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PREFACE 

E A C H year the Survey Research Center publishes a 
monograph entitled Survey of Consumer Finances in order to make 
its findings on consumer behavior available as promptly as possi­
ble. Information on the distribution of major consumer outlays and 
the factors responsible for their changes is published to make it 
possible for scholars, policy makers in government and business, 
and al l those interested in economic trends to analyze and use the 
data on important and often greatly fluctuating elements of Gross 
National Product. 

The findings resulting from two continuous activities of the 
Center are reported in the monographs. Annual surveys were be­
gun in 1946 to collect data on the distribution of consumer incomes, 
assets, and debts, as well as on expenditures on durable goods and 
related major transactions. Periodic surveys for the purpose of 
determining changes in consumer attitudes and expectations were 
started a few years later and were carried out at quarterly inter­
vals in the 1960*5. Some other economic studies of the Center on 
special topics relevant at certain times are not reported in this 
series of monographs. 

This monograph contains findings obtained in four surveys 
conducted in 1967. In that year the annual Survey of Consumer F i ­
nances was linked with a special project designed to trace con­
sumers' borrowing behavior over several years and financed by the 
Ford Foundation. F o r this purpose the 1967 sample will be fol­
lowed over four years, and the Survey of Consumer Finances will 
profit by the availability of panel data on the behavior of identical 
consumer units over a fairly long period. The traditional activities, 
consisting of the collection of financial as well as attitudinal data 
from samples representative of all U. S. consumers, continue to be 
financed by private business f irms. 

v 
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This monograph has four parts. In the f irst one financial data 
are presented. The distribution of income and of expenditures on 
housing, automobiles, and other durables in 1966 and of financial 
assets and debts in early 1967 is compared with s imilar data in 
earlier years. The relations among the economic data (for instance, 
of debt to income) and of economic to demographic data (for in­
stance, of debt to stage of life cycle) are shown in numerous tables. 
The interest in consumer credit, reflected in the panel design, 
yielded new material this year on debt and debt payments. 

Part Two contains reports on special studies on consumer at­
titudes and expectations carried out in 1967. Consumer attitudes 
toward debt, its perceived function and cost, are studied in some 
detail. Secondly, past and expected income changes are considered 
jointly and it is shown that families with both past and expected in­
come increases contribute greatly to the demand for durable goods. 
Finally, the structure of expressed intentions to buy durables and 
their relation to past purchases are analyzed. 

Part Three, just as Part One, has been included in each vol­
ume of this series of monographs. It contains four reports prepared 
by the Center in 1967 on the consumer outlook as revealed in quar­
terly surveys on changes in consumer opinions, attitudes, and ex­
pectations . 

In P a r t Four the reader is given information on the survey 
methods used, the questionnaires, and the distribution of the samples 
by demographic characteristics. 

The Economic Behavior Program of the Survey Research 
Center is directed by George Katona in association with John B . 
Lansing, James N. Morgan, and Eva Mueller. James N. Morgan was 
in charge of the debt panel study, John Sonquist of the arrangements 
for the annual financial survey, and Jay Schmiedeskamp served as 
the principal assistant in the quarterly attitudinal surveys. The 
samples were drawn under the direction of Irene Hess, interviewing 
was carried out under the direction of John Scott, and coding under 
the direction of Joan Scheffler. 

Tabulations and computations were performed on the I B M 1401 
(and later on the IBM 360) computer located in the Institute for So­
cial Research, and'On the University of Michigan Computing Center's 
IBM 7090. The computing operations were carried out under the d i ­
rection of C a r l Bixby and Duane Thomas. Alice Pruss , Janet Keller, 
Evelyn Hansmire, and Karen Dickinson provided valuable technical 
assistance. 

Sue Hudson typed the entire set of tables that appear in this 
volume. Lee Behnke was responsible for drawing graphic details on 
tables, figures, and charts. 
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Responsibility for the analysis contained in individual chapters 
was divided among several collaborators whose substantial contri­
butions are gratefully acknowledged herewith: 

Chapter 

1, Income - John A. Sonquist 
2, Debt - Frank p . Stafford, Judith H. Hy­

bels 
3, Housing - Nancy Baerwaldt 

4 & 5, Automobiles and Other Durables -
William C. Dunkelberg 

6, Financial Assets - Frank P . Stafford, 
Or man Paananen 

7, Attitudes Toivard Debt - James N. Mor­
gan, Frank P . Stafford 

8 & 9, Income Trends and Buying Intentions -
George Katona, Barbara Dunkelberg, 
Judith H. Hybels 

10, 11, 12 & 13, Outlook for Consumer Demand - George 
Katona, Jay W. Schmiedeskamp, 
Barbara Dunkelberg, William H. 
Peters 

14 & 15, Methods and Demographic Trends - re­
written by John A. Sonquist and Jay W. 
Schmiedeskamp from earlier volumes. 

The authors are greatly indebted to William Haney for his 
invaluable contributions as the editor of this volume. 
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PART ONE 

FINANCIAL DATA 



I 
THE DISTRIBUTION OF 
FAMILY INCOME IN 1966 

Highlights 

T H E upward trend in income which has characterized 
the American economy in the past few years continued through 1966. 
The well-known information about changes in total personal income 
is supplemented in this chapter by survey data on changes in the 
size distribution of income among American famil ies . 1 

Among the approximately 60 million families in the United 
States, 28 percent had an income of $10,000 or more in 1966. In 
1962, when there were about five million fewer families in the 
country, the proportion was only 18 percent. The decline in the 
proportion of families at unsatisfactory income levels was, how­
ever, much smaller than the increase in the proportion of families 
with relatively sizable income. In 1966, 19 percent, and in 1962, 22 
percent reported an income of less than $3,000. 

The median income of all families rose from $6,670 to $6,930 
in 1966. The mean income as calculated from the survey shows a 
smaller increase. Compared to the increase in total personal in­
come as reported by the Commerce Department, the 1966 survey 
appears to understate the gains made in that year. Survey data on 
total income or mean income are much less reliable than data on 
median income or the size distribution of income because means 
are greatly affected by the number of families with very large in­
come that fall into a given sample. 

•̂ The term "family" includes all persons residing together in the same 
dwelling unit who are related by blood, marriage, or adoption. Families in­
clude one-person units as well as units of two or more persons. 

3 
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Total personal income remains greatly concentrated among 
high-income families. The 9 percent of families with over $15,000 
income received 27 percent of total income in 1966. Yet the rate of 
concentration has not increased during the last few years. At the 
same time, there was no progress toward a more equal distribution 
of income. 

The income received by families showed wide variations 
among groups in which family heads had differing amounts of educa­
tion. Median incomes ranged from $2,540 among families in which 
the head's education was five grades or less to $11,580 among fami­
lies in which the head had an advanced or professional college de­
gree. Any training past high school does appear to have an influence 
on total family income. 

The differences among occupation groups likewise are pro­
nounced. Median family income ranged from $2,620 among families 
in which the head was retired to $11,000 among families in which 
the head had a professional, technical, or managerial type of po­
sition. 

Despite some progress in job opportunities in recent years, 
the median family income for Negroes ($3,960) was only slightly 
larger than half that for whites ($7,350). Thirty-s ix percent of the 
Negro families interviewed had incomes of less than $3,000 in 1966. 
Seventeen percent of the families headed by someone aged 18-24 
likewise received less than $3,000 income. For these families the 
median income was $5,350. Among families with a head aged 35-44, 
only 7 percent had incomes under $3,000; the median income of 
these families was $8,980. 

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE TABLES 

T A B L E 1-1 

DISTRIBUTION O F F A M I L I E S AND DISTRIBUTION O F INCOME, 
B Y INCOME GROUPS - 1962-1966 

In spite of the impressive shift from lower to higher-income 
groups from 1962 to 1966, the share of total income received by the 
various income groups has hardly changed beyond the change in the 
proportion of people in each group. 

The Bureau of the Census likewise conducts sample interview 
surveys in which the size distribution of income is determined. The 
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findings are published separately for families and for unrelated in­
dividuals. Among families, according to the Census Bureau, 29.6 
percent and among unrelated individuals 4.4 percent had an income 
of $10,000 or more in 1966. When the joint distribution of families 
and individuals is calculated, it appears that 25 percent had an in­
come of $10,000 or more. This finding is fairly comparable to the 
Survey of Consumer Finances finding according to which 28 percent 
of family units had an income of $10,000 or more. As in previous 
years the detailed questioning about various income sources used in 
the Survey of Consumer Finances results in a higher proportion of 
upper-income people. 

T A B L E 1-2 

DISTRIBUTION O F F A M I L I E S B Y DISPOSABLE 
INCOME GROUPS - 1961-1966 

The shift from low to high disposable income groups in earlier 
years, and particularly from 1963 to 1965 due to the 1964 tax cut, 
did not continue into 1966. 

T A B L E 1-3 

MEAN INCOME AND SHARE O F T O T A L INCOME -
1960, 1962, 1964, 1965, 1966 

Mean income continued to r ise in all but the lower-income 
deciles in 1966. However, the shares of income received by the 
various income deciles have shown practically no change from 1960 
to 1966. 

T A B L E 1-4 

MEAN AND MEDIAN F A M I L Y ' I N C O M E -
WITHIN VARIOUS GROUPS 

Education and occupation of the head, as well as race (Parts 
A, B, and D) have a very great influence on total family income, as 
does the l ife-cycle stage of the family (Part F ) . The effects of 
urban-rural residence and age of head (Parts C and E) are not quite 
as strong. The l ife-cycle concept was developed to indicate the 
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differences between younger and older families with or without 
children at home, as well as the differences between families and 
single persons. 

T A B L E 1-5 

SOURCES O F INCOME B Y R A C E - 1966 

Capital income, business income, and farm income are much 
more common among whites than among Negroes. Income from 
these sources plays a particularly large role in the top income 
decile. 



TABLE 1-1 

DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILIES AND DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME, 
BY INCOME GROUPS - 1962-1966 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

F a m i l i e s * Share o f t o t a l income 
Income groups 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 

Leas than $1,000 4 4 4 3 3 * * * * * 
SI,000-1,999 9 10 9 8 8 2 2 2 1 2 

$2,000-2,999 9 9 8 9 8 3 3 3 3 3 

$3,000-3,999 8 8 8 8 8 4 4 4 3 3 

$4,000-4,999 10 9 8 7 7 6 6 4 4 4 

$5,000-5,999 12 10 9 8 7 L0 8 7 6 5 

$6,000-7,499 14 16 14 13 13 14 16 12 11 11 

$7,500-9,999 16 15 17 17 18 20 20 19 19 19 

$10,000-14,999 12 14 15 17 19 22 24 23 26 27 

$15,000 or more 6 5 8 10 9 19 17 26 27 27 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Mean f a m i l y income b $6,800 $6,710 $7,680 $7,940 $8,080 

Median fam i l y income $5,820 $5,900 $6,430 $6,670 $6,930 

Le s s than 0.5 percent. 

a F a m i l i e s i n c l u d e ( a ) s i n g l e person u n r e l a t e d to other occupants i n the d w e l l i n g u n i t , (b) a person l i v i n g alone, and 
( c ) two or more people l i v i n g i n the same d w e l l i n g u n i t r e l a t e d by blood, marriage, or adoption. 

bMean income i s obtained by d i v i d i n g aggregate Income by the number of f a m i l i e s . 



8 1967 SURVEY OF CONSUMER FINANCES 

TABLE 1-2 

DISTRIBUTION OF F A M I L I E S BY DISPOSABLE INCOME GROUPS - 1961-1966 

( P e r c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n o f f a m i l i e s ) 

F a m i l i e s 
a 

D i s p o s a b l e income groups 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 

L e s s t h a n $1,000 6 4 4 4 3 3 
$1,000-1,999 10 9 11 9 8 9 
$2,000-2,999 10 10 10 9 9 9 
$3,000-3,999 11 10 9 9 9 8 
$4,000-4,999 14 13 12 10 9 9 
$5,000-5,999 12 13 13 11 10 9 
$6,000-7,499 13 16 14 14 14 15 
$7,500-9,999 13 13 16 17 18 19 
$10,000-14,999 8 9 8 12 14 14 
$15,000 o r more 3 3 3 5 6 5 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 

To o b t a i n d i s p o s a b l e income, f e d e r a l income t a x e s a r e e s t i m a t e d f o r e a c h 
f a m i l y and s u b t r a c t e d from t o t a l income. 

