland, . 2] 1,318.24 1 1,221.72 | 107.9| 113.9| 105.7 | 114.6 | 107.3 108.9 101.7
Buffalo, N Y. 2] 1,312.92 | 1,261. 21 104.1 108.4 | 105.6 | 106.1 | 97.7 112 4 99.8
Seattle, Wash________... 1,309.82 | 1,233.35 | 106.2 | 110.9 106.5 | 108.7 ) 101.2 108. 7 101.8
Denver, Colo.l..._..___. 1,305.88 1 1,246.07 | 104.8{ 109.5| 101.8 | 110.7 | 96.8 107. 2 900.7
Portland, Maine. 1,304.82 | 1,275.48 | 102.3 | 107.71 100.6 | 98.1| 97.6 103.8 | 4100.0
Kansas dlty, Mo 21 1,303.95 | 1,245. 42 104.7 | 110.6 105.11103.4| 984 105. 4 100.3
Norfolk, Va_______...__. 1,201.42 | 1,251.38 | 103.2| 107.5 103.6 | 99.5| 98.8 106.9 100. 8
Jacksonville, Fla__...... 1,274.48 | 1,217.27 | 104.7| 108.5| 1044 | 107.5| 983 105. 2 1021
Memphis, Tenn........ 1,271.48 {1 1,221.40 ) 104.1 106.7) 103.51 100.3 | 102.6 110.3 9.6
Houston, Tex_.......... 1,260.25 | 1,200.96 | 104.9 107. 4 103.4 | 111.0 | 102. 4 113. 2 99,0
Indianapolis, Ind..__.... 1,268.37 | 1,198.08 106. 7 113.5 106.4 | 111.5 | 94.0 111.9 R 1
New Orleans, La.___.__.| 1,262.67 | 1,233.08 | 102 4 103.5| 105.5| 99.9 ) 987 110.3 100.7
Birmingham, Ala....__. 1,250.67 | 1,168.85 | 107.0 111. 5 105.2 | 1185} 102.0 110.1 100.1
Mobfle, Ala____._______. 1,156.83 | 1,129.81 1024 | 107. 4 102.7 1 101.7 (8100.0 110. 2 96.9
Savannsh, Ga.._..._____ () ()] 102.3 107.1 103.0 | 103.3 | 1m.3 107.1 96.7

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

1 The groupings are those of the Bureat: of Labor Statistics but the terininology Is that of the present report,

3 Aggregates were not computed.

4 Includes 51 citles.

$ Increased less than 0.05 percent.

¢ Decreased less than 0.05 porcent.

'tSav:;H:lxg was not fncluded in the Works Progress Administration’s study; therefore, aggregates are
not available.

Source: The percent changes were computed by the Bureau of Labor Statistics from data collected in
its quarterly enumeration. The aggregates for March 1935 are the results of the present study; those for
March 1937 were computed by adding or subtracting the appropriate percent changes to or from the aggre-
gates for March 1935. Were the BSKI’GKEWS for March 1937 computed by totaling the costs of the separate
budget groups, slightly different figures would sx')_gear. because of differences in the samples and quan-
tity allowances used in the present study and b'y ¢ Bureau of Labor Statistics. The aggregates do not
show the costs of the Bareau of Labor 8tatistics’ sample.



TWO LEVELS OF LIVING ¢ 11

change in average rent. Price increases for the clothing group, while
not so large, nevertheless, were general. In nearly two-thirds of the
cities fuel and light combined was less expensive than 2 years earlier,
and the average difference was a small decrease. The cost of mis-
cellaneous items changed very little anywhere.

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

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

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

¢ Savannah, the 32d city, was not included in the present study.
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Chapter [

FOOD

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

Taoble 8.—Annual Costs ! of Food, 4-P¢rson3 Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March
1935

Number of cities
Annual cost
Maintenance | Emergency
level level
59 59
— 2
- 5
— 25
- 18
$350. 00-8359 99 ................................................................. — 8
— 2
— 1
2 —
5 J—
8 —
2 -—
9 —
$460.00-$460. ] —
$470.00-8479.90_ e e 3 —_
$480.00-8480. 00 e e e 3 -
Average,) 50 eltfes .. ... iiiiiiiian $448. 18 $340. 30

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

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

The average cost of food in the 59 cities combined was distributed
as shown in table 9. These percentages differed slightly among the
separate cities as the cost of one group or another was more or less
than the average. In all the cities, however, the larger share required
for starches, sugars, and fats at the emergency than at the mainte-
nance level reflects differences in quantity allowances in the two budg-
ets to meet the needs of nutrition with less expensive foods. Milk,
cheese, fruits, vegetables, lean meat, fish, and eggs took a propor-
tionately smaller share of emergency than of maintenance budget cost.
Table 9.—Percent Distribution of the Average Annual Costs! of Food Among the

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

Maintenance| Emergency
Group level level

B A 1 PP 100.0 100.0
Flour, cereals, and bread. ... - PPN 16.3 .7
Miik and cheese._...__..._... e PPN 235 16.3
Fruits and vegetables.___. . 2.2 21. 4
Lean meat, fish, and eggs. . i iiiciicaaaeea 13.9 9.3
Fats, sugars, and accessories_ .. ... ... iieiiicicieaeaaaan- 2.1 20.3
Average,! 59 clties ... $445. 52 $338. 24

1 Do not include sales tax where levied.

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

1 Quantity budgets for the two levels of living are given in complete detail in
Stecker, Margaret L., Quantity Budgets for Basic Maintenance and Emergency
Standards of Living, Research Bulletin, Series I, No. 21, Division of Social Research,

Works Progress Administration, 1936. For the methods used in collecting quo-
tations and computing city average prices and aggregate costs, see ch. VII.
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Prices of 17 of the 44 separate commodities listed averaged over
twice as much in one city as in another (table 10).? Each of the nine
kinds of fresh fruits and vegetables ® priced was more than twice as

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

Number of cities where prices
exceeded £10 percent with Pereent
reference to the 59-city highest
Commodity average! price is
of l(‘)welst
Above | Below price
Total average | average
Total f00d et ecce i aceeaeeaana- Q) (1 [Q)] 116.6
Flour, cereals, and bread 5 2 3 133.5
White flour.__..__ 1t 5 [ 157.8
Corn meal_ 40 23 17 2885
Rolled oats.. - 1 4 3 147.8
Rice_. ___.__. - 28 15 13 204. 6
Macaroni. ____ 18 9 9 183.6
White bread. . - 21 12 9 174.8
Ryebread____.___ - 13 5 8 185.7
w bole wheat bread . - ..o oo aiiaae.. 13 6 7 182.0
Milk and cheese . . ..o i iieeiiiaaaas 13 8 5 139.7
Frestimilk ..o 26 12 14 168, 7
Canevaporated milk.______._..__....._. (O] (O] ® 119. 4
Cheese . o e cceeeccea . 10 ] 4 143.8
Fruits and vegetables. 7 5 2 120.7
otatoes. . 42 18 24 3875
Cabhage 37 19 18 452.0
CAMTOS . e ccrcceacccee e ceaeean 34 2t 13 523.5
2] (13 1: T « T 38 24 14 421.2
Tettuee. oo aeeaa 30 19 11 302.5
Onions._ .o 21 11 10 215.2
Oranges. . . e 30 17 13 200.3
Bananas (dozen) .. __.__.____._____..__ 115 8 7 205.8
Bananas (pound) . ... -1 . 41t 7 4 170.9
Bananas (dozen and pol‘nd). ........ R ba) 13 14 243.1
Apples . 25 8 17 416.7
Blackeved peas...ccooceeeiii . . 30 14 16 214.3
Navy bheans. ..o . 34 16 1R 224. 4
Peanut butter c.ooooeeo. . 17 7 10 147.8
Prunes. i iiiiaaian R 15 8 7 172.0
Ralsing. . oot el - 5 3 2 143.8
Can tomatoes. _...coceociarmicaacaoaas - 17 10 7 160. 7
CAan string beanS. -oooenaemaeienaan . 24 11 13 164. 5
(61,3, 4 PN ceemaaan 10 4 [} 153. 1
Lean meat, fish,and egEs. ..o . .. ... 15 '] [ 1468.3
Plate beef_________ . 18 9 9 240. 4
Chuck beef___. . 30 15 15 184.0
Breast of lamb._ . 25 11 14 184.9
Pienje ham...___ R 14 7 7 139.9
Can pink salmon. - 10 7 3 137.2
................. 36 14 22 210. 4
1 O] 1 120.9
9 3 [ 147.0
...................... 3 3 (O] 128. 4
.......... 18 [} 10 207.6
___________________ 12 8 6 141.6
...... . 18 10 8 160.3
Granulated sugar. . 10 7 3 134.0
Can corn syrup. 23 10 13 144.0
CAn MOJASSeS. . vt i 29 14 15 217.1
X 31 14 17 174.4
6707 (- 2 11 9 150.9

1 Ratios for all totals were computed from maintenance level costs for a 4-person manual worker’s family.
‘The total cost of food includes sales tax where levied (upptndix table 15); the group totals and commodity

prices are without sales tax.
? In no city was deviation from the average as much as 10 porcont

3 Number of cities where prices exceeded =+ 10 percent with reference to the average fn 29 cities.
¢ Number of cities where prices exceeded :£ 10 percent with reference to the average in 30 cities.

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

may not be confused in the measurement of intercity differences.

Were the tax

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

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

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

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

Most cities within each geographic division reported high or low
food costs in keeping with the area average. All the New England
cities were above the average in the group of 59 combined, and so
were all the South Atlantic cities except Richmond. Less than aver-
age costs were reported in all the East South Central cities. On
the other hand, food prices in two of the eight Middle Atlantic cities
were 80 high that they raised the average in that section to third
place . among the geographic divisions. Among the North Central
cities there were more with low than with high costs.

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

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

‘lation and table 62, p. 128, for cost variations within separate geographic divisions
and size of city classifications.
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COST DIFFERENCES

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

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

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

5 No attempt was made to compare prices of identical brands in the separate
cities.
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present investigation.® These local phases of price behavior play their
part, however, in determining the cost of food in any given city. Some
food cost differences cannot be explained at all in any generalization.

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

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

"~ All commodities were priced by specification. Specifications for
" food have been standardized more definitely than for most consumers’
goods., Alternatives which were permitted in this study for certain
articles, however, might well account for some of the price spread.
For example, certain States have standards of their own for strictly
fresh eggs, which were used instead of the U. S. grades; prices of plate
beef were for the best cut of the best grade of beef handled, with the
bone in, but such a specification covers a wide range of meat grade
as well as a varying proportion of bone, depending on the method of
cutting used.® A diversity of grades was possible within many of
the other specifications. Oleomargarine ® might be either animal or
¢ An analysis of intracity price variations, which takes into account factors
connected with marketing, has been made as a special Works Progress Adminis-
tration project by Professor John H. Cover, of the University of Chicago, who
supervised the collection and tabulation of prices for the present study.

7 The local sales tax in the city of New York is not levied on food, except meals
in restaurants costing $1 or more.

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

? An oleomargarine tax varying from § cents to 15 eents per 1b. was effective
in 23 cities, but in only 7 of them did the price of this commodity vary 10 per-
cent or more from the average in the 59 cities combined, suggesting that the tax
accounted but little for price differentials. Failure to secure any quotations for

oleomargarine in three cities, on the other hand, may have been caused by pro-
hibitive taxes or license fees which excluded this commodity from the market.
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nut vegetable; prices of commodities sometimes sold in bulk and
sometimes In packages or cans, such as lard, butter, coffee, tea,
molasses, cereals, and dried fruits, were obtained in units of varying
size, according to the usual method of sale. Some fresh fruits and
vegetables were priced by size rather than by weight: number of
oranges, of heads of lettuce, or of bunches of carrots to the crate;
and not one number but a limited range was specified. That the size
of these commodities must have varied considerably is suggested by
the fact that the price spread of bananas sold by the pound was
considerably less than of bananas sold by the dozen (table 10).

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

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

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

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

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



Chapter ll

CLOTHING, CLOTHING UPKEEP,
AND PERSONAL CARE

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

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

! Quantity budgets for the two levels of living are given in complete detail in
Stecker, Margaret L., Quaniity Budgets for Basic Maintenance and Emergency
Standards of Living, Research Bulletin, Series I, No. 21, Division of Social Re-
search, Works Progress Administration, 1936. For the methods used in collect-
ing quotations and computing city average prices and aggregate costs see ch. VII_
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Table 11.—Annual Costs! of Clothing, Clothing Upkeep, and Personal Care, 4-Person
Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

Number of cities
Annual cost

Maintenance| Emergency

level level
59 59
—_ 11
—_ 27
— 13
[ —_ 7
$150.00-8158. 90 _ e eeecaee —_ 1
8160.00-8160. 00 _ _ . e e emmemmmmmmmm———————— 5 —
$170.00-$179.99_______. —— — —— o 18 —
$180.00-$189.99____ 19 —
$190.00-$199.99____ 10 —_
$200.00-$209.99.___ - ] -
$210.00-8219.99 . .o e e emmcemmmmemmamam 2 —_
Average,! 89 cltles e meeee $184.35 $128.05

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

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

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

Maintenance | Emergency

Group level level
7 N 100.0 100.0
Clothing_ _......_... 79.1 78.3
Clothing upkeep.... -- 7.4 9.3
Personal care.......... . 13.5 12.4
Average,! 59 cities $184.35 $128.05

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

Clothing costs considered separately showed practically the same .

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

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

arch 1935
Number of cities
Annual cost

Maintenance | Emergency

level level
B X7 I 50 5
$80.00-$89.99___ — 3
$90.00-$99.99___ — 28
$100.00-$109.99. —_ 19
$110.00-$119.99 o °
$120.00-$120.99. _, 2 -
$130.00-8139.99____ 15 -
$140.00-8140.90 e 25 —
$150.00-8150.90 . e 10 —_
$160.00-8160.90 .« e aemeeae—an 7 —
Average,! 59 cities. ... e $145.93 $100. 3

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

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

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

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

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

Number of eities where prices
exceeded 410 percent with

reference to the §9-city | Percent

average ! highest
Commodity or service price is of

lorvivesf

Above Below price
Total average | average

Total ? clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care..... 9 7 2 132.4
Clothing 2. e e mmmae 10 7 3 131.9
Men's clothing. ..o iciiiicnnn 9 7 2 136.0
Winter overcoat. .. 22 13 9 158.6
Wintersuit_.__.__ 20 10 10 173.2
Summer suit...... 19 10 9 158. 4
‘Wool sweater.__ 29 13 18 192.8
Work troUSers. ..o iiiiaeiecceaen 32 15 17 170.0
Busginess shirt. . ciiiicaean [ 4 2 141.3
Cottonwork shirt___.___ ... 18 9 153.3
‘Wool work shirt. 2 10 16 204.3
Overalls. - 12 5 7 148. 4
JUMIPer e i 13 [ 7 153. &
Winterunfonsuft. ... .. 18 8 10 142.1
Summer union suit.. 29 13 16 166. 5
Flannelette pajamas 16 10 174.8
Cotton pajamas_._._.. 9 5 4 133.3
Cotton dress SOCKS _ . ... it iiiciiimicaeeees 18 9 9 152.8
Cotton work 8ocks. ... .. .ol 40 19 21 267.3
Felthat ceeoo..... 28 13 15 181.3
Straw hat_ 2 11 12 170.8
Wooleap. ......_...._. 2 13 10 162. 4
Leather street gloves 21 12 9 161.3
Cotton work gloves. .. ... iiiiiiiiicieen 28 15 13 184.7
Oxfords 19 10 9 158.5
Work shoes._ . . 15 7 8 165.9
House slippers. 28 13 15 221.0
u rs 4 1 163. 4
Wormen's clothing ? 18 10 [} 137.3
Winter coat._... - 27 14 13 190.8
Springcoat............._ 21 11 10 174.1
Wool sweater........._. 38 18 20 224.6
34 13 21 212.7
32 17 15 177. 4
31 13 18 186.5
13 5 8 210.9
36 16 20 188.8
27 13 14 186.9
28 11 17 196. 4
Bloomers or panties. .. ... ... .. iiieaan. 30 15 15 184. 4
Winter union suit. ... 23 10 13 163.8
Flannelette nightgown __ 19 9 10 148.4
Cotton nightgown..__. .. 32 16 16 190.9
Bathrobe e icicicceaes 25 11 14 181.6
Kimomno. ... .. el 21 10 11 27.2
Cotton stockings 22 11 11 174.2
Silk stockings....._..... 38 17 21 193.8
Winter hat_.__..._...__.. 28 12 16 172.2
Summer hat. ...l 23 13 10 205.2
Fabric gloves. . .o e iiiceieiieaas 19 9 10 157.8
8treet shoes. .. 23 12 11 165.7
House slippers 15 10 5 161.6
Galoshes._....... 7 5 2 164. 2
19 9 10 155.2
32 16 16 229.2
8 6 2 134.9
9 3 [} 132. 4
25 12 13 167.6
- 32 17 15 190.9
W00l SWeater .. e w oo aicaaaaan 14 7 7 152.2
Corduroy slaeks. ... 29 18 13 233.3

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 14.—Clothing, Clothing Upkeep, and Personal Care Commodity and Service Price
Ratios, 59 Cities, March 1935—Continved

Number of cities where prices
exceeded 10 percent with

reference to the 59-city | Percent
average ! highest
Commodity or service priceis
of }’?wolst
Above | Below price
Total average | average
Boys’ clothing *—Continued.
Cotton SIACKS - oo i 19 8 13 190. 9
Cotton shirt__ .- 10 [} 4 150.8
Overalls.___.___. 15 7 8 H8. 8
‘Winter union sult. R 17 8 9 163. 6
Summer union Sult. oo .. 16 9 7 156.8
Flannelette pajamas. . ....... ... ._ 14 6 8 145.3
otton pajamas 20 12 8 183. 1
‘Winter cap b14 13 14 20. 3
‘Wool gloves. 38 20 18 319.2
Oxfords. . oo i ieeiiaeas 15 10 5 157.9
Canvas sport Shoes. . ... R 4 4 134.2
................................................. [} 3 3 147. 6
QGirls’ clothing * 11 8 5 137.7
‘Winter coat. 22 10 12 219. 6
8pring coat. __ 22 12 10 216.2
‘Wool sweater_ 28 13 15 210. 4
8itk dress. _... 35 15 20 253.1
Cotton dress b14 14 13 197.1
Wool skirt . ieiacmeiaaans 39 16 23 219.3
Cotton blouse. 31 12 19 231.8
Cotton dress slip. 24 10 14 187.2
Bloonmers or panties. b4} 11 12 208, 1
Winter unfon suit ... . ... b1 12 15 168. 2
Summer unjon sult . ... ... 18 7 1 208. 8
Flannelette nightgown._ __.._.___._.___. . % 1" 16 224.8
Cotton nightgown. ... ... ... __... - 32 16 18 252.9
Cotton stockings. ... ... _........_ - 22 12 10 169. 9
Bocks 16 8 8 196. 5
Winter hat .. 40 18 22 257. 8
Summer hat - 34 18 18 252. 7
Wool gloves. .. oceuoemonoao . 29 15 14 272.8
025007 J L RPN - 16 9 7 161. 6
PumIps. e 19 9 10 170.6
BneaKerS . i 9 5 4 144. 4
Qaloshes. ... il 6 4 2 203.9
Clothing upkeep *. .. oo iaiiiiaaaaa. 21 11 10 0.7
Cleaning and pressing:
Men'ssuit. . _ 39 18 23 .2
Women’s dress._ 36 14 22 299. 1
Women’s coat 36 15 21 255.7
8hoe repairs:
Men's hal! solesand heels. . __________._____ ... ......... 30 13 17 210.6
‘Women'’s half soles and heels 30 13 17 20.3
Women’s heelsonly_.___________. . 34 16 13 224.0
Qirls’ half soles and heels. .. ... 24 9 15 234.2
Personal care ) . . ieeiiiienaaa. 13 8 5 137.3
Haireut:
Men’s e 35 16 19 192.3
Wormen's. 24 1 13 192.3
L 31 4 P 34 12 22 230. 4
Halir wave:
WOmen’ S e, 30 13 17 230.4
Toflet 808P . . . i 9 6 3 155.0

1 Ratlos for all totals were computed from maintenanca level costs for a 4-person manual worker's family.
Except for men's, women's, boys’, and girls’ clothing, the group totals include sales tax whers levied (ap-
f)@ndlx table 15); commodity and service pricesare without sales tax. Prices of commodities or services used

n valuing more than 1 budget are shown only once.

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

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

lowest cost city.
CLOTHING UPKEEP

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

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

Number of cities
Annual cost

Malintenance | Emergency

level level
59 50
— 4
1 15
7 19
k 19 9
$13.00-§13.99__ ... 14 ]
0081400 _ e eeeeeaceaeaen 7 3
150081590 e ————— 6 2
$16.00-$16.99__ .- 2 —
SL7.00-81 7. 00 e m————s 2 —
S18.00-818.99 e ieieiemeciceeceeacnaenaan — 1
19.00-818.00 .o eimeeeeeeaena — —
$20.00-820.99. . ..o e eme—mean - —
$21.00-$21.99_ . ... 1 -
Average, ! 59 cities $13.55 $11.88

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

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

PERSONAL CARE

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

Table 16.—Annual Costs? of Personal Care, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities,
March 1935

Number of cities

Annual cost
Maintenance | Emergency
level level
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$14.00-814.99. _
$15.00-315.09. .
$16.00-816.99._
$17.00-317.99..
$18.00-$18.99. .

$19.00-$19.90
$20.00-$20.99. .
$21.00-821.99. .
$22.00-$22.99. _
$23.00~$23.99_ .

$24.00-824.00 . e immceeeemeee—mme————————
$25.00-825.99
$26.00-$26.90.
$27.00-$27.99. .
$28.00-328.99 . _
$29.00-329.99__

Average,! 59 Cities. e cmiceectcameeeae $24.87 $15.903
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1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 18).

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

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

3 See table 1, p. XV, for list of cities in each geographic division and their popula~
tion and table 62, p. 128, for cost variations within separate geographic divisions
and size of city classifications.
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ceeding the average in the 59 cities combined, and 5 of the 7 cities
with total annual maintenance budget values above $200 per year
were located here. The costs of this major budget group were low in
all sections of the South. Of the 20 cities in the South Atlantic,
East South Central, and West South Central Divisions only 2 had
costs as great as or more than the average in the 59 cities combined.

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

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

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

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

COST DIFFERENCES

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

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

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

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

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

¢ Excluding duplications used in more than one subgroup.

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

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

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

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

¢ Instructions for pricing took account of the fact that March is a different
season in various sections of the country by including only in-season quotations,
no mark-down or clearance-sale prices. In none of the cities where the costs of
clothing were high were the price collection periods far removed from the date to
which prices referred. Even were prices quoted at a later date, however, re-
corded prices are more apt to be available from clothing stores than from food
stores.



32 ¢ COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES

clothing in one of the Southern cities with a sales tax, however, was
raised above the average because of its inclusion.

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



Chapter IV

HOUSING

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

Table 17.—Annual Rents,! 4 or 5 Rooms and Bath, 59 Cities, March 1935

MAINTENANCE LEVEL

Number of cities

Annunal rent All rents | Reported | Reported

adjusted rents in- rents do

to include |clude water | not include

water cost cost water cost
Total . e emaean 59 33 26
150.00-8174.90 . e eemceae e —————— 7 2 5
$175.00-8109.99_ . ieieeeceeeaaan—as 10 8 10
$200.00-8229.99_ . .. L ieee———an 17 8 4
$225.00-3240.99. . . i iiiececccceeceeanann 13 8 4
$250.00-8274. 90 _ e ieeeeeeeenan 9 6 3
275.00-8299. 99 _ s 1 1 —_
§300.00-8324 .99 e 1 1 —_
8325, 008840, 90 . e eeeeeeae—aaan 1 1 —_
Average,! 59 cities .. .. iiiiaaoaa. $221.89 — —

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

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

33
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Washington, 0.C.
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is a slightly different cost distribution between those which do and do
not include the service of water. Nonpayment of the water rate,
however, did not necessarily mean lower rents. Among the seven
Jowest, rent cities in this study, five were thus classified after the water
rate had been added (table 17). Highest reported rents do not seem
to be in this position because they covered the water rate.

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

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

Table 18.—Monthly Rents,! 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

Number of eities

Monthly rent
Maintenance | Emergency
level level

Total. .. eecmemmcemeeeeecececcaseaman 59 50
$5.00-$9.99_ ... = !
$10.00-814.99 ___ 7 39
$15.00-819.99___. 36 18
$20.00-$24.99____ 14 1
B25.00-820. 99 e ececacemean 2 —
Average, LI CIIes. ...cvuunvnniu s e s e $18. 49 $13.98

1 Include the cost of water plus sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 16).

INFLUENCE OF GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION AND SIZE OF CITY ON RENTS¢

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

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

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

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



36 ¢ COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES

paid for the housing listed showed a wider variation than when the
charge for water was added to rents which did not cover this. All
Middle Atlantic cities except Buffalo and all East North Central
cities except Indianapolis and Columbus reported rents above the
average in the 59 cities combined. Rents in every city  in the two
South Central Divisions were low. Rents in the largest cities in the
South Atlantic Division were above the average and in the smaller
cities were below. The opposite situation appeared in the Mountain
States. In the Pacific Area only San Francisco rents exceeded the
average, and 3 of the 7 lowest rent cities among the 59 studied were in
this section.

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

RENT DIFFERENCES

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

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

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

¢ Rents in the South Atlantic Division would average slightly below the average
in the 59 cities combined were it not for Washington, where an abnormal market
had pushed rents to the highest reported in this study. Rents above the average
were required in several other cities in this area, however, to obtain standard
accommodations.
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found to be highest. Brick or wood houses with basements, plumbing
insulated against freezing temperatures, and other devices for insuring
comfort during severe winter weather, however, may provide no more
desirable shelter in the Northern cities than frame bungalows on piers
in a warmer climate. Where less substantial houses are built of ma-
terials available nearby, low rents are common unless other circum-
stances more than counteract this advantage.

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

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

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

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

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

proportions of these without private indoor bath and toilet or in poor condition
were 80 large that the higher rents were required to obtain the standard specified.
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of the housing priced. Specifications were necessarily general, and
criteria for establishing the extent of adequacy were few. Hence,
the four or five rooms and bath provided by the reported rents might
be of varying size and convenience of layout, with a diversity of equip-
ment ranging from old-fashioned to modern improvements. Single
cottages, row houses, flats, and apartments might provide these
accommodations. The age of the buildings and their construction
materials were not homogeneous; size of building plots, desirability
of neighborhoods, and location of the dwellings with reference to the
social and industrial life of the city were not always the same. Any of
these circumstances may account for ascertained rent differentials,
apart from other considerations.

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

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



Chapter V

HOUSEHOLD OPERATION

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

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

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

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

1 Were it not for Sioux Falls and Minneapolis, the highest cost would have
been only 20.5 percent above the average.

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

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

Number of cities
Annual cost

Maintenance | Emergency

level level
B 2 SRR 59 59
$00.00-$00.99_ ____ et - 7
$100.00-$109.99. . — 10
$110.00-$119.99_ . — 13
$120.00-$129.99__ 8 12
$130.00-8130.99. . .. ciciiaeas 9 7
$140.00-8140.99_ _ . ... e eemaeaan 10 7
$150.00-8150.99_ . ... 10 1
$100.00-8160.99. . . ccieeesemeemre———————— 10 1
$170.00-8170.00 s 6 1
$180.00-8189.90. ..o emm—em—m——an 4 -—
$100.00-8199.90 . e m————— - - -
$200.00-8200.99 ... ciaceeenevea—————m——— - 2 —
Average,! 59 cities ... i $153. 54 $121.84

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

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

Marked differences in the costs of the household operation budget
appeared in different sections of the country (appendix table 5).4
All New England, Pacific, and Mountain cities were high except
Denver, and all South Central cities were low except El Paso. But
in New England everything except ice and in the Mountain States

3 See pp. 105-1086.

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

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

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

Maintenance | Emergency

Group level level
100.0 100.0
30.5 31.8
7.2 8.3
12.2 11.9
14.6 15.3
Household supples_ . iiieiiacaos 12.3 13.9
Furniture, furnishings, and household equipment 2). 2 15.3
Refuse disposal ._ ... ... .____ eeenean 1.0 1.2
Unspecified essentials.___....._....... 2.0 23
Average,! 59 cities $153. 54 $121.84

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

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

of any one of them separately.
FUEL

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

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

Toble 21.—Annual Costs ! of Fuel,4—Penor§ Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March
1935 .

Number of cities

Annual cost
Maintenance | Emergency
level level

8

— l
QWRW
—

8 0 B3 b 00 00

&

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

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

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

direct charge; hence, the spread in annual costs of these items varied from nothing
to several dollars per year.
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would have been had it been possible to consider rates alone, as
usually was the case in computing maintenance gas budget costs.

The range in costs of the separate fuel items (tables 22 and 23),
especially of gas, was much wider than of fuel as a whole. The

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

Number of cities

Annual cost
Maintenance | Emergency
level level

E
'
1
1
)
)
1
1
1
1
)
1
|
H
:
.
H
)
'
:
1
'
H
H
'
)
)
H
H
\
!
'
'
'
H
H
!
)
.
1
i
{
1
'
H
H
H
i
H
1
H
H
|
1
'
}
'
H
H
H
H
'
H
J
=
3

3 6
7 13
15 15
9 11
11 9
8 1
2 3
2 1
1 —
1 —_—
Average,! 59 elties. - i ceiiccmcicaes $47.00 $38. 66

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

Table 23.—Annual Costs ! of Gas, 4-Person3 gAcnuul Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March
19

Number of cities

Annual cost
Maintenance |Emergency
level level
12 59
7 7
20 28
21 15
[} 5
4 3
1 1
$10.98 $10. 14

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

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

InAvence of Geographic Location and Size of City on Costs of Fuel ¢

Fuel costs varied noticeably among the different sections of the
country (appendix table 5). Every New England city was 20 percent
¢ See table 1, p. XV, for list of cities in each geographic division and their popu-

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

Size of city as such had no influence on the costs of fuel (appendix
table 7). These costs declined as population decreased until the
classification 250,000 to 500,000 was reached. In the two groups
of smallest cities costs were higher than in the middle group. These
relationships seem to depend on the geographic location of the cities,
however, both with reference to climatic needs for winter fuel and
distance from the source of supply.

Cost Differences

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

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

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

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

Number of cities in climate group !
Kind of fuel
Totﬂ] “A" HB" MC” “Dll

Total for colder months. ... .. o iliaiaoiaoo 59 13 2% 13 9
Anthracite. .. eececeeea—a—- 13 3 10 - —
Bituminous eoal . iiiicemmaaanns 40 110 13 10 7
e TP CONNS: 6 — 1 3 2
Total for remainder of year_..__ .. ____ ... ceoomiio-. 59 13 7 13 9
Naturalgas ... ... ... . 27 3 11 [} 7
Manufactured gaS. ... ..o e e e 26 [ 11 7 3
IX0d B8 - oot ciccecae e [} 4 2 - -

1 See text, above, for definition of these 4 climate groups, and p. 107 for list of cities in each group.
1 Includes coke in 1 city.

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

8 Based on consumption equivalents for anthracite, bituminous coal or ooke,

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

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

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

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

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

Coal or wood
Climate group

Auosal, | Aserass

owance 1 | 80DuAl cost !
“wpn 115. 4 1
“B” - 100.0 100.0
A e ee - 6L 5 7.0
R D g 26.9 47.5

1 This comperison s based on maintenance budget quantity allowances and costs. The cost figures
include neither the allowance for kindling and matches in all cities nor the sales tax where levied.
3 Bituminous coal only. No other fuel was priced in all sections of the country.

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

Table 26.—Average Prices ! of Coal and Wood in 4 Separate Climate Groups, 59 Cities,
March 1935

Average price

Climate group Coal per ton

-

Anthracite | Bituminous

$12.55 3
12.39

=8

P
383%
B3|

$5.
S
LS

—

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

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

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

1 Highest prices were found in the “D” cities on the Pacific Coast and the
Southwest, but coal is not the usual domestic fuel in these cities.
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except for the size standardization of anthracite; nor is any one kind
of coal or wood in general use. The range of calorific values, however,
is probably more limited for anthracite than for bituminous coal or
wood. Anthracite sizes are standardized, and the chestnut size as a
rule was priced. There are no such universally accepted specifica-
tions for marketing bituminous coal or wood, and quotations neces-
sarily were obtained for the grade and size popular as domestic fuel
in each community. The area of anthracite mining and use is small,
but bituminous coal is found in several parts of the country and its
consumption is Nation-wide. Anthracite prices vary little at the
mines, because of the generally uniform quality of the veins and the
standardization of production costs through labor contracts.'? The
greater range of quality of bituminous coal and its scattered produc-
tion centers make for greater price differentiation. Wood is the cus-
tomary domestic fuel only where it is readily available and marketing
costs are low. Part of the sectional uniformity of wood and anthra-
cite prices no doubt reflects more nearly similar distribution charges
than are embodied in bituminous coal prices, but part of it may be due
to other circumstances peculiar to the industries.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Kind of gas
Monthly cost
Allkinds | Natoral | M3oufac | npireq
ured

59 27 26 []

1 1 _ —

] 5 —_ 1

15 10 3 2

15 7 & 3

12 4 8 —

] - 6 —

2 — 2 -

2 — 2 —

$1.79 $L.35 $2.33 $1.38

1 All costs refer to the maintenance level and are without sales tax. Inasmuch as this table is included
only for illustrative purposes, comparable data for the emergency level were not assembled.

B3 B, T. U. is the abbreviation for British thermal unit, the quantity of heat
required to raise 1 pound of water through 1 degree Fahrenheit. The more
B. T. U.’s contained per 1,000 cu. ft. of gas, the fewer cu. ft. are required for any
given service.
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for manufactured gas are greater than those for natural or mixed
gas. Arraying the estimated necessary monthly gas bills at the
maintenance level of living in the 59 cities, 27 were above the average
and 32 were below. Of those above, 19 have manufactured, 7 have
natural, and 1 has mixed gas. Of those below, 7 have manufactured,
20 have natural, and 5 have mixed gas. The 12 cities where largest
monthly bills were required use manufactured gas. Manufactured
gas is used in 18 of the 20 cities where gas costs were highest, and
natural gas or mixed gas approaching a natural gas B. T. U. content
is used in 18 of the 20 cities where gas costs were lowest.

When reduced to the common basis of outlay necessary per month
to obtain approximately equivalent calorific values, it is apparent,
therefore, that natural gas was less expensive than manufactured gas,
This is true because basic rates for a specified quantity of natural
gas usually were lower than those of manufactured gas," and also
because the B. T. U. content of natural gas is greater, with a con-
sequently smaller allowance for a given purpose.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Table 28.—Annual Costs ! of Ice, 4-Per3033h5Aanua| Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March
1

Number of cities
Annual cost

Maintenance | Emergency

level level
g X7 OO 59 59
$10.00-814.90_ L eeeicemceeem—acaees 3 4
$15.00-810.90_ e eeccmecememaeea- 31 32
, . e 12 4
4 ]
2 2
5 2
2 —
$22.40 $18.67

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

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

Influence of Geographic Location and Size of City on Costs of Ice !¢

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

18 See p. 55 for comment on the representativeness of this ice cost.

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

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

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

Cost Differences

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

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

Number of
ol

Price ties

8
2

BELs oese
§73F 35EES
888 828y
J3iB3 BB
g Babal8

5

Average,! 59 cities. . ... ... eeceieeeaan

1 Prices are without sales tax and are based on a sales unit of 25 1bs.

Most ice for city consumption today is manufactured rather than
winter cut and stored, but plants are located where the product is
used and only the peculiarities of the local situation control its price,
The rate per 100 pounds computed from quotations for a 25-pound
piece delivered can be used to separate the price of ice from its annual
allowances in the budgets. This rate ranged from 40 cents to 80 cents
(table 29). The most frequent quotations for 25 pounds were 13 cents
and 15 cents. Prices varied within the cities but the average in each
would purchase ice at a representative rate.

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

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

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

Climate group A;relr:ge

! Prices are without sales tax and are based on a sales unit of 25 1bs.

Except for Tucson and Albuquerque, where quotations were among
the highest reported, the price of ice, in general, was low where most
is required and high where least is required. This relationship does
not appear from the tabulations, because employing winter tempera-
ture as a criterion for city grouping resulted in large ice allowances in
several places where use of artificial refrigeration is uncommon at any
time. In San Francisco, Portland (Oreg.), and Seattle ice was 80
.cents per 100 pounds when purchased in 25-pound units, but 85 per-
cent of the families interviewed in San Francisco, 77 percent in Port-
land (Oreg.), and 55 percent in Seattle reported that they used neither
ice nor mechanical refrigeration. This custom may be due partly to
the high price of ice and partly to the fact that summers are not warm
enough to make ice a necessity.”® The latter is probably the more
important reason, because in Tucson, where ice also was 80 cents per
100 pounds and summer temperatures are high, more than half the
reporting families purchased ice, and all but three of the remainder
had mechanical refrigerators. In Albuquerque, with ice at 76 cents
per 100 pounds, 53 percent of the families used it, but 31 percent
reported they used no refrigeration of any kind. Thus, it is not un-
likely that in San Francisco and Portland (Oreg.), and possibly in
Seattle, the estimated costs of living are high by the amounts that
have been allowed for ice, if inadequate provision for other essentials
did not absorb these surpluses. From the information collected on the
family schedule, it appears that ice is a necessity in the other cities.

18 That ice is not a necessity in San Francisco is indicated by the fact that in
the Heller Committee budgets only the executive is allowed refrigeration. His
cost of living averaged $6,025 per year in November 1935. Budgets for a clerk
and for a wage earner make no provision for ice or refrigeration. See Heller
Committee for Research in Social Economics, Quantity and Cost Budgets * * *
Prices for San Francisco, November 1935, University of California, Berkeley,

Calif., February 1936.
32592°—38——86
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A sales tax was levied on ice in all 18 cities where there was such a
tax (appendix tables 15 and 16). Without the tax the ice cost spread
would be somewhat reduced.

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

Table 31.—Relative Prices of Ice per 100 Pounds and Relative Annual Costs? of Ice in
9 Separate Geographic Divisions, 59 Cities, March 1935

Percent of 59-city
average !
Geographic division
Annual

Price cost
New England . . e ea—a——- 102.1 83.4
Middle Atlantic.__.._ - 100. 5 82.4
East North Central._ . 97.7 81.5
Waest North Central.. . 80.9 3.7
Bouth Atlantie. . e e aea e 97.7 107.8
East South Central... 88.4 99.7
West South Central 85.8 12.3
Mountain......... . 117.9 125.7
D oV L N 131.0 160.1

! Prices are without sales tax and are based on a sales unit of 251bs.; annual costs include sales tax where
levied (appendix tables 15 and 16).
ELECTRICITY

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

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

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

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

March 1935
Number of cities
Annual cost
Maintenance | Emergency
level level
otal e 59 59
008800 e eeecmcce—naan - 1
$9.00-$10.99___ -_ 4
$11.00-$12.99__ 3 11
$13.00-$14.99__ 4 19
$15.00-$16.99_.... 10 un
$17.00-$18.99 18 9
$19.00-$20.99__ 9 4
$21.00-$22.99 . 7 -
$23.00-824.99___._ [ -—
$25.00-826.99_____ 2 -—
Average,! 59 citles. ... . iae e $18.68 $14.52

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

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

Influence of Geographic Location and Size of City on Costs of Electricity 3!

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

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

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

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

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

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

HOUSEHOLD SUPPLIES

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

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

Number of cities

Annusl cost
Maintenance | Emergency
level level

B IO 59 5
$14.00-$14.09___ —_ ]
$15.00-$15.99___ —_— 17
$16.00-$16.99 8 13
$17.00-$17.99__. - 16 13
$18.00-$18.99. 13 3
$19.00-$19.99_ __ 11 2
$20.00-$20.99. __ 2 4
$21.00-$21.90__. 3 2
$22.00-822.99___ 3 -
S 230082399 e e ememmmmmeeecemm——a—an 3 —_
Average,! 50 clties. ..o . .. aeaaan $18.82 $16.94

1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 16).
22 Federal Power Commission, Electric Rate Survey, Preliminary Report, Do-

mestic and Residential Rates in Effect January 1, 1935, Cities of 60,000 Population
and Over, Rate Series No. 1, p. 14.
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were less (fig. 6). The most expensive city was above the average
by 27.2 percent but the cheapest was only 14.4 percent below (appen-
dix table 3). Differences of $3 per year marked the range among
two-thirds of the cities (table 33).

Inasmuch as the cost of the emergency household supplies budget
was computed as 90 percent of the cost of the maintenance budget
(appendix tables 8, 9, 11, and 13), relative costs of both were identical.

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

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

Table 34.—Houschold Supplies Commodity Price Ratios,! 59 Cities, March 1935

Number of cities where prices
exceeded =10 percent with Percent
reference to the 58-city | jipoct
average! JBNEs
Commodity price isof
lowjesﬁ
Above | Below price
Total average | average
Total® household supplies. ... i 17 10 7 148.68
Soappowder. .. cmcmeececam—————- 45 24 21 417. 4
Kitchen soap. .- 44 19 25 282.0
30 11 19 250. 9
10 5 5 189. 9
14 11 3 1490. 2

1 The ratio for the total is identical for a 4-person manual worker's family at both the maintenance and
emergency levels. The total cost of household supplies includes sales tax where levied (appendix tables
15 and 18); commodity prices are without sales tax.

1Includes anidentical ailowance in all cities for items not separately priced, as well as prices for the {tems
{sted which were priced in each city, combined with their quantity allowances in the maintenance budget.

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

Influence of Geographic Location and Size of City on Costs of Household Supplies?

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

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

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

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

Cost Differences

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

The relatively narrow range in the costs of household supplies as a
group is also to be accounted for by the inclusion of an identical
amount of money in all cities for a few items, the prices of which tend
to be the same everywhere. This identical allowance totaled 30.5
percent of the average cost in the 59 cities, 24.2 percent in the high-
est, and 35.4 percent in the lowest.

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

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

Thus, though the variation in prices of individual commodities
was wide, the very greatly reduced differences observed when all
were combined probably represent what families in the separate local-
ities had to pay for household supplies in the course of a year. To
analyze commodity price differentials separately, brand, size of



HOUSEHOLD OPERATION e 61

commodity unit, and unit of sale would necessarily be segregated, and
comparisons would be made only to the extent that prices could be
related to a completely homogeneous sample.,

FURNITURE, FURNISHINGS, AND HOUSEHOLD EQUIPMENT

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

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

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

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

Number of cities

Annual cost
Maintenance | Emergency
level level

3
@
o
<

e
R =T~}

LI T I O O O I A
T T T Y O O (YRS

-
—_—ANOW DT

$31.10

e
x
2

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



62 ¢ COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES

initial cost of furniture, furnishings, and household equipment from
which annual replacement cost was calculated. About one-third of
these commodities were separately priced in each city and two-thirds
were quoted everywhere at prevailing chain limited price variety store

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

Number of cities where prices
exceeded == 10 peroent with | Percent
reference to the &9-city highest
Commodity average! price is of
1‘:;’“&
Above | Below price
Total average | average

Total *furniture, furnishings, and household equipment. 5 4 1 131.7
Living room rug . . .. cecceanae 25 13 12 185.7
Living room heater. 38 15 21 475.6
Living room table_... 28 14 14 180.0
Upholstered chair.._. 35 19 16 260.7
Rocker or arm chair. .. veee e 24 11 13 179.3
8traight wood chalr. ... L A 17 17 220.7
Table lamp........ 31 15 16 204.0
Radio......._..._. 27 15 12 236.9
8mall bedroom rug... 30 19 20 305.8
Bureau with mirror. oo 14 8 6 1303
(03 T 133 e 131 ¢ S 18 8 10 157.3
Double bed......_. 15 8 7 156. 1
Cot. ... 24 12 12 179.0
Double bed spring. . b1t 12 12 179.6
Bedroom chair. oo 44 21 b} 311.8
Double bed mattress.... ... aiiiiiaas 21 10 11 183. 5
Cot mattress........... 20 14 15 216.0
Bed piliow_........ 22 11 11 22.6
Double bed sheet. ... 16 9 7 154.2
Cot Sheet e riicceceenea——- 21 8 13 191.3
Pillow case. e 24 13 1 207.0
Wool blankets__.._ 34 15 19 292.8
Cotton comforter... 2 1 15 2111
Bedspread........_._ . 30 14 16 206. 1
Couch COVer . o e 40 18 2 333.3
Table cloth. . e 22 12 10 193.0
Napkins_.._.._.___. 38 16 22 375.4
Felt baserug....._..... . 16 9 7 164.8
Kitchen range 37 16 21 308.8
Coal scuttle..coommmnoaeieecccecceieeceecreeiaaaaa- 21 ] 12 177.0
Ash can. e 33 13 20 242.6
Gas plate__._ 34 1 23 343.2
Portable oven.. 42 18 24 356.3
Refrigerator__.... 26 11 15 226.0
Kitchen table 27 12 15 190.6
Kitchen chair 18 10 8 150.0
QGarbage pail... - 23 10 13 189.3
Bread box...._... 21 9 12 182.4
Tea kettle__.._... 23 12 11 158.5
Large kettle. oo ri e 19 10 9 208.3
Wash tub. . e eee s 10 5 5 158.1
‘Wash bonrd..___. 24 13 11 180.2
Clothes wringer. . 26 12 4 205.7
Clothes boiler.... 29 14 15 229.3
Electric iron oo uceee et ciretae e aee 37 17 20 2142
Troning board . i iiciicceccimacaaaa- 25 11 14 210.5
Clothes basket. .. 20 10 10 170. 4
Broom......._. 30 14 18 236.4
Hatehet . e e 32 16 16 200.7

1 The ratio for the total is identical for a 4-person manual worker’s family at both the maintenance and
emergency levels. The total cost of furniture, furnishings, and household equipment includes sales tax
whers levied (am)endix tables 15 and 16); commodity prices are without sales tax.