TABLE 1-3 

MEAN INCOME AND SHARE OF TOTAL INCOME - 1960, 1962, 1964, 1965, 1966 

( P e r c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n o f f a m i l i e s ) 

D e c i l e 

Mean income S h a r e o f t o t a l income 

D e c i l e 1965 1966 1960 1962 1964 1965 1966 

Lo w e s t $ 1,200 $ 1,100 1 1 1 1 1 
Second 2,440 2,400 3 3 3 3 3 
T h i r d 3,630 3,670 5 5 4 5 5 
F o u r t h 4,930 5,000 7 7 6 6 6 
F i f t h 6,110 6,270 8 8 8 8 8 
S i x t h 7,310 7,470 9 9 9 9 9 
S e v e n t h 8,590 8,750 11 11 11 11 11 
E i g h t h 10,200 10,290 13 13 13 13 13 
N i n t h 12,710 12,390 16 16 15 16 15 
H i g h e s t 22,320 23,520 27 27 30 28 29 

T o t a l $ 7,940 $ 8,080 100 100 100 100 100 
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MEAN AND MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME - WITHIN VARIOUS GROUPS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

CJ 

c: 

o 

2 

O 
o 
ft 

PART A 

Education 3 

Mean income 
i n 1966 T o t a l 

L e s s than 
$3,000 

$3,000 
-4,999 

$5,000 
-7,499 

$7,500 
-9,999 

$10,000 
-14,999' 

$15,000 
or more 

Number 
of c a s e s Median 

0-5 grades $4,790 100 59 19 10 8 2 2 278 $2,540 

6-8 grades 5,470 100 30 23 21 13 10 3 806 4,670 

9-11 grades, some high 
school p l u s noncollege 7,120 100 21 15 24 L8 17 5 692 6,540 

12 grades, completed 
high school 8,400 100 12 14 24 23 22 5 632 7,580 

Completed high school plus 
other noncollege 9,030 100 8 12 21 22 29 8 398 8,560 

C o l l e g e , no degree 10,010 100 7 11 18 21 28 15 437 9,160 

C o l l e g e , bachelor's degree 12,160 100 7 8 18 20 22 25 317 9,600 

C o l l e g e , advanced or 
p r o f e s s i o n a l degree 15,010 100 5 6 16 15 26 32 146 11,580 

°r>BtB for 20 c a s e s f or which education of head i s not a s c e r t a i n e d are omitted. 
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MEAN AND MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME - WITHIN VARIOUS GROUPS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

PART B 
Mean income Less than S3,000 $5,000 $7,500 $10,000 $15,000 Number 

Occupation i n 1966 T o t a l $3,000 -4,999 -7,499 -9,999 -14,999 or more of cases Median 

P r o f e s s i o n a l , t e c h n i c a l $12,310 100 3 5 17 20 32 23 375 $10,690 

Managers, o f f i c i a l s 12,940 100 1 3 15 21 37 23 232 11,390 

Self-employed businessmen, ^ 
9,530 £g 

7,930 § 

a r t i s a n s 14,260 100 9 10 i a 16 22 25 206 

C l e r i c a l , s a l e s 8,580 100 5 15 26 23 21 10 335 

Craftsmen, foremen 9,310 100 3 10 21 26 31 9 514 

Op e r a t i v e s 7,540 100 8 17 28 25 20 2 577 

Laborers, s e r v i c e workers 5,310 100 27 24 25 15 8 1 382 

Farmers 7,060 100 21 19 27 14 13 6 139 

Miscellaneous groups 8,130 100 31 18 23 12 8 8 230 

R e t i r e d 3,630 100 57 21 10 6 4 2 736 

9,060 

7,290 

5,160 

2,620 

o 
o 

4,900 O 

5,760 g 

I 
1 
to 



TABLE 1-4 (Sheet 3 of 4) 
MEAN AND MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME - WITHIN VARIOUS GROUPS 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

PART C Mean income Less than $3,000 $5,000 $7,500 $10,000 $15,000 Number 
Bel t i n 1966 Total $3,000 -4,999 -7,499 -9,999 -14,999 or more of cases Median 

Central c i t i e s of 12 
largest SMSA's $7,910 100 15 14 24 20 18 9 477 $7,190 

Central c i t i e s of other 
SMSA's 7,320 100 21 19 17 19 18 6 621 6,540 

Suburban areas of 12 
Largest SMSA's 11,490 100 9 9 .18 19 27 18 528 9,430 

Suburban areas of other 
SMSA's 9,760 100 12 10 20 21 25 12 612 8,460 

Adjacent areas of SMSA's 7,050 100 23 17 21 IB 14 6 702 6,220 
Outlying areas of SMSA's 6,100 100 31 19 22 12 12 4 786 5,060 

a PART D 
Race 

White 100 18 13 20 19 20 10 3,264 7,350 
Negro 100 36 26 20 10 6 2 368 3,960 

PART E 
Age of head 

Under age 25 5,600 100 17 28 32 14 9 * 248 5,350 
25-34 7,940 100 8 13 29 24 22 4 663 " 7; 590 
35-44 10,030 100 7 10 19 23 27 14 712 8,980 
45-54 10,060 100 10 11 20 20 24 15 727 8,570 
55-64 9,210 100 20 12 19 17 21 11 601 7,320 
65-74 5,360 100 41 23 16 11 4 5 473 3,710 
Age 75 or older 3,090 100 63 24 4 4 4 1 302 2,330 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
Data excludes O r i e n t a l , Puerto Rican, Mexican, Cuban, and "other" categories due to small number of cases. 
A Standard Metropolitan S t a t i s t i c a l Area i s a county or group of contiguous counties (except i n New England) which contain 
at l e a s t one c i t y of 50,000 inhabitants or more i n 1960. I n addition to the county or counties containing such a c i t y or 
c i t i e s , contiguous counties are Included I f according to c e r t a i n c r i t e r i a they are e s s e n t i a l l y metropolitan i n character 
and s u f f i c i e n t l y integrated with the c e n t r a l c i t y . I n New England standard metropolitan areas have been defined on a town 
rather than on a county b a s i s . 



TABLE 1-4 (Sheet 4 of 4 ) 
MEAN AND MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME - WITHIN VARIOUS GROUPS 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

PART F 
L i f e c y c l e stage 
of f a m i l y head 

Under age 45 
Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n 
Married, no c h i l d r e n 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

under age 6 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

age 6 or o l d e r 

Age 45 o r o l d e r 
Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 

head i n labor force 
Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 

head r e t i r e d 
Married, no c h i l d r e n , 

head i n labor f o r c e 
Married, no c h i l d r e n , 

head r e t i r e d 
Married, has c h i l d r e n 

Any age 
Unmarried, has c h i l d r e n 

A l l f a m i l i e s 

Mean income L e s s than $3,000 $5,000 $7,500 $10,000 $15,000 Number 
i n 1966 T o t a l $3,000 -4,999 -7,499 -9,999 -14,999 or more of c a s e s 

$5,850 

9.300 

8,770 

10,650 

7.500 

2.420 

11,030 

4,840 
10,610 

4,870 

8,080 

100 
LOO 

100 

100 

LOO 

100 

100 

100 
100 

100 

100 

20 

7 

5 

2 

21 

77 

37 
9 

35 

19 

25 

13 

11 

e 

24 

13 

11 

30 
9 

25 

15 

33 
18 

29 

18 

23 

5 

19 

16 

17 

24 

20 

11 
22 

26 

24 

20 

4 

18 

7 

23 

9 

18 

7 

28 

23 

35 

1 

27 

7 

26 

5 

19 

4 
12 

6 

13 

17 

3 

16 

228 
188 

735 

343 

279 

360 

594 

364 

447 

188 

3,726 

Median 

$5,340 
8,810 

7,990 

9,750 

5,430 

L.780 

9,200 

3,830 

9,130 

3,970 

6,930 

N) 
CO 

§ 

I 

1 
1 
Co 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
Notes: The term no c h i l d r e n 
o l d e r are considered r e t i r e d : 

means no c h i l d r e n under age 18 l i v i n g at home. Unemployed people and housewives age 55 or 
unemployed people and housewives under age 55 a r e considered to be in the labor f o r c e . 



TABLE 1-5 (Sheet 1 of 2) 

SOURCES OP INCOME BY RACE - 1966 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of d o l l a r s r e c e i v e d by f a m i l i e s I n each d e c i l e ) 

3 
ft 

a 
3 
§ 
o 

CJ) 

Source of income 
Earned Income 

T o t a l family income d e c i l e s 

Non-Negro families'* 

Percentage share 
i n t o t a l income 
f o r each d e c i l e Head Wife 

Other 
fam i l y 
members C a p i t a l 

Mixed 
labor-
c a p i t a l 

T r a n s f e r 
payments 

T o t a l 
f a m i l y 
income 

A l l 90 62 9 4 6 11 8 100 
Lowest tenth 79 14 4 2 10 5 75 100 
Second tenth 84 27 4 1 8 10 50 100 
T h i r d tenth 82 45 5 3 11 7 29 100 
Fourth tenth 86 58 6 3 5 10 18 100 
F i f t h tenth 92 67 8 2 4 9 10 100 
S i x t h tenth 94 71 9 3 4 7 6 100 
Seventh tenth 94 69 9 5 4 6 7 100 
Eighth tenth 97 66 13 5 4 8 4 100 
Ninth tenth 96 68 13 5 3 8 3 100 
Highest tenth 98 58 a 5 11 17 1 100 

^ D e c i l e s based on combined white-Negro d i s t r i b u t i o n as shown I n column "Share i n T o t a l Income." 
I n c l u d e s approximately 2 percent nonwhite non-Negro. 

^ I n c l u d e s wage, s a l a r y , p r o f e s s i o n a l , and other self-employment income. 
I n c l u d e s income from r e n t , i n t e r e s t , d i v i d e n d s , and t r u s t funds. 

^ I n c l u d e s farm income, unincorporated b u s i n e s s Income, and income from roomers and boarders. 
I n c l u d e s S o c i a l S e c u r i t y , unemployment compensation, p u b l i c w e l f a r e , v e t e r a n ' s b e n e f i t s and other t r a n s f e r Income. t—* 

Co 



TABLE 1-5 (Sheet 2 of 2) 

SOURCES OF INCOME BY RACE - 1966 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of d o l l a r s r e c e i v e d by f a m i l i e s i n each d e c i l e ) 

Source of Income 
Earned Income 

T o t a l f a m i l y income d e c i l e s 

Negro f a m i l i e s 

A l l 

Lowest tenth 

Second tench 

T h i r d tenth 

Fourth tench 

F i f t h tench 

S i x t h tenth 

Seventh tenth 

E i g h t h tenth 

Ninth tenth 

Highest tenth 

Percentage share 
i n t o t a l income 
for each d e c i l e 

LO 

21 

16 

18 

14 

8 

6 

6 

3 

4 

2 

Head 

66 

45 

57 

68 

71 

68 

72 

E 
E 

Wife 

13 

2 

6 

15 

15 

E 

Other 
fam i l y 
members 

E 
E 

C a p i t a l 

E 
E 

Mixed 
labor-
c a p i t a l 

E 
E 

T r a n s f e r 
payments 

12 

50 

31 

15 

14 

E 
E 

T o t a l 
f a m i l y 
income 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

E° 
|7oo 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
For d e f i n i t i o n of above footnotes, r e f e r to sheet 1 of t h i s t a b l e . 



2 
INSTALLMENT DEBT 

Trends in Installment Debt 

ACCORDING to Federal calculations, in 1966 install­
ment debt outstanding rose by 9 percent, to a level of $74.5 billion. 
This was a slower growth rate than in any of the previous 4 years, 
when the average increase in total installment debt was 12 percent. 
In January and February 1967, debt repayments even exceeded ex­
tensions, so that the amount of installment credit outstanding de­
clined. 

According to the 1967 Survey of Consumer Finances, 47.9 
percent of the families reported outstanding debt in early 1967, as 
compared to 49.3 percent in early 1966. Though the change is not 
statistically significant (and may be in part attributable to sampling 
and reporting errors) it does indicate a reversal of an upward trend 
that has prevailed over the past few years. 

The Survey reveals that the amount of debt per family with 
debt rose slightly in 1966. The median amount of debt in early 1967 
was $880, compared to $850 a year earlier. This rise of $30, or 
3.5 percent, was much less than the 9 percent rise the previous 
year, and the 19 percent rise in 1964. The mean amount of debt 
rose from $1,230 to $1,260 from 1966 to 1967. 

Incidence of Debt 

The data indicate that over the past 3 years the incidence of 
installment debt has hardly changed. Both the proportion of families 
with large amounts of debt, and the proportion of families making 
debt payments equal to 20 percent or more of their annual family 
income remained stable. 

15 
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Debt is mainly a middle-income and upper-income phenome­
non. Not only is the median income of families with debt higher, it 
also has been increasing faster than the median income of a l l fami­
lies, or of families without any installment debt. In 1965 23 percent, 
and in 1967 31 percent of families with debt had incomes of $10,000 
or more. In 1965 and 1967, 23 and 28 percent, respectively, of fami­
lies had an income of $10,000 or more. As in earlier years, it is 
the higher-income families who most frequently have substantial 
debt outstanding ($2,000 or more). In 1966 the largest increase in 
debt was among the youngest family heads (under 25 years of age). 

A measure of the total debt burden for each family can be ca l ­
culated by expressing the total annual installment debt payments as 
a percent of annual family income. When such a formula is used, it 
can be seen that in 1966 there was little shift in the proportion of all 
families (or of different income and age groups) with high debt-in­
come ratios. With a few exceptions, the proportion of families with 
specific types of debt also remained stable. Debt on durables con­
tinues to be most prevalent in the middle-income groups. The pro­
portion of families in the youngest age group owing debt on house­
hold durables increased from 27 to 38 percent. The proportion of 
young single people with auto debt increased from 21 to 28 percent. 
Among older married people with children the frequency of debt in­
creased both on autos (from 32 to 38 percent) and on other durables 
(from 17 to 28 percent). 

Among those families who expect their financial situation to 
be better in a year, 63 percent have debt, and 14 percent have debt 
payments equal to 20 percent or more of their annual income. Only 
about 38 percent of those who expect to be in the same or worse f i ­
nancial situation have any debt, and only about 5 percent of them 
have debt payment-income ratios of 20 percent or higher. Many of 
these are older people. 

Months Left to Pay 

A somewhat different measure of debt burden is the length of 
the commitment indicated by the number of months left to pay on 
current debts. 1 In 1967 there was a slight increase in the proportion 
of families with long (24 months or more) debt commitments. This 
r ise was greatest in the income group of $7,500 and over. Younger 
and higher-income families tend to have longer debt commitments 

As estimated by the ratio of debt to monthly payments on it. 
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than older or lower-income families. The frequency of long debt 
commitments is highest—and in the past year rose the most—among 
married couples with children. 

Incurrence of Installment Debt in 1966 

Installment debt outstanding early in 1967 can be divided into 
1) debt incurred before 1966 and on which payments are still being 
made and 2) debt incurred during 1966 and not wholly paid off in that 
year. Of the 48 percent of families who owed installment debt early 
in 1967, 11 percent were paying off debts incurred in 1965 or ear l i ­
er, 22 percent were repaying only debt incurred in 1966 and 15 per­
cent were paying off both old and newly-incurred debt. These pro­
portions are s imilar to those for the previous year. 

In 1966 families with an income between $7,500 and $15,000 
incurred debt most frequently. Both past and expected changes in 
debt relate to debt incurrence. More of those who had income in­
creases in 1966 incurred debt. A greater proportion of those who 
expected increases in 1967 incurred debt in 1966. The feeling of 
being better off than a year ago, in conjunction with expecting to be 
better off next year, stimulates debt incurrence greatly. 

Experience With and Use of Credit 

About two-fifths of all families who now owe no installment 
debt have used it some time in the past. Those families who have 
never used installment credit—only 11 percent of the representative 
sample—are more likely to be older (age 55 or older), have very 
low income, and have no children. Conversely, those families most 
likely to have used installment debt all or most of the time are 
younger (under age 45), have an income over $5,000, and have 
children. 

The use of revolving accounts, an item included in the cate­
gory of installment credit, is only moderately related to income, a l ­
though it is concentrated in the middle-income groups. As with 
total installment debt, revolving accounts are a phenomenon of the 
younger-to-middle age group. 

About 30 percent of families reported that they used gasoline 
credit cards. Those who used these credit cards were somewhat 
more l ikely to have used two or more different cards than only one 
card. Use of gasoline credit cards is strongly related to income-
only 5 percent of those with family incomes under $3,000 use credit 
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cards; 67 percent of those with family incomes over $15,000 use 
them. 

The association between high income and use of gasoline 
credit cards is repeated for the use of charge accounts. Whereas 
only one-fifth of those families with incomes under $3,000 use 
charge accounts, about three-quarters of the families with income 
over $15,000 use charge accounts; most of the latter group use 
several charge accounts, and nearly one-quarter of people in this 
highest income group use five or more charge accounts. 

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE TABLES 

T A B L E 2-1 

TRENDS IN I N S T A L L M E N T D E B T - 1965, 1966, 1967 

The proportions owing debt for autos and additions and repairs 
to houses did not change in 1966. There was a slight increase in 
the percent owing durables debt (other than cars) and a slight de­
crease in the proportion having "other" debt, consisting mainly of 
personal loans. 

T A B L E 2-2 

DISTRIBUTION O F INCOME AMONG THOSE 
WITH I N S T A L L M E N T D E B T AND THOSE 

WITHOUT I N S T A L L M E N T D E B T 

The incidence of debt among income groups did not change 
much in 1966. 

T A B L E 2-3 

AMOUNT O F I N S T A L L M E N T D E B T OUTSTANDING 

In the $5,000-7,499 income bracket, the proportion of families 
with debt fell from 61 to 55 percent in 1966; the proportion with 
$2,000 or more in debt likewise fell, from 12 to 9 percent. In the 
$7,500-9,999 income bracket, however, the proportion of families 
with debt of $2,000 or more rose from 11 to 15 percent. 
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T A B L E 2-4 

R A T I O O F ANNUAL I N S T A L L M E N T D E B T PAYMENT R A T E 
T O PREVIOUS Y E A R ' S DISPOSABLE INCOME 

Both early in 1967 and early in 1966 less than one family in 
every ten allocated more than 20 percent of its annual income to 
debt repayment. 

T A B L E 2-5 

MONTHLY I N S T A L L M E N T D E B T PAYMENTS 

In early 1967 more younger families (head age 34 or younger) 
than in 1966 were making monthly payments of over $100. 

T A B L E 2-6 

I N S T A L L M E N T D E B T ON AUTOMOBILES, 
ADDITIONS AND R E P A I R S , AND 

HOUSEHOLD D U R A B L E S 

The percentage of family units with auto debt in the $5,000-
7,499 income group decreased from 37 percent in early 1966 to 30 
percent in early 1967. Those in the $7,500-9,999 group increased 
this type of debt from 33 percent in early 1966 to 39 percent in early 
1967. 

T A B L E 2-7 

R A T I O O F ANNUAL I N S T A L L M E N T D E B T PAYMENTS TO 
D I S P O S A B L E INCOME R E L A T E D TO E X P E C T E D 

CHANGE IN FINANCIAL SITUATION 

Among those who say they are better off, debt is much more 
frequent than among those who say that their financial situation re ­
mains unchanged or has worsened. 
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T A B L E 2-8 

R E L A T I O N B E T W E E N B U R D E N O F D E B T ON INCOME 
AND T H E T I M E L E F T TO P A Y 

Famil ies allocating a high proportion of their income to i n ­
stallment debt repayments tend to have longer commitments. 

T A B L E 2-9 

R E L A T I O N O F T I M E L E F T T O P A Y T O T O T A L I N S T A L L M E N T 
D E B T OUTSTANDING AND INCOME GROUPS 

Again, the families with substantial outstanding debt have 
relatively long debt commitments. 

T A B L E 2-10 

R E L A T I O N O F T I M E L E F T T O P A Y T O A G E AND L I F E C Y C L E 

Longer debt commitments are most frequent among young 
married people. 

T A B L E 2-11 

I N S T A L L M E N T D E B T OWED E A R L Y IN 1967 

About 15 percent of families who had incurred debt prior to 
1966 took on an additional debt in 1966. 

T A B L E 2-12 

MEANS AND DISTRIBUTIONS O F I N S T A L L M E N T D E B T OWED 

This table makes it possible to compare debt incurred during 
and before 1966 in relation to income, race, education, income 
change, and income expectations. 
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T A B L E 2-13 

21 

R E L A T I O N O F I N S T A L L M E N T D E B T I N C U R R E N C E 
TO INCOME T R E N D - 1966 and 1967 

Past and future financial trends have influenced the rate of 
debt incurrence greatly both in 1965 and 1966. (Cf. also Tables 8-3 
and 8-4 of Chapter 8.) 

T A B L E 2-14 

USE O F I N S T A L L M E N T C R E D I T 

Close to nine out of every ten families have used installment 
credit at one time or another, but only one out of three used it al l or 
most of the time. 

T A B L E 2-15 

OWNERSHIP O F R E V O L V I N G ACCOUNTS 

Installment debt and revolving credit are highly related: 84 
percent of those families with no installment debt have no revolving 
accounts. The proportion who have revolving accounts exhibits a 
relatively continuous rise with increasing debt levels. 

T A B L E 2-16 

USE O F GASOLINE C R E D I T CARDS 

Since many more people have gasoline credit cards than use 
them, the table relates to usage of such cards which is highly r e ­
lated to income. Half of the multiple car owners use gasoline credit 
cards, but only 30 percent of those who own one car. 

T A B L E 2-17 

USE O F CHARGE ACCOUNTS 

Upper-income families and those in the younger age groups 
use charge accounts most frequently. 
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TABLE 2-L 

TRENDS IN INSTALLMENT DEBT - 1965, 1966, 1967 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n o f f a m i l i e s ) 

L965 1966 1967 

Amount of i n s t a l l m e n t 
debt outstanding 

None 
SI-199 
$200-499 
$500-999 
$1,000-1,999 
$2,000 or more 

To t a l 

Median d e b t a 

51 
10 
9 
9 
12 
9_ 

100 

$730 

51 
8 
9 
10 
12 
10 

100 

$850 

52 
9 
8 
9 

12 
10 

100 

$880 

Ratio of annual i n s t a l l m e n t 
debt payment to previous 
year's disposable income 

None 
1 to 4 percent 
5 to 9 percent 
10 to 19 percent 
20 to 39 percent 
40 percent or more'' 
Not ascertained 

T o t a l 

51 
8 

11 
17 
9 
1 
3 

100 

51 
7 

13 
18 
8 
1 
2 

100 

52 
7 
12 
19 
7 
2 
1 

100 

Pr o p o r t i o n o f f a m i l i e s 
w i t h s p e c i f i c type o f 
i n s t a l l m e n t debt 

Automobile debt 28 
Debt on other durables 20 
Ad d i t i o n s and r e p a i r s debt 5 
Other ( p r i m a r i l y personal loans) 23 

28 
19 
6 

23 

28 
21 
6 
20 

i n t e r p o l a t e d median f or those w i t h debt. 
b I n c l u d e a f a m i l i e s w i t h zero or negative disposable income. 



TABLE 2-2 

DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME AMONG THOSE WITH INSTALLMENT DEBT 
AND THOSE WITHOUT INSTALLMENT DEBT 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n o f f a m i l i e s ) 

s 
to 

A l l f a m i l i e s Have i n s t a l l m e n t debt Have no i n s t a l l m e n t debt 
Early Early Early Early E a r l y E a r l y Early Early E a r l j 

Annual f a m i l v income 1964 1965 1966 1965 1966 1967 1965 1966 1967 

Less than $3,000 21 19 19 12 9 10 30 29 28 

$3,000-4,999 16 16 15 14 14 13 18 17 17 

$5,000-7,499 24 21 20 29 26 23 18 17 18 

$7,500-9,999 16 17 18 22 21 23 11 14 13 

$10,000-14,999 15 17 19 18 21 23 13 13 15 

$15,000 or more 8 10 9 5 9 8 10 10 9 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Median income $6,430 $6 ,780 $6,925 $7,000 $7,560 $7 ,890 $5,250 $5,520 $5,660 

eo u 
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TABLE 2-3 (Sheet 1 o f 2) 

AMOUNT OF INSTALLMENT DEBT OUTSTANDING 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n o f f a m i l i e s ) 

Amount : of in s t a l l m e n t debt 
Early 1967 Early 1966 

Number 
of f a m i l i e s 

Any 
debt 

$1-
199 

$200 
-499 

$500 
-999 

$1,000 
-1,999 

$2,000 
or more 

Any 
debt 

$2,000 
or more 

A l l f a m i l i e s 3,165 48 9 8 9 12 10 49 10 

Annual fami l y income 
Less than S3,000 492 24 12 6 3 1 2 23 1 

1967 S 

$3,000-4,999 441 42 10 9 9 9 5 45 4 
$5,000-7,499 
$7,500-9,999 

672 
607 

55 
61 

10 
7 

12 
8 

12 
13 

12 
18 

9 
15 

61 
59 

12 
11 

$10,000-14,999 653 59 7 6 11 18 17 61 16 o 
$15,000 or more 300 45 3 7 7 9 19 47 19 o 

Age of famil y head 
Under age 25 230 70 12 13 14 15 16 58 17 

O
N

SU
 

25-34 653 69 13 9 13 18 16 74 15 I 35-44 706 64 9 11 14 16 14 66 14 I 
45-54 
55-64 

7 24 
458 

54 
35 

8 
9 

9 
6 

10 
7 

14 
8 

13 
5 

53 
37 

10 
5 1 

Age 65 or old e r 394 12 5 3 2 1 1 12 1 

iN
C

E
S 

iN
C

E
S 

iN
C

E
S 



TABLE 2-3 (Sheet 2 of 2) 
AMOUNT OF INSTALLMENT DEBT OUTSTANDING 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fami l i e s ) 