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

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

Influence of Geographic Location and Size of City on Costs of Fumiture, Fumnishings,
and Household Equipment ¥

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

Cost Differences

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

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

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

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

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

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

REFUSE DISPOSAL

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

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

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

UNSPECIFIED ESSENTIALS

The quantity budgets for a four-person manual worker’s family
include $3.05 at the maintenance level and $2.75 at the emergency



HOUSEHOLD OPERATION e 65

level in all cities to cover the cost of & number of minor family needs,
such as writing materials, postage, telephone calls, twine, glue, tacks,
and similar essentials. Where a sales tax was applicable to that part
of the allowances included for commodities as contrasted with postal,
telephone, and other services,”® its amounts (appendix tables 15 and
16) were added to annual costs; in all other cities the allowances noted
above were included for unspecified household essentials (appendix
tables 2 and 8).

1 Telephone calls were taxed in one city, but no effort was made to apply the
rate to that part of total annual allowances of $1.90 and $1.65 in the mainte-
nance and emergency budgets, respectively, which might be expected to be neces-
sary for telephone calls.
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Chapter \4

MISCELLANEOUS FAMILY NEEDS

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

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

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

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

2 Quantity budgets for the two levels of living are given in complete detail in
Stecker, Margaret L., Quantity Budgets for Basic Maintenance and Emergency
Standards of Living, Research Bulletin, Series I, No. 21, Division of Social
Research, Works Progress Administration, 1936. For the methods used in
collecting quotations and computing city average prices and aggregate costs,
see ch. VII. :
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Table 37.—Annual Costs! of Miscellaneous Family Needs, 4-Person Manual Worker's
Family, 59 Cities, March 1935’

Number of cities
Z2.nnual cost

Maintenance \Emergency

level lovel
59 59
— 1
— S
- 2
8180 00—8199 TP, 3 7
$200.00-8219.90 e ceeene——————— 4 —
.00-$239.99__ 18 —
$240.00-$259.99_ . 12 —_
smo 00-$279.99__ 9 -
00-$299.99_ ... ... ... 8 _
ﬁiOO 00—&[9 00 e memcmeccmeecemeemeeeee——————— ] —_
Average,! 89 cities_ i iecriacccacrecaaas $252. 67 $145.30

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

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

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

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

Maintenance | Emergency
Group level level

B 7 R 100.0 100.0
Medical care. . eceeeaas 20.7 32. 5
Transportation. ... 21. 4 30.9
School attendance 2.7 4.7
Recreation 29.8 8.7
Motion picture theater admissions 13. 4 5.4

Newspapers__.._.. 4.3 (O]

Organizations_ . ___.__ 38 (U]
Tobacco and toys_..._ 8.3 3.3
Life insurance ............__ . ... ... _.__..... 18.3 14.3
Church contributions and other contributions 6.1 7.2
Taxes3, ... o ooiiiiiee. 1.0 1.7
Average, 1 59 cities. ... eeicaaaeeas $252. 67 $145. 30

1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 186).
1 Not included in emergency budget.
1 Exclusive of sales tax.
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designed to provide for organization memberships, tobacco, toys, and
other leisure-time accessories, life insurance, church contributions, and
other contributions. The maintenance allowance constituted 36.5
percent of the average miscellaneous cost in the group of 59 cities
combined and varied from slightly more than 29 percent in Cleveland
to slightly less than 48 percent in El Paso. Though the inclusion of
an identical amount in all cities for so large a part of the total cost of
miscellaneous family needs apparently tended to limit the range
between cities, the procedure depicts a situation which exists and its
use does not misrepresent the true spread.

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

MEDICAL CARE

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

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

3 See pp. 116-117.



70 o COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES

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

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

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

Number of cities
Annual cost
Maintenance | Emergency
level level
50 59
— 1
1 7
8 9
8 24
22 14
15 4
4 —_—
1 _
$52.32 $47.08

t Include aales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 16).

The average annual cost of medical care in the group of 59 cities
was 80 distributed that services accounted for 90.5 percent and com-
modities, 9.5 percent (appendix table 14). Hence, the costs of medical
care in the separate cities tended to be fixed largely by combined local
charges for physicians’, dentists’, nurses’, and hospital services,
though the relative positions of these items separately were not iden-
tical in the same place.* For example, Spokane, where medical care
as a whole cost most, also reported the largest outlay necessary for
all services combined and highest physicians’ fees; but dentists’
charges ranked 30th from the top; hospital care cost, 25th; and drugs
and appliances cost, 23d. 'The least expensive city for medical care,
El Paso, on the other hand, was lowest for all services combined, and
for physicians separately, 41st from the top for dentists, 53d for hos-
pital care, and 38th for drugs and appliances.

Among the 59 cities 29 reported more than average costs for services
and 30 reported less; the excess of highest over lowest was 81.4 per-
cent. The spread for drugs and appliances,including eyeglasses and

¢ Necessary substitutions of quotations for eye refractions by optometrists and
for nursing care by public health nurses in 22 and 36 cities, respectively, resulted
in identical costs for the first service in 36 cities, and for the second, in 59 cities.
The amounts involved were $1.80 per year in the maintenance and $1.62 per year
in the emergency budget costs in 36 cities, and $1.60 and $1.44, respectively, in
23 cities. See pp. 114-115 and 115.
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frames, was from 15.6 percent above the average to 14.9 percent below,
with the highest cost city 35.9 percent more than the lowest. The
separate services and commodities showed still wider cost ranges
(table 40).5

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

Number of cities where prices
exceeded -+ 10 percent with Percent
reference to the &9-city highest
Commodity or service average ! price Is of
lorvivesf
Above | Below price
Total | fverage | average

2 1 1 171.8

23 12 11 181. 4

25 12 13 216.4

37 16 21 214.8

32 12 20 235.9

(O] ® ® ®

6 3 3 135.9

9 2 7 140.7

4 4 Q) 128.6

9 4 5 143.3

9 4 5 164.8

10 1 9 179.2

Aspirin____ 4 1 3 177.6
Prescription._____._.. 14 8 (] 153.3
Eyeglasses and frame. ... ... iciiciiaiiiiaannn. 45 18 24 382.3

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

1 Includes optometrist.

3 The fees for nurses’ services were the same in all cities. See footnote 4, p. 70, and p. 118.

¢ In no city was the deviation from the average as much as }0 percent.

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

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

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

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

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

32502°—38——T7
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was reached. Highest costs were found in the smallest cities, but these
may be influenced more by geographic location than by size.

Cost Differences

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

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

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

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

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

Table 47.—Annual Costs! of Transportation, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family,

59 Cities, March 1935
—— — —

Number of cities
Annuat cost Maintenance | Emergency
level level
50 50
2 5
7 [ ]
(] 9
9 9
5 ]
5 9.
7 4
5 5
2 5
$90.00-$99.99. _____ S, FRO USRI | 5 2
$100.00-$100.99._.__ e cmcmcaeeannn PR 4 —
$110.00-8118.90 . .. .o caccmeece e emme——— e m——————— 2 -
Average,! 59 elties. . ... ceameema—c——- $53. 96 $44.907

1 Include sales tax in 1 city (appendix tables 15 and 16).

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

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

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

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

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

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

Because quantity allowances were largely based on the population
factor, transportation costs were more dependent on size of city than
were the costs of any other budget group and declined as cities de-

"creased in size (appendix table 7).

Cost Differences

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

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

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

and size of city classifications.
* See pp. 116-117.
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Table 42.—Advuit Cash Fares and Annval Costs! of Transportation, 4-Person Manual
Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

Aggregate cost !

Relative cost 1

Percent
oot | L | ey ety
B udget al- p udget al-
City basic Basle lowance | Adult Basic lowance | Adult
budget |budget| . dified h budget difl h
allow- | allow- gale oas allow- | Jodified cos
e alce for popula-| {are HCe for popula-{ fare
tion and tion and

city area city area
Average, B cities. ... ... .. $96. 48 $53. 06 | $0.087 100, 0 100, 0 100.0
Kansas City, Mo._ . 72,0 | 132,83 95, 03 .10 137.7 177.2 114.9
Pittsburgh, Pa_. R4.0 | 126 50 1086, 26 .10 131.1 196, 9 114.9
Buffalo, N. Y. 72.0 | 124,00 89,28 10 128.§ 165, 5 114.9
Peoria, I11.__.._. 24.0 | 124.00 29,76 L10 128. 5 55,2 114.9
8t. Louis, Mo... 96.0 | 123.38 118. 44 .10 127.9 219.5 114.9
Bridgeport, Conn. 36,0 | 121,50 43,74 L1001 1259 81.1 114.9
Omaha, Nebr_ .. = 48,0 | 121.80 58, 32 L0 125.9 1081 114.9
Baltimore, Md__ 96.0 | 120,30 115. 49 10 124.7 214.0 114.9
Portland, Maine_ . = 24,0 | 118 80 28, 51 .10 123.1 52,8 1149
Cincinnati, Ohio........_.. - 84.0 | 112,62 94. 60 1o 116.7 175.3 114.9
Salt Lake City, Utah __ 48,0 | 112,39 53,05 10 1165 100, 0 14,9
8cranton, Pa_...._. 36.0 | 111,83 40, 26 .08 115.9 74.6 92.0
Philadelphia, Pa.__ - 06.0 | 110, 48 106. 06 .08 114.5 196, 6 92.0
Manchester, N. H A JJL 38.0 | 110,25 30, 69 mty 114.3 | 73.6 114.9
Atlanta, Ga.._.._. S 4%.0 | 109.356 52.49 .10 113.3 97.3 114.9
Minneapolis, Minn . - 84,0 | 109,35 91,85 .10 113.3 170.2 114.9
Rochester, N. Y _. 60,0 | 106, 50 63, 80 .10 110.4 | 118. 4 114. 9
Cleveland, Ohio 96,0 | 105,75 101, 52 L 10 109. 8 188.1 114.9
Milwaukee, Wis___ 72.0 | 105,75 76,14 .10 100.6 1411 114.9
Albuquerque, N. Mex 12,0 [3105, §7 112, 67 .10 17109, 4 123.5 114.9
Los Angeles, Calif . . ___ 96,0 | 105. 53 101. 30 10 100. 4 187.7 114.9
Denver, Colo__. ... ... ... 72.0 1 103 9§ 74 84 .10 107.7 138. 7 114.9
Cedar Rapids, Iowa S 24,0 | 103, 50 24.84 .10 107.3 46.0 114.9
Tucson, Ariz...... 12.0 | 102.75 12.33 .10 106.5 22,9 114.9
Birmingham, Ala. 60,0 | 102,48 61. 49 07 106.2 114.0 80.8
Memphis, Tenn__. 60.0 | 102.06 f1.24 i 105.8 113.5 R0, §
New Orleans, La__ 06,0 | 101,85 097.78 07 105.6 181.2 80. 5
Norfolk, Va__..._ " 36.0 99. 50 35, K2 10 103.1 66. 4 114.9
Louisville, Ky._ _ s 60.0 99.25 59. 65 L10 102.9 110.4 114.9
Binghamton, N. Y_...... . 120 | 97.3! 1L 68 .10 100. 9 216 114. 9
Chicago, Il 96.0 | 87, 93.31 .67 100.7 172.9 B0, 5
Portland, Oreg._ 72.0 7. 69. .10 100, 7 120.6 114.9
Houston; Tex fo t conaesasesavissii v 72,0 92 6. 68 .10 6. 0 123.6 114.9
Sioux Falls, 8. Dak. O 120 ) 9110 10,94 .10 4.5 20.3 114.9
Indianapolis, Ind.______.__________ 72.0 90, 65,21 .07 83.9 120. 8 80.5
Butte, Mont.___..._._____.. = - e 120 | 90. 10. 82 .10 093. 5 20.1 114.9
Beattle, Wash___ . R4.0 | 89 75. 47 .10 93.1 139.9 114.9
Knoxville, Tenn o 36.0 | R89. 32. 14 .10 92.5 59. 6 114.9
Fall River, Mass.__ 36.0 B7. 4 31.46 .10 90. 6 58.3 114.9
Winston-8alem, N. C......_....... 24.0 | 87. 20.97 07 90. 6 38.9 80.5
Mobile, Ala. ... ... __ Sik 24.0 | 87 20.93 L08 90, 4 38.8 92.0
Providence, R. I._ =~ 48.0 | 886, 41.33 .08 80,2 76.6 92.0
Jacksonville, Fla__ 36.0 | 85 30.91 .10 89. 0 57.3 114.9
Spokane, Wash . : : 48.0 | 85 41,21 .10 89. 0 76. 4 114.9
Detroit, Mich. ... _.oo.o..... 96.0 | B85 82.08 .06 88. 6 152, 1 60.0
Washington, D.C__... ... .. 3 84,0 | RS, 7144 .10 88,2 132. 4 114.0
Richmond, Va___________ 2 : 48.0 | 83. 39. 92 .07 86,2 74.0 80. 5
Oklahoma C!ty, Kla.. ... 48.0 | 82 39. 53 .10 85,4 73.3 114.9
Clarksburg, W. Va___ ’ 2.0 76 9. 20 .07 79.5 17.0 80.5
New York, N. Y. ... e 96.0 T 71.42 .05 77.1 132.4 57.5
Columbus, Ohio 60.0 74. 44. 16 .06 76,8 B2.4 600
Boston, Mass___ R4.0 3.8 61. 74 .05 76.2 114. 4 57.8
Columbisa, 8. C_ 12.0 72,9 8.75 .07 75.6 16.2 R0. 5
Wichita, Kans. . = 36.0 72.90 26. 24 .07 5.6 48. 6 80. 5
El Paso, TeX...ececaceccconcccacsan 240 7128 17. 11 .08 73.9 3.7 69.0
Little Rock, Ark._.. ... . ... ... 240 68, 58 16. 46 06| T 30. 5 9.0
Newark, N.J._.__ a . 60, 0 62,91 37.75 LO05 [ 882 0.0 87.5
8an Francisco, Calif E M0 60,45 5. 78 .05 6827 M1 7.5
Dallag, TeXe. oo caeeaaaeas 600 50 M 35. 06 07 A2 1 66,6 R0. 5

1 All costs refer to the maintenance budget. Inasmuch as this table is included only for illustrative pur-
poses, comparable data for the emergency budget were not assembled. Emergency transportation budget
©ost, i)y definition, is 83.3 percent of maintenance budget cost; aggregate and relative annual costs
are shown in ;Ppendlx tables 8 and 9.

1 Includes sales tax (appendix tables 15 and 16).
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varied 100 percent from lowest to highest: in 36 cities the rate was 10
cents;in 11 cities, 7 cents; in 4 cities, 8 cents; in 4 cities, 6 cents; and in
4 cities, 5 cents (table 42). The total spread between the lowest and
highest annual costs of transportation in the 59 cities, obtained by com-
bining minimum charges for specified services with the basic allowance
for transportation in the quantity budgets, was 121.6 percent.

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

Modifications of the basic budget allowance in the separate cities
to provide for local transportation requirements ranged from 96 per-
cent in the largest to 12 percent in the smellest places. Applying the
appropriate local percentage to the basic budget allowance cost in
each city produced a transportation cost range of 1,253.6 percent
between lowest and highest cost cities, as compared with 121.6 per-
cent unmodified cost range. It is apparent, therefore, that the great
spread in transportation costs among the 59 cities in this study was
due primarily to differential needs based on population and area.
Without this modifying factor of differential needs, the cost disper-
sion would have been wider than for many other items, but not nearly
s0 great as the final calculations show.

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

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

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

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

Table 43.—Relative Car and Bus Fares and Relative Annual Transportation Costs,
Classified by Local Consumption Differentials, 59 Cities, March 1935

Percent of 59-city average

Basic budget

Local consumption differential Basic allowance

Adult cash | budget cost modi-

fare allowance ! fied for

cost population
and city area
92.0 108. 5 182.7
103.4 97.4 146. 2
114.9 110.6 142. 4
60 percent . . 80.5 89.9 9.5
48 percent. _. - - 103. 4 100. 8 88.5
BB peroent. ... eeecmcmmemcmmm—eeeaa 103. 4 100. 9 64.9
24 percent. .. - 92.0 97.9 42.0
12 percent. _. 103. 4 194.0 120.2

1 Includes slight differentials related to number of school days in esach city.
1 Includes sales tax in 1 city (appendix tables 15 and 16).

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

1 Differences in the numbers of school days reflected in the basic budget allow-

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

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

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

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

" 18 United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of Foreign and Domestic
Commerce, Real Property Inventory, 1934, City Proper, Table V, “Mode of

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

The two children in the family whose costs of living are measured
here were assumed to attend public schools. Minimum requirements
connected with this attendance for the boy age 13 in the 9th grade and
the girl age 8 in the 3d grade are books, stationery, other supplies,
and gymnasium equipment.!* Resulting annual school costs for a
four-person manual worker’s family varied from nothing a year in
Fall River, Pittsburgh, St. Louis, and Sioux Falls to $21.19 in Clarks-
burg (appendix table 2). Extremes were unusual, however, and in
most places school costs were less than $12 per year (table 44). The
average outlay necessary in the 55 cities where school attendance
required a direct charge on the family was $7.37. In 27 cities costs
were above this amount; and in 32, including the 4 in which there was
wo cost, they were below (fig. 7). Relative costs are shown in appendix
table 3.

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

Annual cost Number of

1 Maintensnce and emergency level costs by definition are identical; sales tax included where levied
(appendix tables 15 and 16).

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

influence of Geographic Location and Size of City on Costs of School Attendance ¥

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

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

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

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



80 ¢ COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES

Cost Differences

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

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

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

8chool systems
Items furnished by public funds
Number Percent
B 1 £ T I ST P 800 100.0
Textbooks and suppliesinallclasses. .._._....._ .. 354 4.3
Textbooks and supplies in elementary classes only 35 4.4
Textbooks and some supplies........ e 3 33 4.7
Bupplies and some textbooks. . 25 31
Textbooks but no supplies...... 24 3.0
Bupplies but no textbooks...._.__... 68 8.2
Textbooks in elementary classes only 23 29
Neither textbooks nor supplies. . .. ... . ... o~ 128 16.0
Some materials—other policies not classifiable under above items.__.___...__._.___ 107 12.4

Souree: National Education Assoclatlon Department of Superintendenoe and Research Division, Schoo!
Books and Supplies: Recent Trends in K. ditures and Po , Educational Research Service, Circular
No. 2, February 1934, p. 5.

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

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

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

17 Ibid., p. 5.

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

and composition.
RECREATION

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

Toble 46.—Annual Costs! of Recreation, 4-Person Manual Worker’s Family, 59 Cities,
March 1935

Number of cities

Annual cost
Maintenance | Emergency
level level

NN
L 1rrrels

-
-

2
&
—
3
bt
"
8

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

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

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

Newspapers

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

The spread of 86.7 percent between lowest and highest newspaper
costs was so distributed that among more than half the cities differences
of only $2 per year were found (table 47). The highest cost exceeded
the average in the 59 cities combined, $10.84, by 34.4 percent, and the
lowest cost was less by 28 percent (appendix table 8). Newspaper
costs were more than the average in 24 cities and less in 35 (fig. 7).

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

Number of

Annual cost citfes
b 7 N 5
$7 (1 TR LU 7
$8.00-$8.99. - ]
$0.00-80. 00 _ e eecemeeas 2
10,0080, 90 .t eiceeiemem e ceacamcccaacccmcemccemancam e 21
b 3 B 3 B IR T N 10
12.00-812.00 e cmcaeeemem e e cacaeeaaomann —
$13.00-813.90 . emccammemccmao PR 7
$14.00-814.00 . .. maeee b mmmeemaccemam e an———n [
Average, 50 citles. . oo eeceeccecccanae $10.84

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

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

Motion Picture Theater Admissions

Admission charges to motion picture theaters were adopted as a

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

The amounts to be spent for motion picture theater admissions by &
four-person manual worker’s family living at the maintenance level
varied from a high of $42.54 in Philadelphia to a low of $24.13 in
Kansas City (Mo.); the average was $33.80 (appendix table 2). For
these amounts each member of the family could go to the theater
once a week." The cost of attending the movies in Philadelphia was
76.3 percent more than in Kansas City (Mo.) and 25.9 percent above
the average in the 59 cities combined (appendix table 3); Kansas City
(Mo.) cost was 28.68 percent below the average. Costs exceeded the
average in 27 cities, were less in 31, and the cost was exactly the same
as the average in 1 (fig. 7).

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

chk 48.—Annual Costs! of Motion Picture Theater Admtsslons, 4-Person Manucl
Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

Number of cities

Annual cost

Maintenance | Emergency
level level

111818

>
<

:

8

g

g

£

g

b4
gllitll

1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix tables 15 and 18).
Organizations, Tobacco, and Toys

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

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

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

Influence of Geographic Location and Size of City on Costs of Recreation 2

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

Size of city seems to have been a more influential factor than geo-
graphic location in the establishment of recreation costs, especially
with reference to the very large cities (appendix table 7). Differ-
ences in the costs of motion picture theater admissions were more

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Motion picture theater admissions were subject to a sales tax in
three cities (appendix tables 15 and 16). In addition, New Orleans
had a 1-cent tax on all admissions exceeding 10 cents; this was the
only direct consumers’ tax in the city in March 1935. Without these
taxes the dispersion of motion picture theater admission costs among
the 59 cities would have been slightly narrowed. Tobacco, toys, and
other leisure-time accessories always were covered where there was a
sales tax.

LIFE INSURANCE, CHURCH CONTRIBUTIONS, AND OTHER CONTRIBUTIONS

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

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

TAXES

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

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

Personal Property and Capitation Taxes

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

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

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

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

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

Number of cities
Annusl tax
Personal
All taxes | property C’p&:"“
tax

38 2 25
—_ 1 —_
4 2 2
7 ] ]
9 6 9
3 3 5
4 — 2
4 1 1
2 — —_
3 — 1
$4.17 $2.96 $3.40

t Maintenance and emergency budget taxes by definition are identical.
1 The averages in the separate columns are based on the number of cities in which the specified tax was

Jevied.
Sales Tax

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

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

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

82592°—38——8
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living; the smallest sales tax was $6.49 in New York (appendix table
15). Emergency level sales taxes were proportionately less (appendix
table 16).

Table 50.—Annual Sales Tax, 4-Person $A3gnuu| Worker's Family, 18 Cities, March
1

Number of cities
Annual sales tax
Malintenance |Emergency
level level
18 18
— 2
2 —
- 2
1 5
1 1
2 []
3 2
4 —
2 —_—
1 —
$16.76 $12.38

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

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

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

Percent of cost of living

City tax
(percent) | Maintenance | Emergency
level level

Average, 18:elties. . .ccicciviiimsossasmnssnaessanesassenans

Albuquerque, N. Mex..
Cedar Rapids, lowa.___
Chicago, IN......_._.. .
Cincinnat], Ohlo_ . ..o e
Clarksburg;. W...Vib.c oo sanasnsnsvepssmassspe s sosssgamssesyamuss

Cleveland, Ohio. ... iiiiiiaaiiiiiaaans
Columbus, Ohio.
Denver, Colo....
Detroit, Mich_____
Los Angeles, Calif..

Louisville, Ky.
New York, N. Y. _._.__
Oklahoma City, Okla
Peoria, M.ooooooonaee

Balt Lake Clty, Utah: cucieovsarsnsusssissivansessusspssssesss

8an Franeisco, Callf_ i
TR AXOSOD AT B s s s 5 e e S STt
Winston-Salem; N, C-: cuouscossominissmsmncsonmsmmsmsssmsssssss
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Tax Differences

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

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

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

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

These variations in applicability and rates, together with prices of
the goods and services taxed, account for sales tax differences. For
example, both Louisville and Detroit had a 3-percent rate. The annual
"2 Some States have adopted a system of tokens valued at fractions of 1 cent,

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



Chapter \

TECHNIQUES AND PROCEDURES

P ROPER INTERPRETATION of the cost of living figures analyzed in

the earlier chapters depends on an understanding of the methods used
in obtaining them.! These techniques and procedures are described

in the present chapter.
CITIES SURVEYED

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

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

2 Pifteenth Census of the United States: 1930, Population Vol. I, p. 14.

$ Ibid., pp. 10 and 15.

91
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cities the smallest are perhaps more typical of the section of the coun-
try in which they are located than of their population class.*

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

NEIGHBORHOOD COVERAGE

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

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

§ A list of 110 cities prepared by the Cost of Living Division of the Bureau of
Labor Statistics in 1934 contained 91 with a population of 25,000 or more; 55
of these were included. A list of 237 communities prepared the same year for
the Joint Committee on Government Statistics and Information Services of the
American Statistical Association and the Social Science Research Council con-
tained 119 cities within the same size range; 57 of these were included. Cover,
John H., Retail Price Behavior, Studies in Business Administration, Vol. V, No. 2,
University of Chicago, Chicago, 1935, pp. 34, and 69-75.

¢ Wood, Katherine D., Urban Workers on Relief, Research Monograph IV,
Division of Social Research, Works Progress Administration, 1936.

7 Charleston, 8. C., New Haven, Conn., St. Paul, Minn., S8avannah, Ga., and
Springfield, Ill., were omitted because of geographic considerations.

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

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

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

COMMODITIES PRICED AND THEIR SPECIFICATIONS

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

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

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

U1 The goods and services priced cover requirements for men and women and
for children of both sexes between the ages of 2 and 15, inclusive. Most of the
material was used in estimating costs for the four-person family of this study.
A few clothing, and furniture, furnishings, and household equipment items related
specifically to the needs of families of different size and/or composition; rents for
larger and smaller units than those used also were collected. Specifications and
schedules on which quotations were collected are not reproduced in this monograph
because of space considerations.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

above.
PRICE COLLECTION

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

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

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

18 Retail food prices also were collected on 6 separate schedules in 13 cities
where the Bureau of Labor Statisticse had no routine price reporting system in

March 1935.
18 Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1930, Distribution Vol. I, Pts. IT and I1I,
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Service schedules also were assigned on a quota basis. Selecting
the samples for housing, medical care, and various miscellaneous
family needs required more time and presented more complications
than any other phase of the study, owing to the fact that for most
of them standards could not be specified in definite terms.

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

OFFICE PROCEDURE

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

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

In preparing the field data for analysis after editing and coding,
both machine and hand tabulations were used, depending on the
nature of the material; and two types of average were necessary be-
cause of the variety of data to be handled. It may be said that, in
general, commodity price quotations were coded for machine tabula-
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tion and the average taken was the simple arithmetic mean; no
adjustments whatever were made in these results.” Hand tabula-
tions were necessary for service prices, and a modified median ® was
the average most frequently used. Emphasis was placed on the
reasonableness of the results. Where the nature of the data, taken
in connection with nonquantitative field reports and other means of
checking, in a few instances suggested that the figures were not repre-
sentative, they were adjusted on the basis of apparently more authentic
information.

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

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

BUDGET GROUPS AND PRICES

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

Food

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

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

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

1% Where certain commodities or services were tax exempt, they were excluded
from the aggregates for tax computation purposes.
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fresh, 5 are dried, and 3 are canned ; lean meat, fish, and eggs, 6; fats,
sugars, and accessories, 10. They were selected from among the 87
items for which the Bureau of Labor Statistics regularly collects
quotations each month, on the basis of their low cost food value, in
order to represent a balanced diet at minimum cost. The same
foods are included in both the maintenance and emergency budgets,
but the former contains a more liberal supply of the higher cost foods
than does the latter. It is to be understood, of course, that the
budgets are only samples of inexpensive foods, included in such quanti-
ties as to provide for consumption of the greater variety of com-
modities which families purchase in season, to satisfy their own tastes,
and to conform with local custom.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics’ regular price quotations obtained
as of March 12, 1935, were used in calculating average food costs in
46 of the cities. The Bureau had no routine reporting system in the
other 13, and food prices as of March 15, 1935, were collected for the
first time for the present investigation. The Bureau’s six food price
schedules 20 and the Bureau’s specifications as to type of store and
kind of commodity were used.

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

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

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

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

Clothing, Clothing Upkeep, and Penonal Care

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

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

Number of commodities
and services
Schedule
Priced Used 1

TOtal e cccecacacaccacccaseacomasmeaceaaaceanaac—an 177 102

Men's clothlng .................................................................. 122 121

Women's clothing. ... eieieiamceccmecacamcmemeen—e—ann U -

Boys’ clothing..._ e 40 ‘14

Qirls’ clothing_ .- 41 18

8hoes........... .- 25 14
Bhoe TePBIrS. e e cecmmmccmmacameeeemaenemnee 4 4

Personal services . 18 64

Dry cleaners. 14 3

Cleaning supplies and sundrles__ ... ..o ccacaan 12 "

1 A few of these commodities and services were not used in computing the costs of the emergency budget.

3 Includes 1 item not in the quantity budgets.

3 Does not include 1 item from the women's clothing schedule, used also for the man’s budgets.

¢ Does not include 2 items from the men’s clothing schedule, used also for the boy's budgets.

81 item used for both man and boy.

¢ Other items on this schedule were priced efther for the household supplles g or for the furniture,
furnishings, and household equipment group, or were not included in the quantity budgets.

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

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

Table 53.—ldentical Annual Allowances ! for Clothing, Clothing Upkeep, and Personal

Care: Commodities and Services Not Separately Priced, 4-Person Manual Worker's
Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

Anuouasl allowance !
Item

Maintenance | Emerzency

level level
] 7 PO $19. 80 $13. 60
Men’s clothing. _._......_. P JOS, 3.5 1.75
Women’s clothi - 2.75 1. 45
Boys' clothing_. 2.65 1. 50

Qirls’ clothing.. . 1.35 .7

Clothing upkeep. . - et e mmeeammmemmmmmmean - 1. 55 1.35
Personal care. .. ..t cieriemiecaaaenn 8.00 6. 80

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

Prices for clothing, unlike those for food which were as of a given
day in mid-March, were the in-season prices. Thus, if the merchan-
dise called for was out of season on March 15, as, for example, winter
garments, the season’s prices rather than mark-down values were
reported. The arithmetic mean of all accepted quotations for each
item was taken, and this was combined with its appropriate annual
allowances as given in the quantity budgets. These processes were
performed entirely by mechanical tabulators. Aggregates of these
annual costs for the separate items gave annual costs for the budget
subgroups and for the major budget group as a whole, exclusive of
sales tax.

Housing

In studying the costs of support at comparable levels of living in
59 separate cities, few problems presented so many phases demanding
special attention as arose in connection with rents. The homes of
industrial, service, and other manual workers of small means are
found in frame bungalows in some cities;in others, in big brick tene-
ments. A diversity of dwelling types exists between these two ex-
tremes. Houses vary as to material, age, and state of repair; as to
number, layout, and size of rooms; as to conveniences, neighborhood,
and numerous other criteria of desirability. Hence, the pricing speci-
fications were fairly general, and details were worked out in each city
to meet the peculiar local situation. In computing the outlay neces-

B See pp. 95-97.
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sary for rent, more definite criteria were set up.?* It should be clearly
understood, however, that the purpose of the study was to ascertain
representative rents for dwellings meeting specified standards; all
other data collected were collateral to them. In no sense was a
general housing survey conducted. The relative prevalence of dif-
ferent types of dwellings in & given city was not necessarily ascertained,
therefore, and a large sample was not always essential for proper
valuation of standard accommodations.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Toble 54.—Differences Between Rents Reported by Recl Estate Agents and by Families,
4 or 5 Rooms and Bath, 59 Cities, March 1935

Percent difference N“e‘l':}:' of

—
T Y-

Two sets of rent averages were finally available for each city:
those derived from family reports of current charges and estimates
from real estate agents as to representative rents for housing meeting
the specifications. The agreement of these two series was very close
considering the nature of the data (table 54); in 47 of the 563 cities
where comparisons were possible there was less than 21 percent differ-
ence, and in 31 cities the difference was less than 11 percent. All
discrepancies in reports from the two sources were examined for
explanations of observed nonagreement. Such causes appeared as
differences in types of building or neighborhood, the overweighting of
one sample with four rooms and the other with five in those cities where
rents varied with the number of rooms, and the inclusion of water in
one sample and not in the other in cities where this made a difference
in rents.®

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

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

room under certain circumstances.
3 See pp. 105-106.
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neighborhood data? How did they check with the Real Property
Inventory,® information in the files of the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
and reports of rents made by other students, especially local authori-
ties? What proportion did rent take in computed total cost of living?
As a result of these comparisons reported rents were revised slightly
in a few cities, where they seemed to be unrepresentative, on the
basis of apparently better data.

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

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

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

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

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

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

31 United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of Foreign and Domestic
Commerce, Real Property Inventory, 1984. There are separate reports for 64
cities, 22 of which were included in the present investigation.

2 Table 17 shows that rents were lower in cities where water was a separate
charge than where it was supplied by the landlord, and vice versa. The inclusion

or exclusion of the water charge was of little, if any, importance in accounting for
these differences.
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used. Identical quantities were not allowed for the minimum in the
sepa.rate cities, but most families interviewed seemed to find that the
minimum a.llowance was sufficient.®

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

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

Fuel

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

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

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

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

Table 55.—59 Cities Classified by 9 %eogruphic. Divisions and 4 Separate Climate
roups

Number of cities in climate group
Geographic division

Total wpr wpr ugr wpr

2 07 ) R 59 13 24 13 9
New England...... 6 2 4 —_ —_
Middle Atlantic..._ 8 3 5 - —
East North Central 8 3 5 — —_
‘West North Central.__ . 7 4 3 — —
South Atlantic . o iaeaao. 9 — 2 4 2
East South Central_._. 5 - 1 3 1
West South Central___ [ - — 3 3
Mountain. ... ... e 5 1 2 1 1
Pacifie. i icteieeeeaaas 5 — 1 2 2

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

“B” cities (average): Baltimore, Boston, Bridgeport, Cincinnati,
Clarksburg, Cleveland, Columbus, Denver, Fall River, Indianapolis,
Kansas City (Mo.), Louisville, Newark, New York, Peoria, Phila-
delphia, Pittsburgh, Providence, St. Louis, Salt Lake City, Scranton,
Spokane, Washington, and Wichita.

“Q’ cities (winter short or mild, or short and mild): Albuquerque,
Atlanta, Birmingham, El Paso, Knoxville, Little Rock, Memphis,
Norfolk, Oklahoma City, Portland (Oreg.), Richmond, Seattle, and
Winston-Salem.

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

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

Climate group
Fuel allowance
llA" MB" ucn an

Number of months cosal or wood is provided for room warming,

cooking, and waterheating_ _ _..____________ ... . ... 7 7 5 3
Number of months gas is provided for cooking and water heating. ] 5 7 9
Relative quantity allowance ofcoalor wood 1. ___.__.._._...__. 115. 4 100.0 6.5 2.9
Relative quantity allowanceofgas. ... ... ___.___...._. 100. 0 100. 0 140.0 180.0

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

Coal or Wood

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Gas

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

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

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

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

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

To the annual cost of the maintenance budget allowance of coal or
wood and gas, $5 was added in each city to provide for kindling,
matches, and fuel accessories; ** to the annual cost of the emergency
budget, 75 cents was added in the “A’’ and ‘“B” cities, and $3 in the
“C” and “D’ cities.2

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

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

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

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

4 See p. 107 for list of cities in each climate group.

# If ice is called for its price may be lower than if it is delivered. Purchase of
ice tickets or coupon books may reduce the cost somewhat. Such prices were not
used in computing average cost, nor were deferred payment prices used.
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purchased ice in 25-pound lots delivered, therefore, was taken in each
city as the average price of ice.

Electricity

Electricity rates for residential service in effect March 15, 1935, in
each city were obtained from the public utility companies. The
main problem connected with computing electricity costs, therefore,
was how to disentangle from the mass of elements frequently entering
into the statement of monthly bills those applicable to the four-person
family whose costs of living are measured here. As pointed out in
the preliminary report on domestic rate schedules by the Federal
Power Commission, ‘“‘So many and such varied factors enter into the
determination of electric rate structures that it is difficult to state them
accurately and comprehensively even for & single community.” 4
Many of the rate forms “are beyond the grasp of the average layman,
and not a few [are] difficult for even an experienced rate specialist to
interpret.” 4

In both maintenance and emergency budgets a house of four rooms,
hall, and bath is assumed. Fifty-watt lamps are allowed for six
outlets. An iron and, in the maintenance budget, a small radio are
provided for. The total quantity of energy allowed per month for
this service is 23 K. W. H. in the maintenance budget and 17 K. W. H.
in the emergency budget.” Demand, minimum, and other fixed
charges were considered in computing monthly costs. If there was a
prompt payment discount it was deducted, and all other modifications
were considered in order to ascertain the net monthly bill. This
amount was multiplied by 12 to obtain the average annual cost of
energy. An addition of $1.25 was made to the maintenance budget
cost in all cities to cover replacement of lamps and other electrical
accessories, and $1.05 was added to the emergency budget cost for the
same purpose.

Household Supplies

Eleven commodities comprise the household supplies budget, as
follows: kitchen soap, laundry soap, soap powder, soap flakes, starch,
bluing, ammonia, scouring powder, lye, insect powder, and toilet
paper. The first five of these items were separately priced in each

45 Federal Power Commission, Electric Rate Survey, Preliminary Report, Do-
mestic and Residential Rates in Effect January 1, 1935, Cities of 60,000 Population
and Over, Rate Series No. 1, p. 8.

4 Ibid., p. 14.

47 Hours of daylight vary with the seasons and with latitude of the separate
cities; operation of a daylight saving program also reduces somewhat the necessary
demand for artificial light. Differential allowances based on these considerations
seemed unnecessary in view of the relatively small part of the total cost of living
required for electricity, in comparison with the elaboration of calculation which
would be required by their use.
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city (table §7),*® but the last six were assigned an identical value in
all cities, based on quotations in the chain limited price variety stores
combined with their respective quantity allowances. This amount,
exclusive of sales tax where levied, was $5.70 per year for a four-
person manual worker’s family at the maintenance level of living.
Specifications for the five commodities priced separately in each
city were fairly general, requiring primarily that weight or size of
package and brand should be noted, except that kitchen soap was
described as “white, hard milled, no caustic properties nor special
cleansing agent, medium size.” Multiple units as well as single units
were priced where the former method of sale was common. Quota-
tions were obtained, as for other commodities, from stores at which
industrial, service, and other manual workers of small means trade.*®

Table 57.—Number of Commodities Priced and Used in Computing Costs of Household
Supplies, Fumniture, Fumnishings, and Household Equipment, 59 Cities, March 1935

Number of commodities
8chedule

Priced Used
B T RN 71 154
Furniture and floor covering... .. .. ... il 17 17
Household equipment and electrical appliances. . .- 33 122
Cleaning supplies and sundries..__...._....__.. - 12 16
Yard goods and textile furnishings. . ... ... iiacanaaos 9 9

1 5 of these were household supplies; the remainder, furniture, furnishings, and household equipment.
Prices of cleauiuyb upphes and sundries not used in computing lhe costs of household supplies and furniture,
furnishings, and household equipment were toilet soap (personal care) and kerosene (not listed in the quan-
tity budgets). The other 4 are included in the list of commodities for which an identical amount was

allowed in ail ci

? The 11 items of household [ uipment priced but nnt used in computing the costs of furniture, furnishings,
and household equipment for the rson manual worker's family were commodities requi for families
of different size or required under dl erent conditions, as, for example, where kerosene i3 used for fuel and/or
light instead of coal or wood, gas, and electricity. Some of these prices can be used in studies to discover cost
differentials based on size of family; others, to compute cost relatives based on local consumption babits.

All accepted quotations were reduced to a rate-per-pound basis.
The arithmetic mean of these was taken as the city average for each
commodity in each city, and these averages were combined with their
appropriate quantity allowances in the maintenance budget. The
resulting annual cost of the five commodities separately priced was
added to the assigned value of nonpriced essentials to obtain the total
outlay locally necessary for household supplies. An emergency budget
for household supplies was not constructed, but its cost was assumed
to be 90 percent of the cost of the maintenance budget.

Fumiture, Fumishings, and Household Equipment

Prices of furniture, furnishings, and household equipment were
collected on four schedules (table §7). Specifications described the

# Cleaning powder, toilet paper, bluing, lye, and kerosene were also priced, but
quotations were not used in cost calculations, because identical values for the first
four items are given in the quantity budgets, and kerosene is not included therein.
Toilet soap (personal care) and broom (household equipment) prices were also
collected on the same schedule.

# See pp. 95-97.
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material, construction, and size of “inexpensive quality’’ merchandise.
Stores were selected for sampling, merchandise was priced, and quo-
tations were edited for reasonableness, according to the procedure
used for other commodities.®® In addition to the 49 commodities
separately priced in each city, the furniture, furnishings, and house-
hold equipment budgets for a 4-person manual worker’s family list
over 100 items for which a total of $37.25 was allowed as initial cost
in all cities at the maintenance level on the basis of quotations obtained
in chain limited price variety stores.

The arithmetic mean of all accepted quotations for each commodity
in each city was taken by machine and combined with its designated
initial allowance as listed in the quantity budgets. The total of these
costs, together with the identical amount allowed in all cities, consti-
tuted the outlay required to purchase a complete stock of household
goods. Annual replacement cost at the maintenance level was com-
puted as 10 percent of initial cost ; emergency level cost was calculated
as 6 percent of initial outlay.

Refuse Disposal

The costs of refuse disposal in the separate cities for the most part
were calculated from reports by the local health officers or officials in
some other departments responsible for this service. Minimum
requirements were priced except in a few places where annual costs
were based on specified schedules from which the allowances for a
four-person manual worker’s family were computed. Where monthly
or weekly charges were given, annual cost was calculated from budget
needs.® The cost of refuse disposal was the same at the maintenance
and emergency levels of living.

Unspecified Essentials

The dollars and cents allowed in all cities for unspecified essentials
of household operation (table 58) provide for such commodities as
Table 58.—ldentical Annual Allowances! for Unspecified Household Essentials:

Commodities and Services Not Separately Priced, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family,
59 Cities, March 1935

Annual allowance t
Item
Maintenance | Emergency
level level
b 1 7 P $3.05 $2.75
Commodities. . e iiieicecmeaaaaas 115 110
BT VIO e eaaieaseceem—ann 1.90 1.85

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

50 See pp. 95-97.
51 The number of months’ use of coal or wood, with complementary require-

ments for disposal of garbage.



114 » COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES

writing materials, twine, glue, tacks, and similar odds and ends of
minor importance and small cost; also such services as postage and
telephone calls. No itemization of this allowance is necessary, but
its desirability is obvious.

Medical Care

The annual cost of medical care was computed from prices of a
small sample of the great variety of goods and services needed for
this purpose. The quantity of each item allowed per year was ad-
justed to represent average minimum requirements per 1,000 persons.
This method of cost calculation was used because only by observing
the need for care among a large number of persons of different sex
and all ages over a period of years could an estimate of requirements
be hazarded. From cost per 1,000 persons the outlay necessary per
year for the 4-person family of this study was computed, without
reference to the particular needs of the sex and age of its component
members.

Six sets of items listed in the medical care budget were priced
(table 59). Quotations for services and for eyeglasses and frames
were collected on one schedule and those for drug store commodities
on another. Specifications varied in degree of exactness with the
kind of items priced.

Table 59.—Number of Commodities and Services Priced and Used in Computing Costs
of Medical Care, 59 Cities, March 1935

Number of commodities
Schedule and services

Priced Used
B 1 PP 29 2
Medical care._ . 14 13
Physician (] 18
Dentist___ 3 3
Hospital_____ ... ... ... 2 1
Nurse. . .._o........... 1 1
Eyeglnssesand framed . . ... _._. 2 2
Drugs, toiletries, and drug store sundries 15 37

1 Includes eye refraction which later was assigned to optometrists on the basis of data secured in the fleld,
a8 described in the text.

1 Though priced on the medical care service schedule, the cost of eyeglasses and frame was analyzed
with the cost of commodities priced in drug stores.