I g 

I 
ft 
Co 
s 

Amount of installment debt 

L i f e cycle stage 
of family head 

Under age 45 
Unmarried, no ch i l d r e n 
Married, no children 
Married, youngest c h i l d 
under age 6 

Married, youngest c h i l d 
age 6 or older 

Age 45 or older 
Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 
head i n labor force 

Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 
head r e t i r e d 

Married, no c h i l d r e n , 
head i n labor force 

Married, no ch i l d r e n , 
head r e t i r e d 

Married, has children 
Any age 

Unmarried, has children 

Early 1967 
Number Any SI- $200 $500 $1,000 $2,000 

of families debt 199 -499 -999 -1,999 or more 

198 
188 

734 

343 

217 

191 

491 

194 
425 

184 

50 
64 

74 

69 

27 

6 

40 

15 
61 

58 

12 
6 

11 

9 

7 

5 

7 

7 
9 

11 
10 

12 

8 

6 

I 

6 

3 
11 

15 

16 

12 

14 

19 

19 

22 11 

1 
12 

10 

10 

3 
14 

8 

21 

17 

17 

1 
15 

Early 1966 
Any $2,000 
debt or more 

45 
67 

75 

70 

27 

10 

43 

17 
56 

55 

10 
21 

14 

19 

2 

1 

9 

1 
10 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
Notes: The term no ch i l d r e n , appearing frequently i n t h i s chapter, means no children under age 18 l i v i n g at home. 
Unemployed people and housewives age 55 or older are considered r e t i r e d ; unemployed people and housewives under age 55 
are considered to be i n the labor force. CO 

tn 



TABLE 2-4 (Sheet 1 of 2) 
RATIO OF ANNUAL INSTALLMENT DEBT PAYMENT RATE TO PREVIOUS YEAR'S DISPOSABLE INCOME 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n o f fami l i e s ) 

cn 

Ratio of annual installment debt payment rat e to previous year's disposable income 
Early 1967 Earlv 1966 

No Less than 5-9 10-19 20-39 40 percent Not 20 percent 
debt 5 percent percent percent percent or more 3 ascertained or more 

A l l f a milies 52 7 12 19 7 2 1 9 
Annua1 family income 

Less than S3,000 76 3 6 5 5 5 * 9 
$3,000-4,999 58 6 9 13 11 2 1 16 
$5,000-7,499 45 9 9 24 11 1 I 12 
$7,500-9,999 39 8 13 30 8 * 2 5 
$10,000-14,999 41 9 21 23 4 * 2 3 
$15,000 or more 55 11 18 11 2 * 3 2 

Age of family head 
Under age 25 30 9 11 27 18 4 1 23 
25-34 31 9 15 30 13 1 1 13 
35-44 36 13 17 22 8 2 2 9 
45-54 46 7 16 21 6 2 2 7 
55-64 65 6 10 13 3 1 2 6 
Age 65 or older 88 2 3 3 3 L 3 

r - i 

o> 
N) 
Co 

g 

l 
s 
i 
CO 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
'includes families of zero or negative disposable income. 



TABLE 2-4 (Sheet 2 of 2) 
RATIO OF ANNUAL INSTALLMENT DEBT PAYMENT RATE TO PREVIOUS YEAR'S DISPOSABLE INCOME 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fami l i e s ) 

L i f e cycle stage 
of family head 

Under age 45 
Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n 
Married, no children 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

under age 6 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

age 6 or older 
Age 45 or older 

Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 
head i n labor force 

Unmarried, no ch i l d r e n , 
head r e t i r e d 

Married, no ch i l d r e n , 
head i n labor force 

Married, no ch i l d r e n , 
head r e t i r e d 

Married, has children 
Any age 

Unmarried, has children 

Ratio o f annual installment debt payment rate to previous year's disposable income 
Early 1967 

No Less than 5-9 10-19 20-39 40 percent Not 
debt 5 percent percent percent percent or more3 ascertained 

50 
36 

26 

31 

73 

94 

60 

85 
39 

42 

7 
9 

12 

12 

4 

2 

5 

2 
10 

11 

9 
12 

16 

19 

7 

1 

10 

6 
19 

18 

18 
27 

31 

26 

12 

1 

17 

4 
22 

14 

11 
13 

13 

Early 1966 
20 percent 

15 
17 

13 

9 

6 

2 

6 

6 
6 

10 

I g 

I 
s t> ft to 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
^Includes famili.es of zero or negative disposable income. 
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TABLE 2-5 (Sheet 1 of 2) 

MONTHLY INSTALLMENT DEBT PAYMENTS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fa m i l i e s ) 

Amount of monthly debt payments 
Early 1967 

None $1-24 $25-49 $50-74 $75-99 $100 or more Not ascertained $100 or more 

A l l f a m i l i e s , early 1967 52 9 8 10 8 12 1 0 
A l l f a m i l i e s , e a r l y 1966 51 8 10 10 7 12 2 0 
Annual family Income 

Less than $3,000 76 13 5 3 1 2 * 1 
$3,000-6,999 58 13 8 10 5 6 * 5 
$5,000-7,499 45 10 10 14 9 11 1 12 
$7,500-9,999 39 6 8 14 13 18 2 13 
$10,000-14,999 41 6 7 12 13 19 2 22 
$15,000 or more 55 3 4 7 8 20 3 26 

Age of family head 
Under age 25 30 11 14 16 10 19 * 17 
25-34 31 10 9 16 12 21 1 19 
35-44 36 10 12 13 12 15 2 16 
45-54 46 9 8 12 10 14 1 15 
55-64 65 8 5 8 6 6 2 6 
Age 65 or older 88 6 1 2 1 1 1 1 

Less than 0.5 percent. 



TABLE 2-5 (Sheet 2 of 2) 
MONTHLY INSTALLMENT DEBT PAYMENTS 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 
I 
2 
N 
ft 

to 

Life cycle stage 
of family head 

Under age 45 
Unmarried, no children 
Married, no children 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

under age 6 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

age 6 or older 
Age 45 or older 

Unmarried, no chi l d r e n , 
head i n labor force 

Unmarried, no chi Ldren, 
head r e t i r e d 

Married, no children, 
head i n labor force 

Married, no ch i l d r e n , 
head r e t i r e d 

Married, has children 
Any age 

Unmarried, hae children 

50 
36 

26 

31 

73 

94 

60 

85 
39 

42 

Amount of monthly debt payments 
Early 1967 Early 1966 

None 51-24 $25-49 $50-74 $75-99 $100 or more Not ascertained $100 or more 

L0 
5 

11 

21 

9 
10 

12 

11 

6 

1 

3 

2 
10 

13 

11 
14 

16 

14 

3 

1 

9 

3 
15 

11 

6 
10 

13 

15 

10 

13 
24 

21 

19 

10 

1 
16 

11 
19 

17 

22 

10 

2 
15 

10 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
to 
CO 



30 1967 SURVEY OF CONSUMER FINANCES 

TABLE 2-6 

INSTALLMENT DEBT ON AUTOMOBILES, ADDITIONS AND REPAIRS, AND HOUSEHOLD DURABLES 
(Percentage of fa m i l i e s i n each group) 

Proportion of f a m i l i e s w i t h s p e c i f i c type of debt 
Early 
1966 Early 1967 

Auto- Auto­ Other Additions 
mobiles mobiles durables and repairs Other 

A l l f a m i l i e s 28 28 21 6 20 

Annual family Income 
Less than $3,000 6 7 14 2 9 
$3,000-4,999 20 19 22 3 19 $5,000-7,499 37 30 25 5 26 
$7,500-9,999 33 39 26 9 26 $10,000-14,999 43 40 23 10 21 $15,000 or more 33 34 13 9 15 

Age of famil y head 
Under age 25 37 38 38 3 37 
25-34 45 42 35 8 33 35-44 38 37 27 8 25 45-54 31 33 21 9 21 55-64 20 20 13 5 12 Age 65 or older 4 4 6 2 4 

L i f e cycle stage 
of family head 

Under age 45 
Unmarried, no children 21 28 17 1 24 
Married, no children 44 45 26 4 28 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

under age 6 45 42 38 9 35 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

age 6 or older 44 44 31 10 27 

Age 45 or older 
Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 

head i n labor force 12 12 8 4 12 
Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 

head r e t i r e d 4 1 3 2 1 
Married, no c h i l d r e n , 

head i n labor force 28 25 12 7 14 
Married, no c h i l d r e n , 

head r e t i r e d 6 6 7 3 5 
Married, has ch i l d r e n 32 38 28 10 22 

Any age 
Unmarried, has ch i l d r e n 24 23 32 3 24 



INSTALLMENT DEBT 31 

TABLE 2-7 

RATIO OF ANNUAL INSTALLMENT DEBT PAYMENTS TO DISPOSABLE INCOME 
RELATED TO EXPECTED CHANGE IN FINANCIAL SITUATION 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n oE fa m i l i e s ) 

Expected 
f i n a n c i a l 
s i t u a t i o n 
i n a year 

Ratio Expected 
f i n a n c i a l 
s i t u a t i o n 
i n a year 

No 
debt 

Have 
debt 

Less than 
5 percent 

5-9 
percent 

10-14 
percent 

15-19 
percent 

20-39 
percent 

40 percent 
or more 

Not 
ascer­
tained 

Better 37 63 9 14 15 10 12 2 1 

Same 61 39 6 10 10 6 5 1 1 

Horse 63 37 8 11 8 4 3 1 2 

Uncertain 56 44 7 13 10 5 6 1 2 

The question asked was "Now looking ahead, do you think a year from now you 
people w i l l be better o f f f i n a n c i a l l y , worse o f f , or j u s t about the same?" 
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TABLE 2-8 

RELATION BETWEEN BURDEN OF DEBT ON INCOME AND THE TIME LEFT TO PAY 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s w i t h debt) 

Ratio of annual installment debt payment 
to disposable income 

Months l e f t c 1-4 5-9 10-14 15-19 20-39 40 percent 
to pay 6 A11 C percent percent percent percent percent or more 

1 to 5 months 16 28 20 11 10 12 18 

6 to 11 months 25 39 26 22 26 21 17 

12 to 17 months 23 12 21 29 30 28 17 

18 to 23 months 15 11 13 16 17 18 17 

24 to 29 months 10 3 9 14 10 14 24 

30 to 35 months 5 3 7 6 5 4 2 

36 or more months 6 4 4 2 2 3 5 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Number of cases 1,641 260 427 406 243 251 54 

Proportion w i t h 
24 or more months 
to pay - 1967 21 10 20 22 17 21 31 

Proportion w i t h 
24 or acre months 
to pay - 1966 19 13 20 21 17 24 16 

Annual debt payment r a t i o based on payments as of January 1967 and disposable 
income f o r 1966. 
'Months l e f t t o pay i s calculated as the r a t i o of t o t a l installment debt 
outstanding to t o t a l monthly payments. 
'A few cases are not shown where the amount of debt was not ascertained. 
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TABLE 2-9 

RELATION OF TIME LEFT TO PAY TO TOTAL INSTALLMENT DEBT OUTSTANDING 
AND INCOME GROUPS 

Months l e f t to pay 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of families w i t h debt) 

Proportion 
No with 24 or 

pay­
ments 1-5 6-11 

12 
-17 

18 
-23 

24 
-29 

30 36 
-35 or more 

more 
to 

months 
pay 

:al installment 
i t outstanding 

1967 1966 

A l l w i t h payments 16 25 23 15 10 5 6 21 . 