37 of the 8 drug store commodities not used were not included in the quantity budgets; toothpaste was
assigned an identical amount in all cities in the personal care budget.

Physicians’ and dentists’ charges were obtained from general
practitioners and represent the usual fee asked from patients of small
means. Services include physicians’ office visits, day house calls,
obstetrical care, appendectomies, and tonsillectomies; and dentists’
filling, cleaning, and extracting teeth. The schedule called for eye
refractions by physicians, specified as ‘‘simple examination for the
fitting of eyeglasses.” When performed by a member of the medical
profession this service is usually in the field of a specialist whose fee

exceeds that of general practitioners. Families of small means
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customarily have their eyes refracted by optometrists, and in many
cities in this study only optometrists’ charges were recorded. It
seemed best, therefore, to use optometrists’ fees for calculating costs
in all cities. In those in which optometrists’ fees were not obtained,
$2 was uniformly allowed, as this seemed to be about the average or
usual charge for eye refractions.

The hospital services priced were beds in the cheapest pay wards
per day, including meals, general medical, surgical, and nursing care,
and clinic visits. Clinic visits were dropped from the quantity budgets
because this service is not always available, and its cost was not used
in computing the cost of medical care.

The fee for nursing care was supposed to be the usual charge per
visit by instructive visiting or other public health nurses. Private
duty nursing was outside the scope of thisstudy. Not all cities have a
public health nursing service, however, and other provision for esti-
mating the necessary cost of nursing care for a manual worker’s
family was necessary in some places. Information obtained from
the National Organization for Public Health Nursing indicates that
costs pervisit for usual services in 34 of the 59 cities studied *2 ranged
from a minimum of 57 cents to a maximum of $1.23 in 1935; the mean
cost was 93 cents and the median, 91 cents. It appeared, therefore,
that if $1 per visit were allowed as the fee for nursing care in cities
where no amount was reported for this service, a representative
figure would be provided. This would cover the outlay necessary for
a public health nurse or would supply other kinds of nursing care in
cities where such services are not organized.*

Quotations were to be obtained for inexpensive types of eyeglasses
and frames, without additional specification except that toric lenses
were not to be priced. One simple prescription, one antiseptic, two
laxatives, aspirin, a cough syrup, and a cold ointment were used as
the drug store sample. U. S. P. standard, size of container, or other
recognized specification described the merchandise called for. Prices
of these drug store commodities were obtained in chain, cut-rate, and
neighborhood stores, according to the procedure already described for
other commodities,* and city averages are representative of customary
local charges.

Fees for physicians’, dentists’, optometrists’, and hospital services
were hand tabulated, and the modified median was calculated.
In cities where services of a fairly homogeneous group of practitioners
were priced, the average fee often was the usual charge; in cities
where offices in both residential and downtown buildings were visited,

82 No privately supported public health nursing service exists in 8 of the 59 cities
studied, and no information regarding cost per visit was available in 17 of them.

8 In the cities without a public health nursing service no study was made to
ascertain what kind of care was avaiiable. 8 See pp. 95-97.



116 o COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES

a combination of the two sets of data sometimes produced an unusual
figure, but one representative of a complete cross section of the cost
of medical services locally available. The average price of eyeglasses
and frames in each city was calculated by the same method as that
used for medical services, since quotations were obtained on the
same schedule and were subject to the same limitations. For the
drug store commodities, machine calculated arithinetic means were
the city average prices.

Charges for individual items in the medical care budget were com-
bined with their annual quantity allowances per 1,000 persons to obtain
the annual cost of a balanced list, and all intercity differences were
computed from these figures. The amount a 4-person family would
have to set aside each year as the cost of the maintenance medical
care budget was four one-thousandths of the local cost per 1,000
persons. The allowance for medical care in the emergency budget
is 90 percent of the cost of the maintenance budget and this amount

was included in each city.
Transporiation

The basic allowance of car or bus fare % in the quantity budgets for
a 4-person manual worker’s family provides a daily round trip to work
for the man and to high school for the 13-year-old boy, plus an amount
for other necessary activities equal to one-half the total of these two
costs at the maintenance level, and to one-quarter, at the emergency
level. A work year of 306 days and the number of school days as
reported in each city were assumed.

" The need for transportation is not identical in all communities.
Layout of the city, location of residential areas with reference to
industrial plants, schools, shopping and recreation centers, and the
like, as well as transportation facilities available are responsible for
customary use at any level of living. Attempts to get local estimates
of patronage of public transportation systems by industrial, service,
and other manual workers of small means in the cities studied were
not successful, and more arbitrary means of measuring intercity
differentials were necessary.

Two sets of data bearing on the need for transportation—population
and land area—are available for all cities. One without the other is
significant but not conclusive, and in combination they suggest a
basis for local transportation differentials. This combination was
made by multiplying 1930 population by land area in square miles
and reducing the results to such an index as would group the 59 cities
in approximately equal numbers. It is to be presumed that even in
the largest cities, with the most extensive land area, some men will
walk to work and some children will walk to high school, but it also is

% The quantity budgets do not include an automobile.
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probable that the larger the population and land ares the larger will be
the proportion who will need an allowance for transportation.

The percentage modifiers of the basic budget allowance of trans-
portation in the separate cities were as follows.

96 percent: Baltimore, Chicago, Cleveland, Detroit, Los Angeles,
New Orleans, New York, Philadelphia, and St. Louis.

84 percent: Boston, Cincinnati, Minneapolis, Pittsburgh, San
Francisco, Seattle, and Washington.

72 percent: Bufialo, Denver, Houston, Indianapolis, Kansas City
(Mo.), Milwaukee, and Portland (Oreg.).

60 percent: Birmingham, Columbus, Dallas, Louisville, Mempbhis,
Newark, and Rochester.

48 percent: Atlanta, Oklahoma City, Omaha, Providence, Rich-
mond, Salt Lake City, and Spokane.

36 percent: Bridgeport, Fall River, Jacksonville, Knoxville, Norfolk,
Scranton, Wichita, and Manchester.

2} percent: Cedar Rapids, El Paso, Little Rock, Mobile, Peoria,
Portland (Maine), and Winston-Salem.

12 percent: Albuquerque, Binghamton, Butte, Clarksburg, Colum-
bia, Sioux Falls, and Tucson.

Several public transportation systems sometimes are found in a
given city, and they may charge different fares. The same system
may operate on & zone basis; may issue tickets or tokens, or passes for
adults or children, or both at a discount from the single cash fare;
or may issue transfers free or with a charge, or may issue none at all.
Thus, calculating comparable transportation costs in the separate
cities becomes further complicated by the necessity for specifying a
reasonable basic fare.

Were relative prices the principal consideration in this analysis,
they would be computed from adult cash fares. Inasmuch as its pur-
pose is to represent transportation requirements in the total cost of
Living, the appropriate charge is the lowest fare payable in each city.
This appears to be the ticket or token rate, but nothing necessitating
more than $1 outlay at one time was used in the calculations.®®* Where
more than one transportation company operates in a city, the charge
on that system which appeared to carry the greatest number of pas-
sengers was used ; the existence of zones and transfers was disregarded.”

The fare in each city for each purpose specified was combined with
its budget allowance for transportation to work, to school, and for
other purposes, and the total cost of transportation was calculated.
This amount then was modified by the percentage differential assigned

8 Except that in Mobile a book of 30 tickets sold to school children for $1.05
was allowed.

57 Except that in Los Angeles, with three street railway and bus systems operat-

ing in zones with a variety of fares, the rates used were designed to secure a
representative cost picture.
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to each city, as described above, to obtain the annual cost of
transportation.
School Attendance

An attempt was made to ascertain average requirements and costs
of public school attendance for a boy age 13 in the 9th grade and for a
girl age 8 in the 3d grade. School systems are not operated on an
identical plan in all cities and the 9th grade was found in both junior
and senior high schools. Cost calculations for each city were made on
the basis of the local plan. Technical, commercial, and other special
schools were not included. Items checked were books, stationery,
other supplies, and gymnasium equipment. It was assumed that lab-
oratory and other special fees would not be required, that the cost of
school lunches was taken care of in the food budget, and that social
expenses must come out of the recreation allowance. Necessary car
or bus fares were provided for in the cost of transportation. The
same school attendance budget and prices were used for both the
maintenance and the emergency levels of living; hence, costs were
identical.

Information regarding school costs was collected from the boards
or departments of education in the separate cities, as well as from
schools in the neighborhoods where other cost data were obtained.
As far as possible, initial cost of equipment which might be used
longer than 1 year was prorated to measure annual cost.®® Final
figures for the most part were calculated as the modified median of
separate reports, but in some cities data supplied by a central authority
were accepted as representative.

Recreation

The cost of recreation was computed from costs of the quantity
budgets for newspapers and motion picture theater admissions, plus
identical amounts allowed in all cities for certain miscellaneous needs.

Newspapers

In the maintenance budget a newspaper is allowed every day; in
the emergency budget there is no newspaper. Street sale is usual,
but in some places papers are delivered to the purchaser by carrier at
a weekly or monthly cost considerably below the street sale rate.® In
many cities there is more than one newspaper. The price used in
computing annual cost was the lowest at which the paper having the
largest reported local circulation could be obtained each day. This

8 Instructions for use of the schedule called for net annual cost; i. e., “‘obtained
by deducting any refund from fees at the end of the year, sale of books, gym-
nasium suit, ete. If the latter is worn 4 years, only 1 year’s cost should be
entered.”

% This system of carrier delivery is not to be confused with delivery by a news-

dealer; in the latter case the customer pays a premium for the service instead of
getting a discount from the street sale price.
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was the carrier delivery charge in some places; in others, it was the
street sale price; and in still a third group of cities, it was the carrier
delivery charge daily and street or newsstand sale price on Sunday.
In three cities where no paper was printed on Sunday, prices of Sunday
editions of papers published in nearby cities were included.

Motion Picture Theater Admissions

One motion picture theater admission per week is allowed for each
member of the family in the maintenance budget; in the emergency
budget attendance once a month is allowed. Three different admis-
sion charges for attendance on Saturday are called for: night prices
for two adults, adults’ afternoon prices for the boy age 13, and chil-
dren’s afternoon prices for the girl age 8. Lowest prices for the per-
formances named were used in the cost calculations, unless these rates
were for special groups, such as Negroes or Mexicans, in theaters where
the different races were segregated.

Admission charges were obtained from downtown and neighbor-
hood theaters patronized by industrial, service, and other manual
workers of small means. Some showed first run features; others
showed pictures of later release. Some offered stage shows, others
did not. Cost calculations were made from charges at neighborhood
theaters and at those downtown theaters whose price scales were in
line with the neighborhood theater prices. Where all theaters were
centrally located, an effort was made to differentiate between them
on the basis of entertainment offered, but in the smaller cities, for
the most part, all necessarily were included.

The arithmetic mean of accepted quotations was computed for each
admission specified above. These averages were totaled and multi-
plied by the number of admissions allowed per year in the budgets
for the two levels of living.

Organizations, Tobacco, and Toys

To the outlay necessary in each city for newspapers and motion
picture theater admissions were added the amounts specified in the
budgets for a four-person family to cover organization memberships
Table 60.—ldentical Annual Allowances! for Organizations, Tobacco, and Toys:

Commodities and Services Not Separately Priced, 4-Person Manual Worker's Fami Y,
59 Cities, March 1935

Annual allowance 1
Item
Maintenance | Emergency
level level
0 U $30. 40 $4.80
Organizations . . il 9. 50 *
Tobaceo and L0YS 1. el i 20. 80 4.80

1 Sales tax to be added where levied (appendix tables 15 and 16).
1 Not included in the emergency budget.

32592°—38. 10
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and similar activities, tobacco, toys, and other leisure-time acces-
sories (table 60).

Life Insurance, Church Contributions, and Other Contributions

Table 61 gives the budget allowances for life insurance, church
contributions, and other contributions. Except for insurance on the
life of the man at the maintenance level, which at death would leave
a small surplus over funeral expenses, the provision for insurance
covers the outlay necessary for burial, prorated to an annual basis.

Table 61.—ldentical Annual Allowances for Life Insurance, Church Contributions, and
Other Contributions, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

Annual allowance

Item
Maintenance | Emergency
level level

-3
9
2
g
g

BrpmmB |

B&|

S
SER8IRS | B
E3ZBEE | B

-~
~

1 Not included in the emergency budget.

Life insurance premiums depend on the character and amount of
benefits, age at which the policy is taken out, sex of the insured, and
frequency of premium payment. Though industrial, service, and
other manual workers of small means usually buy their insurance on a
weekly basis, with relatively small benefits for the premiums paid,
the maintenance budget calls for an ordinary life policy on the whole
life plan, with benefits of considerably greater value for the man of
the family; the wife and children, however, are allowed industrial
policies.

There is little difference in premiums among the recognized com-
panies for any specified type of policy, and the $23 per year included
for the man’s insurance should pay for a $1,000 ordinary life policy
on the whole life plan, taken out at age 35. An allowance of 25 cents
per week for the woman in the family and 10 cents for each child will
supply death benefits aggregating approximately $900 if the policies
are taken out at their present attained ages.

In the emergency budget, both the man and the woman have
industrial policies calling for payment of 15 cents per week; each
child has a 5 cents per week policy. Benefits payable for these
premiums average about $700 for the family.

Church contributions are included in all budgets at the rate of §
cents per person per week regardless of sex or age; $5 per year is added
in the maintenance budget for other contributions of various kinds.



TECHNIQUES AND PROCEDURES » 121

Taxes

Details of tax procedure as of March 15, 1935, were obtained from
local assessors and others charged with tax collection; taxes sup-
posedly were payable in 1935. Every effort was made to get reliable
reports, but there were conflicts in the data obtained from different
sources in the same community, and recourse to statutes and manuals
did not always clear matters completely. Data which appeared most
nearly accurate as far as they could be checked were used in cost
computations. :

For the present study the value of taxable personal property em-
bodied in furniture, furnishings, household equipment, and clothing
was assumed to be $100 in all cities. Rates, percentages, and exemp-
tions were applied with reference to that amount in computing per-
sonal property taxes. Capitation taxes were allowed in full for those
members of the four-person manual worker’s family to whom they
applied. ,

In computing the amount of sales tax to be added to the costs of the
goods and services included in the quantity budgets, it was necessary
to ascertain which items were subject to tax in each city, and to apply
the proper rate to their costs. No two States included or exempted
the same items, and in some instances the laws were none too specific
regarding their exact application. Without going into an exhaustive
study, which was not warranted by the present purpose, the exact
scope of some of the laws, in all details, could not be determined.

No attempt was made in this study to use the bracket system for
the purpose of adding the sales tax to each dealer’s price,% because
price comparisons between cities without the tax seemed the best
procedure, or at least segregation of the tax permitted an analysis
which considered it as a possible causal factor in intercity cost differ-
entials, Moreover, in the absence of universally applicable brackets
in certain cities, no general rule could be applied on a bracket basis.
Instead, the amount of the sales tax in each city was computed by
applying the rate percent to the total cost of those groups of goods
and services on which it was levied, on the assumption that if the
base were large enough, the necessary consumer outlay would be
accurately measured.

% See p. 89 for description of the bracket system. The tax on motion picture
theater admissions was computed as levied, because all admissions are not taxed.



Digitized by GOOS[Q



Chapter VI

CONCLUSIONS

THIS STUDY was designed to find out how much a 4-person industrial,
service, or other manual worker’s family would need for self-support
at 2 specified levels of living in each of 59 cities in the United States;
to ascertain how much costs differed among the cities; to compare
costs at a basic maintenance level with costs at one reduced at certain
points to meet the demands of emergency conditions; and to deter-
mine what circumstances were responsible for observed intercity cost
variations.

To answer these questions, new techniques were necessary. These
entailed establishing the contents of the levels of living priced; main-
taining their comparability under varied conditions of climate and
size of community; and insuring that all the large number of persons
necessarily employed in collecting prices had the same objectives in
view. From construction of the budgets to analysis of the data
problems were presented for the solution of which there were neither
precedents nor analogies. Experimenting and testing were necessary
at every stage as the work progressed. Like the results of many other
investigations of social phenomena, the findings are indicative or
approximate rather than exact measurements. The quantity budgets
are generalized statements of average needs; judgments to some extent
necessarily entered into the specifications, and into the sampling and
pricing procedures used. On the other hand, the completeness of the
details insures a reliability to the conclusions which might not be
justified were the findings built up from a less exhaustive analysis.

How far these findings for two specified levels of living in certain
cities are representative of other levels of living in the same cities or of
the same levels of living in other cities cannot be stated. Though these
questions were outside the scope of the present study, the limits
within which ascertained costs fall and the factors which seem to
account for observed variations suggest that some of the conclusions

of this investigation are of wider application.
123
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The purpose of the present chapter is to summarize the principal
facts brought out in those which have preceded it, in order to work the
various threads into a consistent pattern and analyze any general
characteristics thus displayed. The validity of the findings is checked
by comparing them with the results of other studies! and by comparing
the cost of the maintenance budget and its distribution with expendi-
tures by actual families of small means. Finally, certain conclusions
regarding methodology are presented for the benefit of those who are
interested in techniques or who may wish to make similar investiga-
tions in the future.

WHAT THE COSTS OF LIVING ARE AND HOW THEY VARY

The costs of support at a maintenance level of living for a 4-person
manual worker’s family in 59 cities at March 1935 prices averaged
$1,261 per year, and at the emergency level comparable costs averaged
$903. The average difference of 28 percent between the two did not
vary greatly among the separate cities, and for all practical purposes
this ratio may be considered representative. Annual costs of the two
budgets were most alike for those goods and services where smallest
economies are possible, and they were least similar where psychological
rather than physical needs are involved or where certain commodity
substitutions can be made to achieve the same purposes.

Local differences in the costs of living were found to be relatively
small (appendix tables 2, 3, 8, and 9). The lowest cost of both the
maintenance and emergency budgets was about 10.5 percent less and
the highest was about 12 percent more than the average in the 59
cities combined. These differences amounted to $131 and $154,
respectively, at the maintenance level,? a total excess of highest over
lowest cost of 25 percent.? The variation between cities was $100 a
year or less in more than half those studied. Nowhere did the maxi-
mum spread, $285, equal the difference between the costs of support
at the maintenance and emergency levels of living.

The tendency toward similarity in the costs of the same level of
living is further emphasized when the cities in the present investiga-
tion are classified by geographic division or by size (table 6). The
extremes geographically at the maintenance level were found in the
Middle Atlantic States, where the group average was 3 percent above

! No other study is exactly comparable with this in all respects, but certain
comparisons can be made.

7 All comparisons in this chapter are made with maintenance budget costs.

3 A measure of variation from the average which takes into account every
deviation plus or minus from the arithmetic mean is obtained by squaring these
deviations, totaling the results, obtaining the mean of the squared totals, and
extracting its square root. This so-called “standard deviation’ is expressed as a
percentage of the arithmetic mean to obtain the “coefficient of variation.” Table
62, p. 128, shows coefficients of variation in the costs of living at the maintenance

level by major budget groups and principal subgroups in the 59 cities, in
geographic divisions, and in size of city classifications.
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the average in the 59 cities combined, and in the 2 South Central
Areas, where the averages were 6 percent below. Within the groups the
costs of living for the most part were much alike, though they seemed
to be more nearly uniform in certain sections than in others, For
example, the spread from lowest to highest cost among the Mountain
cities was less than 5 percent; in the two South Central Areas and
New England it was less than 10 percent; and in the Middle Atlantic
Division the range between the extreme cities did not greatly exceed
10 percent. Wider cost variations were found in the two North
Central Divisions, especially among the West North Central cities,
and in the South Atlantic Area. Minneapolis, with its high rent
and fuel cost, ranking as the 3d most expensive city in the group of
59, is in the West North Central Division, however, and so is Wichita,
where the cost of living was next to the lowest among the 59 cities.
Abnormal housing conditions and high rent in Washington to a
considerable extent accounted for the wide spread between lowest
and highest living costs in the South Atlantic Area. The large outlays
necessary for practically all necessities in San Francisco raised the
average cost in the Pacific Division above the level which perhaps is
more typical of that section of the country.

The average cost of living in the largest places exceeded that in the
59 cities by less than 6 percent, and in the smallest it was not 2.5
percent below the average in the 59 cities. By analyzing the size of
city classifications separately, it appears that the narrowest cost
range was found among the largest cities, progressing toward greater
dispersion as size of city declined, except for the middle group. While
the average in the middle group as a whole fell just below the average
in the 59 cities combined, it was computed from extremes: Wash-
ington and Minneapolis at the top were the highest and 3d from the
highest, respectively, in the array of the 59 cities; Birmingham and
Columbus had lowest costs in their size of city group and ranked 6th
and 7th from the lowest among the 59. These contrasts resulted in
the maximum spread, 21 percent, in the costs of living among cities
in any one population group. A more representative average would
be in line with the range shown for the smaller cities.

The costs of all but a few essentials were high in the New England,
Mountain, and Pacific cities (appendix table 5); but rents were below
the average in these areas. Most costs were low in the Southern
cities,* especially in those in the South Central States. In the Middle
Atlantic and North Central States, on the other hand, a combination
of low costs of some items and high costs of others served to establish
the level for cities in these areas as above the average in the 59 cities
combined. The most notable characteristics of the cost arrays in the

4 Washington, in the South Atlantic Division, pushed the average for that
section above its apparently more representative figure.
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three last named geographic divisions were the relatively high rents
and the large outlays necessary for transportation. This pattern is
typical of the largest cities studied, and 13 of the 19 with a population
exceeding 375,000 are in the Middle Atlantic and North Central
States. It would be difficult to say, however, whether high land
values often associated with large cities or the necessity for housing
which is more substantial than the average accounted for above
average rents. Transportation costs were higher in the largest cities
because more transportation is needed.’

For no other budget group or subgroup except clothing upkeep
could cost tendencies be completely associated with size of city (ap-
pendix table 7).® The outlays necessary for certain budget items,
notably food, coal or wood, household supplies, medical care, and
motion picture theater admissions, increased or decreased with size
of city through the three or even four largest city classifications and
were erratic in tendency as to the smallest places. Costs of the budget
as a whole declined with size of city, except that the averages in the
two largest city groups were practically identical. The inconclusive
relationship between size of city and costs of certain budget items may
have resulted from the choice of cities studied and ‘may not be indica-
tive of general tendencies. In order to cover all sections of the coun-
try properly in an investigation confined to 59 cities, it was necessary
to represent some areas by small cities. These are important in their
own sections of the country, but may not be typical of their size
classification because most of the country’s cities with comparable
populations are in other areas.

All the values used in the comparisons just made include a sales
tax in the 18 cities where such a tax was in operation. The maximum
amount required for a sales tax was $25.20 in Louisville, or 2.1 percent
of the total cost of the maintenance budget in that city.” The exist-
ence of a sales tax slightly increased the cost of living dispersion beyond
what it would have been had there been no tax,® and the ranks of
certain cities would be shifted up or down a few places in the scale
were the tax omitted. The average cost of living in the 18 cities
with a sales tax was $22.43 more than in the 41 cities without a tax,®
" 8 See pp. 116-117.

¢ Transportation cost makes up 21.4 percent of the average total cost of miscella-
neous family needs and serves to move the latter in its general direction. Personal
property and capitation taxesseemed to increase as size of city decreased, but group
relatives are inconclusive because only 36 of the 59 cities reported such taxes.

T The rate was 3 percent but not every budget item was taxed.

8 This does not show in a comparison of highest and lowest cost cities, because
neither of them had a sales tax.

9 In New Orleans there was a tax amounting to $1.56 per year at the maintenance
level of living on motion picture theater admissions exceeding 10 cents. This

was not a sales tax and, for comparative purposes, New Orleans is included among
the 41 cities having no sales tax.
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but the cost of living in the latter group would still have been $5.67
less than in the former had there been no tax.

The sales tax, however, for families of small means in certain cities
was equivalent to a large part of the amounts required for such little
luxuries as motion picture theater attendance, and it was more than
the cost of such necessities as clothing upkeep, gas, electricity, ice,
or household supplies. Sales taxes, moreover, are State-wide except
for the local excise in the city of New York and tend toward a certain
geographic popularity. Hence, they constitute an element to be
reckoned with as a cost of living factor in some places.

An influence toward greater cost similarity, on the other hand, lies
in the inclusion of $132.33 plus sales tax where levied ! in the mainte-
nance budget to provide for items whose costs are known to be the same
throughout the country, such as life insurance premiums, postage, and
telephone calls; or whose costs are likely to be uniform because the com-
modities can be bought everywhere in chain limited price variety
stores; or whose costs cannot be measured in terms of quantity allow-
ances, such as church contributions, other contributions, and organ-
ization dues. These costs, which were carried as identical amounts
in all cities, averaged 10.5 percent of the total cost of living in the 59
cities combined, varying from 9.4 percent in Washington to 11.7
percent in Mobile. Without this identical allowance, the range in
the costs of living among the separate cities from lowest to highest
averaged 28.5 percent, as contrasted with 25.2 percent when it was
included. The similarity of costs which this 10.5 percent of the total
18 designed to measure is as real as the differences noted for items
which were separately priced. The necessity for including them in
the budget, in fact, does tend to hold the costs of living as a whole to
a narrower range than would be found were these items not essential.

COSTS OF MA JOR BUDGET GROUPS AND PRINCIPAL SUBGROUPS

The relative similarity of total living costs in so many cities when
these costs are measured by pricing one quantity budget everywhere
did not appear for its constituent items (table 62). Inasmuch as all
of these items are required in a balanced content of living, it is their
combined cost which represents the outlay necessary for support at a
specified level in each community; and all of them must be taken into
account in intercity cost comparisons.

The annual cost of each group in the quantity budget is a composite
of quantity allowances, specification factors, and city average prices of
the goods and services of which it is made up. The first two were uni-
form in all cities studied for most goods and services. Average require-
ments for a few items were excessive in some localities and inadequate
in others; hence, quantity allowances varied in designated ratios.

10 Comparable allowances in the emergency budget totaled $62.96 in the “A”
and “B” cities and $65.21 in the ‘“C”’ and “D”’ cities, plus sales tax where levied.
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geographio division.

¢ Prices were the same in all cities in this

 Exclusive of sales tax.
¢ None payable.

pt a8 indicated (appendix table 15).
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Some items required no direct outlay in certain cities because they were
supplied from public funds; some could not be priced everywhere and
substitutes were necessary : some were priced by specifications so broad
that, even with the same quantity allowances, identical values were
not necessarily obtained from place to place. All items priced met
local needs, however, and their costs represent a satisfactory measure
of requirements in the separate cities.

Widest Cost Variations

The greatest spread between lowest and highest costs among the 59
cities was found for those major budget groups and principal sub-
groups for which there were no quantity allowances or for which
allowances differed and specifications were most general (table 62).

Refuse Disposal, School Attendance, and Taxes

Refuse disposal, school attendance, and tax costs were included as
charged for a four-person manual worker’s family of specified age and
sex composition, without definite quantity allowances. These costs
ranged from nothing per year to slightly less than 2 percent of the
total budget cost (appendix table 17). The householder paid directly
for his refuse disposal in some cities, and in others this service was
covered by the tax rate. Expenses connected with school attendance
depended largely on local policy with reference to supplying books
and other equipment from public funds. Some cities levied personal
property, capitation, and other direct taxes; others did not or pro-
vided exemptions sufficiently large to exclude families of small means.

Transportation, Fuel, and Ice

Wide cost dispersions for transportation, fuel, and ice were partly
attributable to differential quantity allowances. The number of
streetcar or bus rides provided in the budgets varies slightly with the
length of the school year in the separate communities but more
especially with city area and population. Eight times as many rides
were allowed in the largest as in the smallest places. Cash fares on
public conveyances in the 59 cities ranged from 5 cents to 10 cents
per ride, but the token or ticket rate did not show such a wide spread.
The combination of quantity allowances and fares payable resulted
in transportation costs which were more than 12.5 times greater
where most was required than where least was required. Transpor-
tation costs declined as city size decreased, regardless of fare, though
the differences among size of city groups were by no means uniform.
Rates themselves are subject to regulation by public authority with
reference to the local situation, and competition between public
carriers in most places has little to do with car or bus fares.

The budgets allow coal or wood as winter fuel and gas for cooking
and water heating during the months when fuel for room warming is
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not necessary. As a result, several kinds of fuel had to be priced in
the separate cities for the same purpose and two purposes had to be
served.

The basis of gas cost differences among the 59 cities was threefold
apart from rates: namely, kinds of gas, their heating values, and
number of months’ consumption allowed. The B. T. U. content of
natural gas is much greater than that of manufactured gas.!* Hence,
less natural gas is required for a given purpose than manufactured.
Natural gas rates as a rule are lower than manufactured gas rates.
Differences, therefore, in monthly bills for gas to serve a specified pur-
pose were very wide between cities where natural gas or manufactured
gas was used. Annual cost dispersion was widened still farther by
differential budget allowances based on climatic needs. As in the
case of mass transportation facilities, supplying gas usually is a mo-
nopoly and rates are subject to public regulation.

Not so many elements contributed to the spread in the costs of
fuel for room warming as of gas for cooking and water heating, and
the range was correspondingly less. Budget allowances of coal or
wood were adapted to the needs of four different winter climates,
and specifications were so general that they were met by a number of
different commodities. If, for example, wood was the popular local
fuel, its price was combined with the annual quantity allowance as-
signed to the climate group in which the city belonged; the same pro-
cedure was followed where bituminous coal or anthracite was most
frequently used for room warming.” Coals and woods could not be
reduced to common units of heating value, however, and for each fuel
priced a diversity of quality probably was obtained, depending on
local consumption. This circumstance may be reflected to some ex-
tent in relative fuel prices.

Competition among fuels for the local market is perhaps more
important than competition among sellers of the same kind of fuel,
but for all of them distance from the supply seems to be the outstand-
ing factor in price differentials. These differentials may be attributa-
ble partly to freight rates and partly to the fact that it does not pay
to haul the lower grades of fuel far from the places where they are pro-
duced. Wood prices seldom embodied heavy shipping charges,
because wood is used extensively for room warming only near the
source of its supply. Anthracite, which is perhaps of a more nearly
uniform grade wherever sold than either wood or bituminous coal, cost
90 percent more in some New England cities than in Scranton, the

11 See footnote 13, p. 50, for definition of B. T. U.

12 There were certain exceptions to this, in that quantity allowances were not
developed for gas or oil as room warming fuels. In the few cities where either is
the most popular fuel, costs were necessarily computed from the price of coal or
wood, whichever most nearly represented local use.
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center of the industry.”? Gas rates also seemed to vary with distance
from the supply, whether this was oil fields for natural gas or coal
mines for manufactured gas, but purely local considerations also
entered into the rate structure.

For gas a relatively small monthly allowance and a low rate usually
were found together, and a relatively large monthly allowance and a
high rate were usually combined. Prices of anthracite, bituminous
coal, and wood, however, varied more nearly in inverse ratio to their
respective quantity allowances. Hence, annual costs of coal and
wood were less diversified among the 59 cities than annual gas costs.

The last among the budget subgroups for which differential quantity
allowances were used in annual cost calculations was ice, a commodity
of simple specification, locally produced, and sold for prices locally
determined. Allowances of ice in the quantity budgets are comple-
mentary to allowances of coal or wood, because, in general, refrigera-
tion is required during the months when fuel for room warming isnot
necessary. Ice allowances depend on whether its use is necessary
during 5, 7, or 9 months per year. The largest reported annual ice
cost was 3.7 times the smallest, but the highest price per 100 pounds
was only double the lowest. Differential quantity allowances ac-
counted for the discrepancy.

The combined costs of coal or wood, gas, and ice were less widely
dispersed among the 59 cities than the outlays necessary for any one
of them separately. In view of the arbitrary character of the quantity
allowances, which are complementary as to period of use, it is perhaps
unwise to attribute too much importance either to separate quantity
allowances or separate costs as such.

Intermediate Cost Variations

The budget groups and subgroups whose cost dispersions were next
widest were those whose quantity allowances were identical in all
cities but whose specifications were general (table 62). Hence, con-
siderable discretion was allowed in choice of the sample, local more
often than universal influences entered into their price determination,
or both of these circumstances played a part in establishing costs.
These groups were newspapers, electricity, housing, motion picture
theater admissions, clothing upkeep, and medical services. None of
them varied so much as the outlays necessary for the group of items
for which the dispersions were widest, but they differed considerably
more than combined commodity prices which made up the narrowest
cost range classification.

13 Anthracite was cheaper in Boston and Bridgeport, where oil is much used by
families of small means, than in Fall River and Providence, where alternative
fuels were not reported. In Manchester anthracite prices were as high as in Fall

River, though oil also wasused. Bituminouscoal was the most popularfuel reported
in Portland (Maine), but oil, anthracite, and wood were used to some extent.
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Newspapers, Electricity, Motion Picture Theater Admissions, Medical
Services, and Clothing Upkeep

Annual newspaper cost was computed from the price of that daily
having the largest local circulation, and price factors were local.
Local considerations also largely accounted for the charges reported
in each city for motion picture theater admissions, medical services,
and clothing upkeep.®* Cost differences for electricity resulted entirely
from the wide range and variety of rates.’® These are subject to public
control like rates for transportation and gas; they reflect more nearly
local than general price making influences.

Housing

Specifications for housing necessarily were general in order that
they might be used in pricing the wide variety of dwellings which is
found the country over. Hence, it cannot be said that for a given
rent in one place identical accommodations could be obtained in
another. Reported rents were being paid in the separate cities,
however, to secure the standards of housing specified. Relative
rents seemed to depend almost entirely on the prevailing balance of a
combination of unmeasurable local forces. Obvious considerations
of scarcity, land values, and tax policies, of desirability connected with
neighborhood, type and age of structure, building material, conven-
iences, size of rooms, and of other circumstances which influence all
rents in normal times were supplemented in this survey by factors
connected with locally accepted working class housing. Where
typical wage earners’ dwellings in a given city met specifications for the
maintenance level of living, reported rents can be explained as the
result of operation of the usual forces. Where typical working class
dwellings were substandard, reported rents were above the level
customarily paid. Thus, high rents may have reflected local fiscal
policies, a scarcity of acceptable housing, working class dwellings
above the average the country over, or accomodations superior to
those locally occupied by industrial, service, and other manual workers
of small means. In genersal, high rents were found in the largest cities
and in sections of the country where the most substantial housing and
equipment are necessary. On the other hand, if working class dwell-
ings meeting all specifications for standard housing were plentiful,
they were obtained for less than the general average of rents. Lowest
rents for standard accommodations were reported for the most part
from cities with a mild climate, many of which are not far removed
from the source of supply of locally popular building material.

14 The allowance of an identical amount in all cities for cleaning and sewing
materials served but slightly to counteract the widely varying prices of shoe
repairs and cleaning and pressing services.

18 See pp. 58 and 111.
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Narrowest Cost Variations

The greatest cost uniformity was reported for those budget groups
and subgroups which contein the greatest number of commodities
or for which prices were the same the country over, or both (table
62). An identical quantity of each was allowed in all cities, their
specifications for the most part were most definite, and their prices
were local variations of wholesale costs more or less nationally de-
termined. These groups were household supplies; personal care;
clothing; drugs and appliances; furniture, furnishings, and house-
hold equipment; and food.

Household Supplies and Personal Care

Prices of trade-marked and nationally advertised household sup-
plies, such as soap and starch, are mark-ups from wholesale prices
which are identical over a wide territory. Retail quotations range
all the way from resale prices established by the manufacturer to
extreme cut rates, depending on individual merchandising policies.
The range in costs of these commodities, most of which were priced
without specifications, except that best sellers were to constitute the
sample, might possibly be narrowed somewhat were only identical
brands compared. Few brands have complete national distribution,
however, and even these are not equally popular in all sections of the
country. The cost dispersion for the household supplies group was held
within a narrower range than would otherwise have been found, consid-
ering the few items separately priced, by the circumstance that three-
tenths of the average group cost was an identical amount allowed in all
cities. This provided for materials which can be bought for the same
price everywhere at the chain limited price variety stores.

Personal care belongs in this group, from the standpoint of cost dis-
persion, largely because nearly one-third of the average cost was an
identical amount allowed in all cities. The stabilizing effect of this
common cost element counteracted to a large extent the fact that
more than half the total was composed of charges for local services,
and less than one-sixth for other commodities of national distribution.

Clothing; Drugs and Appliances; Furniture, Furnishings, and Household
Egquipment; and Food

The budget groups whose combined costs were most uniform con-
tained no services. These groups were made up as follows: clothing,
90 separately priced commodities, identical allowance $10.25 in all
cities plus sales tax where levied; drugs and appliances, 9 separately
priced commodities; furniture, furnishings, and household equipment,
49 separately priced commodities, identical allowance $3.73 in all
cities plus sales tax where levied ; food, 44 separately priced commod-
ities, 1 percent of their cost added for condiments. The identical
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allowances constituted relatively small proportions of the total costs
of clothing, furniture, furnishings, and household equipment, and they
served only slightly to reduce group cost dispersions.

Price variations for these commodities among the cities were as wide
as, or wider than, those shown for items with differential quantity
allowances; and within the separate cities articles presumably meeting
identical specifications were quoted at prices of comparable diversity.
Only for cough syrup was the individual commodity price range less
than the cost range for the budget group in which it belongs. The
relative similarity of the prices of drug store items, no matter where
obtained, results probably more from control through national distri-
bution of relatively few trade-murked articles than occurs for any
other group of commodities in the quantity budgets.

Commodity prices were never all high or all low in any one city.
As was pointed out earlier, combination of the prices of a large number
of items permits a partial cancellation of extremes in the component
parts, the extent of which determines the average cost dispersion for
the group. The effect of balancing high prices for some commodities
against low prices for others is particularly evident for food. Costs of
this major budget group varied within narrower limits than any other.
This similarity of food costs as a whole results from relative price
uniformity for some commodities but a cancellation of extremes for
others. The range of quotations for the different subgroups suggests
that can and package foods may be standardized as to quality, meat
prices may be affected by national competition and shipping costs,
and prices of fresh fruits and vegetables may be dependent largely on
seasonal factors. In other words, in general, the first group showed
the narrowest price range the country over and the last showed the
widest. Indeed, the prices of carrots, cabbage, spinach, and apples
were more widely dispersed than prices of any other single commodity
included in any budget group. The factor of alternative specifica-
tions used in sampling many food commodities is more or less operative
in accounting for price differences.

The Budget as a Whole

Differences in service charges and other costs which for the most
part are locally determined apparently are more accountable for inter-
city cost of living variations than differences in commodity prices.
Service charges and other locally determined costs include what must
be paid to the landlord and the utility companies; to physicians,
dentists, and hospitals; to beauty parlors, barbers, and dry cleaning
establishments; and for refuse disposal, school attendance, newspapers,
motion picture theater admissions, and taxes; plus the amounts re-
quired for coal or wood and ice to obtain their budget allowances.
Taken together, the outlays necessary for these items differed nearly
6 times as much between the extremes among the 59 cities included
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in this investigation as the amounts required for food, clothing, furni-
ture, furnishings, and other commodities, plus allowances for items
whose costs are likely to be the same wherever purchased. Costs
which are determined largely by local conditions cannot be measured
so accurately as commodity costs, and it is possible that in some
instances their intercity range is overstated. The effect of their
greater dispersion on the relative costs of the budget as a whole was
reduced somewhat by the fact that they required slightly under two-
fifths of the average annual cost of living. The less varied commodity
costs, exclusive of coal or wood and ice, together with the outlays
necessary for life insurance, postage, and other essentials whose prices
are identical everywhere, required slightly over three-fifths.

Budget Cost Distributions

The proportion of the total cost of living taken by each of the
major budget groups varied among the 59 cities with prices, quantity
allowances, and specification factors applicable in each city (appendix
tables 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, and 22). The percentages required for food
and for clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care at the same level
of living were much more alike from city to city than were the per-
centages required for miscellaneous family needs, for household opera-
tion, or for housing, in the order named. Even for food, however,
the largest share of the total maintenance budget cost required in
any of the 59 cities was 28 percent more than the smallest, and the
share taken by rent differed from smallest to largest by 86 percent.

Food, in general, required the smallest percentage of total budget
cost where total cost was highest and increased in relative importance
as the total cost of living declined. Housing required proportionally
more, and clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care proportionally
less, in the higher than in the lower cost cities. The proportions of
total budget cost required for household operation and for miscella-
neous family needs seemed to have no relationship to the total cost
of living.

As compared with the average cost of the maintenance budget in
the 59 cities combined, the average emergency budget cost was so
distributed that relatively more was required for food, housing, and
household operation and relatively less for miscellaneous family needs,
with clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care taking a nearly
identical share of both budget costs.

The largest percentages of the total cost of living required by the
separate budget groups were not always found in cities where their
absolute costs were high in comparison with other cities, and vice
versa, but a tendency in this direction was indicated for rent, house-
hold operation, and miscellaneous family needs.

Because of the influence on budget cost distribution of circumstances

peculiar to each community, it apparently is unsafe to generalize too
32592°—38——11
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positively with reference to the percentage each budget group requires
of the total cost of living. This is particularly true with reference to
local service group costs as contrasted with costs of commodities,

COMPARISONS WITH RESULTS OF OTHER STUDIES

The findings of the present investigation are not subject to absolute
tests of accuracy, but they may be compared with the findings of
other studies of budget costs for comparable levels of living and with
expenditures by working class families to determine how closely the
cost of a synthetic budget conforms with actual spending experience.
The first comparison is made with the results of a survey by the
National Industrial Conference Board ; the second, with data collected
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Both studies were made at prac-
tically the same time as the present investigation. The report of an
investigation of relative international living costs is also available.

Quantity Budget Costs Compared

The National Industrial Conference Board studied the outlays
necessary to purchase a synthetic budget for wage earners in 69 cities
in February 1935.1® The purpose of the investigation “was to measure
differences in costs in the various cities and not differences in stand-
ards. For this reason the same commodities and services were used
in the budget for all cities, except insofar as climatic or peculiar local
housing conditions dictated a different choice. The figures resulting
from the survey, therefore, show how much it would cost wage earners
to live in the various cities if they lived according to the chosen
standard.”

Equipped with a quantity budget designed to “provide an adequate
allowance of the primary necessaries, such as food, shelter, clothing,
and fuel and light, as well as various miscellaneous goods and serv-
ices,” and questionnaires for pricing, the Conference Board secured
quotations “with the aid of manufacturers and chambers of commerce
and similar organizations in the cities studied.” General specifica-
tions called for “inexpensive but a fair grade of merchandise”” and
more explicit instructions where possible described the commodities
desired. “The cooperators were requested to take the questionnaires
to the stores,” which they themselves had previously selected as repre-
sentative of working class trade, “to ask the managers to have them
filled out, to collect them, and to return them to the Conference
Board. In cases where information could readily be obtained
by telephone,” it was suggested that the cooperators employ that
means. * * * After all the necessary questionnaires for a city were
received [by the Conference Board], they were examined for possible

18 National Industrial Conference Board, Conference Board Bulletin, December

10, 1935, pp. 89-95.
17 As, for example, motion picture theater admissions.
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inaccuracies. Questionable data were followed up or rejected. The
average price of each item was calculated by the arithmetic mean
method” and weighted by its annual quantity allowance. These
values, representative of annual use, were totaled and the sales tax
was added where necessary.

The Conference Board’s average for a 4-person wage earner’s
family in the 69 cities combined shows a cost of living in February
1935 which was 19 cents per week greater than the average in the
59 cities combined required by a 4-person manual worker’s family at
the maintenance level of the present investigation (table 63). The
Conference Board’s list includes 32 places with a population of 25,000

Toble 63.—Average Costs ! of Living, Works Progress Administration's Study, 59 Cities,
March 1935, and National Industrial Conference Board's Study, 69 Cities, February
1935

W.P.A. N.I C. B.
Item 59 citles 69 cities
Average cost of living per week ... ... ... ..ol $24. 2 1824. 43
100.0 100.0
35.6 34.3
12.6 12.4
17.6 19.3
6.1 7.6
8.1 26.4
100.0 100.0
Bt . . e — 104.3
New England. ... liiiiiiiiaiaia. 101.7 —
Middle Atlantic. ...l 103.0 —
South e — 97.6
South Atlantie. . .. iieiiiciicaians 99.8 —
East South Central... . .. iiiciiiiicacaeo 93.7 —
West South Central. ... i 04. 4 —
Middle West . i edeeieaaiae — 97.5
East North Central. . iiiiciaioo 102.5 —
‘West North Central... 100. 2 —
e- — 100.6
100.9 —_
Paciflc . ieeeiceaeaes 101. 2 —
Cost relatives by size of city

Average, all cities_ - o 100.0 100. 0
1,000,000 or more._._____. 105.6 } 104. 5

500,000 to 1,000,000, __._.._. 105.7 -
250,000 to 500,000 _.__.... 99.3 99.3
100,000 to 250,000.__ 98.0 99.8
25,000 to 100,000 97.6 99. 4
10,000 80 25,000 o - e et — 9.6

! Both studies measure the costs of living for a family composed of a man, a woman, and 2 children under
age 14. The Works Progress Administration’s figures measurs the outlays necessary for busic maintenance
for industrial, service, and other manual workers; the National Industrial Conference Board's figures *‘would
provide an adequate allowance of the primary necessaries for a wage earner’s family.” National Industrial
Conference Board, Conference Board Bulletin, Decemnber 10, 1935. The cities making up the Conference
Board's list are only partially identical with those in the Works Progress Administration’s list and include
9 with less than 25,000 population, a class not included in the Works Progress Administration’s study.

tDo not include an automobile. The National Industrial Conference Board also computed costs to
include an automobile.

Source: Works Progress Administration, table 4 and appendix tables 5, 7, and 17; National Industrial
Conference Board, Conference Board Bulletin, December 10, 1935, p. 90



138 e COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES

or more which also were covered in the Works Progress Administra-
tion’s study and 28 which were not covered. It contains 9 places
where the population was less than 25,000. The Conference Board’s
figures for the separate cities have not been published. The differ-
ence between the lowest and highest costs was 29 percent as compared
with 25.2 percent between extremes which the present study shows.
None of the extreme cities in the two series were identical. Geographic
and size of city groupings of the two sets of cost figures produced
averages which were much alike. There was also close similarity of
the percentage distributions of costs among the major budget groups.
Considering the differences in city coverage, quantity budgets priced,
and methods of collecting the data, the similarity of results is striking.

Intemational Costs of Living Compared

An international comparison of costs of living, which as far as possible
took into account ‘‘differences in national customs, consumption
habits, and price systems,” '® did not show such similarity of necessary
outlays as the American studies, which attempted to hold these factors
constant. The International Labour Office “estimated the cost of
maintaining in 1931 a standard of living approximately equivalent
to that enjoyed by a certain category of Detroit worker with a family
of a certain size and composition, which spent on an average a certain
number of dollars during 1929.” ® It was not ‘“a question of deter-
mining what it would cost an American worker to live in different
European cities on the American standard’’  but, rather, “how much
a European worker would need to expend if his general standard of
living were to be approximately equivalent to that of his Detroit
counterpart.” 2 The spread in the costs of living as thus estimated in
15 cities, including Detroit, was 82.5 percent from low to high.?

Quantity Budget Costs and Expenditures for Living Compared

In order to see how closely these estimates of necessary costs of
living agree with expenditures for living by real families, comparison
of the costs of the maintenance budget ascertained in the present
investigation may be made with expenditures by self-supporting white
families of small means in a 12-month period falling sometime within

18 International Labour Office, A ~ntribution to the Study of Inlernational
Comparisons of Costs of Living, Studies and Reports, Series N (Statistics) No. 17,
second revised edition, Geneva, 1932, p. 218.

¥ Ibid., p. 35.

® Ibid., p. 7.

N [bid., p. 2. See also, pp. 3 and 8.

# bid., pp. 30-31. See also Magnussen, Leifur, “An International Inquiry
into Costs of Living: A Comparative Study of Workers’ Living Costs in Detroit
and Fourteen European Cities,”” Journal of the American Statistical Association,
June 1933, p. 136.
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the years 1933-1936, as determined by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.®
The 2 sets of data are available for 10 cities.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics studied incomes and expenditures
of wage earners and lower-salaried clerical workers without reference
to the standard of living they maintained, size, or sex and age com-
position, except that none were on relief and the chief wage earner
must have had at least 1,008 hours of employment within 36 weeks
during the preceding year. Families averaged larger than the four-
person group of the present investigation,* and treatment of certain
budget items was dissimilar in the two analyses.?

Reported expenditures by the lowest income group # in each of the
10 cities under observation were similar to estimated budget costs
in some respects and different in others (table 64). The average
cost of living in the 10 cities combined was greater by $10 per year
for a 4-person family than the average expenditure per year by a
family of 4.75 members. Even allowing for possible differences in
age and sex of constituent families, it is evident that the costs of the
maintenance budget would provide funds equal to or greater than the

# The study was made in 55 cities. Of the reports released up to May 1937,
11 were for places where the Works Progress Administration’s study was carried
on, but in only 10 were expenditures classified by income groups. Williams,
Faith M., “Money Disbursements of Wage Earners and Clerical Workers in
Eleven New Hampshire Communities,” Monthly Labor Review, March 1936;
“Money Disbursements of Wage Earners and Clerical Workers in Richmond,
Birmingham, and New Orleans,” Monthly Labor Review, May 1936; ‘“Money
Disbursements of Wage Earners and Clerical Workers in Four Michigan Cities,”
Monthly Labor Review, June 1936; ‘‘Money Disbursements of Wage Earners and
Clerical Workers in Boston and Springfield,”” Monthly Labor Review, September
1936; ‘‘Money Disbursements of Wage Earners and Clerical Workers in Rochester,
Columbus, and Seattle,”” Monthly Labor Review, December 1936; ‘“Money Dis-
busements of Wage Earners and Clerical Workers in New York,”” Monthly Labor
Review, January 1937. For the city of Denver, see Kaplan, A. D. H., Family
Disbursements of Wage Earners and Salaried Clerical Workers in Denver, Univer-
sity of Denver Reports, Business Study No. 81, April 1936. Additional studies of
consumer purchases were made during 1936 by the Bureau of Labor Statistics as a
Works Progress Administration project in 32 cities, and by the Bureau of Home
Economics in 19 cities, 140 villages, and 66 farm counties. The results of these
studies have not yet been published.

3 Comparable ‘“‘consumption units’’ were not calculated. “Consumption
unit”’ is equivalent to the requirements of one adult male, computed for the
purpose of eliminating size and composition of family as a factor in expenditure
differentials. For method of computation in the Bureau of Labor Statistics’
analysis, see Monthly Labor Review, March 1936, pp. 558-559.

% For example, life insurance was counted as investment by the Bureau,
whereas the quantity budgets of the Works Progress Administration list insurance
as a current charge. The Works Progress Administration’s budgets make no
provision for carrying debts, a current charge in the Bureau of Labor Statistics’
expenditure data.

2 Those with average annual expenditures per consumption unit of less than
$400 per year.



Toble 64.—Annual Costs of Self-Support at Maintenance Level of Living, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 10 Cities, March 1935, and Annual
Expenditures by Wage Earners and Clerical Workers in Lowest Income Self-Supporting Groups,! 10 Cities, 1933-1936

| Percent distribution of cost of living and family expenditure
Average | Annusal
. ST N‘u{mber m;mber “oost of Gioth Furniture,
City and study of fami- | of per- ving or othing o I i ¥
lies sons per | expendi- and Per- | yous- House furnigh Medi- | Trans- | gogre | an
famil ture Total | Food | .10ihin sonal in hold op- | ings, and cal porta- | o | other
ROV, fhEee E | care € | eration 3 | household | care tion
pkeep equipment

Average, 10 cities: Cost of living________.____. | 4. 00 $1, 267 100.0 35.8 12.6 1.9 16. 9 9.8 2.4 4.1 5.0 6.0 5.5
Family expenditure.__..._. 1,269 4.75 1,257 | 100.0 38.5 10. 6 21 16.6 12,2 26 3.5 5.6 4.8 3.5
Manchester, N. H.: Cost of living. - = 4.00 1,254 100. 0 36,9 12.6 1.9 14.8 12.0 2.4 4.0 3.2 6.6 5.6
Family expenditure.....__. = 73 4.73 1,827 100.0 381 13.3 1.9 12.8 13.9 3.8 3.5 3.9 4.7 4.1
Boston, Mass.: Cost of living = 4.00 1,353 100. 0 34.7 12.1 1.9 19. 5 9.8 2.4 4.1 4.6 6.2 4.7
Family expenditure 8. __. 195 5.23 1,356 100. 0 40.9 9.4 1.7 20.3 13.1 1.6 2.4 4.2 3.8 2.6
New York, N. Y.: Cost of liv = 4.00 1,37 100. 0 M7 10.8 1.8 21.8 9.3 2.0 4.1 52 5.7 4.6
Family expenditure s __ . __ 194 | 4.96 1, 407 100. 0 42,1 9.1 L8 22.6 9.5 L2 2.5 3.7 53 22
Rochester, N. Y.: Cost of living. = 4.00 1,288 | 100.0 34.4 12.2 1.9 1.5 1.6 2.4 4.1 50 157" 52
Family expenditure... ... 96 4.51 1. 236 100.0 34.5 10.3 2.0 20.8 13.6 2% 3.0 4.2 4.9 1.0
Columbus, Ohio: Cost of living_ % i 1.00 1,179 1 100.0 377 13.6 21 16.3 ]2 2.7 39 3.8 57 6.0
Family expenditure_..___._._.._________. 103 4.21 1,134 100. 0 36.8 10. 4 252 16. 6 12.2 3.8 30 6.7 5.2 3.3
Detroit, Mich.: Costof living.. ... ......... e 4.00 1,318 100. 0 33.7 13.0 1.9 16.8 9.8 2.4 4.4 6.2 8.0 58
Family expenditure é_...__ . 178 5.18 1, 348 100.0 39.6 1.7 2.0 14.5 1.9 2.6 3.0 6.5 5.1 3.1
Richmond, Va.: Cost of living L D 4.00 1,268 100. 0 35.3 13.2 1.9 18.6 9.5 2.7 4.0 3.1 5.8 59
Family expenditure... ___... 72 5.04 1.231 100. 0 37.2 10. 4 2.1 16.6 12.3 2.9 5.0 5.8 3.8 3.9
Birmingham, Ala.: Cost of living. ) 4.00 1, 169 100. 0 8.2 12.6 2.0 14.2 8.6 2.4 41 53 8.1 6.5
Family expenditnre_. . _._..... 5 4.56 1,153 | 100.0 36.2 1.8 2.6 11. 4 12.9 31 5.0 6.9 5.6 4.5
New Orleans, La.: Cost of living. .. ........ = 4.00 1,233 100.0 35.0 12.1 1.9 16.1 8.3 2.4 4.3 7.9 6.4 58
Family expenditure. . ... .. . ... .. 158 4,60 1,042 | 100.0 41.3 10.1 2.5 16. 6 10.6 19 3.5 5.6 5.2 2.7
Seattle, Wash.: Cost of living e o = = 4.00 1,233 100. 0 35.9 13.6 2.1 13.6 10.8 2.6 4.2 6.1 6.0 5.1
Family expenditure.. _........._....... 112 449 1,290 | 100.0 38.1 9.9 2.0 13.5 11.6 3.0 4.5 8.6 4.6 ‘ 4.2

1 Those with average annusl expenditures per consumption unit of less than $400 per year. “‘Consumption unit’ i3 equivalent to the requirements of 1 adult male, computed
for the purpose of elim{nating size and composition of family as a factor in expenditure differentials. For method of computation in the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ analysis, see
Momhlg Labor Review, March 1938, [g) 558-559.

3 The budget groups are slightly different from those used throughout the analysis of the Works Progress Administration’s , because thelatter could be recombined to com-
F"“’ with the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ data, but the reverse procedure could not be used. The cost of living figures include insurance, but expenditures do not; expenditures

nclude interest on debt, but the cost of llvmiﬂmm do not. :

3 Exclusive of furniture, furnishings, and household equipment, shown separately.

¢ This classification Includes several minor items in the 2 studies, not identical or sufficlently significant to state separately.

§ Weighted average of families with less than $300 and $300-$400 annual expenditures per consumption unit.

Bource: Cost of living figures, appendix tables 2 and 17; family expenditure figures, Manchester, Monthiy Labor Review, March 1936; Richmond, Birmingham, and New Orleans,
Monthly Labor Review, May 1036; Detroit, Monthly Labor Review, June 1936; Boston, M'onthlv Labor Review, September 1938; Rochester, Columbus, and Beattle, Monthly Labor Review,
December 1038; New York, Monthly Labor Review, January 1937
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amounts spent for self-support by families of small means in 1935.
The excess of estimated necessary costs of living over actual expendi-
tures by larger families in certain cities may reflect superior purchas-
ing habits or managerial ability, or the substandard conditions under
which some families are living. Expenditures greater than estimated
costs of living are accounted for in every city by families larger than
the one of four persons in the present study.

The distribution of family expenditures in these 10 cities was not
exactly like the distribution of maintenance budget costs. Agree-
ment would not be expected in view of the fact that the quantity
budget was designed as a balanced plan, taking all the essentials of
living into account, whereas in practice families often economize on
certain necessities in order to permit greater expenditures for others
which meet their requirements better. Expenditure distributions
vary, also, with different relationships between funds available and
family needs. Thus, proportionately more of a given total must be
spent for the elementary necessities as the number of persons to be
provided for increases; and proportionately less must be spent for
these necessities by families of the same size as the amount of their
total expenditures becomes more liberal.

These relationships constitute an important consideration in any
comparison of budget cost and family expenditure distributions,” and
they serve to explain several of the observed differences between them.
In each of the 10 cities, for example, families averaged larger than the
4-person group whose costs of living were measured in the present
investigation. In five of the cities expenditures for living by these
larger families were less than estimated costs of living.® Either of
these circumstances may account for the fact that food required a
greater share of expenditures than of living costs, if exact ratios could
be worked out on the basis of comparable consumption units. In
addition, however, the maintenance food budget was especially
constructed to provide adequate nutriment at low cost, comparable
with allowances of other necessities on a minimmum basis. Hence, a
smaller proportion of the total cost of living should be required for it

7 It might be assumed, because of the period covered by the expenditure studies
in certain cities and because considerably less than full time employment was
required as a prerequisite for including families in the sample, that current expendi-
tures might have been reduced somewhat below normal. Analysis of the data
regarding relative financial positions at the beginning and end of the year indicates
that in all the cities, except New York, more than half the lowest income families
studied had increased their net assets or decreased their liabilities or both within
the year. In New York 46.9 percent were financially better off at the end of the
year than at the beginning and 7.7 percent reported no change. Monthly Labor
Review, March 1936, p. 563; May 1936, p. 1464; June 1936, p. 1753; September
1936, p. 792; December 1936, pp. 1609, 1612, and 1614; January 1937, p. 240.

# No attempt was made to compare the results of these two studies in terms of
identical consumption units.
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than the proportional expenditure by families of the same size and
with incomes equivalent to the estimated cost of living.

The expenditure for household operation proportionally larger than
the cost of the maintenance household operation budget seems to be
attributable to consumption not provided for in the cost of living
estimates: domestic service, laundry out, moving, express, freight,
drayage, safe deposit box, insurance on furniture, and interest on
debts. The extent to which any of these services should be provided
for in a basic maintenance budget for industrial, service, and other
manual workers of small means obviously is & matter of opinion.
Furniture insurance, for example, might be included were its cost
readily determined;?® interest on debts would hardly enter into a
current cost of living estimate. Water also is accounted for as an item
of household operation expense, whereas in the cost of living calcula-
tions its cost was added to rent.

For furniture, furnishings, and household equipment, personal care,
and transportation the very slight excess of proportional expenditures
over proportional costs shown in the average for the 10 cities appeared
in varying degrees in some of the cities separately, and in some propor-
tional costs exceeded proportional expenditures. The relatively large
expenditures for transportation reported in certain places is attrib-
utable to automobile ownership.®® The percents of families in the
lowest income group owning cars in the separate cities were as follows:

Percent owning
City automobile

Detroit, Mich___ - ____ e ememmaeo 55. 6
Seattle, Wash _ .o meem——————— 55. 4
Columbus, Ohio. _ __ _ e mmemm——a 52. 4
Birmingham, Ala. .. .. e 47. 0
Rochester, N. Y ___ s 34 4
Richmond, Va._ . . . e 3.0
Manchester, N. H_ _ e 27. 4
New Orleans, La_ - . e 25. 0
Boston, Mass_ . _ - 6. 2
New York, N. Y _ e emedemao- 5.7

Expenditures relatively greater than proportional maintenance costs
for certain budget groups just shown were counterbalanced to some
extent by reversed ratios for others. Average costs of the quantity
budgets for clothing and its upkeep, housing, medical care, recreation,

# This item was omitted from the quantity budgets because its cost is fixed
by numerous variables even within a given city and amounts to very little on an
annual basis. Type of dwelling, its location, and the material of which it is built
determine the premium to be paid for fire insurance on furniture therein. For
the $100 valuation of personal property adopted in the present investigation for
the purpose of estimating taxes payable (see p. 121), in houses meeting specifica-
tions for this study, premiums would be less than $1 per year.

3 Monthly Labor Review, March 1936, pp. 561-563; May 1936, pp. 1457 and
1462-1463; June 1936, pp. 1744-1745, 1747, and 1749-1750; September 1936, pp.
784-786; December 1936, p. 1616; January 1937, p. 234.




CONCLUSIONS ¢ 143

and all other items,® for example, took more of the average total cost
than comparable percentages of the average family expenditure.
Though there were variations among the separate cities for these
groups, comparable with those already noted for others, a larger share
of budget cost than of expenditure went for recreation and all other
items in every city, and for clothing and its upkeep in all of them ex-
cept Manchester. In half the cities relatively more of the total
expenditure was assigned to rent than quantity budget cost distri-
bution called for. Larger families, usually with smaller total expend-
itures, may account for this difference in rents; counting life insurance
as a current charge in budget cost and not in family expenditure ex-
plains some of the difference for all other items.

It has already been noted that family size in relation to total ex-
penditures influences the proportion of total outlay apportioned to
different needs and that exact comparisons between the results of
the present study and available expenditure data are not possible.
The evidence at hand suggests, however, where economies will be
made when the amount required for support of a four-person family
is stretched to cover the needs of a family with 4.75 members.

More than half the families whose expenditures were studied had
flush toilets, running hot water inside the dwelling, electric lights, and
gas or electricity as cooking fuel.* The proportion living in accom-
modations which met the superior standards specified in the cost of
living study cannot be told from the data available.

Of the 10 cities only for the city of New York have expenditures for
medical care been made public. They show that a much smaller
volume of medical care is purchased than the maintenance budget pro-
vides and that clinic visits, at fees far below private practitioners’
charges, are made as frequently as are visits to a doctor’s office.®
The small proportion of the total expenditure allotted to medical care
in Boston possibly is to be explained on the same basis. Cities not
so well provided with public facilities for medical services may require
a larger proportional outlay for medical care from private sources.

From the comparisons just made, it is apparent that the cost of the
maintenance budget in 1935 provided somewhat more than lowest
income self-supporting families were spending in the 10 cities where
costs of living and expenditures can be compared. Average appor-
tionments of costs and expenditures for various essentials of living are
reasonably alike, or at least their differences can be explained. The
degree of similarity varied in the separate cities. These deviations

3 “All other” in table 64 is a classification which includes several minor groups
in the two lists not identical or sufficiently significant to state separately.

2 Monthly Labor Review, May 1936, p. 1458; June 1936, p. 1761; September
1936, p. 790; December 1936, pp. 1610, 1612, and 1615; January 1937, p. 237.

8 Monthly Labor Review, January 1937, pp. 234-235. No information is available
a8 to the volume of medical care received by these families without money expense.
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from the average reflect local peculiarities of tastes or needs which
cannot be accounted for in a synthetic budget. Any of these local
factors can throw the whole relationship of the separate values into
changed positions. Thus, if larger than average families must spend
more than the average for food and housing and if automobile owner-
ship is not common, the entire spending pattern will be different from
that in which expenditures for food and housing are less than the
average, and automobiles are commonly owned by families of small

means.
COMMENTS ON METHODOLOGY

The study from which the foregoing conclusions were derived was
an experiment in measuring intercity differences in costs of living
through pricing a definite list of goods and services by specifications
which were uniform, in the main, in all places. Much was learned
in the process of carrying the study to completion which may be of
benefit to future students of the subject. Certain comments on
methodology, therefore, are of interest.

Uniform quantity budgets in all cities as a measure of working class
family needs at a given level of living, with minimum adjustments
for groups of cities, for the most part afford a satisfactory basis for
cost analysis. Without additional modification of a few quantity
allowances to conform with prevailing local customs, some costs may
prove to be too high or too low in particular communities. These
adjustments seem particularly desirable for ice in certain cities, and
for providing quantity allowances for gas and oil for home heating.
Were it possible to differentiate between various grades of bituminous
coal and wood, an improvement in cost estimates would result. That
irregularities resulting from not using such procedures are smoothed
out in the cost of living as a whole, and to a lesser extent perhaps in
some of the major budget group costs, is apparent through such checks
on the results of the present study as can be made.

It is possible that the food budget assumes too much interest on the
part of the housewife to obtain an adequate diet at minimum cost, and
that to supply requisite nutrition according to prevailing practice a
somewhat costlier food allowance is necessary than the maintenance
budget provides. At the same time, the clothing and clothing upkeep
budget may be more liberal than family expenditures for these items.
The household operation and transportation budgets when priced also
required smaller shares of the total cost of living than the percentages
which real families at a comparable economic level found necessary to
spend. Increased allowances for these items, however, might require
the inclusion of goods and services not called for in & basic maintenance
budget. Their absence is covered by the greater budget cost of recrea-
tion and all other needs. The medical care allowance in the budget
apparently should not be changed. Inasmuch as expenditures with
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which costs for a four-person family are compared were made by some-
what larger families, these conclusions are necessarily tentative rather
than final.

If for any reason readjustments should be made in the quantity
budgets for pricing purposes, the entire list of goods and services
included for each level of living must be considered, because each
presents a consistent picture which can easily be distorted unless
adjustments are balanced at every point.

Analysis of the behavior of retail prices within a given city with
reference to all the merchandising and other local elements which
enter therein is no part of the present report. It is of interest, how-
ever, that despite the wide range of quotations for specified commodi-
ties, average prices in the separate cities when combined with their
quantity allowances produced group costs which seemed to be repre-
sentative. All commodity prices except food 3* originally were
edited for specification conformity and general consistency, and the
arithmetic means of accepted quotations were calculated for all except
fuel and ice.®® In six cities chosen to represent a variety of price
factors, these values later were recalculated in terms of the modified
medians of prices which had been edited to eliminate only articles
which the field agent reported did not meet specifications. Differ-
ences in group totals calculated by these two methods varied among
the separate cities, reflecting possibly a range in original editing
policies, but never exceeded 3.3 percent of the costs as originally cal-
culated, and for three cities the differences were less than 1 percent.

The use of specifications as a means of maintaining comparability
of goods and services priced was an integral part of the technique of
this study. Until more exact descriptions are used for some of them,
however, it is not unlikely that a wide range of prices will be obtained
in each city and that these will not be for identical items among the
cities. Some foods are graded according to accepted specifications,
but such matters as degree of freshness in fruits and vegetables are
difficult to define. Pricing number of units in a range of sizes or
weights does not make for uniformity of quotations. Comparing can
or package and bulk sale prices results in different relationships than
would be found were the sample entirely homogeneous.

Consumers demand variety and dissimilarity in clothing, furniture,
furnishings, and household equipment. Merchants strive to carry
goods different from their competitors’ lines which may be preferable
for & given purpose within the same price range. Materials, styles,
colors, and construction constantly change and reorders often are not
identical with original stock. The purchaser does not know how to

3 The Bureau of Labor Statistics compiled the retail food price data.
3 The modified median was computed for housing, coal and wood, ice, and
medical services for reasons explained on p. 104. See also pp. 109, 110, and 115.
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ask for many commodities in terms of precise specifications, and fre-
quently the retailer cannot tell him exactly what he is buying. The
assumption that prices obtained in this study were always for identical
quality, material, construction, size, or shape, therefore, is open to
question.

Some specifications were more exact than others, and some com-
modities had definite trade names which made identification easy.
Thus, for example, when given brands of food, drugs, cosmetics, or
household supplies were quoted in terms of a common size, weight, or
volume, there can be little question of price comparability. Certain
commodities of readily defined material, such as copper, iron, or tin,
or construction, such as riveted, welded, or nailed, which were labeled
in terms of linear, area, or volume measurements, could be recognized
and prices of identical commodities usually were obtained. Where
specifications depended largely on variations of such descriptions as
“part wool,” “inexpensive quality,” “well made,” and similar abstrac-
tions, and where commodities were priced without specification,
except volume of sale or customary use, as in the case of bituminous
coal or wood, some household supplies, and some drug store items,
identical merchandise was not necessarily priced, though comparable
values probably were obtained.

A price range of several hundred percent for a given article in any
one city probably does not measure differentials for identical mer-
chandise among stores in that place, but represents the spread of
quotations for what the dealer had in stock most nearly meeting the
specifications. No one quotation is necessarily typical, but the aver-
age of a group of them in a city usually can be counted on to give a fair
statement of the price to be paid in the shops patronized by working
class families, for a commodity of the standard specified.

In the study of the costs of living in 14 European cities compared
with Detroit, the investigators attempted to maintain similarity of
standard by carrying to the different places samples of certain articles
of clothing for which quotations were desired.® It often happened,
however, that nothing similar to the sample could be found in European
shops; hence, no quotation could be obtained. The same situation
would arise in this country were a similar method used, for even at a
specified social and economic level different commodities satisfy the
same needs without standardization or uniformity.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics, which has been pricing by specifica-
tion since March 1935, notes that ‘‘the type of goods priced has been va-
ried from city tocity in conformity with the purchasinghabits of moder-
ate-income families in the separate cities,’”” and that differences in the
average costs of commodities from which its indexes of the costs of living

3¢ International Labour Office, op. cit., pp. 11 and 21.
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are computed “may be due to varying standards and purchasing habits
in these cities as well as to varying prices for goods of given grades.” ¥

Possible variations in the kinds of commodities sold are duplicated
for services. Motion picture theater admission charges furnish a case
in point. Prices at the same theater vary between adults and chil-
dren, with the time of the performance, the day of the week, and with
seat location, but other circumstances influence prices when those
factors are held constant. How long has the film been released in
the city;i. e., what “run” is it? What other entertainment does the
program offer? First-run features in downtown theaters command
the highest admission fees in the large cities. The cheapest theaters
in these cities, the so-called ‘‘grind houses,” also are located down-
town where, almost on a 24-hour schedule, Westerns and other
films which never appear on the better known circuits cater to those
with least to spend for this kind of amusement. Many residential
centers have their own theaters where popular fare may be obtained
for less than the first-run houses downtown. A variety of tariffs
also prevails in these neighborhood theaters, depending largely on the
local age of the film. With all these matters to consider in pricing,
obviously the sample may vary considerably from city to city, and
average admission charges in each do not necessarily indicate price
differentials for identical programs, unless every qualifying factor is
considered. They do measure, however, what people are paying on
a certain date for a generic type of entertainment.

Rating physicians’ and dentists’ charges in terms of quality of
services presents a similar problem. If a working class practice is
consistently priced, the most comparable rates are obtained, but in
some places physicians cater to persons of several economic levels,
and reported fees may or may not be what they expect to collect from
patients of small means. Thus, their charges showed a wide range
from city to city and may not exactly represent the local situation in
some of them. As previously noted, however, a combination of fees
for several different services usually produced reasonable cost ratios
for medical care as a whole.

The International Labour Office suggested, as a result of its efforts
to measure international differences in living costs, that maximum
comparability would be secured by having a single group of individuals
supervise the work in all cities. This visiting commission of experts
would investigate each locality, and by using the same ‘‘standards of
appreciation” would be able to compare relative values.*® Such a
method is time consuming and expensive. The results of the present
study suggest that it may not be necessary, if cost comparisons rather

37 Monthly Labor Review, October 1936, p. 1063. The same note appears in con-

nection with each write-up of the Bureau’s quarterly index numbers.
3 International Labour Office, op. cit., p. 5.
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than price comparisons are required and if standards of living in the
separate cities are reasonably homogeneous. In a study of the costs of
a specified level of living pricing the goods and services which families
at that level buy, in stores and from service sellers that they patronize,
probably will produce results sufficiently accurate for the purpose in
hand even though specifications are fairly general. A large number of
price quotations will have to be obtained in each community, and the
local work must be done according to one plan and under one super-
vision. Precise measurements will not be obtained for every item
which families consume, and intercity price comparisons for certain
items may not be possible. For the cost of the budget as a whole,
however, the results are likely to be representative.

Price comparisons present a different problem. For these, specifi-
cations cannot be too exact or refinements of sampling too minute.
The more definite the specifications are, however, the fewer will be
the quotations which can be obtained in any locality for commodities
and services which exactly meet them, and the fewer will be the
localities in which these items can be priced. Specifications will
change over a period of years and probably will never be of general
application. Research looking toward the improvement of specifi-
cations in price reporting has been carried on for a number of years,
and changes are made as the utility of new descriptions is proved.
Were measurement of the costs of a uniform level of living in different
parts of the country or among cities of different sizes to await the
development of universally applicable specifications for all necessary
goods and services, however, it might never be made.

The schedules used in the present study could be improved, espe-
cially those on which data regarding housing and other services were
collected. Such a conclusion is usual after first trial of a given method
of inquiry. A larger variety of schedules, each concerned with
fewer, more similar items and directed specifically to certain sources
of information, would be better than the few all-inclusive schedules
directed to a variety of sources which were used for some items in the
present investigation.

Certain changes in sampling are advisable, especially in sampling
services, With more definite descriptions of some items, prices can
be confined to those goods and services which clearly comply with
the specifications. This procedure will greatly reduce the work of
editing the schedules and will simplify the calculation of average
values. As long as enough items are priced to afford a field within
which extreme quotations will largely cancel, the device of getting
prices for the goods and services listed for a given level of living, in
the shops and neighborhoods where persons living at this level buy,
should provide a measure of costs adequate for all practical purposes
in 2 field where exact values cannot be obtained.
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Table 1.—Cities of 25,000 or More Population, 1930, in the United States and Included
in the Study of Costs of Living, Classified by Geographic Division and by Size

All cities in the United
States

58 cities included in

the stud Percent
Geographic division and size of city udy of popula-
classification tion in-
Number | Population | Number | Population | ¢luded
United States_ ... _.._.._._..._._. 3768 49,242,877 59 30, 011, 602 100.9
1,000,000 OF MOTO. ___ . ceiioicacans ] 15, 064, 558 ] 18, 084, 555 100.0
800,000 to 1,000,000 _________ ... ooeoioall 8 5, 763, 987 8 5, 763, 987 100.0
250,000 to 500,000 _______ . i ceeeiaoo. 4 7,958, 228 19 , 538, 086 822
100,000 to 250,000 ... . eeeieoan 58 , 540, 966 14 1,927, 089 256
25,000 t0 100,000. . .4 iimeaans 283 12,917, 141 13 717,978 586
New England . _.___ ... ... ........ 55 4, 457, 465 ] 1, 443, 803 1324
1,000,000 0r MOT®. ... ..o \vooemeeoomaees O] Q) @ m ™
500,000 to 1,000,000 ____._...____... 1 781, 188 1 781, 188 100.0
250,000 to 000 - e 1 252, 981 1 252,981 100.0
100,000 to 250,000_.... ... .... 11 1, 466, 630 2 2681, 990 17.9
25,000 to 100,000 .. .. ... ...o_.-. 42 1, 956, 666 2 147, 644 7.5
Middle Atlantle.__._______ 76 15, 499, 858 8 11, 114, 864 !
1,000,000 or more._._ 2 8, 881, 407 2 8, 881, 407 100.0
500,000 to 1,000,000 2 1, 242, 893 2 1,242, 893 100.0
250,000 to 500,000 3 1,087, 184 2 770, 469 70.9
100,000 to 250,000 11 1,438, 853 1 143, 433 10.0
25,000 to 100,000. _ 58 2, 849, 321 1 76, 662 27
East North Central. 97 12, 810, 858 8 7, 634, 632 15.6
1,000,900 or more. 2 4.945, 100 2 4,945, 100 100. ¢
500,000 to 1,000,000 2 1,478 678 2 1,478,678 100.0
250,000 to 500,000 5 1,651, 643 3 1, 105, 885 67.0
100,000 to 250,000 10 1,327,757 1 104, 960 7.9
25,000 to 100,000 78 3,407, ] 0] ™
West North Central. . 3, 482,012 7 2, 100, 637 100.3
1,000,000 or more. _. * Q] ™ ¢) ™
500,000 to 1,000,000 1 821, 960 1 821, 960 100.0
250,000 to 500,000. 3 1, 135, 708 2 864, 102 76.1
100,000 to 250,000 ] 00, 995 2 325,116 47.1
25,000 to 100,000. . 18 833, 349 2 3 10.7
South Atlantic. 41 3,826,115 9 2,160, 018 156.5
1,000,000 or more. _ . m ® Q] ) ®
500,000 to 1,000,000_ 1 804, 874 1 804, 874 100.0
50,000 to 500,000 _ . 2 757, 235 2 757, 236 100.0
100,000 to 250,000. _ . (] 760, 583 3 442, 188 58.1
25,000 to 100,000 32 1, 503, 423 3 185,721 10.4

See footnotes at end of table,
156
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Table 1.—Cities of 25,000 or More Population, 1930, in the United States and Included
in the Study of Costs of Living, Classified by Geographic Division and by Size—Con.

Allcities in the United | 59 citfes included in
States the study Percont
Geographic division and size of city of popula-
classification tion in-
Number | Population | Number | Population | C¢luded
16 1, 642,976 5 994, 570 160.5
¥ L) ) t ) L
8 & & 0 &
3 820, 566 3 8§20, 568 100.0
3 379, 466 1 105, 802 27.9
10 442, 044 1 68, 202 15.4
26 2, 607, 986 [ 1,381,078 153.0
?) 2’) [Q] n (O]
" ] Q] ! (O]
3 1, 011, 589 3 1,011, 589 100.0
5 824, 057 2 , 810 34.9
18 772, 340 1 81, 679 10.6
10 77, 281 5 526, 736 172.4
n [Q] ] ] ]
& o & B &
1 287, 861 1 287, 861 100. 0
1 140, 267 1 140, 267 100. 0
8 299, 163 3 , 608 33.0
28 4,188, 526 5 2, 855, 354 163.4
1 1, 238, 048 1 1, 238, 048 100.0
1 634, 304 1 634, 394 100.0
3 951, 461 2 667, 398 70.1
4 512, 358 1 115, 514 2.5
25,000£0 100,000_ . .. ... ... 19 852, 265 O] )

1 This figure represents the percent which the population in cities studied is: of the population in all
cities with 25,000 or more.
? No city in this group.

Bource: Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1930, Population, Vol. I, pp. 14, 16, and 23-29.
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Costs ! of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

MAINTENANCE LEVEL
Clothicg, g‘;:g:;‘lz c;lr[;keep, and Household operation

Total Housing, ct uf gr?‘il'
City costof | Food including nirh'in ;
living Clothing | Personal | W8ter Electri House- » dg i

Total | Clothing & 8 Total Ice cetnies  hold an
upkeep care Coal or ity supplies | Douse-
Total wood (ias 2y hold

equip-

ment
Average, 59 cities __. ... $1, 260, 62 [$448.18 $184,35 $145. 03 $13.55 $24.87 $221, 80 ($1A53. 54 | $57. 98 $47.00 | $10.98 | $22. 40 $18, 68 $18. 82 $31.10
Washington, D.C_________ 1,414. 54 | 476. 34 179.23 142.13 12.98 24.12 342. 00 | 146, 62 64. 65 56. 80 7.85 19. 44 12. 05 17. 31 30,12
San Francisco, Calif. ' W 1.380. 87 | 459.37 208. 62 165. 32 14. 00 29.31 70. 00 | 179. 61 48, 08 35.03 13. 05 47.07 18. 56 22.32 3241
Minneapolis, l\Ilnn = 1,387.79 | 436.75 108, 49 159. 63 15, 82 23. 4 264. 00 | 202, 13 | 108. 28 101, 68 6. 60 18. 14 18. 89 18. 37 3190
New York, N. 1,375.13 | 477.22 172. 67 137. 08 10. 87 24.71 300. 00 | 155. 87 66. 21 55. 65 10. 56 16. 83 22.08 17. 15 27. 53
Chicago, INY. ... ___ 1.356. 11 | 462.08 193. 45 153. 64 12.46 27.35 240.00 | 162.36 73.82 68. 21 5. 61 19.83 17.92 17.45 30. 26
Milwaukee, Wis. . ______ 1.353. 34 | 425.66 266, 15 163. 61 14. 29 28.25 270.00 | 178. 48 92,85 85.10 7.75 12. 98 18. 29 17.15 32.18
Boston, Mass_ ____ 1,352.77 | 46%. 45 189, 02 149. 95 13. 04 26.03 264.00 | 164. 29 70.11 59. 76 10. 35 10. 44 19. 85 16. 83 32,02
Cleveland, Ohio ' __ 1,348.33 | 444.40 210. 95 168. 35 13. 46 20. 14 234. 00 | 142. 56 59. 11 55. 36 3.75 17.35 11.13 19. 41 32. 47
St. Louis, Mo_. 1.339. 55 | 448.46 179. 50 144.08 11.46 23. 97 270.00 | 127.27 44,26 36. 01 8.25 16. 85 14.33 17.36 28. 42
Detroit, Mich.! 1,317.53 | 444.01 195. &4 158. 33 12.77 24 44 222.00 | 160.47 70.25 63. 09 7.16 18. 69 17.48 19.71 31.26
Scranton, Pa. ________._ 1,.312.39 | 448.54 188. 51 148. 67 13. 69 26.15 276.00 | 146.33 50.70 36. 60 14.10 21.61 19. 25 19. 99 31.73
Cineinnati, Ohio 1___ 1,311.74 | 448.74 185.37 145. 25 13. 51 26. 61 256. 80 | 138. 90 50. 2t 46. 46 3.75 20. 02 14.37 19. 39 31.83
Pittsburgh, Pa. . ____. 1,310. 52 | 447.52 184. 21 146. 88 13.38 23. 94 246,00 | 126. 50 36. 85 31.85 5.00 16. 85 18. 65 17. 49 29. 21
Los Angeles, Calif.!_____ 1,308. 11 | 442.07 206. 36 167. 23 12.43 26.70 198.00 | 156. 73 49. 63 38.12 11. 52 35.98 14. 48 21.33 32.23
Newark, NoJ_ . - o= 1,300.86 | 474.63 170.13 133.30 11. 44 25.39 258.00 | 160. 88 85. 40 53.00 12. 40 19. 44 25.37 17.62 20. 99
Baltimore, Md___ ... _____. 1, 300. 65 | 452. 65 170. 27 134.93 11.76 23. 58 228.00 | 142.88 58. 71 50, 16 8.55 17.89 15. 05 18.32 29. 85
Alhuquerqun N. Mex.i_ 1,200. 14 | 485.68 192. 62 147. 94 16. 26 28. 42 232.20 | 173. 40 48, 37 37. 66 10. 71 35. 14 24.53 23.47 34.01
Philadelphia, Pa 1,207.69 | 447.68 175. 62 140. 11 11. 64 23.87 240.00 | 138.15 55, 62 47.52 8.10 12.96 18.05 18, 93 20. 54
Bridge 1?0]'! (07, |17 - 1,206, 35 | 487.51 181. 43 143. 14 12.58 25.72 234,00 | 157. 96 72.37 59.32 13. 05 19. 44 15.77 18. 41 28. 93
Sioux 1ls, 8. an 1,200.60 | 423.75 190. 77 152. 36 15.07 23.34 271.20 | 208.08 | 101.95 92. 45 9. 50 19. 44 20, 45 21.04 30. 15
Rochester, N. Y_..___ .. - 1,287.63 | 442.76 181.09 141. 56 14.88 24.65 225.00 [ 180.99 | 92.75 83.75 9.00 18.14 19. 85 16.79 30, 41
Tueson, Ariz.1. 1,287.25 | 464.09 188. 88 145. 25 17.17 26. 56 222.00 | 179.73 51. 69 30, 62 21.08 47. 50 21. 80 23,93 31, 64
Butte, Mont__.. 1,283. 60 | 448. 690 214. 54 163. 40 21,82 20.32 210.00 | 184.39 | 70.13 70. 63 8. 50 10. 44 23.33 23. 18 38, 27
Portland, Maine _| 1,275.48 | 450, 60 108. 44 156, 53 16. 50 25. 41 204.00 | 185.00 | 82 50 68,75 13. 75 18. 40 21. 53 19, 87 32. 15
Peoris, I“ .................... 1,274.30 | 448.89 189. 21 150. 91 12.73 25. 88 274.28 | 130.76 40, 69 30. 40 10. 20 10, 83 18. 41 18.12 30. 63

S3ID 65 ‘ONIAIN 4O SISOD » 8S1



Fall River, Mass__.__......... 1,271, 51 | 453,80 101,48 154,31 12 55 24.62 222.00 | 176,18 | 76.60 6500 | 11.60 | 19 44 23.33
Atlanta, Ga.... .1 1,268.22 | 463.10 169. 33 134.71 1110 2. 52 246.00 | 136.46 | 44,90 33.00 | 1190 | 2273 17.57
Richmond, Va. .06 | 447.07 190, 97 153, 68 13. 50 23,80 235.02 | 154.38 | 55.38 39,00 | 18.38 | 27.27 17. 81
Buffalo, N. Y_. : .21 | 441.80 184. 95 147. 88 13.27 23.80 210.00 | 150. 46 | 65 18 61. 93 3.25 | 19.44 13.85
Omaha, Nebr_ ... .26 | 443.61 184.46 145. 79 14.34 24.33 238.20 | 150.13 | 68.23 60. 88 7.35 | 1419 16.49
Manchester, N. H .03 | 463. 69 181. 65 142. 54 15.03 24.09 186. 00 9.08 | 85.30 72.50 | 12.80 | 19.44 23.33
Norfolk, Va . . .38 | 455.96 175. 46 138, 7 13. 57 23.19 238.00 | 149.70 | AR 52 43.40 | 1512 23.63 17.81
Denver, Colo.! .07 | 434.93 182. 40 144,93 13. 96 2. 51 204.00 | 142.54 | 5227 43.00 9.18 | 15.86 18.17
Kansas Clty Mo. . x .42 | 448,29 180. 96 147. 19 11. 64 22.12 198,00 | 132,08 | 47.20 40.75 6.45 | 1503 18. 53
Providence, R. I._............ .26 | 459. 56 170.82 134. 47 12.67 23. 60 216.00 ) 160,12 } 74.50 63.00 | 11.50 | 1594 22.85
Binghamton, N. Y_.___._____ 1,243. 19 | 446,83 180. 36 143. 67 12. 43 24.28 228.00 | 154.91 59. 85 50. 00 Q.05 | 1044 22.9%
Salt Lake City, Utah 1 1,243, 07 | 432.04 199. 74 159, 27 15.91 .57 195,00 | 165.21 | 60,59 51,71 9. 18 2, 80 22.57
Seattle, Wash__ _ | 1,233.35 | 442,77 193. 22 151. 59 15. 50 26.13 168,00 [ 164.96 | 57,22 38.32 | 18.90 | 36.36 15. 05
New Orleans, La_.. .. _._ | 1,233.08 | 432,20 172.79 137. 19 12. 0t 23. 60 198.00 | 131.70 | 33.73 23.38 | 10.35 | 23.40 25,01
Spokane, Wash._______ | L2862 | 426.71 206. 96 160. 85 17. 65 28.47 174.00 | 180.49 | 69.02 50.12 | 18.90 | 22.68 16. 49
Winston-Salem, N. C.1... . _ | 1,222.18 | 456.34 179. 29 141. 18 12. 47 25. 66 208.92 | 163.13 | 62.85 40,17 | 22.68 | 28.09 2109
Portland, Oreg..________.______| 1,221.72 | 435.93 203.75 162. 61 15.11 26. 03 158.40 | 164.87 | 49.79 33,00 | 15.¥9 | 36.38 16. 49
Memphis, Tenn__ .. ...... .. 1,221.40 | 433. 22 173. 15 134. 65 13. 18 25.32 222.00 | 132.07 41, 85 31.84 | 10.01 | 23.63 16. 49
Louisville, Ky.1__ s 1,220.20 | 443.43 178. 84 142.79 12.24 2. 81 200, %0 | 133,28 | 50.31 46,19 4121 18.69 15. 50
Oklahoma City, OKla. . . | 1,217.50 | 441.03 183. 20 143.25 12.58 27.37 205,20 | 145.46 | 39,04 36. 36 3.18 | 27.54 20.7

Jacksonville, Fla_._..__....__. 1,217.27 | 458,67 172,96 137. 46 13. 48 22.01 108.00 | 153.86 | 58.43 24,95 | 33.48 | 23.40 20. 57
Houston, Tex___. 1,209, 06 | 431,07 181,12 143. 23 14. 34 23. 54 210.00 | 123.08 | 27.16 16. 81 10.35 | 30.42 15.17
lndmna])olh Ind_ 1, 198.08 | 419.64 177. 45 135. 41 14. 44 27. 60 201.00 | 140.00 | 55 45 46. 93 8.55 | 17.37 17. 09
Columbin, 8. C._____ . 21 1,192, 60 | 450. 26 166. 80 130. 97 1L 74 24. 09 198.00 | 15176 | 44.18 19.88 | 2430 | 3510 19. 85
(']arksburg, W.Vall ...l 1,190.02 | 464,41 184,76 147.93 12.33 24. 50 19200 | 126.53 | 25.37 22.87 2.50 | 19.83 19,28
Dallas, Tex_ . ce----) 1,188,097 | 451.62 162.09 127.61 12.42 22.05 216.00 | 125.49 | 28,18 16.93 | 11.25 | 29.02 16, 49
Cedar Rnplds Towal . - 1,186.18 | 418.28 188.08 148. 59 14. 59 24.90 201. 43 | 166.R7 | 76.96 66.76 | 10.20 | 16.43 18.17
Columbus, Ohio?! __ ... .| 1,178.70 | 444.25 186. 04 148.93 12.17 24 192.00 | 128.21 | 41.91 39.16 2.75 | 20.02 12.33
Birmingham, Ala_ . __ o1 1,168.85 | 446. 74 170. 87 134. 98 12.38 23.53 167.04 | 123.13 | 38.40 28,32 | 10.08 | 22.73 17.93
Knoxville, Tenn. ....... ..... 1,166.75 | 423.23 17171 136. 68 13.12 21.91 205.80 | 138.14 | 48.66 27.24 | 21.42 | 1818 17.57
13 150 U O L e e 1,153.58 | 441.09 167.67 132. 36 12. 53 22.78 195.00 | 156.10 | 54.61 42.50 | 1211 | 22.36 23.33
Little Rock, Ark. .. ... 1,139.06 | 443.99 172. 56 135. 34 13.71 23,52 174.00 | 125.20 | 32.35 25.00 7.35| 18.18 23. 81
Wichita, Kans_ ... ___ 1,131.30 | 426.97 174.32 140. 56 12,40 21.36 165.00 | 146.53 | 59.86 54. 86 5.00 | 15.55 19. 37
Moabile; AlA.....cveees-- =l l 129. 81 | 433. 40 165. 00 128.79 13.21 23.01 163.44 | 142.22 | 41.76 21.96 | 19.80 | 30.42 17. 57

FRRY B2BY RLBos BEIEL

Bee footnotes at end of table.
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Table 2—Annual Costs of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Prir&cipcl Sct:’bgroups, 4-Person Manval Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935—
ontinu

MAINTENANCE LEVEL—oontinued

Household opera- 11
tion—Continued Mis .
Recreation Taxes ¥
City < Chutn;h
HIpO0: Trans- | School Life | Sonut
Refuse ified ¢ Motion butions
disposal | essen- | Total Mg;ml pg;t!?- attend- N picture | © ni- insur- 0§ other Peisinal | Capitas
tials 1 ance | motg) | NeWs | thegter [ ZHIODS, | A0COE I ponpri. | Total | ersont | CAP
papers admis- tobacco butions ? property | tion
sions and toys?