51-99 76 22 1 * * * 1 1 
$100-199 37 45 11 5 1 * 1 2 
$200-499 27 40 16 10 I 1 5 7 
$500-999 4 43 33 10 4 2 4 10 
$1,000-1,999 * 15 40 21 12 6 6 24 
$2,000-2,999 * 3 21 27 28 14 7 49 
$3,000-4,999 * * 12 29 32 15 12 59 
$5,000 or more * * * 11 34 18 37 89 

l u a l f a m i l y income (Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of a l l f a m i l i e s ) 
A l l f a m i l i e s 52 8 12 11 7 5 2 3 10 9 

Less than $1,000 85 7 3 2 2 1 * * 1 * 
$1,000-1,999 80 8 5 3 2 1 * 1 2 1 
$2,000-2,999 67 12 9 5 3 2 1 1 4 3 
$3,000-3,999 57 9 12 10 5 3 3 1 7 5 
$4,000-4,999 59 5 13 6 8 4 2 3 9 8 
$5,000-5,999 51 8 12 16 8 4 * 1 5 9 
$6,000-7,499 41 10 16 11 6 7 2 4 13 16 
$7,500-9,999 39 7 15 17 9 6 4 3 13 11 
$10,000-14,999 41 6 13 15 11 7 4 3 14 11 
$15,000 or more 55 6 10 8 7 6 3 5 14 11 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
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TABLE 2-10 

RELATION OF TIME LEFT TO PAY TO AGE AND LIFE CYCLE 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of a l l f a m i l i e s ) 

Age of fami l y head 

Months l e f t to pay 
Proportion 

No w i t h 24 or 
pay- 12 18 24 30 36 more months 
menta 1-5 6-11 -17 -23 -29 -35 or more to pay 

1967 1966 
Under age 25 31 9 20 19 8 9 2 2 13 
25-34 31 11 18 17 11 6 3 3 12 
35-44 36 8 16 15 10 7 4 4 15 
45-54 45 7 12 14 9 6 4 3 12 
55-64 65 8 9 7 3 3 2 3 8 
Age 65 or older 88 4 3 2 1 1 * 1 2 

L i f e cycle stage 
of family head 

Under age 45 
Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n 50 11 16 11 5 
Married, no children 36 7 18 15 10 

Married, youngest c h i l d 
under age 6 26 9 19 18 13 

Married, youngest c h i l d 
age 6 or older 31 7 15 18 12 

Age 45 or older 
Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 

head i n labor force 74 4 8 6 4 
Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 

head r e t i r e d 9 4 3 2 * 1 
Married, no c h i l d r e n , 

head i n labor force 60 7 8 11 6 
Married, no c h i l d r e n , 

head r e t i r e d 85 5 4 * 2 
Married, has ch i l d r e n 40 9 L5 14 8 

7 
14 

15 

17 

4 
14 

7 
15 

16 

12 

2 

1 

9 

2 
10 

Any age 
Unmarried, has ch i l d r e n 42 15 16 12 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
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TABLE 2-U 

INSTALLMENT DEBT OWED EARLY IN 1967 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fa m i l i e s ) 

Debt incurred i n 1966' 

None 
Less than 

$200 
$200 
-499 

$500 
-999 

$1,000 
-1,999 

$2,000 
or more A I : 

Debt incurred 
p r i o r to 1966 

None 52 6 4 3 5 4 74 

Less than $200 3 1 1 L 1 1 8 

$200-499 2 I 2 1 * * 6 

$500-999 2 1 1 1 * 1 6 

$1,000-1,999 3 * * * 1 1 5 

$2,000 or more 1 * * * * * 1 

A l l f a m i l i e s 63 9 8 6 7 7 100 

Summary 

Incurred debt only 
before 1966 

Incurred debt only 
during 1966 

Incurred debt both before 
and during 1966 

Families with debt e a r l y i n 1967 

D i s t r i b u t i o n of families 
with installment debt outstanding 

Early 1967 Early 1966* 

11 percent 10 percent 

22 25 

15 _14 

48 percent 49 percent 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
lDebt outstanding e a r l y 1966 ts divided i n t o debt incurred only before 1965, 
only during 1965, and both before and during 1965. 
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TABLE 2-12 

MEANS AND DISTRIBUTIONS OF INSTALLMENT DEBT OWED 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

Debt incurred Debt incurred Total i n s t a l l m e n t 
p r i o r to 1966* i n I966 a debt, early 1967° 
Percent Percent Percent 

w i t h debt Mean w i t h debt Mean wit h debt Mean 

L f a m i l i e s , 1967 26 $800 37 $1,050 47.9 $1,260 
L f a m i l i e s , 1966 25 860 39 1,030 49.3 1,230 

lual family income 
Less than $3,000 11 260 20 430 24 480 
$3,000-4,999 19 650 36 710 42 920 
$5,000-7,499 30 690 42 910 55 1,070 
$7,500-9,999 38 820 47 1,150 61 1,390 
$10,000-14,999 34 970 45 1,320 59 1,570 
$15,000 or more 23 1,370 32 1,860 45 2,000 

Race 
White 25 840 35 1,100 46 1,310 
Negro 33 590 51 820 64 970 

Education 
8 grades or less 20 730 31 780 38 
9 grades to high 

school plus non-
college t r a i n i n g 31 800 42 I , ,070 53 

College - some to 
advanced degree 26 870 38 1, ,270 50 

Past income change 
1966 B l o t higher 35 900 54 1, ,210 66 
1966 a l i t t l e higher 31 760 42 1, ,050 55 
1966 the same 18 870 26 910 34 
1966 a l i t t l e lower 27 670 37 L, ,080 46 
1966 a l o t lower 30 720 37 980 46 

990 

1,290 

1,420 

1,470 
1,230 
1,140 
L,260 
1,210 

Future income change 
(expectations) 

1967 a l o t higher 38 840 53 1, ,200 66 1,423 
1967 a L i t t l e higher 33 770 47 1, ,090 60 1,280 
1967 the same 20 760 28 910 36 1,110 
1967 a l i t t l e lower 29 890 38 1, ,040 51 1,300 
1967 a l o t lower 24 950 32 1. ,230 42 1,450 

aAnd had debt early i n L967. 
^Hean for those families w i t h debt, rounded to the nearest $10. 
Note: For 1965 data on debt incurrence, see Table 2-9 of 1966 Survey of 
Consumer Finances. 
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TABLE 2-13 

RELATION OF INSTALLMENT DEBT INCURRENCE TO INCOME TREND - 1966 AND 1967 

Income compared to one year 
ago and one year hence 

A l l f a m i l i e s 

Continuous gains C++) 

Large 

Other 

I n t e r m i t t e n t gains (+=) 

Reversals (+-) 

Stagnation ( = ) 

Declines {-=;—) 

Debt incurred 
t n 1965 

39 

51 

b 

b 

37 

46 

24 

31 

Debt incurred 
i n 1966 

37 

51 

61 

49 

38 

47 

22 

27 

Better or worse f i n a n c i a l 
p o s i t i o n now compared to a 
year ago, and a year hence 

Continuous gains (++) 51 53 

I n t e r m i t t e n t gains (+=) 46 41 

Reversals (+-) 45 48 

Stagnation (=>) 26 26 

Declines (-=;--) 32 29 

Current income compared to income one year ago and expected income one 
year hence. 
'Not ascertained. 
Current f i n a n c i a l p o s i t i o n compared to one year ago and expected f i n a n c i a l 
p o s i t i o n one year hence. 



TABLE 2-14 (Sheet 1 of 2) 
USE OF INSTALLMENT CREDIT 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fami l i e s ) 

GO 
CO 

AL1 families 
Age of family head 

Under age 25 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65-74 
Age 75 or older 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 
$3,000-4,999 
$5,000-7,499 
$7,500-9,999 
$10,000-14,999 
$15,000 or more 

Use of installment c r e d i t 
A l l , or 

almost a l l 
the time 

15 
10 
9 
5 
4 
1 
L 

2 
4 
7 
9 
10 
7 

Most 
of the 
time 
23 

17 
31 
32 
29 
18 
11 
7 

15 
19 
24 
30 
29 
22 

Only for 
a period 
of time 

33 

32 
35 
37 
35 
32 
30 
19 

25 
30 
33 
36 
36 
39 

Hardly 
ever 
26 

21 
19 
18 
24 
33 
37 
42 

39 
32 
25 
18 
19 
23 

Never 
11 

14 
5 
4 
6 
13 
21 
30 

18 
14 
10 
7 
6 
9 

Don't know, 
not 

ascertained 
1 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
The question asked was "Since you were 18, how much of the time have you been making installment payments on something or 
other, a l l the time, most of the time, only f o r a period of time, or hardly ever?" 

CO 

O 

O 
o I I 
O 
ft Co 



L i f e cycle stage 
of family head 

Under age 45 
Unmarried, no children 
Married, no children 
Married, youngest chLLd 

under age 6 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

age 6 or older 
Age 45 or older 

Unmarried, no ch i l d r e n , 
head in labor force 

Unmarried, no ch i l d r e n , 
head r e t i r e d 

Married, no ch i l d r e n , 
head i n labor force 

Married, no ch i l d r e n , 
head r e t i r e d 

Married, has children 
Any age 

Unmarried, has children 

TABLE 2-14 (Sheet 2 of 2) 
USE OF INSTALLMENT CREDIT 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fam i l i e s ) 

Use of installment c r e d i t 
A l l , or 

almost a l l 
the time 

14 

13 

Most 
of the 
time 

18 
23 

31 

36 

14 

7 

20 

12 
33 

26 

Only for 
a period 
of time 

34 
33 

35 

36 

29 

18 

35 

33 
34 

37 

Hardly 
ever 

29 
25 

16 

13 

37 

27 

35 
23 

29 

Never 

17 
11 

3 

2 

18 

30 

11 

L8 
5 

Don't know, 
not 

ascertained 

I 
ft ft 

I 
to 
to 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
The question asked was "Since you were 18, how much of the time have you been making installment payments on something 
other, a l l the time, most of the time, only f o r a period of time, or hardly ever?" CO 

CD 
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TABLE 2-15 

OWNERSHIP OF REVOLVING ACCOUNTS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fami l i e s ) 

Revolving accounts 

A l l f a m i l i e s 

Age of family head 
Under age 25 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65-74 
Age 75 or older 

Annual family income 
Less than S3,000 
$3,000-4,999 
$5,000-7,499 
$7,500-9,999 
$10,000-14,999 
$15,000 or more 

Installment debt 
outstanding 

None 
$1-99 
$100-199 
$200-499 
$500-999 
$1,000-1,999 
$2,000-2,999 
$3,000 or more 

Has 
revolving 
account(s) 

31 

36 
41 
45 
34 
22 
15 
4 

12 
22 
35 
42 
40 
32 

16 
37 
42 
45 
44 
50 
51 
52 

Does not have 
revolving 
account(s) 

69 

64 
58 
55 
65 
78 
84 
95 

87 
78 
65 
58 
60 
67 

84 
63 
57 
55 
55 
50 
43 
47 

Don'L know, 
not ascertained 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
The question asked was "Do you have any r e v o l v i n g c r e d i t accounts - that i s , 
accounts w i t h stores where you can pay f o r something over several months7" 
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TABLE 2-16 

USE OF GASOLINE CREDIT CARDS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of families) 

Number of gasoline c r e d i t cards used 
Four Don 1t know, 

None One Two Three or more not ascertained 

1 f a m i l i e s 70 14 9 4 3 * 
nber of cars owned 
None 93 3 2 1 1 * 
One 70 16 8 4 2 A 

Two 50 20 16 8 6 * 
Three or more 50 21 12 9 7 1 

s o£ f a m i l y head 
Under age 25 79 15 4 1 1 * 
25-34 68 15 10 4 3 * 
35-44 60 19 11 6 4 * 
45-54 65 15 10 6 3 1 
55-64 68 14 10 5 3 * 
65-74 78 1L 5 3 3 * 
Age 75 or older 95 3 L 1 * * 
lual f a m i l y income 
Less than $3,000 95 4 i * * * 
$3,000-4,999 85 10 3 1 L * 
$5,000-7,499 73 14 8 3 2 * 
$7,500-9,999 62 20 9 6 3 * 
$10,000-14,999 53 20 15 S 4 * 
$15,000 or more 33 23 17 L2 14 I 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
The questions asked were "Do you and your family have any gasoline c r e d i t 
cards? How many of them do you use?" 
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TABLE 2-17 

USE OF CHARGE ACCOUNTS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of a l l f a m i l i e s ) 

Number of charge accounts used 
Five or Don't know, 

None One Two Three Four more not ascertained 

A l l f a milies 54 15 12 

Under age 25 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65-74 
Age 75 or older 

Annual family income 
Less than 33,000 
$3,000-4,999 
$5,000-7,499 
$7,500-9,999 
$10,000-14,999 
$15,000 o r more 

Installment debt 
outstanding 

None 
$1-99 
$100-199 
$200-499 
$500-999 
$1,000-1,999 
$2,000 or more 

60 19 11 4 
49 19 14 8 
45 18 11 10 
47 17 15 7 
52 13 13 9 
66 9 13 4 
80 5 6 4 

80 10 5 2 
71 12 9 4 
55 16 13 8 
45 19 16 9 
35 L9 16 Ll 
24 12 17 11 

61 12 9 6 
54 17 16 6 
48 20 18 7 
54 21 11 6 
48 18 14 8 
44 20 16 10 
36 18 20 11 

2 3 L 
3 6 1 
4 11 1 
5 8 1 
5 7 1 
3 5 * 
2 3 * 

2 1 * 
2 2 * 
3 4 1 
5 5 1 
5 12 2 
8 24 4 

4 7 1 
2 5 * 
L 5 1 
2 5 1 
4 8 * 
4 5 1 
5 8 2 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
The questions asked were "Do you and your fnmily have any other charge 
accounts or c r e d i t cards? How many of them do you use?" 
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Highlights 

A smaller proportion of families purchased homes in 
1966 than in any recent year. The proportion of families purchasing 
newly built houses fell below 1 percent—about one-half the level that 
had been maintained for the past 10 years. Not only did the absolute 
proportion of families purchasing new homes fall, but the ratio of 
new house purchases also fell from a previous and constant level of 
about one new house to every two used houses to one new house to 
every three used houses. 