Average, 59 cities_ 481.50 $3.06 |$252. 67 $52.32 $53. 96 $$6.87 | $75.18 $10. 84 $33. 80 $30. 55 | $46.40 $15.40 |0 $2.54 T$1.10 | *S$1.44
Washington, D. C__ ) 3.05 | 270.34 58.91 71. 44 1.35 | 76.84 7.80 38. 64 30.40 | 46.40 15.40 (1) (1) (19)
8an Francisco, Calif. 7.20 3.08 | 272.27 64. 28 50. 78 8.47 | 86.94 13. 80 42,22 30.92 | 46.40 15. 40 (1) (e 10)
Minneapolls Minn 3.50 3.05 | 286.42 54.12 91. 85 6.25 | 72.39 8.40 33. 59 30.40 | 46.40 15.40 (19) (10 10)
New York, N. Y.! (%) 3.07 | 260.38 56. 29 71.42 1.45 | 78.41 8.84 38.75 30.82 | 46.40 15.40 (10) (1) 19)
Chicago, Ill - (U] 3.07 | 208.21 57.42 93.31 3.04 | 80.84 11. 44 38.58 30.82 | 46.40 15. 40 1.81 181 10)
Milwaukee, Wis Q] 3.05 | 275.05 44.51 76.14 11.28 | 78.19 14.56 33.23 30.40 | 46.40 15.40 | 3.14 3.14| (19
Boston, Mass_ ®) 3.05 | 267.00 55. 36 61.74 1.88 | 84.22 14. 56 39.26 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 ?’) 2.
Cleveland, Oh ® 3.09 | 316.41 59. 21 101. 52 10.50 | 83.39 14. 56 37.80 31.02 | 46.40 15. 40 (10) 10) 10)
St. Louis, Mo 3.00 3.05 | 314.32 49. 54 118. 44 ® 81.77 13.20 38.17 30.40 | 46.40 15.40 2.7 2.77 10)
Detroit, Mich ®) 3.09 | 295.51 58. 34 82.08 14.06 | 79.23 13.00 35.20 31.02 | 46.40 15. 40 (19) (1) (9
Scranton, Pa____ ") 3.05 | 253.01 58.01 40. 26 .65 | 83.35 11.44 41. 51 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 8.04 8.4
Cincmnati Ohio ) 3.09 | 281.93 41.82 94. 60 4.07 | 79.64 11. 44 37.18 31.02 | 46.40 15. 40 (19) 1 (‘2
Plttsbutgh, Pa. 4.50 3.05 | 306.20 54. 52 106. 26 (O] 81. 62 14. 56 36. 66 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 2.00 10 00
Los Angeles, Ca (O] 3.08 | 304.95 60. 08 101.30 249 | 79.27 10. 60 37.75 30.92 | 46.40 15. 40 (D] 1 (19
Newark, N.J__. ® 3.05 | 237.22 51.94 37.75 4.00 | 80.74 14. 56 35.78 30.40 | 46.40 15.40 1.00 ! 1.00
Baltimore, Md._ ® 3.05 | 306.87 44.04 115. 49 1.69 | 83.86 1144 42.02 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 1 0 y
Albuquerque, N 4.80 3.07 | 215.24 57.56 12. 67 9.40 | 73.82 7.80 35.20 30.82 | 46.40 15. 40 . ( y
Philadelphia, Pa_. E’; 3.05 | 206.25 43.02 106. 06 1.00 | 84.38 1144 42.54 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 1 ? o
Bridge onn y 3.05 | 235.45 56. 15 43.74 72| 73.04 8.84 33.80 30.40 | 46.40 15.40 | (9 ' 1
Sioux Falls, 8. Dak _ 12.00 3.05 | 196.81 51.41 10. 94 ® 71.06 8.84 31.82 30.40 | 46.40 15.40 1.60 1.60 W,
Rochesw. N.Y 3.05 | 257.79 52.83 63.90 5.65 | 73.61 10. 92 32.20 30.40 | 46.40 15.40 | (1) ('2 ?'

cson, Ariz.! ’ 3.07 | 232.45 61.31 12.33 8.14 | 82.66 10. 40 41,55 30.71 | 46.40 15. 40 6.22 2 !
Butu, Monl... 3.05 | 228,07 62, 84 10.82 6.50 | 78.11 11.96 35.75 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 6.00 2.00 00
Port . 50 3.05 | 237. 44 58, 85 28, 51 6.06 | 74.86 13. 00 31. 46 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 7.30 4.36 3.00

h. ﬁ .............. ” 3.07 1 23116 43.80 29.76 18.56 | 73.35 10. 40 3214 30.82 1 46.40 15. 40 3.80 3.8 1 (9
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Fall River, Mass. ............ 0] 3.05 | 228,05 51,24 | 31.46 0] 77.36 11.44 1 35, 52 30,40 | 48,40 15. 40 6,20 4,20 2,
Atlanta, Ga_. . = S') 3.05 | 253.34 53, 4% 52,49 7.13 70. 44 10. 40 29. 64 30. 40 46, 40 15. 40 K, 00 3.00 8,
Richmond, Va. ") 3.06 | 239.72 51,23 39, 92 7.75 73,82 7.8} 35, 62 30,40 | 48,40 15, 40 5. 20 2,20 3.
Buffalo, N. Y__ = U] 3.05 | 274.00 50.75 89,28 2,04 70,13 11,44 25,29 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 (19 (] ("‘;
Omaha, Nebr___... . ! 1.00 3.05 | 241.85 48.01 S8, 32 432 69. 490 10. 40 28. 60 30,40 | 46,40 1540 (10) (1%) (&
|
Manchester, N. H.__._.._ ... (%) 3.05 | 242,71 43,89 39,60 1,00 | R3.13 1. 44 41.29 30,40 | 46,40 15, 40 7.20 3.20 4
Norfolk, Va_.____ | U] 3.05 | 232,27 5108 35. 82 511 72.68 10. 40 31,88 30. 40 46, 40 15, 40 5, 80 2.80 3
Denver, Colo.! A 1. 50 3.07 | 242,20 58, 52 74.84 7.78 | 8L.28 13. 00 7. 44 30, 82 486, 40 15. 40 (10) (1) (19)
Kansas City, Mo S I 3.00 3.05 | 288, 10 51,35 95, 63 1.87 62,33 7.80 24.13 30. 40 46, 40 15, 40 3.62 3.62 (10)
Providence, R.I..._ .. . . 3,00 3.05 | 220.76 54,78 41,33 1.56 67. 54 11.44 26. 00 30. 40 48, 40 15, 40 2.45 2.45 (1)
Binghamton, N, Y_ et l ") 3.05 | 233.00 55,93 11.68 16.50 | §7.18 14, 56 42,22 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 (19) (1% (1)
Salt Lake C lt\ Utahi ___ | " 3.07 | 251.09 58. 65 53. 95 .02 . 10, 80 31,682 30,82 | 46,40 15. 40 4. 44 4. 44 (i
Senttle, Wash__________ ... | (4] 3.05 | 264,40 51.82 75.47 1.63 73,67 10. 20 33.07 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 (19 (19) (t0)
New Orleans, La_.. ") 3.05 | 2u8,30 52,46 Y. 78 3.80 | 79.02 8, 84 39.78 30.40 ) 46.40 15.40 3.45 3.45 (10)
Spokane, Wash_._____.._. | 12, 060 3.05 | 240, 46 66. 10 .21 429 67. 06 10. 40 26. 26 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 (19) (10) (1)
Winston-Salem, N. C.1____ . ’ U] 3.09 | 214.50 51. 905 20,97 10.32 | 6846 10, 40 27,04 31.02 | 46.40 15. 40 1. 00 (19)
Portland, Oreg .. Fass | 6, 00 3.05 ) 258,77 49, 56 9. 94 848 6, U8 10, 40 2,18 30,40 | 46,40 15. 40 (U] (19) (%)
Memphis, Tenn. N (%) 3.06 | 260.97 53, 29 61,24 7.50 | 73 14 10. 40 32.34 30,40 | 44.40 15. 40 4.00 (19)
Louisville, Ky.1 Eet | (" 3,089 | 254.85 40.71 59. 55 11. 66 78.97 10. 40 37. 54 41,02 4ti. 40 15,40 2,16 2,18 (19
Okluhoma City, Okla.t I ceaail 8,00 3.00 | 242,92 a0, 71 39,5 11,50 79.38 13,00 35.78 30, 61 46. 40 15. 40 (10) (W) (1)
Jacksonville, Fla___._..____ _ U] 3.05 | 233.78 57. 26 30.91 7.00 74.81 10,40 34.01 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 2.00 (10) 2,
Houston, Tex. . | (") 3.05 | 263,80 52.78 66, 68 9.73 69, 82 9,36 30. 06 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 3.00 (19) 3.
Indianapolis, ¢ e ey (4] 3.05 | 259.90 43,52 65, 21 .40 | 74,39 13. 00 30,99 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 5.58 2,58 3.
Columbin, 8. C. . Sl * 3.06 | 195,79 40, 94 8.75 11, 14 7117 10, 40 30.37 30.40 | 46,40 15, 40 2.00 (19) 2,
C lnrkbburg, W. Var_ .. | 6. 00 3.07 | 222.32 55,32 9.20 21,19 69, 82 10. 40 24,60 30.82 | 46.40 15. 40 5.00 (10) 5.
Dallas, Tex. . ____ e ‘ ) 3.05 | 2337 49.51 35. 46 1226 70.75 7.80 32.55 30,40 | 46.40 15.40 3. 50 (19 3.
Cedar l(aplds Towai_____ =i 1.25 3.07 | 211.53 45, 86 24.84 4.86 70.18 10. 40 28, 96 30.82 46. 40 15. 40 4. 00 (19) 4.
Columbus, Ohio1. e { (" 3.00 | 228.20 45.7 44. 46 894 67.22 8,32 2787 31,02 | 46.40 15. 40 ('9) (1%) (19
Blrmingbnm, Ala__ (") 3.05 | 256.06 47.78 61. 49 10. 25 7174 10. 40 30. 94 30.40 1 46.40 15.40 3.00 (1) 3.
Knoxville, Teon. . .. .. __ I (* I 3.05 | 227.89 50. 25 32.14 8.50 1 6446 10. 40 27.66 30.40 46, 40 15. 40 6.73 2.73 4.
|
El Paso, TeX. oo 2,50 | 3.05(193.7 38.46 7.1 1.64 70.91 7.80 | 32.71 30.40 | 46.40 15, 40 3. 50 (%) 3.
Little Rock, Ark iaaeas ™ 3.05 | 23,22 53. 55 16. 46 13.17 70.11 9. 60 | 30.11 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 8.13 2.13 6.
Wichita, Kans_ ‘ 1.45 3.05 | 218. 49 50. 08 26. 24 14.50 | 65.80 7.80 27. 66 30.40 | 46.40 15. 40 (1% (o) (]
Mabile, A s s aaiiiice | ™ 3.05 | 225.75 51,84 ' 20.93 20. 5L 67. 22 ‘ 10.40 26,42 30.40 | 46.40 15,40 3.45 .45 38

288

8

88888

g 88 88 88

! Inelude sales tax where levied (appendix table 15).
! Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.
3 Exclusive of sales tax.
4 Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 18-city average is $4.90.
¢ Though only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendanoe, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 55-city average is $7.37.
¢ Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 50 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 36-city average is $4.17.
" Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 50 eities is used in order to balance the table. The 22ity average is $2.96.
* Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 25-city average is $3.40.
* Not a direct charge. 10 None payabie.

Norz.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies between certain totals and the sums of their component items.
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Table 3.—Relative Costs! of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker’s Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

MAINTENANCE LEVEL

Clothing, clothing upkeep, and

Personal care Household operation
Total Housing,
City c;xi)s% of | Food including Furniture,
ving water House- |furnishings,
Total | Clothing (‘Jllo‘t(l;;ng P °$:‘1 Total Ice tfilc?f hold | and house-
pkeep Y | supplies | hold equip-
Total Gas ment
Average, 59 cities:
Amount.. $1,260. 62 [$448. 18 $184.35 $145.9 $13.55 $24.87 $221.89 [$153. 54 | $57.98 $10.98 | $22.40 $18.68 $18.82 $31.10
Percent______ 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0
Washington, D. C 112.2 106.3 97.2 97. 4 95. 8 97.0 154. 1 95. 5 11L. 5 7.5 86.8 64. 5 92.0 96. 8
San Francisco, Calif.1_ 110.3 102.5 113.2 113.3 103.3 117.9 121.7 117.0 82.9 118.9 | 214.2 99. 4 118. 6 104. 2
Minneapolis, Minn. 110. 1 97. 4 107.7 109. 4 116.7 92.6 119.0 131.6 186.8 60. 1 81.0 101.1 97.6 102.6
New York, N. Y. 109. 1 106. & 93.7 93.9 80.2 99. 4 135.2 10L. 5 114. 2 96. 2 88.5 118.2 911 88.5
Chicago, IL.Y. ... .- 107.6 103.1 104.9 105.3 92.0 110.0 108.2 | 105.7 127.3 51.1 88.5 95.9 92.7 97.3
Milwaukee, Wis_______ 107. 4 95.0 111.8 112.1 105. 5 113.6 121.7 114.9 160. 1 : 70.6 57.9 97.9 91. 1 103. 5
Boston, Mass. . _ 107.3 104.5 102. 5 102.8 06. 2 104.7 119.0 107.0 120. 9 5 94.3 86.8 106. 3 105. 3 102.9
Cleveland, Ohio 1. 107.0 99.2 114. 4 115. 4 99. 4 117. 2 105. 5 92.8 101.9 s 34.2 77.5 59. 6 103.1 104. 4
St. Louis, Mo... 106. 3 100. 1 97.4 08.7 84.5 96. 4 121.7 82.9 76.3 4 75.1 75.2 76.7 92.2 9.4
Detroit, Mich.l________ 104. 5 90.1 106. 1 108.5 94.3 98.3 100.0 | 104.5 121.2 134.2 65.2 83.4 93.6 104.7 100. 5
Beranfon, Pls-.. < < o5 104. 1 100. 1 102.3 101.9 101.0 105. 1 124. 4 95.3 87.4 77.9 128. 4 96.5 103.0 106. 2 102.0
Cincinnati, Ohio ! 104. 1 100. 1 100. 6 9.5 99.7 107.0 115.7 90.5 86.6 98 9 34.2 89. 4 76.9 103.0 102.3
Pittsburgh, Pa__ 104.0 99.9 99.9 100. 7 OR. 7 96.3 110.9 82.4 63. 6 67.8 45.5 75.2 99.8 92.9 93.9
Los Angeles, Calif. 103. 8 98. 6 111.9 114.6 91.7 107. 4 89. 2 102. 1 85.6 81.1 104.9 160. 6 77.5 113.3 103. 6
Newark, N.J__. 103. 2 105. 9 92.3 91.3 84.4 102.1 116.3 104.8 112.8 112.8 112.9 86.8 135.8 93.6 96, 4
Baltimore, Md_..______ 103. 2 101. 0 92.4 92.5 86. 8 94.8 102.8 93.0 101.3 106. 7 77.9 79.8 80.6 97.3 96. 0
Albuquerque, N. Mex.!____. 103. 1 108. 4 104. 5 101. 4 120.0 114.3 104. 6 112.9 83. 4 80. 1 97.5 156. 9 131.3 124.7 109.3
Philadelphia, Pa_______ 102.9 99.9 95.3 96.0 85.9 96.0 108. 2 90.0 95.9 1011 73.8 57.9 96. 6 100. 6 95.0
Brldgelgort, onn . 102. 8 108.8 98. 4 98.1 92.8 103. 4 105. 5 102.9 124.8 126.2 118.9 86.8 84.4 97.8 93.0
Bioux Falls, 8. Da 102. 4 94.5 103.5 104. 4 111. 2 93.9 122.2 135.5 | 175.8 106.7 86.5 86.8 109. 5 111.8 96. 9
Rochester, N. Y..___.. 102.1 98. 8 98. 2 97.0 109. 8 9. 1 101. 4 117.9 160.0 178.2 82.0 81.0 106. 3 89.2 97.8
n, S 1021 103.5 102. 5 99.5 126.7 106. 8 100.0 117.1 80. 2 65. 1 102.0 | 212.1 117. 2 127.2 1017
Butte, Mont--.. 101. 8 100. 1 116. 4 112.0 161. 0 117.9 04.6 120. 1 136. 5 150.3 77.4 86.8 124.9 123. 1 116. 6
Portland, Maine. 101.2 | 100.5 107.6 107.3 121.8 102.2 9.9 | 120.5 | 142.3 146.3 | 125.2 82.2 115.2 105. 6 103. 4
Peoria, IﬁJ ..... SR 10L11 100.2 102.6 103. 4 03.9 102.9 123.6 85. 2 70.2 64.9 092.9 88.5 98. 5 6.3 98.5

S3LD 65 'ONIAIT JO SISOD » 591




BASIC TABLES » 163

DN OO NODBNN DNMeD FENON —~DRM— OO

-dggg 53995 gus32 $3355 23358 £5858 5838

DO—MO PRDVOL mMTOT— BNLOO MANVLEO NDOES VoD
S e TS S SO EL WL g
WMWDW QW%M QHHN% 9“8% BEAS EEEEES MQQQ

d8IRE SHYAZ SYNZY £IE85d FIRGN dddsy 284S
o = = —_ - b & ~ - — - -
MM T M=o A L) M e — M SOoMmMmO - O
E2dEd Zd58Y gS5dd Sesds dgddy dYddd guge

CRODW AAORY LW WFON ONNMD VDOOD =BV 0  wN0E
Sx 352 2888F FEIER SS558 TLIVHEIR S5R55 H3535
2 B&E= (=Pt - S = =2

MMM e =D ON S NN WX - U D =
g2 sgsgs g2483S $£595% F3d2s 5388 Suss

PPV~ DN VTR NCIDT XNMON BODfe— ODOW

gsg888 25548 58389 52552 $35888 Kusys €38

MMOOO KOV =P REN XM MNOND M- W DI~

2358 g358s 25¥5Y Z555% gs¢sg g5dEs gdds

POVODBP CMUWOVX DTOXOWV OIIXVE LOOLW MmdD Wb

SIS FFXRZ FE55L 55555 $5533 2339d 5883

-
i i g : iR P 3
: SR S : b ; b
: H P 0 1 I Vo ; °
: ! ! B8 5 e AR [ : ]
| ; R G g
: ” R T S e S s
giiii®iled 75 id ] 21400 diz > i%zdd idii] g
5 igay 4 d% MEa0g EpEaE RS0y NaE=E 540 g
. 'S L 12 g= 2EIMT gIdD . -] = 2.4
nmmN% g352¢ mcme EO s HET L upmm. £4s | 3
sYELL oa EFL . Loul T -2485 ~2dE2 &< =
25854 Bnoro BM7R g 9FEZEE 26535 FmEET god
=2 32 £384T 23455 SE5i3 SSEE® gneS: .22 | §
= 255 ETa = 283
mMMMm 25998 2=%rg 2%8cS £332% Zg2E8 ~z283
m<RRO ZZAMA RawZe FRZ90 SMI00 ACCAM BIZE



‘()18()09 Ag paznibig

Table 3.—Relative Costs of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March

1935—Continved
MAINTENANCE LEVEL—continued
Household opera-
tion—Continued Miscellansous
]
City Recreation Chﬁ gh Taxes
Unspeci- Trans- | School Motion Life" |SOD=2 -
Refuse Medical tionsand
0 fied essen-| Total porta- | attend- icture insur-
disposal . care News- | P 3 |other con- Personal | Capi-
tials 2 tion ance Total papers tal:fl:tg-r to! ) K tribu- | Total property | tation
sions [and toys? -
Average, 59 cities:
Amount.___ 1$1. 50 $3.06 |$252. 67 $52. 32 $53. 96 5$6.87 | $75.18 $10. 84 $33. 80 $30. 55 | $46.40 $15.40 | ¢ $2.54 7$1.10 | *$1.44
Percent_....-ccoeoe- 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0

Washington, D.C____.___..__ Q) 99.7 107.0 112.6 132. 4 19.7 102. 2 72.0 114.3 99.5 | 100.0 100.0 ('°; 10) 19)
San Francisco, Calif.!__ : 480.0 100.7 | 107.8 122.9 94.1 123.3 | 115.7 127.4 124.9 101.2 | 100.0 100. 0 (10 10) 10)
Minneapolis, Minn_ _ 233.3 99.7 | 113.4 103. 5 170. 2 91.0 96.3 77.5 99.4 9.5 | 100.0 100. 0 EN) 19) 10)
New York, N. Y.I_ 3 *) 100. 3 106. 6 107. 6 132. 4 21.2 104.3 81.6 114.6 100.9 100.0 100.0 10) (1) ?’)
Chlcago, DL o oo - (") 100.3 118.0 109. 8 172.9 4.2 107.5 105.6 114.1 100. 9 100.0 100. 0 71.3 164.5 10)
Milwaukee, Wis_____________ Q] 99.7 108.9 85.1 141. 1 164.1 104.0 134. 4 98.3 9.5 100. 0 100. 0 123.6 285.5 (19)
Boston, Mass_ __ 2 Q) 99.7 ( 105.7 105. 8 114. 4 27.4| 112.0 134. 4 116. 2 99.5 | 100.0 100. 0 78.7 E“) 138.9
Cleveland, Ohio ! _ () 101.0 125.2 113.2 188, 1 152.7 110.9 134. 4 111.8 101. 5 100. 0 100.0 (19) 10) E";
8t. Louis, Mo___ 200. 0 99.7 | 124.4 94.7 219.5 ) 108. 8 121.8 112.9 9.5 | 100.0 100.0 | 109.1 251.8 10
Detroit, Mich.' ............. E (U] 101.0 117.0 1115 152.1 204.7 105. 4 120.0 104.1 101.5 100. 0 100. 0 (19) (19) (10)
Sqmnton, i, L S ke A Q] 99.7 100. 1 110.9 74.6 9.5 110.9 105. 6 122.8 99.5 100.0 100.0 | 352.0 10 620, 8
Cincinnati, Ohio !. *) 101.0 | 111.6 79.9 175.3 59.2  105.9 105. 6 110.0 101.5 | 100.0 100.0 g;) 10 (1)
Pittsburgh, Pa.. 300.0 99.7 | 121.2 104. 2 196.9 ® 108. 6 134.4 108. 5 99.5 | 100.0 100.0 e 10 138.9
Los Angeles, Calif.l__ zl Q] 100.7 | 120.7 114.8 187.7 36.3 | 105.4 97.8 111.7 101.2 | 100.0 100.0 (1) “? ()
Newsrk, N.T._ oo o:ill ) 9.7 93.9 99.3 70.0 58.2 | 107.4 134.4 105. 9 99.5 | 100.0 100.0 30.4 10 69.4
Baltimore, Md_._._________.____ ®) 9.7 121. 5 84.2 214.0 24.6 111. 5 105. 6 124.3 99.5 | 100.0 100.0 "; "; 10
Albuquerque, N. Mex. 320.0 100.3 85.2 110.0 23.5 136, 8 98.2 72.0 104. 1 100.9 | 100.0 100.0 10 10 10
Philadelphia, Pa____ 5') 99.7 | 117.2 82.2 196. 6 14.6 | 112.2 105. 6 125.9 99.5 | 100.0 100.0 "; “; 10
Bridge , Conn. - ") 99.7 93.2 107.3 811 10.5 97.2 81.6 100.0 99.5 | 100.0 100.0 10 10 10
Bioux Falls, 8. Dak. .._....__. 800.0 9.7 7.9 98.3 20.3 ® 0.5 8L6 9.1 99.5 | 100.0 100.0 63.0 145.5 L)
Rochester, N. Y. " 9.7 | 102.0 10L.0 118.4 82.2 97.9 100.8 05. 5 90.5 | 100.0 100.0 | (19 (1) i";
Tucson, Ariz.!. '; 100.3 92.0 117.2 2.9 118.4 | 110.0 96.0 122.9 100.5 | 100.0 100.0 | 24490 565. 5 10
Butte, Mont. . Y 9.7 89.5 120. 1 20.1 .6 103.9 110.4 105.8 90.5 | 100.0 100.0 | 236.2 181.8 277.8
Portland, Maine. 500.0 9.7 M0 112.5 52.8 88.2 9.6 120.0 0.1 09.5 | 100.0 100.0 | 280.8 306. 4 208. 3
Peoria, ... (U] 100, 3 1.5 83.9 55.2 270.2 7.6 96.0 05.1 100.9 | 100.0 100.0 | 149.6 56| ()
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Fall River, Mass_.__._._...... ® 0.7 | 00.3 a7.9 5.3 U] 102, 9 105, 6 106, 1 99.5 | 100.0 100.0 | 244.1 381.8
Atlanta, Ga... ) 09.7 | 100.3 102, 2 97.3 103.8 | 9.7 96, 0 R7.7 99.5 | 100.0 100.0 { 315.0 272.7
Richmond, Va_ . Q] 99.7 | 940 97. 9 74.0 M2.8 | 982 72.0 105. 4 9.5 | 100.0 100.0 | 2047 200. 0
Buffalo, N. Y. (%) 00.7 | 1084 97.0 165, & 2.7 93.3 105, 6 83,7 99.5 | 100.0 100.0 | (%) (19)
Omaha, Nebr. 66.7 9.7 957 91.8 108. 1 629 | 92.3 96.0 84.6 9.5 | 100.0 100.0 | (®) QD)
Manchester, N. H__________.. ™ 99. 7 96, 1 95. 4 74.6 14.68 110. 6 105. 6 12,2 99. 5 100. 0 100, 0 283.5 200. ¢
Norfolk, Va___.. JMm w7 69 97.6 6, 4 TA4| 967 96, 0 4. 3 99.5 [ 100.0 100,0 | 228.3 254, 5
Denver, Colo.i_ . 100.0 100.3 | 111.7 108. 0 138. 7 113.2 | 1081 1200 110. 8 100,9 | 100.0 100.0 | (%) Q)
Kansas City, Mo. S 20000 9.7 | 113.2 8. 1 177.2 185.5 | 2.9 72.0 714 9.5 | 100.0 100.0 | 142.5 320.1
Providence, R. 1. ......_..... 200, 0 9.7 | 90.90 104, 7 76.6 27| 902 105, 6 76.9 9.5 | 100.0 1000 | 96.5 22.7
Binghamton, N. Y._._______. U] ! 99.7 92.3 106. 9 21. 6 240. 2 116.0 134. 4 124.9 99.5 100. 0 100.0 " (19)
Salt Lake City, Utah 1 4 100.3 | 994 108.3 100. 0 14.8 | 974 9.7 93.6 100.9 | 100.0 100,0 | 174.8 403.6
Seattle, Wash_ ___ " 9.7 | 1046 09,1 139,90 2.7 8.0 941 7.8 99.5 | 100.0 100.0 | (19 09)
New Orleans, La. 1 ™ 99.7 | 1181 100.3 181. 2 55.3 | 105.1 816 w7 99.5 | 100.0 100.0 | 135.8 313.6
Spoksne, Wash. __ | %00.0 0.7 952 126.3 76. 4 624 | 9.2 96.0 7.7 99.5 | 100.0 100.0 | (19 (0)
Winston-Salem, N. C.l_______.| (¥ 100 $4.9 99.3 38,9 150.2 | 0L 1 6.0 80.0 1005 | 100.0 100,01 39.4 (1)
Portland, Oreg..__ cen| 4000 99.7 | 102 4 94.7 129.6 12,5 9L% 96. 0 83.4 9.5 | 100.0 100.0 | (1) (1)
Memphis, Tenn 2 % 99.7 | 108.3 101, 9 113.5 109.2 97.3 96. 0 95.7 99.5 | 100.0 100.0 | 157.5( (1)
Louisville, Ky.!__ ) 1010 | 1000 7R 110 4 169.7 | 1050 96. 0 1L 1 1015 | 100.0 100.0| 850 196. 4
Oklaboma City, Okla)_ . _ |  533.3 100.0 | 6.1 96.9 73.3 167.4 | 1056 120. 0 105. 9 100.2 | 100.0 100.0 | () (19)
Jacksonville, Fla____________ f‘ m 99,7 92. 5 109, 5 H.3 101.9 ‘ 99.5 96.0 100. 6 99.5 100. 0 1¢0. 0 78.7 (19)
Houston, Tex___ . (%) 99.7 | 1044 100, 9 123.6 1416 | 929 86. 4 88,9 99.5 | 100.0 100.0 | 118.1 ")
Indianapolis, Ind. | v0.7 | 1029 83, 2 120. 8 136.8 | 9.0 120.0 91.7 99.5 | 100.0 100.0| 219.7 4.5
Columbia, 8. C. 0} w.7| 705 8.2 16. 2 1621 | 94.7 96. 0 89,9 99.5 | 100.0 1000 787 (19
Clarksburg, W. Va 400.0 | 1003 | 8.0 105, 7 17.0 308. 4 [ 92,9 96,0 %46 100.9 | 100.0 100.0 | 196.9 (%)
|
Dallas, Tex. ... (*) “ W, 7 42 5 M. 6 66. 6 178.3 4.1 72.0 96. 3 99. 5 100. 0 100.0 137.8 %)
Cedar Rapids, Iown ! _._____ ®3.3 100. 3 B3.7 87.68 46. 0 70.7 93. 4 98, () 85, 7 100. 9 100.0 100. 0 157. 5 (10)
Columbus, Ohiot (4] 101. 0 90.3 87.5 82. 4 130. 2 80, 4 76 8 R2.5 101. 5 100. 0 100. 0 ) )
Birmingham, Ala. . ™ | w7 1013 91.3 114.0 149.2 | 954 96. 0 91.5 99.5 | 100.0 100.0 | 118.1 (1)
Knoxville, Tenn. ... ™ | 0.7 | 90,2 96. 1 59.6 12,7 | 91t | 96, 0 818 99.5 | 100.0 100.0 | 265.0 248. 2
B as0i Texams e 166.7 | w7 6.7 7.5 37 X2 943 720 96, 8 99.5 | 100.0 100.0 | 137.8 | (%)
Little Rock, Ark .. ® | .7 | 883 102. 4 30,5 191.7 | 93.3 8.6 9.1 99.5 | 100.0 100.0 | 3201 103, 6
Wichita, Kans__ : 9.7 | 0.7 865 95, 7 486 2111 87.6 72.0 818 9.5 | 100.0 100.0 | (1) (1%
Mobile, Ala._._ ®) | 0.7 | 89.3 9.1 8.8 208.5 | 80.4 96, 0 78.2 99.5| 100.0 100.0 | 1358 40.9

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

? Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

3 Exclusive of sales tax.

* Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 18-city average is $4.90.

® Though only 55 cities had a direct eharge for school attendance, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 55-city average is $7.37.
¢ Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 36-city average is $4.17.

7 Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 22-city aversge is $2.96,
* Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 25-city average is $3.40.

¥ Not a direct charge. 18 None payable.

NoTE.——Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies between certain totals and the sums of their component items.
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Table 4—Annual Costs! of Living, by Major Budget Grours and Principal Subgroups, in 9 Geographic Divisions, 4-Person Manual Worker's
Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

MAINTENANCE LEVEL

Geographic division
Average,
Budget group 59 c‘;lal‘les
New Eng- | Middle |East North|West North| South At- | East South |West South| yy . hiain Pacific
land Atlantic Central Central lantic Central Central

Total cost OLUVIRE o catasiiivanistsiiasisadamas $1,200.62 | $1,282.57 | $1,208.58 | $1,202.27 | $1,262.73 | $1,258.32 | $1,181.40 $1,100.41 | $1,271.84 $1,276.33
RO0Q .- oenacnatstoadansiacarmeoubanatns e e Lo Ly 448.18 463.93 453. 37 442.21 435.16 461. 65 436.00 440. 18 453.08 441.37
Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care____.__... 184. 35 185. 48 179. 69 193. 02 185. 23 176. 56 171. 91 173.24 195. 66 203.78
[0) 113,717 IRl SR S e SN s 145.93 146. 82 142. 39 153. 05 148.31 140. 19 135. 57 136. 50 152. 16 161. 52
Clothing BPKeOD.. ~.coaciiloticioiiimnreanacnss 13. 556 13.73 12.70 13.23 13. 62 12. 55 12.82 12.93 17.02 14. 94
Personal CBYO. - .o -coicoiosmriicsdsnsmmrmonasamns 24.87 24.93 24. 60 26.74 2.2 23.83 23. 52 23.81 26.48 27.33
Hotaing, Inoluding water 2 =i iaiiiasssiociaciasion: 221.89 221.00 247.88 236. 26 229. 69 231. 87 193. 62 199. 70 212.64 193. 68
Household OPORRLION . oo o aonisis it faaniaasatutdne 153. 54 172.09 151. 77 147. 48 161. 87 147. 26 134.77 134. 67 169. 05 169. 33
) 3 7 R T B e e e 57.98 76. 90 61. 58 60. 54 72.39 52. 55 44.20 35.93 58. 47 54.75
(‘ual () b (1o I RS A e e 47.00 64.72 52. b4 54.35 64.77 36. 60 3111 26. 83 46.74 39.10
(67 T | It SR ST A e SRS T Ao PO 10. 98 12.18 9.05 6.19 7.62 15. 86 13.09 9.10 11.73 15. 65
O s S et b vt vra T e R S R e R D e 22.40 18. 68 18. 46 18. 26 16. 52 24.15 22.33 25.15 28.15 35. 87
Electricily ........................ 18. 68 21.11 20. 01 15.88 18.03 17.90 17.01 20.76 22.10 16. 21
Househiold suppliea: . ool i ol oliuiiieicnens 18.82 19. 23 17.95 18.45 18.39 17.31 17.47 18. 38 22.25 22.09
Furniture, furnishings, and household equipment . 31.10 31.37 30.15 31.28 29. 89 31.62 30.70 20. 64 33.75 32.31
Reofosedisposal- - - - == c. 0 Lol o ool o 11.50 1.76 .56 ® 3. 60 67 O] 1.75 1.26 5.04
3.06 3.05 3.05 3.07 3.056 3.06 3.06 3.05 3.07 3.06
252. 67 240.07 265. 88 273.30 250.79 240. 99 245. 10 242. 62 241.41 268.17
52.32 54. 38 52.91 49.31 50. 05 51. 58 48.78 49. 58 58.97 58.37
53. 96 41.08 65. 83 73.39 60. 90 42.78 47.07 45. 69 32.92 67.74
56.87 1.87 3.01 9.98 5. 90 8.08 11. 68 8.73 6. 57 5.07
75.18 76.74 79.93 77.03 70.43 73. 54 71.91 73.33 77.82 75.18
papers 10. 84 11.79 12.22 12.09 9. 556 9. 94 10. 40 9.40 10. 79 11. 08
Motion picture theater admissions 33. 80 34.55 37.26 34.13 30. 42 33.00 30. 98 33. 50 36.31 33. 50
Orgm!zauons, tobacco, and toys ¢___ 30. 55 30. 40 30. 45 30.82 30. 46 30. 52 30. 53 30. 44 30.71 30. 61
3T N SR S i B S PR 46. 40 46. 40 46.40 46.40 46.40 46.40 46. 40 46. 40 46. 40 46. 40
Church cont.rlbutlona and other contributions ¢_. 15. 40 15.40 15.40 15. 40 15. 40 15.40 15.40 15. 40 15. 40 15. 40

T Y o ool o Sy e e B o ot o 72.54 4.20 1.49 1.79 1.71 3.2 3.87 3.60 3.33 2')

Personal property . . > Y110 2.37 ® 1.41 114 .89 1.07 .93 2.53 %)

MDD < hvwvsninvsan ddopeksnwineklhsune 10]. 44 1.83 1.49 .38 .57 2.33 2.80 2.67 .80 (U]
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! Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 15),

3 Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 ¢ities 1s used in order to balance the table. The 18-city average i3 $4.90. The averages for the geo-
graphic divisions are based on the total number of cities in each divislon included in this study.

3 Not a direct charge.

4 Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

¥ Though only 55 eities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 55-city average is $7.37. The averages for the
geographic divisions are based on the total nuinber of cities in each division included in this study.

¢ Exclusive of sales tax.

¥ Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 36-city average Is $4.17. The averages for the geographic divisions
are ha:‘ed on the'llolul nuinber of cities in each division ivcluded in this study.

5 None payable.

® Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 22-city average is $2.96. The averages for the
geographic divisions are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

12 Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 25-city average is $3.40. The averages for the geographic
divisions are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

Norz.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies between certain totals and the sums of their component items,
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Table 5.—Relative Costs ! of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, in 9 Geographic Divisions, 4-Person Manual Worker's

Family, 59 Cities, March 19
MAINTENANCE LEVEL

Average, 59 cities T Geographic division
Budget group £
ast ‘West East West
Amount | Percent | NewEve-| Middle | nNonp | Nortn | South | gopth | South | Mountain | Pacific
land = | Atlantic | GCengral | Central | AYSBHO | Cengral | Central
Total cost of living.____._.__.__.__ $1, 260, 62 100.0 101.7 103.0 102. 5 100. 2 90.8 9.7 9.4 100.9 1012
Food . oo 448.18 100.0 103. 5 101.2 9.7 97.1 103.0 97.3 98.2 101.1 8.8
Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal
.................................... 184, 38 100. 0 100. 6 097.8 104.7 100. 8 95.8 9.3 4.0 108. 1 110. &
Clothlng ............................. 145.93 100. 0 100. 6 97.6 104.9 101. 6 968.1 9.9 93.5 104.3 110.7
Clothing upkeep..._ ... .. ._........ 13. 56 100.0 101. 3 93.7 97.6 100. 5 92.6 9.6 95. 4 125.6 110.2
Personal care. ... ... ... .87 100.0 100. 2 98.9 107.5 93.7 95.8 9.6 987 108. 5 109. 9
Housing, including water.___._.______._. 221. 89 100.0 9.6 11L.7 106. 5 103. 5 1048 87.8 90.0 9.8 87.3
Household operation 153. 54 100.0 112.1 8.8 98.1 106. 4 95.9 87.8 87.7 110.1 110.3
uel ... .. 57.98 100.0 1326 106. 2 104. 4 124.9 90.6 76.2 62.0 100. 8 94.4
Coal or wood 47. 00 100. 0 137.7 11.8 115.6 137.8 781 68.3 57.1 9.4 83.2
10. 98 100.0 110.¢ 82.4 58.4 60.4 144. 4 119.2 82.9 108.8 1428
Ice........_. 22 40 100.0 83. 4 82.4 81.8 3.7 107.8 0.7 112.3 128.7 160. 1
Electricity 18.68 100.0 113.0 107.1 85.0 98.8 9.8 8.1 1111 118.3 86.8
Household supplies. ... ... .. 18.82 100.0 102.2 95.4 8.0 97.7 92.0 92.8 97.7 118.2 117. 4
Furniture, furnishings, and house-

hold equ!pment ____________________ 31.10 100. 0 100. ¢ 96.9 100. 6 96. 1 101.7 98 7 95.3 108. 6 103.9
Refuse disposal . ._____.._____....___. 11.50 100. 0 116.7 37.3 @ 240.0 4.7 @) 118.7 84.0 336.0
Unspecified essentials ¢_______________ 3.08 100. 0 0.7 99.7 -100.3 0.7 100.0 100.0 0.7 100.3 100.0
Misocellaneous. 252, 67 100.0 95.0 108. 2 108, 2 99.3 95.4 97.0 96.0 8.5 106.1
Medical care._. 53.32 100. 0 103.9 101.1 04.3 95.7 98.8 93.2 4.8 12.7 111.6
Trans tion. .. 53. 96 100. 0 76.1 122.0 136.0 112.9 79.3 87.2 8.5 61.0 125.6
86,87 100. 0 27.2 56.9 148.3 85.9 117.5 170.1 127.1 95.6 73.8
76.18 100.0 102.1 106.3 103.8 8.7 9.8 95. 6 9.5 103. 5 100. 0
10. 84 100.0 108. 8 112.8 111.8 88,1 9.7 98.0 86.8 90.6 102.3
33.80 100. ¢ 102. 2 110.2 100, 90.0 97.9 9.7 90.1 107. 4 9.1
30. 35 100.0 0.5 99.7 100.9 99.7 9.9 9.9 90.6 100. 8 100. 3
46. 40 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
tributlons ®. ... eeooaaeeeaenos 15. 40 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Tazest___ . 12,54 100.0 165. 4 58.7 70.5 07.3 126.8 152. 4 141.7 131.1 (*

Propeety..cocceacceann-- 91.10 100. 0 2,5.8 ® 128.2 13. 6 80.9 97.3 84.5 230.0 (*

Capitation.........-..-.. accacans 0] 4 100.0 127.1 103. 8 20.4 39.6 161.8 194. 4 188.4 58.6 [
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! Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 15).

2 Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 50 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 18-city average is $4.00. The averages for the
geogr%)hlc divisions are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

4 Not a direct charge.

¢ Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

# Though only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 85-city average is $7.37. The averages for the
geographic divisions are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

¢ Exclusive of sales tax.

7 Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 36-city average is $4.17. The averages for the geographic divisions
are I;:}:ed on thebtloml number of cities in each division included in this study.

None payable.