The median price of homes purchased in 1966 was about 
$13,000, or about $1,500 lower than the median price of homes pur­
chased in 1965. The percent of house buyers who incurred mortgage 
debt remained about the same in 1966 as in 1965. The proportion of 
all homeowners whose property was mortgaged fell from 58 to 53 
between early 1966 and early 1967. Such a decline occurred in every 
income group. Yet among those with incomes of $7,500 or more, the 
decline was smaller than among those with incomes of less than 
$7,500. 

The median amount of mortgage debt likewise declined be­
tween early 1966 and early 1967. The usual annual increase in 
median mortgage debt on mortgaged homes is due primarily to the 
purchase of houses, which was relatively infrequent in 1966. There 
was little corresponding reduction in the median monthly mortgage 
payments by homeowners with debt. 

The proportion of families who own their homes has remained 
virtually unchanged over the past few years, with slightly more than 
three-fifths of all nonfarm families owning their homes. In 1967, a 
slightly smaller proportion of al l homeowners estimated that the 
market value of their homes was $15,000 or greater than in 1966 (48 
as against 51 percent). This small difference made for a drop in 

43 
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the median value between early 1966 and early 1967. On the other 
hand, since 1960 the median rent has increased by 22 percent, from 
$59 in 1960 to $72 in early 1967. 

More than half of all nonfarm homeowners spent money in 
1966 for additions and/or repairs to their homes. The proportion 
varied directly with income, but the difference between the lower 
income brackets and the higher income brackets was not large. The 
mean expenditure for additions and repairs decreased from $650 to 
$600 with the largest decreases in expenditure occurring among 
those with higher incomes. In both 1965 and 1966, over half the ag­
gregate expenditures on additions and repairs were made by home­
owners with an annual income of $10,000 or more. Only 8 percent 
of renters with incomes under $4,000 made any additions and/or 
repairs while 19 percent of those with incomes of $7,500 or more 
incurred such expenditures. The mean expenditure for renters was 
lower in 1966 than in 1965, falling from $220 to $140. 

Demographic Characteristics 

Home ownership was most common among those in the 45 
through 54 age range; 71 percent of such families owned their own 
homes, while among families whose heads were under age 25, only 
12 percent owned their own homes. Conversely, these young fami­
lies were the most likely (about two out of every three) to rent their 
residences. As expected, the frequency of home ownership in­
creased with income—rising from about one-half of a l l nonfarm 
families at the lower income levels to about four-fifths of those with 
incomes of $10,000 or more. 

Most demographic groups in the population are increasing 
their rate of home ownership at a slow but fairly consistent pace. 
Yet among income groups, increases in the percent of families who 
owned their own homes were confined to the lowest quintile and the 
two top quintiles. The youngest families have not increased their 
rate of home ownership between 1960 and 1967. Nonwhites have not 
increased their rate of home ownership since 1960, with less than 
two-fifths of them reporting in 1967 that they owned their homes. 

Median mortgage debt rises with income—from $3,700 at the 
lowest income levels to $11,900 for those with incomes of $15,000 
or more. The amount of net equity (house value minus amount of 
mortgage debt) in one's home varies with the age of the family head, 
with over half of those under 35 years old having less than $5,000 of 
net equity in their homes, while over half of those age 45 or older 
had $10,000 or more net equity in their homes. The median net 
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equity varies as well with family income, from a low of $8,200 for 
those with incomes of less than $3,000 to a high of $17,500 for those 
with incomes of $15,000 or more. 

Purchase of homes in 1966 was most frequent among those 
with high income {6 percent of those with incomes of $15,000 or 
more bought a house for owner-occupancy), those with heads of 
families between ages 25 and 34 (7 percent), and those heads of 
families under age 45 who had children under 6 years of age (8 per­
cent). 

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE TABLES 

T A B L E 3-1 

HOME OWNERSHIP, MORTGAGE D E B T , 
AND HOUSING TRANSACTIONS 

Indicated in this table are the main trends in ownership, hous­
ing purchases, and additions and repairs transactions. Means and 
medians for these trends are also calculated. 

T A B L E 3-2 

V A L U E O F HOUSES OWNED AND MORTGAGE D E B T -
1960-1967 

Noteworthy here is the finding that since 1960 the percentage 
increase in the amount of mean mortgage debt was larger than the 
percentage increase in mean house value. 

T A B L E 3-3 

HOUSE PURCHASES 

Within each income, age, and life cycle group, only a very 
small proportion of families purchased new houses in 1966. 
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T A B L E 3-4 

MORTGAGE D E B T OUTSTANDING - 1960, 1966, 1967 

There is a significant increase in the share of aggregate 
mortgage debt held by those with incomes over $10,000. (The pro­
portion of upper-income people in the population increased greatly 
from I960 to 1967.) 

T A B L E 3-5 

V A L U E O F HOUSES OWNED AND MORTGAGE D E B T -
E A R L Y 1967 

For those with incomes of $15,000 or more, median house 
value is twice that for a l l families, while their median mortgage 
debt is only 1.4 times as great. 

T A B L E 3-6 

MONTHLY M O R T G A G E AND R E N T P A Y M E N T S - E A R L Y 1967 

For every income group there is at most a $10 difference be­
tween monthly mortgage payments and monthly rent payments. 

T A B L E 3-7 

N E T E Q U I T Y IN HOMES 

There is a sharp increase in net equity for those with incomes 
of $15,000-or more. Net equity is low among those families in which 
the head is under 35 years of age. 

T A B L E 3-8 

HOUSING STATUS - 1967 

Owning one's home is the predominant housing arrangement 
for all age groups 35 or older. Those neither owning nor renting 
are frequent only among those under age 25 and those under age 45 
and stil l single. 
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T A B L E 3-9 

47 

CHANGES IN HOUSING STATUS SINCE 1960 

The changes in home ownership over the last seven years are 
small for all demographic groups. 

T A B L E 3-10 

E X P E N D I T U R E S F O R ADDITIONS AND R E P A I R S ON HOUSES 

While the proportion making additions and/or repairs r e ­
mained about the same in 1966 as 1965, the mean amounts spent 
declined in 1966. 

F I G U R E 3-1 

(Included in Appendix to Chapter 3) 

HOME OWNERSHIP IN E A R L Y 1967 

F o r all families taken together, the age of the family head is 
the most important predictor of whether a family owns a home. 
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TABLE 3-1 

HOME OWNERSHIP,S MORTGAGE DEBT, AND HOUSING TRANSACTIONS 

Housing s t a t u s 
Percent of nonfarm 

f a m i l i e s who own 
Median house value 
Percent of nonfarm 

f a m i l i e s who r e n t 
Median monthly r e n t ^ 

Mortgage debt outstanding 
Percent of nonfarm home­

owners w i t h mortgage 
Median mortgage debt ^ 

for mortgaged homes 

Housing t r a n s a c t i o n s 
Percent of nonfarm 

f a m i l i e s buying homes 
Percent buying new homes 
Percent buying used homes 
Median purchase price** 
Percent o f nonfarm buyers 

I n c u r r i n g moregagea 
Median mortgage debt ^ 

I n c u r r e d by purchasers f o r 
those i n c u r r i n g mortgage debt 

Additions and r e p a i r s t r a n s a c t i o n s 
Percent o f nonfarm f a m i l i e s 

making a d d i t i o n s and r e p a i r s 
Mean amount spent 

1960 1964 L965 1966 1967 

58 63 63 62 63 
$11,100 $13,300 $14,600 $15,320 $14,280 

37 31 31 30 35 
$59 $66 $65 $70 $72 

60 57 58 58 53 

$6,400 $7,LOO $7,970 $8,950 $8,440 

T r a n s a c t i o n y e a r 
1959 1963 1964 1965 1966 

5.0 4.7 6. .1 6.3 4. .1 
1.8 1.5 1. .5 1.8 0, .9 
3.2 3.2 4, .6 3.9 3, .2 

$12,900 $11,870 $14,470 $14,830 $13,360 

91 82 81 75 76 

$10,690 $10,380 $11,250 $13,330 $13,020 

40 39 37 42 41 
$540 $550 $550 $620 $550 

Owner-occupied one-family nonfarm house. 

^Medians were estimated by i n t e r p o l a t i o n . 
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TABLE 3-2 

VALUE OF HOUSES OWNED AND MORTGAGE DEBT - 1960-1967 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of owner-occupied nonfarm houses) 

House Mortgage debt 
Value or amount 1960 1962 1966 1967 1960 1962 1966 1967 

Zero 0 0 0 0 40 37 42 47 

$1-2,499 4 3 2 3 11 10 8 6 

$2,500-4,999 8 6 5 6 12 10 7 9 

$5,000-7,499 9 9 7 8 14 11 9 8 

$7,500-9,999 13 13 11 9 9 10 8 9 

$10,000-12,499 20 19 15 16 8 12 11 9 

$12,500-14,999 11 11 9 10 3 4 5 4 

$15,000-19,999 20 20 21 22 r r r 
3 6 10 8 

$20,000 or more 15 19 30 26 L _ i _ i _ 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Mean ( i n thousands J A J J 
of d o l l a r s ) $13.4 $14.5 $16.4 C $15.9 $6.8 d $7.9 d $a.9 u 38. 7 d 

As valued by respondents e a r l y l n year i n d i c a t e d , except that houses purchased 
during preceding year were valued a t purchase p r i c e . 
E a r l y i n y e a r i n d i c a t e d . 

C R e v l s e d f i g u r e for 1966. 
For mortgaged houses only. 
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TABLE 3-3 

HOUSE PURCHASES 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n w i t h i n income, age, 

and l i f e c y c l e groups of nonfarm f a m i l i e s who purchased) 

House purchases, 1966 

A l l nonfarm f a m i l i e s 

Annual f a m i l y income 
L e s s than $3,000 
$3,000-4,999 
$5,000-7,499 
$7,500-9,999 
$10,000-14,999 
$15,000 or more 

Age of f a m i l y head 
Under age 25 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
Age 65 or o l d e r 

L i f e c y c l e stage 
of f a m i l y head 

Under age 45 
Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n 
Married, no c h i l d r e n 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

under age 6 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

age 6 or o l d e r 

Age 45 or o l d e r 
Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 

head i n l a bor f o r c e 
Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 

head r e t i r e d 
Married, no c h i l d r e n , 

head i n labor f o r c e 
Married, no c h i l d r e n , 

head r e t i r e d 
Married, has c h i l d r e n 

Any age 
Unmarried, has c h i l d r e n 

New or used New house Used house 

• L e s s than 0.5 percent. 
Notes: The term no c h i l d r e n (appearing i n t h i s t a b l e and a l s o i n Table 3-8) 
means no c h i l d r e n under age 18 l i v i n g a t home. Unemployed people and house­
wives age 55 or o l d e r a r e co n s i d e r e d r e t i r e d ; unemployed people and house­
wives under age 55 a r e con s i d e r e d to be l n the labor f o r c e . 



TABLE 3-4 

MORTGAGE DEBT OUTSTANDING - 1960, 1966, 1967 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n w i t h i n income and age groups of nonfarm homeowning f a m i l i e s ) 

Percent of nonfarm 
homeowning f a m i l i e s 

Percent ^ 
with mortgage debt 

Mean mortgage debt 
( f o r those w i t h debt) 

Percentage share 
o f aggregate debt 

Previous year'B income 
before taxes 

I960 1966 1967 1960 1966 1967 1960 1966 1967 1960 1966 1967 

Less than S3,000 18 20 16 24 18 16 $3,740 a $4,260 4 2 2 

$3,000-4,999 18 15 12 54 38 32 5,200 $5,540 5,430 12 4 4 
$5,000-5,999 12 8 6 66 57 42 6,070 6,860 6,230 12 5 3 
$6,000-7,499 17 13 11 72 63 57 6,520 7,360 7,650 19 11 11 

$7,500-9,999 16 17 19 70 73 66 7,500 8,670 8,280 20 24 23 
$10,000-14,999 13 17 24 78 73 71 7,840 10,860 9,680 21 33 36 
$15,000 or more 6 10 12 68 68 66 11,550 12,580 12,260 12 21 21 

A l l nonfarm home-
owning f a m i l i e s 100 100 100 60 58 53 6,810 9,180 8,720 100 100 100 

Age of family head 
Under age 35 18 25 16 85 94 84 8,040 10,640 10,320 30 28 30 

35-44 25 19 21 81 84 78 7,470 10,380 10,070 37 35 36 

45-54 26 20 22 62 69 61 5,900 8,310 7,950 23 26 23 

55-64 15 18 17 36 37 37 5,040 6,780 5,630 7 9 8 
Age 65 or o l d e r 16 L8 24 17 11 13 3,790 a 4,430 3 2 3 

A l l nonfarm home-
owning f a m i l i e s 100 100 100 60 58 53 6,810 9,180 8,720 100 100 100 

I 

SToo few cases to estimate mean. 
Mortgage debt aa of the time of i n t e r v i e w . 



TABLE 3-5 
VALUE OF HOUSES OWNED AND MORTGAGE DEBT - EARLY 1967 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n w i t h i n income groups of nonfarm homeowning f a m i l i e s ) 

A l l nonfarm Family Income, 1966 
homeowning Less than $3,000 $5,000 $7,500 $10,000 $15,000 

a 
Value of house 

f a m i l i e s $3,000 -4,999 -7,499 -9,999 -14,999 or more 
a 

Value of house 
Le s s than $5,000 9 25 15 8 6 3 * 
$5,000-7,499 8 18 15 12 5 3 * 
$7,500-9,999 9 17 11 14 9 5 1 
$10,000-12,499 16 17 19 23 18 13 6 
$12,500-14,999 10 6 13 8 16 10 5 
$15,000-19,999 22 10 11 24 28 30 19 
$20,000-24,999 10 4 10 5 10 15 13 
$25,000 or more 16 3 6 6 8 21 56 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Median ( l n thousands 
of d o l l a r s ) $14.3 $8.5 $11.2 $11.8 $14.3 $17.8 $30.0 

Amount of mortgage debt 

None 47 84 68 48 33 29 34 
$1-2,499 6 5 6 8. 8 6 3 
$2,500-4,999 9 5 14 9 9 10 6 
$5,000-7,499 8 3 6 8 10 11 8 
$7,500-9,999 9 1 2 10 16 U 9 
$10,000-12,499 8 1 2 8 13 12 9 
$12,500-14,999 5 1 1 4 5 6 9 
$15,000 or more 8 * 1 5 6 15 _22 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Median ( i n thousands 

of d o l l a r s $8.4 $3.7 $4.3 $7.6 $8.6 $9.5 $11.9 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
a A s of time of i n t e r v i e w , January-February 1967; house value estimated by respondents. 
Note: For e a r l y 1966 data, see Table 3-7 i n the 1966 Survey of Consumer F i n a n c e s . 
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TABLE 3-6 

MONTHLY MORTGAGE AND RENT PAYMENTS - EARLY 1967 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n w i t h i n income groups of 

nonfarm homeowning f a m i l i e s and rent-paying f a m i l i e s ) 

Family Income, 1966 
Nonfarm homeowning f a m i l i e s 

Less than $3,000 $5,000 $7,500 $10,000 $15,000 
A l l $3,000 -4,999 -7,499 -9,999 -14,999 or more 

Monthly mortgage 
payment 

Do not have 
mortgage debt 47 85 67 49 33 29 33 

Have mortgage debt 53 15 33 51 67 71 67 
$1-24 1 2 1 1 * * 
$25-49 4 3 8 7 5 L 2 
$50-74 12 5 12 11 19 14 5 
$75-99 14 2 6 18 22 21 9 
$100-124 10 1 4 7 13 17 15 
$125-149 6 2 1 5 5 9 10 
$150 or more 6 * 1 2 3 9 26 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Median payments 3 $90 $60 $70 $80 $90 $110 $130 

Monthly r e n t payment'* Nonfarm r e n t - p a y i n g f a m i l i e s 
$1-24 5 15 7 2 * 2 
$25-49 20 37 18 16 14 7 * 
$50-74 28 30 36 30 29 15 4 
$75-99 24 14 28 29 31 21 11 
$100-124 11 2 9 14 10 25 19 
$125-149 7 2 1 6 12 15 34 
$150 or more 5 * 1 3 4 15 32 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Median r e n t $72 $50 $70 $80 $80 $100 $140 

Le s s than 0.5 p e r c e n t . 

aMedian amounts rounded to n e a r e s t $10. 

^Rents a r e t a b u l a t e d f o r a l l nonfarm r e n t e r s , e x c l u d i n g those who rent p a r t 
of another fa m i l y u n i t ' s d w e l l i n g (roomers, e t c . ) . 

Note: F or e a r l y 1966 data,- see Table 3-4 i n the 1966 Survey of Consumer 
F i n a n c e s . 



TABLE 3-7 
NET EQUITY* IN HOMES 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n w i t h i n income and age group* of. nonfarm homeowning f a m i l i e s ) 

C7t 

Net equity i n home 
L e s s than $500 
$500-999 
$1,000-4,999 
$5,000-9,999 
$10,000-24,999 
$25,000 or more 

T o t a l 

Median equity 
( i n thousands of d o l l a r s ) 

Net e q u i t y i n home 

Age o f fam i l y head 
A l l nonfarm Age 65 

homeowning f a m i l i e s 18-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 or o l d e r 

2 5 2 2 1 * 
1 5 1 1 1 * 

21 42 23 19 11 13 
28 30 33 26 27 26 
40 16 34 42 49 52 
8 2 7 10 11 9 

100 100 100 100 100 100 

$9.6 $4.8 $8.5 $10.6 $11.9 $11.8 

Fam i l y income, 1966 
A l l nonfarm Less than $3,000 $5,000 $7 ,500 $10,000 $15,000 

homeowning f a m i l i e s $3,000 -4,999 -7,499 -9 ,999 -14,999 or more 

Median equity 
( i n thousands of d o l l a r s ) 

L e s s than $500 2 1 3 2 2 1 1 
$500-999 1 3 1 2 1 2 1 
$1,000-4,999 21 22 21 24 28 19 5 
$5,000-9,999 28 37 24 30 31 27 16 
$10,000-24,999 40 35 45 38 33 43 48 
$25,000 or more 8 2 6 4 5 8 29 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

$9.6 $8.2 $10.3 $8.6 $8.0 $10.2 $17.5 
^ L e s s than 0.5 percent, 
Net e q u i t y i s defined as estimated v a l u e of the house minus t o t a l mortgage debt owed on the house. 

Note: f or e a r l y 1966 data, see Table 3-8 i n the 1966 Survey of Consumer Finances. 
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TABLE 3-8 

HOUSING 5TATUS - 1967 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of v a r i o u s groups of nonfarm f a m i l i e s ) 

Housing s t a t u s , 1967 Percen t 
b or sample 

T o t a l Own Rent Other (weighed) 
A l l f a m i l i e s 100 61 33 6 100 

Age of f a m i l y head 
Under age 25 100 12 68 20 7 
25-34 100 48 46 6 18 
35-44 100 67 28 5 19 
45-54 100 71 25 4 19 
55-64 100 68 26 6 16 
Age 65 o r o l d e r LOO 68 25 7 21 

L i f e c y c l e stage 
of f a m i l y head 

Under age 45 
Unmarried 100 17 53 30 6 
H a r r i e d , no c h i l d r e n LOO 33 61 6 5 
H a r r i e d , youngest c h i l d 

under age 6 100 57 39 4 20 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

age 6 or o l d e r 100 78 18 4 9 
Age 45 o r o l d e r 

Unmarried, head i n 
l a b o r f o r c e LOO 52 39 9 8 

Unmarried, head r e t i r e d 100 61 30 9 10 
Married, no c h i l d r e n , 

head i n labor f o r c e 100 77 19 4 15 
H a r r i e d , no c h i l d r e n , 

head r e t i r e d 100 73 22 5 10 
Married, has c h i l d r e n 100 76 21 3 12 

Any age 
Unmarried, has c h i l d r e n 100 32 62 6 5 

Income o f f a m i l y i n 1966 
L e s s t h a n $1,000 100 56 29 15 3 
$1,000-1,999 100 49 38 13 9 
$2,000-2,999 100 49 45 6 8 
$3,000-3,999 100 47 43 10 7 
$4,000-4,999 100 52 42 6 7 
$5,000-5,999 100 46 41 13 7 
$6,000-7,499 100 54 40 6 13 
$7,500-9,999 100 66 30 4 18 
$10,000-14,999 100 78 19 3 19 
$15,000 or more 100 83 15 2 9 

a A s of time of i n t e r v i e w , January-February, 1967. 

I n c l u d e s t r a i l e r owners, f a m i l i e s t h a t r e n t p a r t of another f a m i l y 1B dwell-
Ing, and f a m i l i e s that n e i t h e r own nor r e n t . 



TABLE 3-9 
CHANGES IN HOUSING STATUS SINCE 1960 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of v a r i o u s groups of nonfarm f a m i l i e s ) 

Housing s t a t u s 

Own Rent* Oth e r b 

i960 1966 1967 1960 1966 1967 I960 1966 1967 

A l l nonfarm f a m i l i e s 58 62 61 36 30 33 6 8 6 
Nonfarm fam i l y income q u i n t i l e s 

Lowest q u i n t i l e 42 45 49 42 37 40 16 18 11 
Second q u i n t i l e 47 49 47 46 41 43 7 10 10 
T h i r d q u i n t i l e 55 58 56 41 35 39 4 7 5 
Fourth q u i n t i l e 68 74 71 28 23 25 4 3 4 
Highest q u i n t i l e 77 81 80 2L 16 17 2 3 3 

e of fami l y head 
Under age 25 14 9 12 70 62 68 16 29 20 
25-34 44 48 48 50 42 46 6 10 6 
35-44 64 70 67 33 27 28 3 3 5 
45-54 69 75 71 27 21 25 4 4 4 
55-64 62 72 68 29 23 26 9 5 6 
Age 65 or o l d e r 65 63 68 27 26 25 8 11 7 

cupation of fami l y head 

P r o f e s s i o n a l 58 62 63 37 31 31 5 7 6 
Managerial, self-employed 75 78 79 22 17 17 3 5 4 
C l e r i c a l and s a l e s 59 62 58 37 32 36 4 6 6 
S k i l l e d , s e m i s k i l l e d 60 62 60 37 34 35 3 4 5 
U n s k i l l e d and s e r v i c e 39 46 43 46 39 44 15 15 13 
R e t i r e d 65 66 67 28 24 26 7 10 7 

ce 
White 61 64 64 34 28 30 5 8 6 
Nonwhite 38 40 38 53 50 54 9 10 8 

a E x c l u d e d f a m i l i e s t h a t r e n t p a r t of another f a m i l y ' s d w e l l i n g . 
b I n c l u d e s f a m i l i e s that rent p a r t of another f a m i l y ' s d w e l l i n g or r e c e i v e housing as part of compensation. 
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TABLE 3-10 

EXPENDITURES FOR ADDITIONS AND REPAIRS ON HOUSES 

Percent of Share of Percent of 
nonfarm owner Mean aggregate nonfarm r e n t e r 

f a m i l i e s making expenditure expenditure f a m i l i e s 
e xpenditures on owned on owned making 

FamiLy income, 1966 on houses h o uses 0 houses expenditures 
1965 1966 1965 1966 1965 1966 1965 1966 

Less than $2,000 44 36 $360 $290 3 3 

$2,000-2,999 53 50 380 300 3 3 5 8 

$3,000-3,999 53 50 420 350 3 3 

$4,000-4,999 54 58 420 410 3 4 
0 

$5,000-5,999 47 58 360 500 3 5 
0 H 

$6,000-7,499 55 52 420 550 8 9 14 14 

$7,500-9,999 62 58 590 540 20 18 

$10,000-14,999 60 64 920 760 34 34 25 19 

$15,000 o r more 59 71 1,060 870 23 21 

A l l f a m i l i e s 56 57 $650 $600 100 100 13 14 

C a l c u l a t e d only f o r those who made a d d i t i o n s and r e p a i r s . 



APPENDIX TO CHAPTER 3 

Some Additional Remarks Aboid Home Oionership 

MOST of the data presented in Chapter 3 of this volume 
showed the relation of home ownership separately for individual 
variables, such as age, income, or stage of life cycle of the family 
head. However, the effects of these variables on home ownership 
are not additive. Below are shown four types of families with the 
percent in each group who own their homes. These groups were 
formed using a computer program called Automatic Interaction De­
tector, 1 which forms groups according to the particular explanatory 
variables that maximize differences in the dependent variable, the 
proportion owning their homes in this case. 

The groups, as well as the proportion within these groups who 
are home owners are shown below: 

Younger families 3 

1 or 2 people 
3 or more people 

Increase in percentage owning 
Percent per one-unit change in decile 
who own position" 

14 2.8 
49 8,0 

Older families 3 

Within central city of 
one of 12 largest metro­
politan areas in country 35 5.5 

Do not live in such an 
area 74 4.0 

aYounger families are those headed by someone under age 35. Older 
families are those headed by someone age 35 or older. 