¢ Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 22-city average is $2.06. The averages for the
geographic divisions are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

19 Though ecapitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 25-city average is $3.40. The averages for the geo-
graphic divisions are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

NoTr.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies between certain totals and the sums of their component items.
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170 o COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES

Table 6.—Annual Costs! of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Sub-
roups, in 5 Size of City Classifications, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities,

rch 1935
MAINTENANCE LEVEL
Size of city classification
A
Budget group 59 ﬁ
cities | ;000,000 or | 500,000 to | 250.000to | 100,000t0 | 25,000 to
‘more 1,000,000 | 500,000 250,000 | 100,000

$1,200.62 | $1,3%0.92 | $1,33203 | $1,251.68 | $1,235.05 | $1,230.28
48,18 454.61 448.54 445,58 “5.37 452,31
184.35 188.78 191.71 179.85 18415 184 91
145.93 151,28 152 63 14223 146.12 144.96
18.55 12.04 13.08 18.25 13.62 un
24.87 25.42 26,00 2438 24 42 2516
221.80)  240.00 249.00 218,53 218.32 207.01
153. 54 154.72 15127 146.45 153. 66 184.71
57.98 611 50.39 53.90 88 11 0. 95
47,00 54, 52 51.90 44.38 4“16 7.6
10. 98 859 7.49 9.52 13 65 18,32
240 2146 2100 22 14 21.28 2514
18.68 18. 00 1621 17.64 19.25 21837
18.82 18.91 18.73 1827 18.70 19.78
3L 10 30.16 30.95 30.5¢ 31.48 3L
21,50 o 1.84 .90 1.78 243
3.00 3.07 306 3.06 3.0 308
252,67 292,86 291,52 6127 23, 56 21.30
52.32 88.03 5278 50,68 52,08 53.63
53,96 90,84 89,96 66,40 37.17 17.52
V6,87 441 448 6.99 613 9.91
75.18 80,42 81.28 73.31 73.05 T4
10,84 11.06 13,52 10.28 10.09 10.74
32.80 38,56 3.2 32.53 3248 3314

Organizations, to-
,and toyss. ___ 30. 58 30.80 30.54 30.52 30.47 .57
Life insuranced.... ______ 46.40 6.40 46.40 46.40 7y @0

Church contributionsand
other contributions<__ 15.40 15.40 15.40 15. 40 15.40 15.40
o8 ______________.... 72,54 .38 124 200 3.33 400
Personal v 1110 -38 74 -9l 144 154
Capitation..____.___.. "4 (1) 50 118 1.89 246

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

lThmﬂonlylsdtieshsdadlrectch for refuse disposal, an average for 50 cities is used in order
balance table. The 18-city average is $4.90. The averages for the size of city groups are based on
total number of cities in each group included in this study.

3 Not a direct

4 Budget allowance identical In all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

L] Thou%l;only 55 citles had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 59 citles s used in order to
balance the table. The 55-city average is $7.37. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the
total number of cities in each group included in this study.

¢ Exclusive of sales tax.

7 Though taxes were aayablo in only 36 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.
The 38-city avi is $4.17. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the total number of cities
in each group included in this study.

¢ Though personal 'Propertf taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 50 cities is used in order to
balance the table. The 22-city average is $2.96. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the
total number of cities in each group included in this study.

* Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance
thetable. The 25-city av: e i3$3.40. Theaverages for the size of city groups are based on the total num-
ber of cities in each group included in this study.

1* None payable.

NoTE.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies
between certain totals and the sums of their component items.

s
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Table 7.—Relative Costs! of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Sub-
roup;,:g 355$iu of City Classifications, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities,
arc

MAINTENANCE LEVEL

Average, 59 citles 8ize of city classification
Budget group 1000000 | 500,000 | 250,000 | 100,000 | 26,000
Amount | Percent or more to to
1,000,000 | 500,000 250,000 100,000

Total cost of living_.__.._ $1, 260. 62 100.0 106. 6 105. 7 99.3 98.0 97.6

Food. ..o 448.18 100.0 101. 4 100. 1 99. 4 99.4 100.9
Clothing, clothing upkeep. and

personal care 184.35 100.0 102.4 104.0 97.6 99.9 100.3

Clothing_.__... 145. 63 100.0 103.7 104.6 97.5 100. 1 99.3

Clothing upkeep. 13. 55 100.0 88.8 98. 5 97.8 100. 5 100.2

'ersonal care 24.87 100.0 102.2 104.6 98.0 98.2 101.2

Housing, including water..._... 221. 89 100.0 108. 2 112.2 98.5 98.4 93.3

Household operation. __._______ 153. 54 100.0 100.8 98.5 95.4 100. 1 107.3

Fuel____.__._._. 57.98 100.0 108.8 102. 4 9.0 100. 2 105. 1

Coal or wood. 47, 00 100. 0 116.0 110. 4 94 4 94.6 101.3

....... 10. 98 100.0 78.2 68.2 86.7 124.3 121.3

Tee....... N 22. 40 100.0 95.8 94.2 98.9 95.0 112.2

Electricity_ ... N 18. 68 100.0 96. 4 86.8 04. 4 103. 1 114. 4

Household supplies. __ 18. 82 100.0 100. 5 9.5 97.1 93 105.1
Furniture, furnishings, and

hou.sehoid equipment. _.. 31.10 100.0 97.0 9. 5 98.2 101.2 102.8

Refuse d t 1. 50 100.0 ) 122.7 60.0 118.7 182.0

Unspecified essentials ¢ 3.06 100.0 100.3 100.0 100.0 9.7 100.0

Miscellaneous. . .. cacveeooo-. 252. 67 100. 0 115.9 115. 4 103. 4 924 87.6

Medical care. . 52.32 100.0 105. 2 100. 9 96.9 9.5 102.5

Transportation. 53. 96 100. 0 188. 4 168.7 123.1 8.9 325

Bchool attendance. 16.87 1000 64.2 65.2 101. 7 89.2 144.2

Recreation. ... 75.18 100. 0 107.0 108.1 97.5 97.2 99.0

Newspapers. 10.84 100.0 1021 124.7 9.7 93.2 99.1

Motion picture

admissions...________ 33.80 100, 0 114.1 110. 1 96. 2 96. 1 98.0
Organizations, tobacco,

andtoysé __...___.__ 30. 55 100.0 100.8 100.0 99.9 9.7 100. 1

Life Insurance ¢ __._______. 46. 40 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0
Church contributions and

other contributions ¢ _.__ 15. 40 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

e8¢, oo 12,54 100. 0 14.2 48.8 82.3 131.1 187.8

Personal propert 51.10 100.0 32.7 67.3 82.7 130.9 140.0

Capitation. ._.....____. 01,44 100.0 ('9) 34.7 8.9 131.2 170.8

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

3 Though only 18 gities had a direct e for refuse disposal, an average for 50 cities is used in order to
balance the table. The 18city average Is $4.90. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the
total number of cities in each group included in this study.

3 Not a direct charge.

4 Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

$ Though only 85 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 59 citics is used in order to
balance the table. The 55-city average is $7.37. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the
total number of cities in each group included in this study.

¢ Exclusive of sales tax.

7 Though taxes were payable in only 38 citles, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.
The 36-city average is $4.17. ‘The averages for the size of city groups are based on the total number of cities
in each group included in this study.

¢ Though grsonal ’lyropen taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to
balance the table. The 22-city average Is $2.08. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the
total number of cities in each group included in this study.

? Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for #9 cities is used in order to balance
the table. The 25-city average i3 $3.40. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the total
number of cities in group included in this study.

19 None payable.

Nore.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepan-
cies between certain totals and the sums of their component items.



Table 8.—Annual Costs! of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

EMERGENCY LEVEL

City

Average, 50 cities .

Washington, D. C____.
Minneapolis, Mion__ _
San Francisco, Calif.
New York, N. Y. ’
Chicago, I .o 3

Milwaukee, Wis___.__.______.
Cleveland, Ohio !
Boston, Mass_ ___
Bt, Louls, Mo__..._._. R
Albuquerque, N, Mex,!_...__

Detroit, Mich.'. _____ .. _____
Sipux Falls, 8. Dak_ ... ______
Los Angeles, Calif!___ . __ .
Cincinnati, Ohio 1.
BORADEON, Pl nccrinsarasoians

Butte, Mont.
Pittsburgh, P'a.

Baltimore, Md __ -
Rochester, N. Y. i =
Philadelphia, Pa. ... ... __ '

Portland, Malne. ..._.........
Newark, N.J___.
Bridgeport, Conn..
Tucson, Ariz.i. e
Peoris, T w. o o el il orn |

Clothing, clothing upkeep, and
personal care

Household operation

Total | ‘ [ | | uousing, | Fuel [ Furni-
cost of | Food ‘ ‘ includ- | o s ture,

living ‘ | Clothing | Personal | wat \ Eiectrie | House- | St

Total | Clothing LUINE | T'Orsonal |  Waler | igeq) lee 2 0LIRG: hold wgg, 89

upkeep: care | Coal ity = 1 house-

‘ Total | PR | Gas SUPPLES | hold
‘ i RO J equip-
‘ j ment
c el J > : = S|

$903. 27 [$340. 30 $128. 05 ‘ $100. 23 $11.%8 | $121. 84 | $48.80 $38.66 | $10. 14 | $18.67 $14.52 $16.94 318. 66
1,013. 9% 12420 | 67,51 1L44 115.98 | 5333 | 48.08 | 7.25| 16.20| 10.05| 1575 18, 07
1,013. 88 139. 52 110, 49 13. 81 166, 33 493, 48 87.76 6. 20 15.12 15.33 1653 19. 14
1,001. 12 144. 78 114.71 12.17 145, 63 41. 04 28,71 12.33 39. 98 15. 12 20, 08 19. 45
82,11 120. 06 94. 25 9. 5% 12414 54. 64 45. 00 9.09 16. 52 18. 21 15. 43 16. 52
972, 59 134. 17 105, 88 10. 74 129. 98 62,77 7. 57 520 16. 52 14. 05 15.71 18.16
970. 64 | 141. 53 111. 90 12.13 204.00 | 141,98 80. 04 T2.84 7.20 10. 80 13.65 15, 44 19. 31
9. T 144. 97 115, #6 11. 28 177.00 | 111, 90 48.94 45.19 375 14. 46 8.76 T.-47 19. 48
0958, 45 131. 30 102. 60 11. 80 198. 00 | 1249. 51 58.17 48. 67 . 50 16. 20 15. 33 17. 84 19,22
956. 48 * 124. 61 99. 11 10. 06 204, 06 99, 07 35. 83 25, 18 7.65 14. 04 10.77 15. 63 17.05
M7T.57 | 376.80 134.91 102.63 JERE] 18i.20 | 138.63 41. 55 31.55 10. 00 29,28 18.70 21.13 20. 41
135. 72 108. 69 10. 85 163,00 | 128, 99 59. 46 52 92 6. 54 15. 57 14. 83 17. 74 18. 76
| 133. 29 104. 53 13.51 205. 20 | 170. 16 85, fifi 79. 46 6. 20 16. 20 16. 53 1%.93 18. 00
| 142. 47 114. 75 11,00 47.00 | 124.45 | 42. 24 31.35 10. 89 20, 93 10. 92 19.19 19. 3¢
12%. 52 100. 05 11. 67 193,80 | 10836 41.07 37. 32 375 16. 69 11. 2% 17. 45 19. 10
126, 06 101,23 11 44 207.00 | 113. 80 4]1. 65 28. 40 13. 25 18.01 14.37 17.99 19. 04
932, 11 | 347.07 150. 66 114, 13 18.91 165.00 | 147.05 68.11 59. 81 8. 30 16.20 17.37 20. 86 21,76
930. 45 | 336. 73 127. 74 100. 68 11. 53 183,00 8. 91 29, 50 2450 500 14. 04 14. 85 1574 17. 53
926, 7 30, 77 117. 27+ 91. 92 10. 21 174.00 | 111 41 48.12 40. 27 7.85 1490 1L.25 16. 46 17. 91
925.16 | 333.12 126 99 97. 41 13. 51 188. 0 | 147.15 70. 88 71. 63 8,28 15.12 16. 05 15.11 18. 24
924, 56 | 3. 87 121.81 8. 04 10. 23 150. 00 | 107. 97 45. 41 37.96 7.45 113 80 14. 25 17.04 17.72
021,94 | 343. 40 138. 03 106. 87 14.90 156, 00 | 151.05 70. 93 38,13 12. 80 15. 34 17.37 17. 88 19. 29
#20. 54 | 356 33 18 04 92 09 9.77 192,00 | 128, 67 54, 45 42.75 11. 70 16, 20 19. 41 15. 56 15, 00
420, 39 | 383.25 125, 49 97. 85 1102 174,00 | 126.15 60. 23 48, 2% 11. 85 16. 20 13.05 18. 57 17.30
920 05 | 328 83 131 14 49, 52 15 27 165.00 | 141.62 |~ 4213 249 17.19 30. 59 18, 62 21 54 18, 90
913,30 | 342. 08 131,03 104, 21 11.25 208, 28 | 100. 92 32. 41 2. 23 v 13 18. 62 14 54 16,31 18,38
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Atlants, Qa 011.25 | 347.39 118. 70 2. 10 9.78 14. 81 189. 00 | 108.32 38.63 27. 50
Richmond, Va_ = 910.36 | 337. &8 131. 90 104, 84 11.93 15. 13 180 92 | 122,12 47. 80 3275
Omaha, Nebr__ = 908, 71 | 330. 97 129. 21 100. 78 12. 61 15. 82 1SL. 20 | 110. 60 57. 04 5104
Buflalo, N. Y_ - 901.72 | 333.11 124, 96 101, 55 11.74 15.67 156.00 | 119.01 54,30 51.35
Kansas City, 1\10 ............. 890, 85 | 335.88 125.43 100. 60 10. 21 14.62 150. 00 | 103. 0% 35.38 32,38
Fall River, Mass. .___________. SO8. 08 | 337,15 131. 85 104. 30 11.21 16,34 168. 00

qlnokﬂno w ash. . NO4.02 | 333,17 143. 51 110. 88 15.36 17.2% 132. 00

Norfolk, Vs, SOL. 5T | 342.02 122.09 04 88 12.18 15. 05 178.00

Salt L llkt‘ City, U lllh 1 i SO0, 84 | 331,89 140. 99 110. 67 14 04 16, 28 144. 00

Manchester, N. H__.________. 880,61 | 348.25 127. 78 B8, 90 13.36 15. 52 13%. 00

Seattle, Wash . . .. 886, 5% | 339, 91 133. 62 13. 16 126. 00

Denver Colo.t__ .. S 127. 64 12. 46 5 150. 00

Prov |dence R. l 117. 69 140 15.07 162, 00

Portland, Oreg ... = 143. 48 13. 44 16. 82 119. 40

New Orleaus., 1 i 120. 37 10.76 15. 66 147, 00

Binghamton, N. Y__._ .. _ .. 124.81 10.70 15. 61 171.00 | 124.26 50. 056 40. 75
Memphis, Tenn..._.......... 119.15 11.38 15. 66 168.00 | 103.64 | 35.80 26, 49
Oklahoma City, Oklat _ | 127. 68 11.22 18.03 157.20 | 115.92 33.33 30. 43
Winston-Salem, N. C.i_..___ . 1242 11.10 15. 93 157.92 | 130. 92 54 52 33.73
Louisville, Ky.! . 123.57 10. 66 15. 61 161.50 | 103. 09 40. 94 7. 08
Houston, Tex_.... .. ____ s 126, 06 08,13 12,78 15. 15 159. 00 .31 13. 50
Jacksonville, Fla____ 120. 74 93. 94 11. 89 14.90 150. 00 51.33 20,10
Indianapolis, Ind. 122. 52 3. 05 12, 62 17.16 156. 00 45. 64 37.%4
Dallas, Tex_________ 113.32 B7. W6 10. 81 14. 55 165. 00 24.31 13. 60
Clarksburg, W. Va.! 127. 68 102, 00 9,07 15.71 147. 00 18. 9% 16. 48
Cedar Rapids, Towa ! . 130. 64 102, 02 12,77 15. 85 153.43 | 133.12 65. 44 56. 26
Columbia, 8, C E 114. 46 59, 26 10. 44 .76 150. 00 | 119. 98 38.07 15. 75
Knoxville, Tenn_.. ... 119.35 93.37 11.75 14.23 157.80 | 110.85 | 43.11 22. 46
Columbus, Ohiot ________ | N 127. 81 101. 25 10. 46 16.10 144. 00 Y8, 15 33. 36 30. 86
Birmingham, Als. . _______. i 36. 118. 89 92.67 10. 50 15,42 125,04 | 101,37 32. 685 23,41
Fl Paso, Tex. { 340. 31 117. 82 91,47 10. 86 15.19 153.00 | 123.36 45. 84 34.88
Little Rock, Ark.__ 340. 15 120,32 43, 29 12.50 14. 83 135. 00 s, 34 27.00 20. 00
Mobile, Aln s 3 | 330.35 113. 50 87.12 11. 57 14. 81 127.44 | 113.47 36. 08 17. 54
Wichita, mea ...... | S09. 64 | 323,17 122. 46 87. 20 | 10, ¢ 14.2% 123.00 | 117.18 49. 85 44.85

——
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8ee footnotes at end of table.
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Table 8.—Annual Costs of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4
1935—Continved

EMERGENCY LEVEL—continued

4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March

City

Average, 39 cities_ . A

Washington, D. C_._.__.__

Minneapolis, Minn ___ .
San Franeisco, Calif.!__________
New York, N. Y.\ ... .. ...
Chiecago, l”.’ S e s

Milwaukee, Wis. . ...
Cleveland, Qhie ! ________

Boston, Mass. _
8t. Louis, Mo__ a
Albuquerque, N. Mex.!____ .-

Sioux ¥ m~ S, Dak
Los Angeles, (ll]lf‘..,. e
Cincinnati, Ohio . ... _____ ...
BorAngin - Pl -Gaassssamias

Buthl: ek o o
Pittshurgh, Pu
Baltimore, Md
Rochester, N, Y i
Philadelphia, Pa_______________

Portland, Maine
Newark, N.J ... __
Bridgeport, Conn
Tucson, Ariz.)_. ... .
Lo oY 11 B i,

Honsehold apera-
tion—Continued

Miseellaneous
| Reereation Taxes ?
Trans- School : Church \
Motion
Total porta- ' attend- b eontri- |
A | pieture | Tobaceo - Tta-
tion ance theater Aer butions ! mo I)’l::::;\tnl C:;i[(;l:u
admis- | toys? property
sions “ | ‘
$145. 30 $44.07 § $6. 8T $7.80 ‘ $4 310. 40 { 8 $2. 54 l 78110 ‘ 144
158. 53 59, 54 892 4.0 0.4 | () ) )
76,55 7.75 1 10. 40 (" ) é"’)
42,32 9. 74 4. 10. 40 () 5"‘) )
9. 52 8. 94 4. 10. 40 (') 19) (')
7i.76 8. 90 4 10. 40 1.81 1.81 (1)
2 161, 59 63,45 7.87 4. 10. 40 3.14 3. 14 U?
2.7 163.25 4. 60 8.72 4 10. 40 &) (“; (e
2.7 150. 21 51.45 9.06 4, 10. 40 2,00 [ 2.00
178 190. 87 98, 70 8. 81 4. 10, 40 277 2.77 (')
2 115. 98 10. 56 8.12 4. 10. 40 ()] (&) 0
2, 179.23 68, 40 812 4. 20. 80 10. 40 (1) () ("
i 100, 33 9. 11 7.34 4. .80 10. 40 1,60 1. 60 (1)
2. 7! 185, 82 84. 42 871 4 . %0 10. 40 " ?"‘) (1)
2, 165, 26 78,83 8. 58 4. . RO 10. 40 (1) 1) (19)
2. 140. 93 33.55 9. 58 4. . 80 10. 40 8. 94 (0 8. 94
2. 122.33 9.02 8.25 4, 80 20. 80 10. 40 6. 00 2.0 4.00
2, 1584, 08 88, 55 8.46 4. 80 20, 80 10. 40 2. 00 () 2.00
2 183. 26 96. 24 : 9.70 4. 80 20. 80 10. 40 (1) E"’) FO)
2] 149. 90 53.25 . 65 7.45 4. R0 20, 80 10. 40 ﬁ“‘) ”’; 10)
2 174. 91 88, 38 .00 9.82 4. 80 20. 80 10. 40 w) (1 (1)
2 133. 40 23.76 6. 06 7.26 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 7.36 4,36 3.00
2.7 127. 46 31. 46 4.00 8,26 4. 80 20, 80 10, 40 1, 00 F“g 1
2, 131, 50 36, 45 .72 7.80 4.80 20, 80 10. 40 L) " (e
2. 125, 47 10.28 8. 14 9. 59 4. 87 20, 80 10. 40 622 6,22 Ly
2, 130, 17 24,80 18. 56 7.42 4.90 20. 80 10. 40 3.80 3.80 (0
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Atlanta, Ga.__.__.__.___.__._. ()] 2,78 149. 85 48. 14 43.74 7.13 11. 64 6. 84 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 8. 00 3,00 5.00
Richmond, Va.__.._..._. R *) 2,75 136, 54 46,11 33,260 7.78 13.02 8, 22 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 5.20 2.20
Omaha, Nebro.._.._ .. ... _._. 1.00 23 138,73 43. 21 48, 60 4,32 11. 40 6, 60 4. 80 20. 80 10. 40 (%) 5”} 10)
Buffalo, N. Y. __.._..._ ... £ (U] 2.75 164, 65 45, 68 74. 40 2,04 11.33 8.53 4. 80 20. 80 10. 40 (1) 19) 10)
Kansas City, Mo___......._.__. 3.00 2.75 182, 47 46.21 79.70 11.37 10,37 5.57 4. 80 20, 80 10. 40 3.62 3.62 10y
Fall River, Mass_ .. _......_... 0] 2.75 122,72 46.11 26,21 U] 13.00 8.20 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 6.20 4.20
Spokane, Wash___._.__._.___ 12.00 2.756 140. 18 59. 49 34.34 4.29 10. 86 6. 06 4. 80 20. 80 10. 40 (1) (9 )
Norfolk, Va.. . . ... < 5') 2.75 130. 07 45, 95 29. 85 5. 11 12,16 7.36 4. 80 20. 80 10. 40 5. 80 2. 80 3
Salt Lake City, Utah ! ] 2.77 144.79 50, 98 44. 95 1.02 12.19 7.30 4.90 20. 80 10, 49 4.4 4. 44 (19)
Manchester, N. H____.__.___ V] 2.75 131.71 44.90 33.08 1.00 14.33 9,53 4. 80 20. 80 10. 40 7.20 3.20 4,00
Beattle, Wash_ .. _....... ’ (U] 275 154. 80 46. 64 82,90 1.63 12.43 7.63 4. R0 20. 80 10. 40 (10) ("’g 5“’)
Denver, Colo. ! _____ . .. .. ~ 1. 50 257 165, 75 50 56 62.37 7.78 13. 54 8,064 4.90 20. 80 10. 40 ()] (e 10)
Providence, R. L. ... .. ... ] 3.00 2.75 129.75 449.30 34 44 1.58 10. 80 6. 00 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 2. 4. (")
Portland, Oreg. ... _ .. e 6. 00 2.7 153. 88 44.61 58, 28 8. 48 11.30 6,50 4. 80 20. 80 10. 40 () (] [t)
New Orleans, I8, .....c..... { " 2,75 181,12 4i.21 S1 48 3.80 13. 98 9. 18 4. 80 20, 80 10.40 3.45 3.45 (]

|
Binghamton, N. Y. ________ " 2 50. 34 9. 74 16, 50 14. 54 9.74 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 () (19) (1%)
Memphis, Tenn. . .. ... ___ | ") 2 7.96 51.03 7.50 12. 28 7. 15 4. 80 20. B0 10. 40 4.00 (O]
Oklahoma City, Okla.!_ .. ’ 8,00 2 45, 64 32.94 11.50 13. 10 K. 26 4.85 20. 80 10. 40 ) (19 (1)
Winston-Salem, N. C.! : | ") 2. 48.75 17. 48 10,32 11. 18 6. 24 494 20. 80 10. 40 100 () 1
Louisville, Ky.' ... _........ ™ 2, 36. 64 49. 63 11. 66 13.61 8. 66 4. 94 20. 80 10. 40 2.16 2.18 (1)
Houston, Tex_.__.__.._.___._ ] 2.75 158. 7 47. 50 585, 57 9. 77 1. 7 68.04 4. RO 20. 80 10. 40 3.00 (@ 3.00
Jacksonville, Fla.._._..... _. ] 2. ib 130. 14 71, 53 25,76 7.00 12.85 7.85 4. 80 20.80 10. 40 2. 00 () 2.00
Indianapolis, Ind___________ ‘ ] 2.75 151. 64 39. 17 54,34 9. 40 11. 95 7.15 4. 80 20. 8n 1, 40 5,58 2,58 3.00
Dallas, Tex_ . ... ... .. U] 2375 133. 79 44. 56 29.97 12, 25 12.31 7.l 4. 80 20. R0 10. 40 3.50 10 3. 50
Clarksburg, W. Va.! = 8. 00 2.77 126, 34 44. 78 7.67 21,19 11,50 6. 60 4. 90 20. 80 10, 40 500 ) 5. 00
Cedar Rapids, Iowa ... _ . 125 2 11. 27 20, 71 1. 88 11. 58 6. 68 4.90 20. /0 10. 40 4.00 () 4.00
Columbia, 8. C_____ - U] ' 2 36, 84 7.29 1114 11.81 7.01 4. 80 20. 80 10. 40 .00 (") 2.00
Knoxville, Tenn____.________ (M b 45.23 26,78 R. 50 118 6.38 4, RO 20. 30 10. 40 6.73 2.7 4.00
Columbus, Ohio 1. ... __ 10} 2. 41,21 37.05 8. 94 1138 6.43 404 20, 80 10. 40 o) () (%)
Birmingham, Ala.____________ i U] 2. 43.01 51,24 10. 25 ‘ 11. 94 714 4.80 20. 80 10. 40 3.00 (1) 3.00
El Paso, Tex.... ... . 2.50 o 34.62 14.26 1.94 ‘ 12.35 7.55 4. 80 20. 80 10. 40 3. 50 (1) 3.50
Little Rock, Ark...._ _____ ™ 2. 48. 20 13.72 13.17 IL75 6.05 4. 80 20. 80 10.40 8.13 2,13 6,00
Mobile, Ala... .. _.. - ] 2. 48, 66 17,45 20. 51 10. 90 6. 10 4. 80 20.80 10. 40 3.45 .45 3.00
Wichita, Kans_.._____ . : 145 D: +5.07 21.87 14. 50 ' 1138 5.38 480 20, 80 10. 40 Q)] (O] G

1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 16).

? Budget aliowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

3 Exclusive of sales tax.

¢ Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 18-city average is $4.90,

$ Though only 55 cities had a direct for school attendance, an average for 50 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 55-city average is $7.37.
¢ Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 36-city average is $4.17.

7 Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 citles, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 22-city average is $2.96.

! Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 35-city average is $3.40.

? Not a direct charge. 1% None payable.

Norz.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers {n computing averages, there are slight discrepancies between certain totals and the sums of their component {tems.
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Table 9.—Relative Costs ! of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Parson Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

EMERGENCY LEVEL

; Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal

Total

Household operation

Furni-
ture, fur-
nishings,

and
house-
hold
equip-
ment

Total
City cost of
living
\
Average, 59 cities:
ANt oo $903, 27
Percent . __..__... - 100. ¢

Washington, D. C_.._......
Minneapolis, Minn_ __

San Francisco, (alif.l_

New York, N. Yo ___ =

Chicage, 11V .. ...
Milwankee, Wis_ . __........ 107. 5
Cleveland, Ohio !, e 106. 8
Boston, Mass___.__......_ - 108. 1
StoLoaie Mo . T i 103, 9
Albuquerque, N. Mex.!_ ... .. 104. 9
Detroit, Mich.t. . ... ... 2 104. 5
Sioux Falls, 8, Duk_ = 103, 9
Los Angeles, Calif. 103. 6
Cincinnati, Ohio 1. . 103. 8
Seranton, PR ... . ... 103. 2
Butte, Mont. ... ____.. ... 103.2
Pittsburgh, Pa. 103. 0
Baltimore, Md. 102.6
Rochester, N. Y 102. 4
Paoiladelphia, Pa........._.._. 102. 4
Portland, Maine.............. 102.1
NeWArK phVud oepnapossiesenmes 101.9
Bridgeport, Conn.. 1019
Tucson, Ariz.l. 10L. 9
Peoria, TN 101.1

RS Y R

OO NO=OD WxEED

g

$175. 05

100, 0

7.0
109 0
113.1
o5
14, %

110.
113.
102,

7.
105,

e RS T

106,

U e B e

©
L2 ot |

St |

R 2]

Housing,
inelud- Eud
ing -5
water Total
ks Conl or
Totul Wood
‘l
SI67. 70 15121 %4 | $48.50 | §38.66
100. 0 ( 0.0 | 100.0 100. 0
95,2 1 109.3 119.2
136. 5 192. 5 227.0
119.5 841 74.3
10,9 | n2.1 16, 4
106. 7 128.6 1489
126 | 1165 | 164.0 188, 4
1055 | 918 | 100.3 116.9
s o | 063 | 1192 125. 4
1206 | SL3| 3.4 72,9
8.0 | 113.8] 851 8.6
100.1 ] 1059 | 121.8 136, 9
1223 | 139.7 | 175.5 205, 5
87.6 2.1 86. 6 8L 1
115. 5 L L) B2 96.5
123.4 93. 4 85.3 7.5
08.3 120,7 139.6 154.7
100. 1 812 60. 5 63. 4
1038, 7 84 98, 6 104.2
100. 1 121). 8 163. 7 185.3
107.3 M0 93.1 98,2
93.0 124.0 145. 3 150. 4
114. 4 14,0 111.8 10.8
103.7 108. 5 123. 4 124. 9
98,3 116.2 81.3 64. 5
124.1 82.8 G6. 4 60, 1
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T@oNS W’ O O

G D e =D

— N

— e e Y

W —m >

Atlanay O e scnuanyinin 100.9 | 102.1 911 9L 9 | 112.6 | 889 79.2 7Ll 100.8 l 1015 07.3 87.6 102
Richmond, Va 100. 8 9.3 103. 0 4.6 108, 4 100, 2 48, 0 8.7 148. 4 1217 8L 5 89, 1 109,
Omaha, Nebr. 100. 6 94, 9 100, 9 00, 6 108, 0 s, 2 8.7 132.0 £5.0 63,4 810 9h. 6 03
Buflalo, N. Y__. ,r w. 8 v7.9 100. 7 101.3 93 0 977 | L3 132.R .1 86. 8 758 95,3 40
Kansas City, Mo___.._._.__. 49. 6 0. 6 .0 100, 4 R4 sL6 .6 B3.8 .2 67.1 8. 4 R, 8 93
Fall River, Mass_. 99. 4 99.1 103.0 14, 1 100. 1 113.6 1314 137.7 107.0 86. 8 119.6 100. 8 111
Spokane, Wash._ _ S e 99. 0 7.9 112.1 110. 6 T 1%, 1 1187 104} 174. 6 101.3 849 122. 1 110.
Norfolk, Va e .7 100. 5 95. 4 w7 106, 1 9s.0 103. 4 9.7 136. 7 105.5 8.5 9.9 94,
Balt Lake City, Utah1_ < 9%, 6§ Wi 5 110. 1 110. 4 85.8 106, 0 103.3 108, 6 ¥3.0 101.8 118. 6 110. 4 112
Manchester, N. H._._..____ 8. 5 102.3 49. 8 08. 7 82.2 118.1 148.8 157.1 116, 9 86. 8 119.6 90.9

Seattle, Wash___________ . 98. 2 99. 4 104. 4 103.8 75. 1 108. 5 101 5 §3.2 171. 2 162.3 75 114.6 101
Denver, Colo.b._. S 95. 0 97.3 9.7 99.7 89. 4 9.9 87,7 88,9 3.0 70.8 93.3 105. 8 102
Providence, R.1________ 98.0 00,1 1.9 91.0 6. 5 110.8 127.6 133.2 106. 0 7.2 123.7 103. 6 o7
Portland, Oreg. ... . . 95. 0 YN 4 11241 113.0 3 109. 2 86.9 L3 146. 4 162.3 89. 9 118.2 9.
New Orleans, La_________ 97.7 7.4 94,0 3.7 57.6 846 5.0 48.5 ¢ 1 104.5 133.7 914 ™
Binghamton, N. Y.. . ___ 9.2 7 7.5 0%, 3 90,1 101. 9 2.0 102. 6 105. 4 9L 7 8A. 8 139. 4 941 102
Memphis, Tenn_.___. s 97.1 ‘ 7 93. 1 gl 9 95. 8 100, 1 85. 1 73.4 68, 5 1.8 105. 5 B4 9 85. 8 49,
Oklahoma City, Oklal ____ 96, 8 .6 99. 7 68, 2 g4 4 3.7 anl 65.3 R 28. 6 123.0 106, 6 7.0 90,
Winston-Salem, N. C.! 8. 7 L5 97. 0 u7.0 93. 4 94,1 07. 5 1L 7 7.2 205. 0 125. 4 111. 68 9L 9 98,
Louisville, Kyt ____...._. 6. 5 0.3 ub. 7 971 897 uh, 4 56 83.9 95, & 3.1 74.5 7.8 93.0 I
Houston, Tex___...____ . __ 96. 2 6. 4 08. 5 7.y 107. 6 05.1 UL 8 800 47.8 349 06, 7 135. 8 83.2 90.2 100,
Jacksonville, Fla____ ... - 9. 2 101. 3 043 3.7 100, 1 3.5 RO, 4 100. 3 105.2 2. 0 308, 0 104.5 105. 6 86,3 1a3.
Indisnapolis, Ind.________ 95 | 93. 8 95.9 02.8 106, 2 107. 7 93.0 80,7 93. 5 97.9 0.9 775 RN, 2 94.5 94
Dallas, Tex....._..__.. | 9.5 | 100.8 88, § &7.8 9.0 91.3 us. 3 s 44.8 3521 106.6 | 129.5 B4 9 105, 2 43,
Clarksburg, W, Vol ... ‘J 044 14 1 99,7 101. 8 839 U8, 6 87.48 T2 48,9 2.6 247 8.5 9.1 106. 0 106,

|
Cedar Rapids, lowa ! __. | 94.0 93. 8 102.0 101. 8 107. 5 99. 5 ! 91.4 0.3 145.5 3.3 93.3 103.0 101,
Columbia, 8. C_.___ .. . 93.5 | 105.9 89. 4 89. 1 87.9 92. 6 89 4 3.5 40.7 .7 105. 6 85. 6 107,
Knoxville, Tenn. .. ___... 43. 5 9.0 93. 2 93,2 98. 8 80.3 | 4.0 ) 58,1 <1, 2 97.3 910 106,
Columbus, Ohio ! . . | 93.1 100. 2 99.8 101. O 88,1 101. 0 85 8 LB 0.8 0. 4 63. 6 8. 6 103
Birmingham, Ala.. . . 925 ‘ 9.0 92.8 92.5 B0, 9 6. 7 | 76.3 2 60. 8 .5 7.3 93.7 91
|
El Paso, Tex..__.. | 100.0 91. 8 I 1.3 G4 95.3 | 0.2 101.2 . 90. 2 ] 119. 6 106. 5 7.
Little Rock, Ark._________ 104 0 940 43. 1 105, 2 8.2 0.5 BO.7 0. 5.7 3 132 8 oh. 8 A,
Mobile, Ala_.. | ‘ 7.1 88. 6 J 80.9 97.3 92.9 l 3,1 ;i 45. 4 5. % 9.3 97.7 4,
Wichita, Kans.___ ‘ | 4a. 0 5.6 | w70 2.4 | 80, 6 96, 2 [ 102,72 118.0 . 4 ‘ 113.0 5, & 94
| | |

I

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 9.—Relative Costs of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935—

EMERGENCY LEVEL—continued

ontinve

City

ITousehold opera-

‘ tion—Continued
|
|

Refuse
dispozal

Average, 59 cities:
Amount._

Percent._._._.

Washington, D. C_.
Minneapolis, Minn
Ran Francisco, Calif!
New York, N. Y

Chieago, L1, ... ...

Milwaukee, Wis_ _
Cleveland, Ohio 1.
Boston, Mass__.

8t. Louis, Ma___

Albuquerqnc. N.Mex. '

Detroit, Mich.t =
Sioux ¥alls, 8, Dak____
Los Angeles, Calif.l ..
Cineinnati, Ohiot__
Scranton, Pa_ ...

Butte, Mont._____.
Pittsburgh, Pu.

Baltimore, Md__ ... _____..

Rochester, N. Y_____ .
Philadelphia, Pa_

Portland, Mnlne
Newark, N.
Brldneport ( onn.
Tucson, Ariz

‘ Unspeei-
fled

essen-
tials ?

Miscelluneous
Recreation Taxes ?
St Medical | Trons- Schtxél Motion Life Chu:’t(-h
Tota ai porta- attend- picture . insur- |contribu- :
care & Taobacco fir & Personal | Capita-
tion ance Total Enl(‘l'ixantigf and toys?| 80ce ! tions ? Total property | tion
sions
F145. 30 $47.08 $44. 07 $ 8887 $12.63 7. 80 §4.83 $20. 80 $10. 40 8§24 8110 8144
1060, 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100, 0 ot 0 100. 0 100. 0
9.3 112.6 132 4 19.7 108. 6 1143 99, 4 100. 0 100.0 | (0 (") ™
120, 6 103. 5 170. 2 9.0 99. 4 99. 4 99, 4 100. 0 100. 0 (19) (19) (19)
106, 3 122. 9 941 123.3 116. 1 124.9 101. 9 100. 0 100. v (1) (1) (1)
107.8 107. 6 132, 4 212 109. 5 114.6 101. 4 100. 0 100. 0 (1) (1) (1)
123. 4 100. 8 172.9 44.2 100, 2 114.1 101. ¢ 100.0 100, 0 71.3 164. 5 (m
111.2 85. 1 JEI | 164. 1 98. 7 8.3 09. 4 100.0 100. 0 123.6 285. 5 (1)
133.0 113.2 1801 152.7 108, 2 1L B 102.3 100. 0 100. 0 (") (1) (10)
103. 4 105. 8 114 4 27.4 109. 7 116, 2 99 4 100. 0 100. 0 8.7 (1) 138.9
131. 4 WM. 7 219.5 ™ 107. 7 112.9 99. 4 100.0 100, 0 109. 1 251.8 (1)
9.8 110.0 235 136.8 103. 1 104. 1 101. 4 100. 0 100. 0 (10) (10) (1)
123. 4 1.5 152. 1 204, 7 103. 4 104.1 102.3 100. 0 100, 0 1) (19) (10)
69.0 98.3 20.3 (Y] 9.1 04. 1 9. 4 100. 0 100. 0 63.0 145. 5 (1)
127.9 114.8 187. 7 36.3 107. 9 1117 101.9 100. 0 100, 0 (10) (1) (1)
113.7 79.9 175.3 59,2 107. 1 110.0 102.3 100. 0 100. 0 iy (1) (1)
97.0 110.9 71.6 9.5 113.8 122.8 99. 4 100. 0 100.0 352.0 (1) 620, 8
842 120.1 20.1 94.6 103.3 105. 8 99, 4 100. 0 100.0 236, 2 181. 8 277.8
126.7 104. 2 106, 9 " 105. 0 108. 5 . 4 100.0 100.0 8T (1) 138. 9
126, 1 84,2 214.0 24.6 114.7 124.3 9. 4 100. 0 100. 0 (1) 10y ()
103, 2 101. 0 118, 4 82,2 97.0 95. 5 90,4 100. 0 100. 0 (1) 10) ()
119.7 ¥2.2 196. 6 14.6 115.7 125.9 w. 4 100. 0 100, ¢ (%) (1) (1)
0L 3 112. 5 528 88, 2 95. 6 0.1 09, 4 100. 0 100, 0 0.8 390, 4 208, 3
87.7 90,3 70.0 58.2 103.3 106, 9 W 4 100. 0 100. 0 an. 4 (1" 69, 4
90. 6 107.3 811 10. 5 99.7 100. 0 0. 4 100 0 100. 0 (19) (19) 10
86. 4 17.2 29 118. 4 114. 5 12,9 100. 8 100, 0 100. 0 44.9 b68. 5 10y
80.6 83.9 55.2 270.2 7.8 96.1 101. 4 100. 0 100. 0 149. 6 346. 5 L]
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( 9.6 103.1 102 2 97.3 108.8 92.1 87.7 9.4 100. 0 100.0 3158.0 w1 7.2
(* 9.6 9.0 97.9 74.0 112.8 108.1 105. 4 9.4 100.0 100. 0 204.7 200.0 208. 3
66. 7 ”.6 95.5 01.8 108.1 62 9 90.2 84.6 9.4 100.0 100.0 (9 ?"; (1)
[¢) %0.6 113.3 97.0 165. 5 2.7 8.7 8.7 9.4 100.0 100. 0 (1%) 10 g“’)
200.0 9.6 125.6 98.1 177.3 185.5 821 7.4 0.4 100.0 100.0 142.5 30.1 i9)
Fall River, Mass..__._________. [y 9.6 845 97.9 58.3 ™ 1029 108. 1 9.4 100.0 100.0 244.1 381.8 138.
grok&ne, Wuh - 800. 0 9.6 96. 5 126.3 76.4 624 86.0 7.7 9.4 100. 0 100.0 (19 (1) (1)
orfolk, Va_.__._.__.._. - ] 9.6 89.8 97.68 66. 4 74.4 96. 3 .3 990.4 100. 0 100.0 228.3 254.5 3
Salt Lake Cit, '; 100. 4 9.7 108.3 100. 0 14.8 96.5 9.6 101. 4 100. 0 100. 0 174.8 403.6 (1)
Manchester, N. H U 90.6 90. 6 95. 4 73.8 4.6 113. 4 122.2 0.4 100.0 100.0 ] 200.9 .
Seattle, Wash - M 9.6 108.5 9.1 139.9 37 98 4 97.8 9.4 100.0 100.0 E'") 5‘2 10)
Denver, Colo.! 100. 0 100. 4 1141 108.0 138.7 113.2 107.1 110.8 10l. 4 100.0 100. 0 10) ¥ W;
Providence, R. 200. 0 9.6 80.3 104.7 76.6 2.7 85.5 76.9 9.4 100. 0 100. 0 5 222.7 10
Portland, - 400.0 99.6 105. 9 4.7 120.6 123.5 80.5 83.4 0.4 100.0 100. 0 (10) (%) '°;
New Orleans, ® 99.6 14.7 100.3 181. 2 55.3 110.7 117.7 9.4 100.0 100. 0 135.8 313.6 (&)
Binghamton, N. Y. . ?; 9.6 84.2 106. ¢ 2168 240. 2 115. 1 1M4.9 920.4 100.0 100.0 10 (19 (%)
Memphis, Tenn._.__. - Y 9.6 106.0 101. 9 113. 5 100. 2 7.1 95.7 9.4 100. 0 100. 0 157.5 10) .8
Oklahoms City, Okla.l. . 533.3 100. 0 925 96.9 73.3 167. 4 108.7 105. 9 100. 4 100. 0 100. 0 ()] 10) (&)
Winston-8alem, N. C.1__ . ® 100. 7 81.2 9.3 38.9 150. 2 88. 5 80.0 102.3 100. 0 100. 0 30.4 1) 9. 4
Louisville, Ky.l......_____..... ® 100.7 99.7 71.8 110.4 109.7 107.7 111.1 102.3 100. 0 - 100.0 85.0 196. 4 (19)
Houston, Tex....._.____...___. ® 9.6 100. 2 100. 9 123.6 141. 6 929 88.9 92%.4 100. 0 100. ¢ 118.1 (19 208. 3
Jacksonville, Fla._ 9 99.6 89.6 109. § 57.3 101.9 100.1 100. 6 9.4 100. 0 100. 0 78.7 () 138.9
Indianapolis, Ind_ ¢ 9.6 104. 4 83.2 120.8 136.8 9.6 9.7 9.4 100. 0 100.0 219.7 24, 208.3
Dallas, Tex......... Y 9.6 921 94.6 66.6 178.3 97.5 96.3 9.4 100. 0 100.0 137.8 (19 243.1
Clarksi)urg, W. Va. 400.0 100. 4 87.0 105.7 17.0 308. 4 91.0 8.6 101. 4 100. 0 100. 0 196.9 (] M7.2
Cedar Rapids, Iowa ! ________. 83.3 100. 4 78.2 87.8 46.0 70.7 9.7 85.7 101. 4 100.0 100. 0 1572. 5 (19 277.8
Columbia, 8. C.__.. - " 99.6 6.0 78.2 16.2 1621 93.5 89.9 9.4 100. 0 100.0 78.7 (19 138.9
Knoxville, Tenn. . '; 9.6 89.2 96. 1 5.6 13.7 88.5 818 99.4 100. 0 100. 0 205.0 8.2 277.8
Columbus, Ohio 1. 0 100. 7 89.3 87.5 82 4 130. 2 90.0 828 1023 100. 0 100.0 (19 ?°) 9
Birmingham, Ala._.__......__. ) 9.6 103.7 91.3 114.0 149. 2 94.5 8.8 00.4 100.0 100.0 118.1 10) 208. 3
El Paso, Tex...coococeaecnn... 166.7 9.6 67.4 73.5 31.7 28.2 97.7 96.8 90.4 100. 0 100.0 137.8 () 243.1
Little Rock, Ark._ () 99.6 86.8 102.4 30.5 191.7 93.0 8.1 9.4 100. 0 100. 0 320. 1 193. 6 416.7
Mobile, Ala__ ) 9.6 89.68 9.1 38.8 208. 5 88.3 78.2 99. 4 100. 0 100. 0 135. 8 40.9 208.3
Wichita, Kans.. 96.7 99.6 85.2 95.7 48.6 211.1 8.5 81.8 9.4 100.0 100. 0 (D] (1) (1)
1 Include sales tax where levied Sf)pendlx table 16).
1 Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.
1 Exclusive of sales tax.

4 Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 18-city average is $4.90.

5 Though only 53 cities had a direct charge for school attendanoce, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 85-city average is $7.37.

¢ Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 36-city average is $4.17.

7 Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 50 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 22-city average is $2.06.
§ Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is usod in order to balance the table. The 25-city average is $3.40.

* Not a direct charge. 1¢ None payable.

Norz.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies between certain totals and the sums of thelr component items.
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Table 10.—Annual Costs ! of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Princi
Family, 59 Cities,

| Subgroups, in 9 Geographic Divisions, 4-Person Manual Worker's
arch 1935

EMERGENCY LEVET,

(teographic division

Bud Average,
get group 50 citles
New Eng- Middle | East North|West North! South At- | East South | West South Mountain Pacific
land Atlantic Central Central lantic Central Central
Total cost o WeIng. . -ceons cvassnmssmmsianaa $003, 27 $912. 27 $024. 36 £925.07 $910. 88 $899. 25 $UR, 80 $855. 37 $915. 16 $920. 48
FEOodinni i rms it - - Caaa i 340.30 347.05 342.07 335. 29 331.80 347. 50 332.89 336. 97 348.74 339. 27
Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care________. 128, 05 128.69 124.68 133. 43 129. 31 122,15 118.95 120. 88 137.07 141, 57
Clothing 100. 23 100. 31 97.72 105,12 102. 10 95. 96 92. 58 93. 87 105. 38 11L 53
Clothing upkeep. 11.88 12.2% 11, 06 11,37 1199 10. 99 11.23 11. 49 14. 96 13.02
Y o0 TR R e R R S 15,93 16, 10 15.90 16. 94 15. 21 15.19 15.15 15. 52 16.73 17.02
Housing, Inetodlng waber . oo oo v vnsiinevrnsinss 167.79 166. 00 184, 88 178,80 173.55 1786. 20 148.62 152.70 161. 04 145.68
}l()lls(‘hnhl operation._ 121. 84 137.32 120. 24 116. 20 129.79 116. 38 106. 48 108. 15 133. 46 136. 11
Fuel______. 48, 80 M. 71 51.24 50. 46 6101 44. 58 37.71 30. 36 49. 00 46. 63
l oal or wood_ 38. 66 53. 43 42.79 44.72 54. 28 29.92 25. 40 2L 86 3%, 53 32.00
Gas_._..... 10,14 11. 28 8.45 5. 74 6.73 14. 66 12.32 8. 50 10.47 14. 62
16O dras e 18. 67 15,57 15.39 15. 22 13.77 20.13 18. 61 20, 96 23. 46 29. 89
Electricity_.. 14. 52 16. 41 16.05 12.38 14.19 13.70 13.26 16. 00 16.70 12.5
Household kupph 16. 94 17.31 16. 16 16, 60 16. 55 15. 58 15.73 16. 54 20.03 19. 88
Furniture, furni
ment._........ 18, 66 18. 82 18. 09 18.77 7.93 18.97 18,42 17.78 20. 25 19. 39
Refuse disposal. i 11,50 175 ® 3.60 .67 L L75 126 . (4
Unspecified essenti: als ¢ . 2,76 2,75 2 15 277 275 2.76 2.76 2.75 2.76 2.76
Niscellan@ons. . oo oo cccisiceecacccammmecenasaas - 145. 30 133. 22 152. 49 161. 28 148. 44 137. 02 141.85 138.67 134.86 157.84
Medical care. . R - 7.08 48. %4 47,62 44.38 45. 05 46. 42 43.90 44.62 53. 07 52. 53
Transportation..__._..___.____ = 44.97 34.23 54.86 61. 15 50.75 35. 85 39.23 37.99 27. 44 56. 45
School attendance - aci 56,87 1.87 3.01 9. 98 5. 90 8.08 11. 68 8.73 6. 57 5.07
L TTe (VAT R e S e e R S - 12.63 12 77 13.41 12.77 11.83 12.46 11.98 12.54 13.25 12. 58
Motion picture theater admissions._. tey 7.80 7.97 8.60 7.88 7.02 7.64 7.15 7.73 8.38 7.73
Tobacco and toys ¢ 4.83 4,80 4.81 4.90 4.81 4.83 4.83 4.81 4.87 4.85
Lifo insurance$_......... 20. 80 20. 80 20. 80 20. 80 20.80 20. 80 20. 80 20. 80 20. 80 20. 80
Church contributionss. . e, 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40
Taxes B ioona s 2z 254 4.20 1.49 17 1.71 3.2 3.87 3.60 3.33 ™
Personal property . ¥1.10 2.37 ) 1.41 114 .89 107 .83 2,63 *
Caphatin..euccieaecasea e e e 1], 44 1.83 1.49 .38 .87 2.33 2,80 2.67 .80 Q]
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! Inelude sales tax where levied (appendix table 16).

! Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 18-city average is $4.90. The averages for the
geographic divisions are based on the total number of cities in cach division included in this study.

3 Not a direct charge.

¢ Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

* Though only 55 cities had a direet charge for school attendance, an average for 59 eitles is used in order to balance the table, The 55-city average is $7.37. The averages for the
geographic divisions are based on the total number of cities in ¢ach division included in this study.

¢ Fxclusive of sales tax.

7 Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 59 cities is used fn order to balance the table. The 36-city average is $4.17. The averages for the geographic divisions
are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

# None payable,

¥ Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 citles is used in order to balance the table. The 22-city average is $2.96. The averages for the
geographie divisions are bused on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

19 Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 50 cities is used in order to balsnce the table. The 25-city average is $3.40. The averages for the geo-
graphie divisions are based on the total number of eities in each division included in this study.

NoTE.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies between certain totals and the sums of their component items.
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Table 11.—Relative Costs! of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, in 9 Geographic Divisions, 4-Person Manuval Worker's
Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

EMERGENCY LEVEL

Average, 59 cities

Geographle division

Budget group East | West East | West
Amount | Percent E:‘iwnd :{lldgt]iec North North Ast(l):r::} .| South South |Mountain' Pacific
L d Central | Central ¢ | Central | Central ’

Mothl okt of JIWIE . o cn s s e e $903, 27 100, 0 1010 102, 3 102. 4 100. 8 90. 6 94.0 94 101 3 101. 9
Pl s s s r e S e S T e R s S 340. 30 100. 0 102, 0 100. 5 98, 5 97. 5 102.1 97.8 99,0 102, 5 99, 7
Clothing, ¢lothing upkeep, and mrsomﬂ L e o 128,05 100, 0 100, 5 7. 4 104, 2 101, 0 95 4 92,9 94, 4 107.0 110. 6

L'luthlllk' - e Sy 100. 23 100. 0 100. 1 7.5 104. 9 101, 9 95. 7 2.4 3. 7 105. 1 111.3
Clothing upkeep i s 11. %8 100. 0 103. 4 93. 1 95. 7 100. 9 92 5 94. 5 o6, 7 125.9 109. 6
Personal care. —— e RS 3 15.93 100. 0 101.0 99, 8 106.3 95.5 95,3 5.0 7. 4 105.0 106. 8
Housing, including water A AR S A R 167.79 100. 0 98.9 110.2 108, 6 103. 4 105.0 88,6 91.0 96.0 86.8
Household operation_._____ 121. 84 100 0 12,7 8.7 054 108. 5 95.5 87. 4 7.1 109. 5 1117
Fuel. LIt 48, 80 100. 0 132. 6 105. 0 103, 4 125.0 91. 4 77.3 62.2 100. 4 5. 6
Coal or wood = 38. 66 100.0 138. 2 110. 7 115. 7 140. 4 77.4 65. 7 56, 5 9. 7 82.38
(O], F— 10. 14 100. 0 111. 2 ¥3.3 56. 6 66. 4 144. 6 1215 83.8 103.3 144. 2
100 sn 18. 67 100. 0 83. 4 82 4 815 73.7 107.8 9. 7 112.3 125.7 160. 1
Electricity. 14. 52 100. 0 113.0 110.5 85.2 97.7 94.3 9.3 110. 1 115.0 86.3
Household Gupphes __________________________________ 16. 94 100. 0 102. 2 95. 4 8.0 97.7 92.0 92.8 7.7 118. 2 117. 4
Furniture, furnishings, and household equipment ... E 1N, 68 100. 0 100. 9 6. 9 100. 6 96. 1 101. 7 9.7 95.3 108. 5 103. 9
Refuse diSpOS&l ................................ 1+l 11,50 100, O 118.7 37.3 () 240, 0 44.7 @ 116.7 84.0 336. 0
Unspecified essentials*_ _______ . . __. < 2,76 100.0 99.6 99.6 100. 4 9.6 100. 0 100.0 99.6 100. 0 100. &
Miscellaneous. ..............__ 145. 30 100.0 oL 7 104. 9 111. 0 100. 8 9.3 97.6 95. 4 92.8 108. 6
Medical care.. " T 47.08 100. 0 103. 9 101. 1 9.3 95.7 98. 6 93, 2 04.8 112.7 1118
TranBportatign: ©o i fecci Garisve. cvsamsmsanias oom i 44. 97 100. 0 76.1 122.0 136.0 112.9 79.3 R7.2 84. 5 61.0 125. 6
8chool attendance. 86,87 100. 0 27.2 56. 9 146.3 85.9 17.5 170.1 127. 1 95. 6 73.8
¢ 12.63 100. 0 101. 1 106. 1 101. 1 03.7 98.7 ™. 8 09, 2 104.9 90.6
Motion plcture theater admissions 7.80 100.0 102.2 110. 2 100, 9 90. 0 7.9 01.7 99. 1 107. 4 99.1
Tobaccoandtoysé ... ... ... .. 4.83 100. 0 99. 4 0.8 101. 4 90. 6 100. 0 100. 0 99.6 100. 8 100, 4
Life insurance $. ... 20. 80 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0
Church contributions¢_._._______._ . 10. 40 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0
axes®. Lo s 72.54 100. 0 165. 4 58. 7 70.5 67.3 126.8 152. 4 1417 1311 *)
Personal property. s f1.10 100. 0 215.5 (*) 128.2 103.6 80, 9 07.3 84.5 230. 0 &)
QEPLAtIONIEEIE s  aaciisai it e e e i 10, 44 100.0 1271 103. 5 26. 4 39.6 181. 8 104. 4 185, 4 55,8 "
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! Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 16).

! Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 1R-city average is $1.90. The averages for the geo-
graphie divisions are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

3 Not a direct charge.

1 Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

 ‘I'hough only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 5 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 55-city average is $7.37. The averages for the
geoyuraphilc (livisinns]me based on the total number of cities in each dlvision included in this study.

Exclusive of sules tax.
~ 'Theugh taxes were pavable {n only 36 cities, an avernge for 50 citles i3 used in order to balance the table. The 36-city average is $4.17. The averages for the geographic divi-

sions are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

" None payable.

? Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 22-city average is $2.96. The averages for the
geographic divisions are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

19 Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The 25-city average is $3.40. The averages for the geo-
graphic divisions are based on the total number of cities in each division included in this study.

Nore.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies between certain totals and the sums of their component items.

€81 o S378Vv1 DIsva



184 ¢ COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES

Table 12.— Annual Costs!? of Living, by Ma'p‘r Budief Groups and Principal Subgroups,

in 5 Size of City Classifications, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March
1935
EMERGENCY LEVEL
8ize of city classification
Budget group ‘ggv gm
1,000,000 | 500,000 to |250,000 to | 100.000 to | 25.000 to
or more | 1,000,000 500,000 250,000 100,000
Totalcostof living______._.________. $903.27 | $951.82 | $951.29 | $897.50 | $884.88 $883. 29
e T 340.30 | 343.40| 338.66| 33800 3387 344 94
128.05 | 130.85 | 13264 12406 12813 128 57
100.23 | 10302 10480 | 97.65| 100.30 9969
11.88 10.48 | 1136 1.63| 1168 13.01
15.93 16.45 16.48 15.67 15.85 15.87

167.79 179. 40 187.50 185.00 165. 39 157.86

48.80 52.91 40.49 45.31 49. 04 51.62

38. 66 44.96 42.46 36.45 36.32 39.63

10. 14 7.95 7.03 8.86 12.71 12.00

) (T, 18.87 17.88 17.58 18.45 17.73 20.95

Electricity__.._.____. 14.52 14.42 12.59 13.70 14.75 18.70

Household supplies._.__. 16. 94 17.02 16. 86 16. 4 16.83 17.80
Furniture, furnishings, and house-

hold equipment...__... .. .._..._... 18.68 18.10 18. 57 18.32 18.89 19.19

Refuse disposal . _______ 21.50 ) 1.84 .90 1.78 2.43

Unspecified essentials ¢ 2.76 27 276 276 2.75 2.76

Miscellaneous. . ... ocieeieeeaaooo. 145.30 174.98 172.80 153. 57 130.82 120. 46

Medicalcare......... 47.08 49.53 47. 50 45. 61 46.87 48. 7

Transportation___._. 44.97 75.70 74.96 55.33 30.97 14. 60

School attendance. .. 56.87 4.4]1 4.48 6.99 6.13 9.91
RecPostion: ..cuospiis e msaswais 12.63 13.79 13.42 12.33 12.31 12. 49
Motion picturetheateradmissions. 7.80 8.90 8.59 7.51 7.50 7.65
Tobaccoand toys¢. ... ........ 4.83 4.89 4.83 4.83 4.82 4. 84
Life insurance$_... ... 20. 80 20.80 20. 80 20. 80 20. 80 20.80
Church contributions ¢ 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40 10. 40
Taxes ¢ 7254 .36 1.2 2.09 333 4.00
Personsl property. $1.10 .36 .74 .91 1.44 1.54
Capitation.__.._.__ 1.4 ()] .50 1.18 1.89 2.46

1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 16).

t Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order
to balance the table. The 18-city average is $4.90. The averages for the size of city groups are based on
the total number of cities in each group included in this study.

3 Not a direct charge.

¢ Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

$ Though only 85 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 59 cities Is used in order
to balance the table. The b5-city average is $7.37. The averages for the size of city groups are based on
the total number of cities in each group included in this study.

¢ Exclusive of sales tax.

7 Though taxes were payable in only 38 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.
The 36-city average is $1.17. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the total nurnber of
cities in each group included in this study.

* Though L)ersnnal pm‘nsrty taxes were payabla in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order
to balance the table. The 22<ity averaze is $2.96. The averages for the size of city groups are bused on
the total number of cities in each group iocluded in this study.

* Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance
the table. The 25-city average is $3.40. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the total
number of cities in each group included in this study.

10 None payable.

NoteE.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies
between certain totals and the sums of their component iterns.
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Table 13.—Relative Costs? of Living, by Major Budget Groups and Principal Sub
g:‘oup;, 1::\9 gSSize of City Classifications, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities,
arc

EMERGENCY LEVEL

Average, 59 cities 8ize of city classification
Budget group 1,000,000 | 500,000 to | 250,000 to { 100,000 25,000
000, ) ,000 to ,000 to | 25,000 to
Amount | Peroent | oo { 1,000,000 | 800,000 | 250,000 | 100,000

Total cost of living....... $903. 27 100.0 105. 4 105.8 9.4 8.0 7.8

D i T, 340. 30 100.0 100.9 9.5 9.4 9.6 101. 4
Clothing, clothing upkeep, and

personalcare..__............. 128.08 100.0 102.2 103.6 97.6 100.1 100.4

Clothing. .. _.__.... 100. 23 100.0 103.7 104.6 97.4 100.1 9.5

Clothing upkeep - 11.88 100.0 88.2 95.6 97.9 100.8 100.5

Personalcare.... .......... 15.93 100.0 103.2 103.4 9.4 9.5 92%.6

Housing, including water.._._. 167.79 1000 106.9 1.7 98.3 98.6 .1

Household operation........... 121.84 100.0 101.0 98.2 95.1 2.9 107.9

................. 80 100.0 108. 4 101.4 92.8 100. 6 108.8

Coal or wood..._.. 38.66 100.0 116.3 100.8 94.3 3.9 102 8

.............. 10. 14 100.0 78.4 0.3 87.4 125.3 118.3

Teo. ... 18.67 100.0 5.8 942 8.9 95.0 112.2

Electricity 14, 52 100.0 9.3 86.7 4.4 101.8 115.0

Household supplies 16.94 100.0 100. 5 9.5 97.1 9.3 106.1
Furniture, furnishings, and

household equipment. ... 18.06 100.0 97.0 9.5 98.2 101.2 102.8

Refuse d. 11,5 100.0 @) 12.7 060.0 118.7 162.0

nspecified essentials ¢ 2.7 100.0 100. 4 100.0 100.0 9.6 100.0

Miscellaneous. ... 145. 30 100.0 120.4 118.9 108. 7 90.0 829

Medical care 47.08 100.0 108.2 100. 9 96.9 9.5 102.5

Trans 44.07 100.0 168. 4 168.7 123.1 68.9 32.5

School atte: 16.87 100.0 64.2 65.2 101.7 80.2 144.2

Recreation .- 12.63 100.0 109.2 106. 2 97.6 97.6 98.8
Motion picture theater

admissi 7.80 100.0 114.1 110.1 96.2 96.1 98.0

Tobacco and toys 4.83 100. 0 101. 2 100.0 100. 0 99.8 100. 2

Life insurance 20.80 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0

Church contributions ¢_ 10. 40 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Taxes® ... .. ..._.. 1254 100. 0 14.3 48.8 823 131.1 157.8

Personal property.. $1.10 100.0 32.7 67.3 82.7 130.9 140.0

Capitation 1.4 100.0 (19) .7 81.9 1312 170.8

1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 16).

1 Though only 18 cities had a direct cha.ra for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used In order to
balanoe the table. The 18-city average is $4.90. 'The averages for the size of city groups are based on the
total number of cities in each group included in this study.

$ Not a direct charge.

¢ Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

$ Though only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 59 cities is used in order
to balance the table. The 85-city av 0 i3 $7.37. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the
total number of cities in each group included in this study.

¢ Exclusive of sales tax.

? Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 50 cities 15 used in order to balance the table.
The 36-city nver:fe is $4.17. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the total number of cities
in each group included in this study.

$ Though personal property taxes were ble in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order
to balance the table. The 22-city av o i8 $2.96. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the
total number of cities in each group included in this study.

% Though capitation taxes were payable In only 25 cities, an average for 50 cities is used in order to_balance
the table. The 25-city average is $3.40. The averages for the size of city groups are based on the total
number of cities {n each group included In this study.

18 None payable.

Nortz.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrep-
ancies hetween certain totals and the sums of their component items,
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Table 14.—Annual Costs! of Minimum Medical Care per 1,000 Persons, 59 Cities,

March 1935
. Drugs and
City Total 8ervices ? appliances !

Average, 59 cities. . ... ... ..o ool $13,079.01 $11,831. 67 $1, 247.34
Bpokane, Wash_ ... ... eieieeeaaes 16, 524. 49 15,257. 24 1,267.25
8an Francisco, Calif.2__ 16, 069. 47 14, 783. 61 1, 285. 86
Butte, Mont.______ 15, 709. 50 14, 429. 25 1, 280. 28
‘Tucson, Ariz.l___ 15,327. 21 13, 976. 76 1, 350. 46
Los Angeles, Calif.\. ... .. 15,020.86 13, 808. 756 1,214 1}
Cleveland, Ohfo !} _ .. . iiiiiiaann 14, 802. 74 13,363. 44 1, 409. 30
Washington, D. C. - 14,727.93 13,618, 68 1, 109. 25
Portland, Maine. - 14,711.83 13, 525. 08 1,186, 75
Detroit, Mich.! - 14, 585, 49 13, 264. 00 1,321. 49
Bcranton, Pa. ... iecirea————- 14, 502. 50 13, 256. 25 1,246. 25
Albuqueﬂiue, N.Mex.l e 14, 389. 18 13, 061. 38 1,327.79
Chicago, It.\._____.__ . 14, 354. 46 13,120. 00 1,234. 46
Jacksonville, Fla__._. . 14, 315. 00 13, 137. 00 1,178. 00
Salt Lake City, Utah! - 14,161.75 12, 836. 00 1,325.75
Denver, Colo.). . ceeaiemc—aan 14,120. 40 12,841. 14 1,288. 28
New York, N. Y1 i ceeeceeeas 14,072.76 12, 864. 36 1,208 41
Bridgeport, Conn. _ 14, 036. 96 12,861. 96 1,175. 00
Binghamton, N. Y 13, 981. 50 12, 846. 00 1, 135. 50
Boston, Mass... .. 13, 839. 00 12, 620. 00 1, 219. 00
Clarksburg, W. Va.l . . 13,829.03 12, 540. 00 L 259.03
Providence, R. L. ... e 13,604. 44 12,442. 44 1, 252. 00
13,630.11 12, 463.36 1,166. 75

13, 530. 75 12, 150. 00 1,380.75

13,387.75 12, 158. 00 1,229.75

13, 370.91 12,005. 16 1,275.75

Memphis, TeNN . o ...t et e e e meee e aeae 13,322. 28 12, 120. 00 1,202.25
Rochester, N. Y. 13, 208. 25 12, 053. 00 1,155.25
Houston, ;I‘ex ...... 13,193. 75 11, 964. 00 1,229.75
New Orleans, La__... 13,113. 89 12,036, 64 1,077.25
‘Winston-Salem, N. C.} 12,987. 25 11, 633. 08 1,354. 19
Newark, N. T i iiiiaiaaee 12, 985. 14 11, 787. 39 1,197.75
Mobile, Ala__. . 12, 960. 50 11, 670.00 1, 290. 50
Seattle, Wash____.___ . 12, 958. 00 11, 700. 00 1, 258. 00
8ioux Falls, 8. Dak__ - 12, 852. 19 11, 506. 19 1,348. 00
Kansas City, MoO. .ot e meame s 12, 836. 65 11, 488. 40 1,338.25
Fall River, Mass. _ e 12, 809. 28 11, 667. 50 1,141. 75
Richmond, Va.__.__ . ... _. - 12, 807. 36 11, 609. 36 1, 168. 00
Norlolk, Va__. - 12, 765. 40 11, 603. 40 1,162.00
Buffalo, N. Y.__ - 12, 688. 39 11, 536. 64 1,151.75
Oklahoma City, - 12,677. 681 11, 377. 00 1, 300. 61
Knoxville, Tenn. ... ... ... ... - 12, 562.75 11, 280. 00 1,282.78
Wichita, KaDS. .. occoeae ot . 12,519. 89 11, 225. 84 1,294. 25
Manchester, N. H._ ... ... ... - 12,472. 67 11,170. 92 1,301.75
Portland, Oreg..... . ... ... - 12,391. 31 11,071. 56 1,319.75
St. Louis, MO oo i 12, 386. 48 11,103. 21 1,193. 25
12, 376. 56 10, 944. 56 1, 432.00

12,001. 75 10, 770. 00 1,231.75

11, 845. 681 10, 777. 36 1,168. 25

Cedar Rapids, Iowa !__ 11, 463. 64 10, 148. 35 1,315.29
Columbus, Ohio . ... e 11, 445. 52 10, 166. 00 1,279.82
Milwankee, Wis_ il 11,127.68 9,915.68 1, 212. 00
Baltimore, Md___. 11, 008. 67 9,954, 92 1,053.75
Peoria, N1 _____. 10, 972. 00 9, 770. 44 1, 201.58
Indianapolis, Ind.. 10, 881. 25 9, 521. 00 1, 360. 25
Philadelphia, Pa__. . eiceis 10, 754. 44 9, 633. 1,121. 00
Cineinmati, Ohio Y . i iiiiaeaan 10, 454. 49 9, 118. 00 1,338. 49
Columbia, 8. C..._ - 10, 233. 54 8,955. 04 1, 278, 50
Louisville, Ky.l.. - 10, 178. 42 8,934. 44 1, 243. 98
El Paso, TeX. o i cceima—aeaae 9, 816. 30 8, 409. 80 1, 206, 50

1 Include sales tax where levied. Medical care costs for a 4-person manual worker's family at the mainte-
By definition, emergency
budget medical care cost is 90 percent of maintenance budget cost. See appendix tables 15 and 18 for amount

nance level of living were computed as 4/1000 of the costs shown in this table.

of sales tax for a 4-person family.

1 Includes physicians, dentists, optometrists, hospitals, and nurses.
3 Includes eyeglasses and frames, proprietary medicines, and prescriptions.

Nore.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepanctes

between certain totals and the sums of their componeat items.



Table 15.—Annual Sales Tax on Costs of Living, by Major BudgetMGvogps ums'l Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 18 Cities,!
arch 193

MAINTENANCE LEVEL

| Clothing, elothing up-
keep, Z and pnfso nf;] Household operation Miscellaneous
care
‘ = T i
* m | 2
“E‘ | o Fuel % 5 ZE ; g Recreation
City | 2 £ & |E2g| 3 5 | 3
| - ) g g o o~ = a < 82 E
| & 3 3 » | —w |gE3 E3 2] 3 258 =
| B 20 % = FY = 3 (84 g 83 et 2 2 »
g | 8| =g | 8 = 2| & |2.2% 3 | & | 2 c2% 8%
12| |s12|5|281¢ 2|8 2§ 1Bas|E |- |B| 5|3 |, (85850
] 2 5 = 2 Z X el 3 = 8 g gl & 3 =) g 3 |SeE| 28
| 2 | 8|5 | 8| 8|5 |2 2|2 |3 |3|g| 2|2 |58 |§|% |58 2835
N 0| || lEe|lE|Slo & |® |8 |« = £ 2 | & | & | 2326
Avernge,? 59 cities...| $5. 14 | $2.66 |31, 16 [$1.04 (80,02 [$0. 10 |$0.01 |$0.94 J$0. 34 [$0.31 [$0,03 ($0.17 |$0.07 [$0.13 [20. 22 ($0.01 (30.37 [$0.05 * %0 20, 27 S:O 12 180.15
Loujsville, K¥....ccueaees 25.20 | 12,92 | 517 | 4.16 a2 .69 .52 1383 | .47 1.35 12 49 45 51 B8 4| 277 14 [{) M4 (220 166 62
Detroit, Mich..._.__.____ | 23.76 | 1293 | 5.03 | 4. 61 05 .3: ) 4.62| 2051 .21 . 54 .51 Y .91 040 L19 15 *) 41 .62 (M 2
Albuquerque T\ 1\‘[0 .| 20,25 9.52|3.78 (29 .32 .56 (%) 3.27 .85 .74 .21 .69 .48 .46 .67 .02 | 3,68 86 {30. 25 08 | 2250 | 208 42
Cleveland, ()hlo ________ - 20,08 | 9.97 | 5.32| 490 05 .36 *) 3.70 | 1.81 | 1.61 ] 51 14,04 .87 .95 .04 [ 1.09 16 (*) 31 .62 Q) 62
San Francisco, CﬂllL...,.. 19.85 I 11.20 | 4.37 | 4.03 04 .30 ™ 3. 42 86 .86 (M) 117 | 4,03 .54 .7 .03 .85 12 *) 21 .52 52
Columbus, Objo..... 10,15 | 10,09 | 4.75 | 4.34 .05 .37 ™ 3.28) 1.14 | 1. 14 ® 5RO 04 .54 .94 .04 | 1.04 15 * .26 .62 ™ 82
Los Angeles, Calif__ J119.08 | 10.78 | 4.42 | 4.08 | .04 .30 ™ 317 .93 .03 * .88 [ 4.03 .52 .79 .03 .70 L2103 .08 .52 (*) 52
Cincinnati, Ohio. . 18.88 | 9.85 | 4.64 | 4.23 05 .36 [l 3.5 | 1.35 | 1.35 @) 58404 57 .93 .04 .90 15 * .12 .62 *) 62
Winston-Salem, N. C 17.25 B.41 | 4.51 | 4.11 05 .35 ® 346 | 1L17 | 117 ) .82 1 4.04 50 .90 .04 R7 16| (M .08 82| 62
Cedar Rapids, lowa. 16.95 8.20 | 3.18 i 2.91 03 .24 19 | 3.21 | 1.51 | .31 .20 .32 .36 38 62 .02} 2,18 10 (%) .10 ) 1.98 | 1.56 42
Chieago, 11l .. ________ 16. 06 9.06 | 3.28 | 3.01 03 .24 ®) 315 145 1.4 Er .39 .35 .34 .59 .02 57 10 Q] .08 .42 ) 42
Salt Lake City, Utah 15. 52 8.38 | 3.40 | 3.12 03 .24 ) 32201 1.19 | 1.01 .18 .45 .44 . 4l . 69 .02 54 10 (%) .02 42 ) 42
Bty s e 15. 52 B8RO | 3.23| 296 03 .24 08 | 2.53 . 80 . 60 .20 .39 .38 .36 . 60 .02 88 10 ()] .36 2| ) .42
Clarksburg, W. Va __ 1508 | 9.1173.39 | 2.90 24 .25 () 1.92 .45 .45 * .39 | 403 .39 .85 .02 66 n ™ .14 42 @ 42
Detiver, Colo.oo . cuine . 13. 08 6.56 | 3.11 | 2.84 03 .24 ()] 273103 .85 .18 .31 .36 .39 .62 .02 A7 10 (M .15 .42 ) 42
Tueson, Arlz._..._.._.._.. 11.95 6.86 ] 236 2.15 02 .19 1) 2.22 .56 . 46 W11 . .12 .35 .47 .02 .51 .08 ) «12 .31 ) .31
Okmhoma City, Okla_____ 7.60 4.37 | 1.56 | 1.42 02 13 (O] 1.34 .39 .38 .03 .27 .21 .18 .28 .0 .33 .01 ) .11 .21 *) 21
Now York, N. ¥ ! 6491 () 1296|2601 03] .24 (M (1302|1300 1.001 .2ti .39 .43 .34 54| 02| .51 .06 ) | .03} 42! (0 | .42

* Less than $0.005.

! In addition, New Orleans had a local tax of 1 cent on motion picture theater admissions exceeding 10 cents. It amounted to $1.56 per year. Though this tax was not a sales
tax, lt is included in the average for the total cost of living and for motion picture theater admissions
3 All averages in this table are based on 59 citles rather than on the number in which the tax was levied, in order to account for the tax in the 58-city average total cost of living
and a;:eraxes for the separate budget groups.

¢ Includes sales tax on accessories only; energy is not taxed.
Note.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies between certain totals and the sums of their component {tems.
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Table 16.—Annual Sales Tax on Costs of Living, by Major Budget Szour :;;lsPrincipcl Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family, 18 Cities,!
rc

EMERGENCY LEVEL

\
| Clothing, clothing up-
| keep, and personsl care Household operation Miscellaneous
I- T | | T 1
| | | o .
e ‘ Fuel 2 |58, g g Recreation
= =1 | = |g3a| i g
r > g o S, = |geg ¥ o <
i . s &5 s | 4
2 | £ 8 : = |TzE 2 e | 2| % £32|3
g A B > g |g83| EF E K] & =28 3
% [ 3 - % = 2 |5%¢c| €5 = 5 E &= n
< £ | = g - 5 e 2 &g % 3 S 821 §2
3 = |1 =[5 | g 1= | 3|3 £ [E &3 3| 3| 8] 8| F |SeE g%
£ 3| 2|2 |2 |8 3|5 213 |3| |2 |25 28 /3|¢&|2]|3%|8852%
£ = e | |E | & B2 |l 0 Cc |8 | =& | & = El 2 | =& | B |B3%R
Average,? 50 Cities. ($2.00 $0.82 [$0.72 [$0.02 [$0.08 |$0.01 [$0.74 [$0.28 [$0.26 |$0.03 [$0. 14 [$0.06 |$0, 12 |$0.13 [$0.01 |$0. 16 |$0. 04 * 1$0.05 |$0. 06 |$0.03 (%0, 03
Louisville, Ky. .. B84 | 861 284 .31 46 .52 1 2,96 | 1.19 ) 1.08 11 .41 34 46 53 .03} 100 | .13 Q) .34 .83 .38 .14
Detroit, Mich_ .. .67 1 3.5 ) 3.17 S04 3 Q] 3.71 .73 1M 19 .45 43 52 55 .03 69 14 (") .41 W14 * 14
Cleveland, Ohio. 7.89 | 3.75 { 3.38 L4 33 ()] 2.8 | 1.32|L32| (O .42 | ¢ 51 57 .03 80 15 (% .31 14 E') 14
San Francisco, Calif._____ 8.59 | 3.10 | 2.8) .03 327 7 | 2.60 .70 70 (9 .98 (4.3 49 47 .03 44 .1 ¥ .21 .12 %) .12
Celuwbus, Ohio..oo...... 801 | 3.32 | 2.65 .04 .33 Q) 2.50 | .90 90 | () .49 | .03 19 57 .03 54 .14 Q] .26 14 * 14
Albuquerque, N. Mex._ . 7.39 265 201 L28 36| (M | 2.5 82 62 .20 .57 7 41 40 02 ] L4 .77 %0, 21 .08 58 .48 .10
Cincinnati, Ohio _____ 7.80 [ 3.28 | 201 .M 2 ™ 270 | 1.09 | 1.09 (’; .49 | L. 03 51 56 .03 40 14 " 12 14 ?) .14
Los Angeles, Calif____ 8201 3.10| 2,80 .03 1 M | 249 .77 77 G 73w 47 47 .03 29 11 * .08 12 %) .12
Winston-8alem, N.C.___| 1326 { 6.08 [3.19 | 283 04| .31 | () |27 98 98| (0 B8 [ 403 45 54 .03 37 Hw|® .09 14| 14
Chicago, Il ... .. 11. 92 6.8 | 232 | 208 03 22| % | 2521 W[ L13| .10 .32 28 31 36 .02 24 [ A U] . 06 O 10
Cedar Rapids, Towa..___. 11. 87 4.25 | 2.2¢ | 20 NS %) .19 | 2,85 | .28 | 1.10 18 27 2 34 .37 .02 . 64 0| () .10 46 36 .10
Peoria, INl_ . _.._.___. .| 1L67 6.71 | 2228 | 2.(4 .03 .2 L8 | 1.95 64 .46 18 .32 20 Ky .36 .02 .55 09 ) .38 10 §') .10
Salt Lake City, Utah____ | 11.54 6.42 | 2.42 | 2.17 .03 2( M 2.50 .99 .82 L7 .37 .34 .37 .41 .02 .21 09 2’) .02 .10 H .10
Clarksburg, W. Va___ 1L 15 6.97 1 242|200 .20 21 (0 | L8 .32 320 ™ .32 | .02 .35 .39 .02 .33 .09 n At 10 .10
Denver, Coloo oo ... 9. 86 522|220 | 1.96 .03 .2t (N | 211 .84 .67 A7 28 Ay .35 .37 .02 .34 090 () .15 NURENO)] .10
Tucson, Ariz__ ... .. 8. 95 5.27 | 1.66 | 1.47 .02 17 * 1.75 .46 .37 .09 .59 .09 .32 .28 .02 .26 .07 ® L12 .07 ®) .07
Oklahoma City, Okla. 5. 68 3.36 | 110 .97 .01 L1 (% 1.05 .33 .30 .03 .23 15 L6 17 .01 17 .01 ) L1 .05 ) .05
New York, N, Y_________ 4. 68 209 185 .03 .22 * 2,40 | 1.O7 .88 .19 .32 .36 .30 .32 .02 .18 .08 ) .03 L1010 (8 .10

* Less than $0.005.
1 In additlion, New Orleans had a local tax of 1 cent on motion pioture theater admissions exceeding 10 cents. It amounted to 36 cents per year. Though this tax was not a sales
tax, it is included in the average for the total cost of living and for motion picture theater admissions.
1 All averages in this table are based on 59 citles rather than on the number In which the tax was levied, in order to account for the tax in the 50-city average total cost of llving
and ,ns;‘eratgea for the separate budget groups.
0 tax.
¢ Includes sales tax on accessories only; energy is not taxed.

Notx.—Owing to the necessity for rounding numbers in computing averages, there are slight discrepancies between certain totals and the sums of thelr component items.
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Table 17.—Percent Distibution of the Costs ! of Living Among Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family,
59 Cities, March 1935

MAINTENANCE LEVEL

Total cost of

i

Clothing, clothing upkeep, and

Household operation

| living personal care
Hous- | Furni-
, ing, in- Fuel ture,
City Food Cloth- "ilgg' Flec. | House- | furnish-
Amount | Percent Total f‘ilgt;l- ingup- Pegggm water | Total Tee tric- ?‘?;: in&zg{x::_d
keep Total [COBIOr| (iag Y | plies | hold
equip-
ment
Average, 59 citles. ... ... .. .. $1, 260. 62 100. 0 35. 6 14.6 1L 5 11 2.0 17.6 12.2 46 3.7 0.9 L8 1.5 1.5 2.5
Washington, D.C_________ ________ __. 1, 414. 54 100, 0 33.7 12.6 10. 0 [IR] 1.7 24,2 10.3 4.5 3.9 06 1.4 0.9 1.2 2.1
San Francisco, Calif.! 1, 389. 87 100. 0 33.1 15.0 11.9 1.0 2.1 19. 4 12.9 3.5 2.6 0.9 15 1.3 1.6 2.3
Minneapolis, Minn 1,387.79 100. O 3.5 14. 3 1.6 1.1 1.7 19.0 14. 6 7.8 i3 05 1.3 1.4 1.3 2.3
New York, N, Y.! -=| 1.375.13% 100. 0 M7 12.6 10. 0 0.8 L& 21.8 1L3 4.9 4.1 0.8 1.4 1.6 1.2 2.0
Ghifcago, IE¥, oo oo e 1,356. 11 100. 0 34.2 14.3 1.4 0.9 2.0 1817 11. 9 5.4 5.0 0.4 1.5 1.3 1.3 2.2
Milwaukee, Wis___ _ ... .._._.._._ . 34 100. U 315 15.2 12.0 1.1 291 2.0 13.1 6.8 6.2 0.6 LO 14 1.3 2.4
Boston, Mass.___ . 7T 1. 0 3.7 4.0 1t 1 Lo 1.9 19.5 12. 2 5.2 4.4 0.8 1.4 1.5 1.5 2.4
Cleveland, Ohio! . 33 100. 0 33.0 15. 6 12.4 L0 2.2 17. 4 10. 6 4.5 4.2 0.3 1.3 0.8 1.4 2.4
8t. Louis, Mo____ 55 100. 0 B.5 13. 4 10.7 09 I8 20.2 9.5 33 27 0.6 1.3 L1 1.3 2.1
Detroit, \Il(,h.‘ ______________________ A3 100. 0 3.7 149 12.0 Lo L9 18.8 12.2 5.4 4.9 0.5 1.4 13 L5 2.4
Scranton, Pa_ . ... .. ... ......_. . 39 100. 0 34.2 4.4 11 4 1.0 2.0 2L 0 11 39 2.8 )19y | 1.6 1.5 L& 2.4
Cincinnati, Ohio ! 31174 100.0 34. 3 14.1 1.1 1.0 2.0 19. 6 10. 5 3.8 3.5 0.3 1.5 L1 1.6 2.4
Pitisburgh, Pa 310. 52 100. 0 341 14. 1 1L 3 1.0 1.8 18. 8 4.6 2.9 2.5 0.4 1.3 1.4 1.3 2%:2
Los Angeles, (ull! 308. 11 100. 0 3.8 15. 8 12.8 1.0 2.0 15.1 120 3.8 2.9 .9 238 15l 1.8 2.5
Naark N e i i aaes 1, 300. 86 100. 0 36. 4 13.1 10. 2 0.y 20 19. 8 124 5.0 4.0 () L5 2.0 1.4 2.3
Baltimore, Md ... ... ...... 1. 300. 65 100.0 34.8 1.1 10. 4 0.9 1.8 17.5 11.0 4.5 | 3.8 0.7 1.4 142 14 2.3
Albuquerque, N. Mex.!_ 1,209, 14 100, 0 474 14.8 11,3 1.3 2.2 i 17. 9 13.3 3.7 2.9 Uy 27 1.9 L8 2.6
Philadelphia, Pa.. 1.247. 649 100. 0 34.4 13.5 108 0.9 18 t 18.5 10.7 4.3 i 0.6 1.0 1.4 1.5 2.3
Bridge !?ort (‘onn -] 1,206.35 1000 305 11,0 110 Lo 2.0 | 81 12.2 5.7 4.7 1.0 1.5 1.2 1.4 2.2
Sioux Falls, 8. Dah ,,,,,,, SRR 1, 200. 60 100.0 32.9 14.8 1.8 L2 LY ‘ 2L 1 16.0 .9 | 7.2 0.7 1.5 1.6 1.6 2.3
Rachegter N Ve ssasmnmnins o 1, 287.63 100.0 34.4 14.1 ‘ 11.0 152 1.9 17.5 14.0 7.2 6.5 07 1.4 1.5 1.3 2.4
Tucson, Al’ll 1 . 1, 2M7.25 100.0 36.1 4.7 1.3 1.3 261 ( 17.2 140 4.0 2.4 1.6 3.7 1.7 1.9 2.5
Butte, Mont. - 1,283.69 100.0 5.0 18.7 12,7 A g 2.3 j 16.4 14.3 6.2 5.5 0.7 1.5 1.8 1.8 2.8
Portland, Mame_, J11,275.48 100. 0 35.3 15.6 | 12,3 1.3 2.0 16. 0 14.5 6.5 5.4 11 1.4 147 1.6 2.5
Peorin, lll | g ] =l 1,274.30 100.0 35,3 14.8 | 1.8 1 1.0 20| 215 10.3 3.3 2.5 0.8 1.6 1.4 1.4 2.4

See tootnotes at end of table.
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Table 17.—Percent Distribution of the Costs of Living Among Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family,

59 Cities, March 1935—Continved

MAINTENANCE LEVEL—continued

City

Fall River, Mass_______. .. ... .. ..
Atlsnia Ga o oo

Richmond, Va
Buffalo, N. Y _._ E
Omaha, Nebr________.___ ..

Manchester, N. 11
Norfolk, Va______ ..
Denver, Colo.t ____
Kansas City, Mo_. _. 4
Providence; R, [ ... ...

Binghamton, N. Y. ... _____
Salt Lake City, Utah 1.
Seattle, Wash__________
New Orleans, La_.
Spokane, Wash

Winston-Salem, N. C.v__________
Portland, Oreg. -
Memphis, Tenn

Louisville, Ky.!____ ... s
Oklahoma City, Oklat . ___

Jacksonville, Fla. ... ... __._
Houston, Tex_..___..
Indianapolis, lod.

Columbia, 8, C._____.
Clarksburg, W. Va ! .

Total cost of
living

personal caro

Clothing, elothing upkeep, and

Amount | Percent

Food |

=11
M
ZRE

BgEss
S2zzy EEs

100.0
100.0

Cloth- i(r:lgol';?;-
DB | “keep

o
N

——— O
—_————

— Dt et s

S
e oIS A

e e T e
OCCmNG SOWWD DO~

—
X e ] Ll
W PO ED

e e

Rt
SO~

Personal
care

e
WO—TS OPVWLCLD DOCDT

BN PR

P B3 g e
oW RO ——

Househopld opcration

st ot
WO~
Nl BRSO Ae OON®

It st

Ladododad

e
[S=y=t=

NMEYDWD OD e

ot et ot e e
=SSN

PP AR Wk N Wk RO
=ARN® NTAROK OSINOP OWE I G Uv e

-1

3

—_ONNO

ST NOIONE eI rEOCISOEE i i 00 8D o

DNV WO DTN

e ot ot
[P

—oroS Soormrm

St =
DBNUAWNC NWRW WONDW WD W e da D

e SN W e a2
NOBEPD WhPCOW BOCHD WNWESD T

e s

BMONDOX WWHWD PN ORI D ODWWOD

PresIp ooor—

bl
——

P
3 O b SO Ov dn Q2 OO e L= R R WD e - W

e e

b e

Furni-
H tarnish
ouse- | furnish-
Ieo }lirli(‘c‘i. hold |ings,and
Coal or ity sup- | house-
Total | (ias plies hold
equip-
ment
13, 2 0. 1. L 1. 2.
10. 6 0. 1. 1 1. 2.
12, 1 1. 2, L 1. 2.
12 9 0. 1 1. 1 2.
12, 9 0. 1. 1. 1 2,

RN WL IO AW NWER Wi

BRRORN PRRNR NN RNROND
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o tIT TG o) — SEEwEE
Cedar Rapids, lowal.___.._._.. BaaEEs
Columbus, Ohiot_ ... ... ... .| ,178.70
Birmingham, Ala_..._.. ... ... ...
Knoxville, Tenn.__. ....occcoamoann.

E1LPaso, TOX...:cccccosancmmsvaaspsins

Little Rock, Ark

hod [ 110U o3 TR ————
Mobile; AlB. . ccccvoivsiienssasiasnass

BUBY BRI
ANDE NONNS
puipme e g kg e
Nl =ONO
NP PP
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- ettt e et 0t
Nwr =D eO
NSO PBODT =
WA RN
BNWE A BRG
PO PRI
OO LIk n
=OO0m MOOOD
RARO RONOD
POratmeimt  fuefut e B
NADO ROUAS
ARN=O RS-
e e e
ODRAN R RI
PN NRPPN
I ¥-¥- J- Y LXE TS

i ol o B el et o

Bee footnotes at end of table.
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Table 17.—Percent Distribution of the Costs of Living Among Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family,
59 Cities, March 1935—Continved

MAINTENANCR LEVEL—continued

City

[
l

Average, 59 cities.. .. _

Washington, D, C . ___._
San Francisco, Calif.!___

Minneapolis, Minn
New York, N. Y .1

Chicago, 1.0 oo ... . .

Milwaukee, Wis_ .. ___ ...
Boston, Mass_________
Cleveland, Obio !, ____
8t, Louis, Mo.________
Detroit, Mich.'____

Boranton, Pl .o ccvia. .

Cincinnati, Ohio ..

Pittsburgh, Pa._____..

Los Angeles, Calif.!.

Newark, N. J ..o

Baltimore, Md....____
Albuquerque, N. Mex.
Philadelphia, Pa___.__

Bridgeport, Conn_

Sioux Falls, S, Dak______
Rochester, N. Y.........

Tucson, Ariz.l.
Butte, Mont..
Portland, Maine

Household opera-

tion—Continued Miscellaneous
Recreation Taxes 3
Church
L Trans- | School , Life | [contrt-
vl}}fxr»g:sl Total ngr‘f‘l porta- | attend- h}&‘&?g Organi- | insur- a‘;‘é‘:ﬁ'l:’cr
aling tion ance Total News- ?h cater zations, | ance? contri- | Total Personal | Capita-
‘ papers ndmis- u)gaceo.' butions ? property | tion
‘ ‘ sions and toys
| 0.1 20.0 4.2 4.3 0.5 59 0.9 2.6 2.4 3.7 1.2 0.2 0.1 0.1
‘ ) 22| w2y sa| e 5.4 0.6 27 T =3 L1| () () ()
05 2 19. 6 4.6 3.7 0.6 6.3 1.0 3.1 2.2 3.3 150 (%) (19) ()
| 0.3 2 20. 6 3.9 6.6 0.5 5.2 0.6 2.4 3.3 151 (1) (%) (%)
* 2 19.6 4.1 5.2 0.1 5.7 0.6 29 d 3.4 L1 (%) ('%) E"')
(4] 2 21,9 4.2 6.9 0,2 6.0 0.8 29 2.3 3.4 L1 0.1 0.1 1)
" L2 20.2 3.3 56 0.8 58 [HR} 2,0 22 3.4 1.1 0.2 0.2 ()
(*) .2 19. 6 4.1 4.0 0.1 6.2 1.1 29 2.2 3.4 1.1 0.1 (10} 0.1
) .2 2.4 4.4 T b 8 6.2 151 2.8 2.3 3.4 11 () (19) (19)
0.2 .2 2.4 3.7 BKX (") 6.1 1.0 2.8 2.3 3.5 1.1 0.2 0.2 EN)
" , 2 2.4 4.4 6.2 1.1 6.0 1.0 2.6 2.4 3.5 1.2 () (10) 1)
(] P 19.3 4.4 3.1 N 6. 4 0.9 3.2 2.3 3.5 1.2 0.7 (10} g
") 2 21.5 3.2 7.2 0.3 6.1 0.9 2.8 2.4 3.5 1.2 (0 (") ™
0.3 Byl 3.4 4.2 8.1 * 6.2 11 2.3 2.3 3.5 1.2 0.2 ) 0.2
(%) .2 231.3 4.6 Tr 0.2 6.1 0.8 2.9 2.4 4.5 1.2 (1% 19) (1)
(4] 2 18.3 4.0 2.9 0.3 6.2 1.1 2.3 2.3 3.6 1.2 0.1 ) 0.1
) 0.2 2.6 3.4 8.9 0.1 6.4 0.9 3.2 2.3 3.6 1.2 (%) (1) ®)
0.4 0.2 16.6 4.4 1.0 0.7 5.7 0.6 2.7 2.4 3.6 L2 10) 10} 10)
() 0.2 22.9 3.3 8.2 01 6.5 0.9 3.3 2.3 3.6 1.2 19) 19) 1)
(*) 0.2 18. 2 4.3 3.4 0.1 5.6 0.7 2.6 2.3 3.6 1.2 1%) 19) ?“)
0.9 0.2 15.2 4.0 0.8 ) 5.5 0.7 2.4 2.4 3.6 1.2 0.1 0.1 10)
(] 0.2 20.0 4.1 50 0.4 5.7 0.8 2.5 24 3.6 1.2 (1) (') ?"’;
?) 0.2 18.0 4.8 10 0.6 6.3 0.8 31 2.4 3.6 1.2 0.5 0.5 )
"n 0.2 17.6 4.9 0.8 0.5 6.1 0.9 2.8 2.4 3.6 L2 0.5 0.2 0.3
0.6 0.2 18, 6 4.6 2.2 0.5 59 1.0 2.5 2.4 3.6 1.2 0.6 0.4 0.2
(O] 0.2 18.1 3.4 2.3 1.5 58 0.8 28 2.4 3.6 L2 ¢3 0.3 ")
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Fall River, Mass _...........
Atlanta, Ga :
Richmond, Vi_ ..
Buffalo, N. ¥ oocoacinaaaas
Omnhs, Nebro........ ...

Manchester, N. H____...... 3
Norfolk, Va
Denver, (‘nlu pEn
Kansas City, Mo, . 3
Providence, i1 St

Binghamton, N. Y. <
Salt Lake City, Utah 1.

Seattle, Wash._
New Orleans, La_ =
Spokane, Wash_ ... ...

Winston-Salem, N, C.\._..
Portland, Oreg._.
Memphis, Tenn
l»umllle. lu i,

Jacksonville, Fla
Tlonmton, TeX. . .coeveeens
Indianapolis, oo
Columbia, 8. . o
Clarkshurg, W, VAt o

Dallas, Tex_ ... =

Cedar Rapids, Town ). .
Columbus, Ohiot_________ ___
Birmingham, Aln_ _
Knoxville, Tenn. ___.. %

El Puso, Tex..

Little Hock, Ark..
Wichita, Kans. i
Mobile, Ala._ .. .. .o
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6.1 0.9 28
f 56 0.8 2.3
[ 58 0.6 2.8
2 55 0.9 2%
3 &5 0.8 2.3
1 6.6 0.9 3.3
4 58 0.8 26
f 6.5 L0 3.0
9 S50 0.6 L9
1 55 0.9 21
3 7.0 1.2 3.4
1 59 0.9 2.5
1 6.0 0.8 297
3 6 4 07 3.2
3 5.4 0.5 201
8 5.6 0.9 22
7 5.6 0,9 2.3
6 6.0 0.9 2.6
0 6.5 0.9 25
9 6,5 1.1 2.9
8 6,2 0.9 2.8
] 58 0.8 25
8 6,0 L1 2.6
9 6.0 0.9 25
b 59 0.9 2.4
0 6.0 0.7 2.7
4 5.9 0.9 2.4
8 5.7 0.7 2.4
9 6.1 0.9 2.6
7 5.9 0.9 2.4
2 61 0.7 2.8
2 6.0 0.8 2.6
&\ 5.8 0.7 2.4
5‘ 59 0.9 24
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*Less than 0.05 percent.

1 Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 15).
2 Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied,

3 Exclusive of sales tax.

¥ Not a direct charge.
1% None payable.

4 Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.
! ‘Though only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.
¢ Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.

1 Though personal property taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.

$ Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.
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Table 18.—Percent Distribution of the Costs?

of Living Amon Mu}or Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, in 9 Geographic Divisions, 4-Person

Manval Worker's

MAINTENANCE LEVEL

amily, 59 Cities, March 1935

Geographic division

Budget group ?.’s" (‘ri?ig‘(;,

S Catios New Eng- Middle East North;West North| South At- | East South|{West Sputh Mountain Pacific

land Atlantic Central Central lantic Central Central | S¥oun 3
Tatal eost of living: Amount______ _______ . $1,260.62 | $1,282.57 | $1,208. 58 | $1,202.27 | $1,262.73 | $1,258.32 | $1,18L.40 | $I,180.41 $1,271.84 $1,276.33
LT s R s 100, 0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100.0
BB 1 | e e e e T e S R Y T 35. 6 36.2 34.9 34.3 34. 4 36.7 36.9 36.9 35.6 34.5
Clathing, clothing upkeep, and personal care. . . 14.6 14.5 13.8 14.9 14.7 14.0 14.6 14.6 15. 4 16.0
Clothing_. ... R 1.5 1.5 10. 9 11.8 11.8 11.1 1.5 11.8 12.0 12.7
Clothing upkeep. - ... ... ; 1] 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.1 11 1.3 1.2
Personmd el sl e Sl 2.0 1.9 1.9 2.1 1.8 19 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.1
Housing, including water. ..« oo caaiaeacias 17.6 17.2 19.1 18.3 18.2 18. 4 16. 4 16.8 16.7 15.2
Household operation__ .. T T 12.2 13. 4 1.7 11.4 12.8 1.7 11.4 1.3 13.3 13.3
Fuel % 4.6 6.1 4.8 4.8 5.7 4.2 3.7 3.1 4.7 4.4
Coal or wood______ 3.7 8.2 4.1 4.3 5.1 2.9 2.6 213 3.8 3.2
Gas. ... 0.9 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.6 1.3 1.1 0.8 0.9 1.2
Jons e o 1.8 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.9 1.9 2.1 2.2 2.8
Electrieity . ... __ = 1.5 1.6 1.5 1.2 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.7 1.7 1.3
Household supplies. . ____ 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.7 L7

Furniture, furnishings,

NN Vst - i s e - = = 8 - SR AR 208 2.4 23 24 2.4 2.5 26 2.5 2.7 2.5
Refuse disposal ... 3 01 0.1 ® 0.3 0.1 0 0.1 0.1 0.4
Unspecified essentials ¢ ... . 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2

MISCAlNMDBOUS . - oo o occmiiia i iicaaaiaanas 20.0 18.7 20.5 21.1 19.9 19.2 20.7 20. 4 19.0 210
Medicaleare. ..o ... 4.2 4.2 4.1 3.8 4.0 4.1 4.1 4.2 4.7 4.6
Transportation___ 4.3 3.2 5.0 5.7 4.8 3.4 4.0 3.8 2.6 5.3
School attendance 8. 0.5 0.1 0.3 0.8 0.5 0.6 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.4
Recreation____.. ¢ 5.9 6.1 6.2 5.9 5.6 5.9 6.1 6.2 6.1 59

Newspapers......_.._.___ i 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.9
Motion picture theater admission: 2.6 2.8 3.0 2.8 2.4 2.7 2.6 2.8 2.9 2.6
Organizations, tobacco, and toys 4 2.4 2.4 2.3 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.6 2.6 2.4 2.4
Lifeinsurance 4. ... _____._.._....._.... 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.7 3.9 3.9 3.6 3.6
1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.2

0.2 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 (‘g

Personal property ¥ : 0.1 0.2 O] 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 |G

Gapiiatlen M. o o i mu s 0.1 0.1 0.1 0 . 0.2 0.2 0.2 (UN} *)
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*Less than 0.05 peroent.

! Include sales tax where levied (a] dix table 15). .

1 Though only 18 cities had a dhnc‘:pg‘ch;rse for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The percents for the geographic divisions are averages
for the cities in each division included in this study.

3 Notad charge.

¢ Budget allowance identical in all cities, Flus sales tax where levied.

$ Though only 55cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 59 cities Is used in order to balance the table. The perosnts for the geographic divisions are averages
for the cities in each division included In this study.

8 Exclusive of sales tax.

¥ Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 59 citles is used in order to balance the table. The percents for the geographic divisions are averages for the cities in
uch. %vlslon inctl)ll:’ded in this study.

one payable.

* Though personal pro) ¥ taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The percents for the geographic divisions are averages
for the cities in each division included in this study.
1

¢ Though capitation taxes were pagablo in only 25 citles, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The percents for the geographic divisions are averages for
the cities in each division included in this study.
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196 o COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES

Table 19.—Percent Distribution of the Costs! of Living Among Major Budget Groups
and Principal Subgroups, in 5 Size of City Classifications, 4-Person Manual Worker's
Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

MAINTENANCE LEVEL

Bize of city classification
Average,
Budget group ;
59 citles | ; 000,000 | 500,000 to | 250,000 to | 100,000t0 wm
or more | 1,000,000 | 500,000 | 250,000 000

Total cost of living: Amount._.__.._[$], 260. 62 |$1, 330. 92 [$1,332. 03 [$1,251.68 | 1,235.05 | $1,230. 25
Percent__._.__. 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0
Food. ..o eeeaae 356 34.2 8.7 3.8 3.1 388

Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal
care. 14.6 142 14. 4 14. 4 14.9 15.0
Clothing....... 1.8 1L 4 1.4 11. 4 1.8 1.8
Clothing upkee 1.1 0.9 1.0 11 1.1 12
P care.... 20 L9 2.0 L9 20 20
Housing, including water___._ .. _._.._... 17.6 18.0 18.7 17.5 17.7 18.8
Household operation_._________.___.___._. 122 1.6 1.3 1.7 124 13.4
Fuel.. ... 4.6 4.7 4.5 4.3 4.8 50
Coalorwood._.____....__........ 3.7 4.1 3.9 3.8 3.7 39
................ 0.9 0.6 0.6 0.8 1.1 L1
Yoo .......... ———- 1.8 1.6 1.6 1.8 1.7 21
Electricity...____._ O 1.5 1.4 1.2 L4 1.6 L7
Household supplies__.___.._........__. 1.5 1.4 14 LS 1.5 L

Furniture, fur ings, and household
25 2.3 23 2.4 25 26
0.1 ® 0.1 a1 [} 0.2
0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 02
2.0 20 2.9 2.9 18.9 180
4.2 41 4.0 4.0 4.2 44
4.3 6.8 6.7 53 3.0 L4
0.5 0.3 0.3 0.6 [ ] 0.8
5.9 6.0 6.1 8.9 59 8.0
0.9 0.8 1.0 0.8 0.8 0.9
2.6 29 28 27 26 26
2.4 23 2.3 2.4 25 25
3.7 3.5 3.5 3.7 3.8 3.8
1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 12 1.3
i b o ouloul oo

ersona) property?. ) 5
Capitation®. .. . ... 0.1 (19 hd 01 0.2 0.2
*Less than 0.05 percent.

1Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 15).

? Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order to
Ibaltﬁoe t e table, The percents for the size of city groups are averages for the cities in each group included

n this study.

3 Not a direct charge.

4 Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax wherelevied.

] Thouib only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 50 cities is used in order to
balance the table. The percents for the size of city groups are averages for the cities in each group in-
cluded in this study.

¢ Exclusive of sales tax.

? Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an avera%e for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.
The percents for the size of city groups are averages for the cities in each group included in this study.

% Though personal ‘Froperty taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an ave! for 50 cities is used In order to
blalsggeln teh {.:ble.d be percents for the size of city groups are averages for the cities in each group in-
clu study.

* Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities Is used in order to balance
stiledtable. ‘The percents for the size of city groups are averages for the cities in each group included in this

udy.

19 None payable.



Table 20.—Percent Distribution of the Costs ! of Living Among Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family,

59

EMERGENCY LEVEL

Cities, March 1935

Total cost of living

Clothing, clothing upkeep, and
personal care

Household operation

‘Washington, D. C

AMilwaukee, Wis
Cleveland, Ohio t
Boston, Mass_ .
5t. Louis, Mo
Albuquerque, N.

Scranton, Pa,

Pittsburgh, Pa.
Baltimore, Md.
Rochester, N. Y _

Newark, N.J_...

Tucson, Ariz.1__

Housing,
City Food includ- Fuel 2
Math. ” ing water 2 i ouse.
Amount | Percent Total | ¢ loth (‘lot.htmz Personal Total Ice quct'nc- hold
ing upkeep care Coal or - ity supplies
Total wood as
Average, 50 citles____________ £903. 27 100. 0 37.8 14. 2 111 1.3 18 18. 6 13.5 5.3 42 18 (1 1.8 1.9
............... 100. 0 35.2 12".’— Q9.6 1] 15 25. 4 11.5 5.3 4.6 0.7 1.6 30 1.5
Minneapolis, Minn_ __ 100. 0 33.1 13.8 10.9 1.4 1.5 19. 5 16. 4 9.3 8.7 0.6 1.5 1.5 1.6
San Francisco, Calif.!. 100. 0 35.2 4.5 1.5 132 1.8 20. 4 146 41 29 1.2 4.0 L5 2.0
New York, N, Y.!l__. 100. & 36.5 123 "5 1.0 LT 22.6 12.7 5.5 45 1.0 L7 1.9 1.8
....................... 100, 0 35.9 13.8 10.9 B | L8 18. 5 13. 4 6.5 6.0 0.5 157, 1.4 1.6
.................. 970. 64 100.0 33.2 14.6 1.6 1.2 L8 21.0 14.6 82 7.5 0.7 11 1.4 L6
964.71 100. 0 350 15.0 12,0 1.2 L8 18.3 1.6 5.1 4.7 0.4 L5 0.9 L8
958, 45 100. 0 E 13.7 0.7 1.2 1.8 20.7 13.5 6.0 5.0 L0 LY 1.6 1.9
,,,,, 4956, 48 100.0 k 13.0 10.3 11 1.6 21.3 10. 4 3.8 30 0.8 L5 L1 1Lé
Todsl es S ses 947, 57 100, 0 39.7 14.2 10. 8 L5 L9 19.1 14.7 4.4 3.3 11 3.1 2.0 2,2
DabFoit; Michd oo oo monii: 944. 00 100.0 .2 14.3 1.8 1.1 L7 17.8 13.7 6.3 5.6 0.7 1.6 1.6 1.9
Sjpoux Falls, S. Dak__ . 938, 27 100. 0 1 14.2 1.2 1.4 1.6 21.9 15,1 0.1 8.4 0.7 AL 1.3 2.0
Los Angeles, Calif.!__ = 935. 85 100.0 L 9 15.2 12,2 12 Ly 15.7 13.3 4.4 3.2 }..2 3.2 1.2 2.1
Cincinnati, Ohio 1. - 935, 54 100. 0 5. 5 13.7 10. 7 L2 L8 20.7 IL6 4.4 4.0 0.4 1.8 1.2 1.9
i 932.21 100.0 -9 13.8 10.8 142 1.8 22,2 12,2 4.6 3.2 1.4 19 LS 1.9
Butte, Mont... e 032.11 100.0 37.3 18.2 12.3 2.0 1.9 173 15.7 7.3 6.4 0.9 L/ 1.9 2.2
z 030. 45 100. 0 36. 3 13.7 10.8 L2 I%7) 19.7 10. 6 3.1 2.6 0.5 L5 1.6 1.7
» 926. 71 100, 0 an. 7 12,7 10.0 L1 1.6 18.8 12.0 5.2 4.4 0.8 1.6 1.2 1.8
< 925. 18 100.0 36. 1 13.7 10. 5 L5 1.7 18,2 15.9 8.7 7.8 0.9 1.6 17 L6
Philadelphia, Pa. ... ... ... ____ 924, 56 100. 0 36.8 13.2 10. 4 g 15T 19.5 1.7 5.0 4.2 0.8 1.2 L5 1.8
Portland, Maine. _..._........ ... 921. 94 100.0 3%.2 15.0 1.8 1.6 18 16.9 16. 4 7.7 6.3 14 157 1.9 1.9
- 920, 54 100. 0 48,7 12.8 9.9 1.1 L8 20. 9 13.8 5.9 4.6 L3 1.8 2.1 137,
Bridgeport, Conn_. - 920. 39 100.0 39. 4 13.6 10.6 1.2 1.8 18.9 13.7 6.5 52 1.3 L8 14 1.8
920. 05 100. 0 3.7 4.3 10.8 LT L8 17.9 15.4 4.6 2T 1.9 4.3 1.8 2.3
013. 39 100. 0 3771 14.4 11.4 1.2 L8 22.8 11.0 3.5 2.5 L0 1.8 1.6 1.8

Peoria, Il
Bee footnotes at end of table.
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Table 20.—Percent Distribution of the Costs of Living Among Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family,

59 Cities, March 1935

ontinved

EMERGENCY LEVEL—continued

City

Total cost of living

Atlanta, Ga

Richmond, Va__
Omaha, Nebr__

Buffalo, N. Y R,
Kansas City, Mo_._ ...

Full River, Mass______ _
Spokane, Wush___
Norfolk, Va_____ S
Salt Lake City, Utah 1 _____
Manchester, N. H___ .

Seattle, Wash_______ e
Denver, Colod___. .. __
Providence, R. I__

Portland, Oreg___.

New Orleans, La.__ ... ... =

Binghamton, N. Y. __
Memphis, Tenn._. .. _.___
Oklahoma City, Oklat..._ .
Winston-Salem, N, C.1__.___
Louisville, Ky.t________.__

HOuStOn, Lok s Smavasanesves
Jacksonville, Fla__
Indianapolis, Ind_
Dallas, Tex.__.... :
Clarksburg, W, Va.l______ ... ...

Food

Amount | Percent
$U11. 25 100.0 35.1
410, 36 10U 0 37.1
Yus, 7 106, 0 474
Y01, 72 0.0 36. 8
899, 85 1000 3.6
RUS, 0y 10). 0 .6
Rt 894, (02 144, O .l
BY1. 57 XL 0 3
8O0~ 100. 0 3
wx4, 61 100.0 4.3
8R4, 68 100. 0 38.3
B85, 24 1000 37.5
B85, 17 100. 0 38,4
854 81 100, 0 37.8
K2 N0 100.0 3i.5
R78. 10 100. 0 381
877. %7 100. 0 307
87417 100. 0 8.8
873. 04 100. 0 39.1
871,62 100. 0 3N 8
868, 23 100. 0 37.6
868, 57 100. 0 39.7
859, 04 100.0 37.3
853, 98 100.0 40.3
852, 87 100.0 41.8

('lothiug.pcel:)sg:]i:lz (;ll::,k(’(‘p. aud Household operation
Housing,
inelud- Fuel
. : 3 ing water
Total Cloth- Clot_hlng Personal Total
Ing upkeep cana m Coal or i
T'otal wooll (das
128 10.1 Ll 1.6 20,7 11.9 4.2 3.0 1.2
14.5 1.5 1.3 1.7 2.0 13.3 [ 4.4 L7
4.2 1.3 1.4 JE 20.0 13.1 6.3 55 0.8
14.3 1.3 L3 1.7 17.8 13. 2 6.0 57 0.3
13.9 1.2 L1 1.6 16.7 1. 4 4.3 3.6 0.7
4.7 L7 1.2 1.8 18.7 15.4 .2 6.0 1,2
16.1 12.5 157 Ly 4.8 18.2 6.5 1.5 2.0
13.7 10. 8 1.4 L7 19.9 13. 4 5.7 4.1 1.6
15.8 12. 4 1.6 1.8 16.2 1. 5 5.7 4.8 09
14. 4 1.2 1.5 1597 15.5 141 5.1 6.8 1.3
151 1L.8 L5 18 14.2 4.9 56 3.6 20
14. 4 1.3 L4 17 6.9 12.8 4.9 4.9 1.0
13.3 10.3 1.3 1.7 18. 3 15.3 7.1 59 1.2
18,2 12.8 1.5 LY 3.4 151 4.8 3.1 1.7
13.6 10.6 | I L3 6.7 1.7 3.2 2.1 11
14.2 11.2 1.2 1.8 19.5 14.2 58 4.7 i1
13.6 10.5 1.3 1.8 19.2 1.8 4.1 3.0 1.1
14.6 1.2 1.3 23 15.0 T3:.2 3.8 3.5 0.3
14.2 1.1 1.3 1.8 18,1 15.0 8.2 3.8 2.4
14.2 1.2 L2 18 18.5 1.9 4.8 4.4 0.4
4.5 1.3 1.5 1.7 18.3 1.3 27 1.6 1.1
13.9 10.8 1.4 1.7 17.3 14.1 59 2.3 3.6
14.3 10.8 1.5 2.0 181 12.7 5.3 4.4 0.9
13.3 10.3 1.3 L7 19. 4 1.5 2.9 1.8 1.3
15.0 120 1.2 18 17.2 1.3 2.3 2.0 0.3

. House-
Teo | Flectric-| “noig

¥ supplies
21 1.6 1.6
2.5 1.5 L7
.3 L4 1.8
Ly 12 1.8
14 L6 1.6
1.8 1.9 L9
2.1 1.4 2.3
2.2 1.5 LY
21 L9 2.1
1.8 2.0 Ly
3.4 1.3 2.2
1.5 1.5 20
L5 2.0 20
3.4 LS 23
22 2.2, 18
1.8 2.3 1.3
2.2 1.4 1.7
2.6 1.8 L9
2.7 1.9 18
1.6 L3 1.8
2.9 1.4 L8
2.2 1.8 L7
L7 L5 19
2.8 1.4 2,1
1.9 1.7 2.1
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Cedar Rapids, Towa . __.__.___._.

Columbia, 8. C.___.
Knoxville, Tenn. .
Columbus, Ohjot_

Birmingbam, Ala. . _...oo...o.....
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Bee footnotes at end of table.
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Table 20.—Percent Distribution of the Costs of Living Among Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, 4-Person Manual Worker's Family,

59 Cities, March 1935—=Continued

EMERGENCY LEVEL—oontinued

Household operation—Con Miscellaneous
| |
Furni- | Recreation Taxes #
tur;‘l. fur- . ; -
City nishings, ‘nspeci- T = : "
and | Refuse |  fled b Medjcal | Tans- | School Motion Life | Church
" ity o T'otal porta- attend- : insur- | cootri-
house- |disposal| essen- care i picture | Tobacco Sy
s tion ance m ance * | hutionst| ., Personal | Capi-

hald tials 2 I'otal | theater and Total ropertatl| tation

equip- admis- toys? property 0

ment sions

— | el o g
Avernge, 50 cities. . _ ‘ 2.1 ‘ 0.2 0.3 16.1 5.1 5.0 10.8 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.3 1.2 0.3 0.1 ¥ 0,2

Washington, D. C.__ 1.8 ") 0.3 15.7 5.2 5.9 0.1 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.1 1.0 ('0) (10) 10)
Minneapolis, Minn___ 1.9 0.3 0.3 17.2 4.8 7.5 0.6 1.2 0.7 0.5 251 Lo (1) (1%) 18)
San Francisco, Calif. . 1.9 0.7 0.3 15. 4 5.8 4.2 0.8 1.5 1.0 0.5 2.1 Lo (19) (19) 10)
New York, N. Y.t __ Li| M 0.3 16.0 5.2 6.1 0.1 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.1 11 (10 (19) 1 09
Chieago, A ... . _._ .. 19 | Y] 0.3 18. 4 5.3 8.0 0.3 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.1 L1 0.2 0.2 (10)
Milwaukee, Wis__________ 2.0 ] 0.3 18.6 4.1 8.5 1.2 1.3 0.8 0.5 24511 L1 0.3 0.3 (9
Cleveland, Ohiot___ . . _. 2.0 ] 0.3 20.1 5.5 8.8 11 1.4 0.9 0.5 282 1] (19) (19 (19)
Boston, Mass____ . 2.0 *) 0.3 15.7 5.2 5.4 0.2 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.2 i | 0.2 (1%) 0.2
BY. Lonls, Moz, - 1.8 | 0.3 0.3 20.0 4.7 10.3 () 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.2 1.1 0.3 0.3 %“’)
Albuquertjue, N, Mex ! _______ 2.2 0.5 0.3 12.3 5.5 15T 1.0 1.4 0.9 0.5 22 1.1 1) (%) 19)
Detroit, Mich.t____ . 20 V) 0.3 19.0 5.6 7.2 1.5 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.2 1.1 {19) (19) (10)
Sioux Fulls,S. Dak__.. . ... 1.9 1.3 0.3 10.7 4.9 1.0 v 1.3 0.8 0.5 2.2 Ll 0.2 0.2 (0
Los Angeles, Calif.t.______ 21 (") 0.3 19.9 a8 9.0 0.3 1.5 1.0 0.5 2.2 1.1 (19) (1) (1%)
Cincinnati, Ohio!___ 2.0 ") 0.3 17.5 4.0 8.4 0.4 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.2 1.1 (1) (10) ()
Scranton, Pa._.__..._ .. 2.0 U] 0.3 15.1 5.6 3.6 0.1 L5 1.0 0.5 2.2 1o 1 1.0 (19) 1.0
Butte, Mont.__..__._.___...._... 23 () 0.3 13. 1 6.1 1.0 0.7 1.4 0.9 0.5 22 L1 0.6 0.2 0.4
Pittsburgh, Pa_. 1.y 0.5 0.3 19.7 5.3 9.5 (U] 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.2 1.1 0.2 (1) 0.2
Baltimore, Md __ 1.9 (*) 0.3 10.8 4.3 10.4 0.2 L6 Ll 0.5 22 Ll (9) 10) (1%
Rochester, N. Y __ = 2.0 (] 0.3 18,1 5.1 5.8 0.6 .3 0.8 0.5 22 11 (1) 10) ()
Philadelphia, Pa................ L9 ] 0.3 18.8 4.2 9.6 0.1 1.6 1 H 0.5 2.2 L1 (19) 10) (1)
Portland, Maine. ..._._....._.... 2.1 0.8 0.3 14.5 5.7 26 0.7 1.3 0.8 0.5 2.3 L1 0.8 0.5 0.3
Newark, N.J_.___ . 2.0 () 0.3 13.8 6.1 3.4 0.4 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.3 L1 0.1 (1) 0.1
Bridgeport, Conn. L9 " 0.3 14. 4 5.5 4.0 0.1 1.4 0.9 0.5 2.3 L1 ) (] 19)
Tueson, Ariz.d - 2.1 (W) 0.3 13.7 6.0 L1 0.9 1.6 Il 0.5 2.3 11 0.7 0.7 19)
Beolias I e e 2.0 ") 0.2 4.1 4.3 2.7 20 L3 0.8 0.5 2.3 3 0.4 0.4 1%)
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Atlanta, Ga.___...____.. ... ... 21t M 3 18. 5 53 4.8 0.8 1.3 0.8
Richmond, Va___. 2.2 *) 0.3 15,1 5.1 3.7 09 1.4 0.9
Omaha, Nebr_.._____ LY 0.1 0.3 5.3 4.8 53 05 1.3 0.8
Buffalo, N. Y ____ Xl ()] 0.3 18.4 5.1 K3 0.2 1.3 8
Kansas City, Mo 1.9 0.3 0.3 20. 4 5.1 8.9 1.3 1.2 0.7
Fall River, Muss.._.._...___. . 2.3 % 0.3 13.6 5.1 29 ® 1.4 0.9
Spokane, Wash . = 23 1.3 0.3 15.7 6.7 3.8 0.5 L2 0.7
Norfolk, Va__._.._ . _____ 2.0 () 0.3 147 52 1.3 0.6 1.4 0.9
Salt Lake City, Utah 1| > 2.4 ) 0.3 16, 2 5.7 50 0l 1.4 0.8
Manchester, N. H_.__._..____. 20 ) 0.3 14.7 50 3.7 0.1 1.6 1=]1
Beattle, Wash_ 21 (%) 0.3 17.58 53 Tk 0.2 1.4 0.9
Denver, Colo.1 12 0.2 0.3 186 5.7 7.0 0.9 1.5 0.9
Providence, R. 1. .55} 0.3 0.3 14.7 5.6 3.9 0.2 1.2 0.7
Portland, Oreg. . L 21 0.7 0.3 1. 8 5.0 6.6 1.0 1.3 0.8
New Orleans, La___ ... ... 20 6] 0.3 2.5 53 9.2 0.4 1.8 1.1
Binghamton, N, Y.._....._____. 2.2 % 0.3 14.0 AT L1 1.9 L7 1.2
Memphis, Tenn____._ 20 %) 0.3 17.7 5.5 58 0.0 14 [0}
Oklahoma City, Okln.t. 1.4 0.4 0.3 15.4 52 3.8 1.3 1.5 0.9
Winston-Salem, N, (1. L1 (4] 0.3 13.6 54 2.0 L2 1.3 0.7
Louisville, Ky.1. 21 {44 0.3 16.6 4.2 5.7 1.3 1.6 10
Houston, TexX. o eeeeees 22 (0] 0.3 15.3 5.5 6.4 1.1 14 0.8
Jacksonville, Fla_ 22 ) 0.3 15.0 59 3.0 0.8 L5 0.9
Indisnapolis, Ind. 20 (*) 0.3 17.6 4.6 6.3 11 1.4 0.8
Dallas, Tex._ _....... 2.0 ) 0.3 15. 5 :: AP 3.5 1.4 1.4 08
Clarksburg, W. Va.l._ ... .. 23 0.7 0.3 4.7 58 0.9 2.5 13 0.7
Cedar Rapids, Towa?! _________. 22 0.1 0.3 13.4 4.9 2.4 0.6 1.4 0.8
Columbia, 3. C._........ = 2.4 Q] 0.3 1.9 4.4 0.9 1.3 1.4 0.8
Knoxville, Tenn. . 2.3 0] 0.3 15 4 b4 3.2 L0 1.3 0.7
Columbus, Ohio 1. | 2.3 ) 0.3 15.5 4.9 4.4 L1 1.4 0.8
Birmingham, Ala_._______ .. __. 2.9 D] 0.3 17.9 51 6.1 1.2 1.4 0.8
ElPoso, Ta® - iiiiciciias NUJ 22 0.3 0.3 1.7 4.2 1.7 0.2 LS 0.9
Little Rock, Ark_. -1 2.2 (%) 0.3 15. 4 5.9 1.7 1.6 1.4 0.8
Mobile, Ala.____ 5 2.3 O] 0.3 159 5.7 4.1 25 1.3 0.7
Wichits, Kens. . ... o] 2.2 0.2 Ue 3 15. 4 5.6 | 2,7 L8 14 0.8
I
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*Less than 0.05 percent,

! Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 16).

2 Budget allowance identical in all eities, plus sales tax where levied,

! Exclusive of sales tax. z

¢ Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.

# Though only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, nn average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.

¢ Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.

T Though personal property taxes wera payable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.
® Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table.

¥ Not a direct charge

10 None payable.
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Table 21.—Percent Distribution of the Cosfs‘ of Living Among Major Budget Groups and Principal Subgroups, in 9 Geographic Divisions, 4-Person
Manual Worker's Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

EMERGENCY LEVEL

Geographic division
Budget group A‘?I':ﬁ;' 59
New Middle | EastNorth West North/ South East South | West South Mountain Pacific
England | Atlantic Central Central Atlantic Central Central

Total cost of living: Amount____.____ ___ $903. 27 $912. 27 $924. 36 $925, 07 $910. 88 $809. 25 $848, 80 $855, 37 $915. 16 $920, 48
Percent ... ... ...._. 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100.0
1o R ] NS g E S B S 37.6 38.0 37.0 36.3 36, 4 38.6 39,2 39.4 38,1 36.9
Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal care. . 14.2 4.1 13.5 14. 4 14,2 13.6 14,0 14,1 15.0 15. 4
ClothnE. . o 1.1 110 10.6 11. 4 1.2 10.7 10.9 110 11.6 12.2
Clothing upkeep_____ S S—— 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.6 1.4
higt 7 1 L B e e e L8 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.7 1.8 1.8 1.8 18
Housing, including water. N6 18.2 20.0 19.3 19.1 10.6 17.5 17.9 17.6 15.8
Household operation. ... s S A 13.5 15.1 13.0 12.6 14. 2 12.9 12. 5 12.4 14.6 4.8
311 B e e R e R G S 5.3 7.1 55 5.6 6.6 50 4.3 3.5 5.4 5.1
GOMLOE MO0 s s na s s smswn s - 4.2 59 1.6 50 59 3.4 2.8 2.5 4.3 3.5
R ey O R e e S R 1.1 1.2 0.9 0.6 0.7 1.6 1.5 1.0 553 4 1.6
| [ e e eSS et 2.1 L7 1.7 1.6 L5 2.2 2.2 2.5 2.6 3.2
Electricity..__ Lo T TIL S e e 1.6 1.8 157 1.3 1.6 1.5 1.8 19 18 L4
Household ﬁum»lms .......................... 1.9 19 i s 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.9 19 2.2 2.2
Furniture, furnishings, and household equipment 281 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.0 1 2.2 2.1 2.2 2.1
Hefitto A omil oo s e i Rnii S ara 0.2 0.2 0.1 (U] 0.4 0.1 ™ 0.2 0.1 0.5
Unspecified essentials ¢ ... ... . _ ... 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Miscellaneous. . . 16.1 14.8 16.5 17.4 16.1 15.3 16.8 16.2 14.7 1744
Medical care___ 5.1 53 5.1 4.8 4.9 5.1 5.2 5.3 58 5.7
Transportation_.___ &0 3.8 5.0 6.6 5.7 4.0 4.6 4.4 3.0 6.0
School attendance .. ¢.8 0.2 0.4 11 0.6 0.9 1.4 1.0 0.7 0.6
Recreation. . g 1.4 1.4 1.6 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.4
Motion plcture theater admissions 0.9 0.9 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.9
Tobaccoand toys4. ... 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.8 0.5 0.5
Life insurance ¢.. ... 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.3 2.3 2.5 2.4 2.3 2.3
Church oontrlbutlons . 1.2 1.1 1.1 11 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.2 11 L1

Taxes®7. oo ceeeno. 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.4 5’)

Pemonal property . e 0.1 0.3 (U] 0.2 0.1 0.1 01 0.1 03 V]

Capltation 19_ ___. SRR eSS 0.2 0.2 0.2 J 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.1 O]
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* Less than 0.05 percent.

l Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 16).

1 Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 50 citles is used in order to balance the table. The percents for the geographic divisions are averages
for thgzglttles in each division included ln this study.

direct charge.
4 Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.
! Though only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 50 cities is used in order to balance the table. The percents for the geographic divisions are averages
for thicicvii::i in e?ch division included in this study.
X ve o
T Though taxes were paynble ln only 36 cities, an average for 59 citles 1s used in order to balance the table. The percents for the geographic divisions are averages for the cities in
each. g}vislon me!l)‘l:ded in this
one .
' Thoug%‘y‘penonnl operty tax h?:yable in only 22 cities, an average for 59 citles is used in order to balance the table. The percents,for the geographic divisions are averages
for tl:e cities in each divislon lncluded int

ough capitation taxes were egnynble in on]y 25 cities, an average for 59 cities is used in order to balance the table. The percents for the geographie divisions are averages
for the cmen in each division included in this study.
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204 o COSTS OF LIVING, 59 CITIES

Table 22.—Percent Distribution of the Costs!® of Living Among Major Budget Groups
and Principal Subgroups, in 5 Size of City Classifications, 4-Person Manual Worker's
Family, 59 Cities, March 1935

EMERGENCY LEVEL

8ize of city classification
Budget group ‘;g :m'
1,000,000 | 500,000 to | 250,000 to | 100,000 to | 25.000 to
or more | 1,000,000 | 500,000 | 250,000 100,000
Total cost of living: Amount.. _.___ $903.27 | $951.82 | $951.29 | $897.50 | $884.88 $883. 29
Percent.. ... 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0
Food_ il 37.6 36.1 35.6 37.7 38.2 39.0
Clothing, clothing upkeep, and personal
................ 14.2 13.7 13.9 13.9 14.5 146
Clothing. . .. ... 11.1 10.9 11.0 10.9 11.3 11.3
Clothing upkeep___._____.___._______. 1.3 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5
Personalecare. ... ____..___._.____ 1.8 1.7 17 1.7 1.8 1.8
Housing, including water___...___.____.__ 18.6 18.8 19.7 18.4 187 17.9
Household operation...___._._______...... 13.5 13.0 12.6 129 13.8 14.9
Fuael. ... . 5.3 5.6 5.2 5.1 5.6 5.8
Coalorwood......_..__._.__..... 4.2 48 4.5 41 4.2 4.4
Qas. .. 1.1 0.8 0.7 1.0 1.4 1.4
) (T 2.1 1.9 1.8 2.1 20 2.4
Electrielty. .. .. 1.6 1.5 1.3 1.5 L7 1.9
Household supplies. .. 1.9 1.8 18 1.8 1.9 2.0
Furniture, furnishings, and household
equipment 2.1 L9 20 2.0 2.1 2.2
Refusedisposald_ ________.__________.. 0.2 ® 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.3
Unspecified essentlals ¢___________.__. 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
16.1 18. 4 18.2 17.1 4.8 13.6
5.1 5.2 5.0 5.1 5.2 5.3
5.0 8.0 7.9 6.1 3.5 1.7
0.8 0.5 0.5 0.8 0.7 L1
1.4 1.4 L4 1.4 1.4 1.4
Motion picture theater admis-
sions_.__.______ - 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
Tobacco and toys - 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6
Life insurance ¢....... - 2.3 2.2 2.2 23 2.4 2.4
Church contributions _._____.____.___ 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.2
Taxes 87 e 0.3 . 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.5
Persona) property ®. ... ........ 0.1 . 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2
Capitation $______.___ .. _.___..._._ 0.2 (0 . 0.1 0.2 0.3

*Less than 0.05 percent.

t Include sales tax where levied (appendix table 16).

1 Though only 18 cities had a direct charge for refuse disposal, an average for 59 cities is used in order to
hal%nee thg table. The percents for the size of city groups are averages for the cities in each group included
in this study.

3 Not a direct charge.

4 Budget allowance identical in all cities, plus sales tax where levied.

8 Though only 55 cities had a direct charge for school attendance, an average for 59 citles is used {n order
;,o hglance éhe table. The percents for the size of city groups are averages for the cities in each group included

n this study.

¢ Exclusive of sales tax.

T Though taxes were payable in only 36 cities, an average for 69 cities is used in order to balance the table.
The percents for the size of city groups are averages for the cities in each group included in this study.

8 Though personal g{operty taxes were payable in only 22 cities, an averago for 59 cities is used in order
to bﬁ]anco the table. The percents for the size of city groups are averages for the cities in each group included
in this study.

¢ Though capitation taxes were payable in only 25 cities, an average for 50 cities is used in order to balance
the dtable. The percents for the size of city groups are averages for the cities in each group included in this
study.

10 None payable.
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Percentages of costs of living.. . _.________.._________ xix, 6, 135, 189204
Compared with percentages of family expenditures_____._ xxvi, 138-144
Recalculated, as test of methods_ .. ____________________________ 145
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INDEX e 209

Costs of living (see also Findings of study; Methods used in study)—Con-~ Page
tinued.
Costs of commodities and services, relation of, to differences in___ xxiv-xxv,

134-135
Defined (see also Levels of living of study) .. ________.___________._ ix
Emergency level in 59 cities:
Annual. ... 3, 5,172-175
Monthly _ _ o iicececoa-- 5
Percent distribution_ . .. ____________________ xix, 6, 135-136, 197-201
Relative. . oo 176-179
Weekly e iceceedeae- 5
Emergency level in five size of city groups:
Annual ... e 184
Percent distribution.______ . ____.. 204
Relative e ciaoo- 185
Emergency level in nine geographic divisions
Annual. L eeiciiiiooo- 180-181
Percent distribution_______ ____________________._________ 202-203
Relative__ ___ ___ L ieoiaioo-- 182-183
Maintenance and emergency levels compared..._._.__.___ xii-xiv, 14, 124
Maintenance level in 59 cities:
Annual. .. .. 2, 5, 158-161
Monthly _ . e 5
Percent distribution_ _.__________.______ xix, 6, 135-136, 137, 189-193
Relative .. oo 162-165
Weekly . eeicaea- 5, 137
Maintenance level in five size of city groups:
Annual e acceceo- 8, 170
Percent distribution____ . ___.__. 196
Relative . _ . e eeaoo-. 8, 137,171
Maintenance level in nine geographic divisions:
Annual i ieccicoo- 8, 166-167
Percent distribution_._._ L __ ... 194-195
Relative_ __ _ . ... 8, 137, 168-169
Maintenance level in 31 cities, March 1937_ _ ____________________. 10, 11
Percentages of, required for commodities and for services_. xxiv-xxv, 135-136
Problems of measuring intercity differences. .. __ ... ___________. 123
Studies of:
Changes in. .. . iiciacao- xn, 9n
Quantity budgets_ . ______ .. x-xin
Summary of differences. ... ... oo _______ 124-127
Variation in, coefficients of . . __ . _ .. ... 128
Cover, John H _ L . oo ixn, 18n
Retail Price Behavior_ _ ..o oo o ieecieceaaa 92n
Electricity. See Household operation.
Emergency level of living. See Levels of living of study.
Expenditures for living. See Family expenditures.
Family budgets. See Methods used in study, quantity budgets.
Family expenditures: ‘
Compared with costs of living. See Costs of living.
Not analyzed instudy_ - . _..._.l.- 95n
Family of study described. . _ . _ . ____________________ . ___.__ xiii-xiv
Federal Power Commission: Electric Rate Survey. .. ___ ... _______ 58n, 111n

Field work. See Methods used in study.
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