^Each family was ranked in sequential order according to its family in­
come, and from this ranking decile positions were created. Decile position 1 
includes all families whose incomes were among the lowest 10 percent of 
the sample, decile position 2 includes those whose incomes were among the 
second lowest 10 percent, etc. 

See John Sonquist and James Morgan, The Detection of Interaction 
Effects, Monograph 35 (Ann Arbor: Survey Research Center, 1964). 
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The tabulation is inclusive of al l families, except trai ler own­
ers . The age of the head of the family is, for all families, the most 
important predictor of whether a family owns its home. For younger 
families taken alone, it is whether there are three or more people 
in the family versus only one or two that is most important. For 
older families, it is whether their place of residence is within the 
central city of one of the twelve largest metropolitan areas of the 
country that is the most important factor. Within each of these four 
groups, family income is the most important variable for reasons 
described below. 

The younger families (under age 35, one or two persons with 
no children) are not only unlikely to own a home, but are not re ­
sponsive to a high income in purchasing one. Younger families with 
children, however, have a very high responsiveness to income in 
owning a home, because they do not already own one, clearly have 
the need for the space and privacy, as well as having other pressing 
needs that force those with low incomes to postpone buying a house. 

The older people not living in the center of a large metropoli­
tan area (with apartments) are very likely to own a home, and are 
not responsive to income differences, since even among the low in­
come groups ownership is already high. Older people living inside 
the big cities of large metropolitan areas are somewhat more af­
fected by income in deciding whether to buy a home, perhaps be­
cause private homes are very expensive in these areas, whereas 
apartments are plentiful. 

The complete analysis of home ownership is shown on Figure 
3-1. The structure of Figure 3-1 was determined by an analysis of 
home ownership in 1965. The 1965 data are not repeated here since 
there have been no significant changes in the two years since then. 



FIGURE 3-1 

HOME OWNERSHIP IN EARLY 1967 
( A l l f a m i l i e s e x c l u d i n g t r a i l e r owners) 

Faully head 
under age 35 

One a i two 
penon f a a l L l 

14% 
peopl f a a i l y 

Ineo 
d e c i l e J-S 

IDGOQC 

fatally tit•<] 
age M oc olde 

Ineom* Income 
dec i l e «-B d e c i l e 9-10 

601 771 

Do not ILvt £ 
t r a l c l t l e i of 

12 largest are 

encral 

Live In c e n t r a l 
tier "f *D,WX> 

or nor* 

Do not 11' 
:r e l c i t y ef 

50,000 or "ore 

Incooe [ncooe Intone I n c o v Incoa* 
d e c i l e 1-A decile J-6 d e c i l e 7-10 dec i l e 1-4 d e c i l e 5-10 

111 m 521 63* SZl 
118 78 ISO V 1.&I2 

JS - « 
yeari o l d SS or aldar 

6 « 

177 

Nscea' HuBbera on the llnea are percontagee of a l l f a a l l l e a . 
Nunberi In the boxea ace peiccntagee of that group w+>o own a hooc. 
Muabere appearing be Ion the b n c i ace nunber of actual I n t e r v i e u * . 



4 
AUTOMOBILE PURCHASES 
AND OWNERSHIP 

NEW car sales to private consumers declined in 1966— 
the f irst time since 1961 that American families failed to sustain a 
record-breaking purchasing rate in the automotive market. Survey 
data indicate that private consumers bought 7.6 million new cars in 
1966, down slightly from the all-time record high of 7.9 million new 
cars bought in 1965. Used car sales remained quite stable at slight­
ly more than 11 million units. 

The average price paid for new cars in 1966 did not increase 
even though retail prices rose due to cost increases, new safety fea­
tures, and an increase in the proportion of cars produced with fac­
tory-installed optional equipment (V-8 engines, power accessories, 
air conditioners, automatic transmissions, and radios). The pro­
portion of new cars bought for more than $3,000 declined from 61 
percent in 1965 to 58 percent in 1966. 

American families traded in fewer cars in 1966. The propor­
tion of new car transactions involving a trade-in dropped from 80 
percent in 1965 to 71 percent in 1966. A similar though not so sig­
nificant decline was observed for purchases of used cars. As a con­
sequence, the average cash outlays and amounts borrowed generally 
increased, particularly for new car purchases. Almost 10 percent 
of al l used cars purchased were bought solely on credit. Average 
net outlay (price minus allowance for car traded in) reached a new 
high of $2,460 for new cars purchased in 1966. 

Almost 30 percent of all families interviewed reported buying 
at least one new or used car in 1966. Over one-half of all new cars 
bought were purchased by families with incomes of $10,000 or more 
(about one-fourth of all families). Nearly 25 percent of the new cars 
sold were bought by families with incomes of $15,000 or more 
(about 10 percent of al l families). The data suggest (Table 5-12) 
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that much of the year-to-year variability in new car sales is due to 
the behavior of these high-income families. Purchase rates vary 
significantly for these high-income groups {families with incomes 
above $15,000 bought .41 cars per family in 1964 compared to .32 
cars per family in 1966), suggesting that they are capable of signifi­
cant adjustments in purchasing behavior in response to changes in 
economic factors. 

After a decade of rapid gains, the growth in multiple car own­
ership leveled off in 1966. In 1955, 10 percent of American families 
owned two or more cars . By 1965, this figure reached 24 percent. 
Most certainly, this growth contributed significantly to the success 
of the auto industry since 1961. However, the growth has stopped 
and the percentage of families owning more than one car has stabil­
ized at about 25 percent of all families, undoubtedly contributing to 
the decline in auto sales in 1966. 

Over one-half of the families with incomes of $10,000 or more 
own two or more cars, with 70 percent or more owning at least one 
car bought new. And, although multiple car ownership is heavily 
concentrated among upper-income families, car ownership is not. 
Almost 80 percent of all families own at least one car. About 90 
percent of all families with incomes above $5,000 own at least one 
car. Since many of the ineligible drivers (such as old people and the 
disabled) tend to fall into the lower income groups, it is likely that 
most families with eligible drivers have a car. 

For a significant part of the population, truck ownership sub­
stitutes, at least to some extent, for the ownership of automobiles. 
About 70 percent of all truck owners make some use of their trucks 
for personal transportation (in addition to business and farm use). 
Fifteen percent of all families own a truck and at least one car. 
Only a few families (about 2 percent) own no car but do own a truck. 

Regional concentrations of truck owners vary from as low as 
5 percent of al l families in the Northeast to 25 percent in the South 
and West. When car and truck ownership are combined into a cate­
gory of vehicle-ownership, the proportion of families owning two or 
more vehicles r ises to 36 percent of al l families, 11 percent higher 
than the proportion owning only two cars . 
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HIGHLIGHTS OF THE TABLES 

T A B L E 4-1 

F A M I L Y CAR PURCHASES 

Fewer new cars were bought in 1966 than in 1965. There was 
little change in the average price paid and only minor declines in 
aggregate expenditure. Average net outlay rose to a new high. 

T A B L E 4-2 

P R I C E PAID AND NET O U T L A Y F O R NEW AND 
USED CAR PURCHASES 

Fewer very high price ($3,500 or more) new cars were bought 
in 1966 than in 1965, while net outlays exceeding $3,000 were more 
frequent than ever. The average price paid for used cars fell 
slightly. 

T A B L E 4-3 

CASH O U T L A Y AND AMOUNT BORROWED ON 
NEW AND USED CAR PURCHASES - 1965, 1966 

The average cash outlay and amount borrowed on new cars 
purchased rose in 1966. 

T A B L E 4-4 

A G E DISTRIBUTION O F USED CARS PURCHASED 

Since 1963, year-to-year changes have been slight in the re la­
tive age of used cars purchased. 
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T A B L E 4-5 

METHOD O F FINANCING NEW AND USED CARS PURCHASED 

Credit was used for the purchase of 61 percent of new cars 
and 45 percent of used cars . 

T A B L E 4-6 

USE O F C R E D I T IN PURCHASING NEW AND USED CARS -
1965, 1966 

Installment credit was used less often in the purchase of ex­
pensive new cars ($4,000 and over) than for any of the lower price 
ranges. For used cars, the opposite was true. 

T A B L E 4-7 

C R E D I T USE AND CAR PURCHASING A C T I V I T Y 

About 30 percent of al l families bought a car in 1965 and in 
1966 (either new or used). Almost one-third of these families in­
creased the number of cars that they owned. 

T A B L E 4-8 

NUMBER O F Y E A R S T R A D E - I N OWNED AND A G E O F CARS 
T R A D E D IN - 1965, 1966 

Over one-half of cars traded in on a used car were over 6 
years old, while almost half of cars traded in on new cars were less 
than 3 years old. Well over 50 percent of all cars traded in are 
owned less than 3 years. 

T A B L E 4-9 

T R A D E - I N A C T I V I T Y - 1965, 1966 

About one-half of al l cars traded in on new cars were origi-
naUy bought new. Only about one-third of al l families buying a used 
car traded in another car, predominately purchased used. 



AUTOMOBILE PURCHASES AND OWNERSHIP 

T A B L E 4-10 
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CONDITION O F T R A D E - I N - 1965, 1966 

C a r s traded in on new car purchases tend to be reported as 
being in better condition than those traded in on used cars . Most 
older families trading in a car report that it was in good condition. 
This is true also for high-income families. 

T A B L E 4-11 

NEW C A R PURCHASES - WITHIN F A M I L Y INCOME GROUPS 

Over 20 percent of al l new cars bought were purchased by 
families with incomes of $5,000 or more (about 10 percent of a l l 
families) . The purchasing behavior of these families is the most 
volatile. 

T A B L E 4-12 

USED C A R PURCHASES - WITHIN F A M I L Y INCOME GROUPS 

Except for very low-income families, the share of al l used 
cars purchased by each income group is almost proportionate to its 
relative size in the population. 

T A B L E 4-13 

NEW C A R PURCHASES - WITHIN F A M I L Y 
L I F E C Y C L E GROUPS 

Married families with children purchased a disproportionately 
large share of the new cars bought since 1963. 

T A B L E 4-14 

USED C A R PURCHASES - WITHIN F A M I L Y 
L I F E C Y C L E GROUPS 

Used car purchases by married families with children were 
also disproportionately larger each of the past 4 years. 
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T A B L E 4-15 

NEW, USED, AND M U L T I P L E CAR OWNERSHIP - 1955-1967 

Twenty-five percent of all families own two or more cars . 
The growth in multiple car ownership has leveled off since 1965. 

T A B L E 4-16 

C A R OWNERSHIP - WITHIN VARIOUS GROUPS 

Over one-half of the high-income families ($10,000 or more) 
own two or more cars . About 90percent of al l families with incomes 
of $5,000 or more own at least one car. Ownership rates are sig­
nificantly lower for nonwhites. 

T A B L E 4-17 

NUMBER O F Y E A R S F A M I L I E S H A V E OWNED 
TWO OR MORE CARS 

High-income families and those with more than one driver 
have been multiple owners for long periods of time. Young families 
and those with low incomes are the most recent multiple car owners. 

T A B L E 4-18 

T R U C K OWNERSHIP 

About 70 percent of al l farmers own at least one truck. Nearly 
30 percent own two or more. Truck owners are concentrated in the 
West. 

T A B L E 4-19 

NUMBER O F V E H I C L E S OWNED 

Only 2 percent of all families own a truck but not a car. 
Twenty-five percent of al l families own two or more cars, 36 per­
cent own two or more vehicles (cars and trucks). Multiple car 
ownership and multiple vehicle ownership are highest in the West. 
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T A B L E 4-20 

USE O F TRUCKS FOR PERSONAL TRANSPORTATION 

Almost one-half of the single car-owning families frequently 
use their trucks for personal transportation. Families in the West 
make most frequent use of their trucks for non-business purposes. 



TABLE 4-1 

FAMILY CAR PURCHASES 

Cars 
purchased aa 
a proportion 
of f a m i l i e s " 

Number of 
c a r s 

purchased^ 
Average 

Estimated 
t o t a l 

expenditure 0** 
Average 

net o u t l ) 

Estimated 
t o t a l 

net o u t l a y 0 0 

Year of ( i n p e r c e n t ) ( i n m i l l i o n s ) per c a r ( i n b i l l i o n a ) per c a r ( i n b i 1 l i o n s 
purchase New Used New Used New Used New Used Mew Uaed New Used 

1966 13 19 7.6 11.5 $3,250 $880 $24.6 $10.0 $2,460 $730 $18.8 $8.4 

1965 13 19 7.9 11.4 3,260 910 25.4 10.0 2,320 730 18.3 8.3 

1964 12 19 7.2 11.1 3,140 920 22.6 10.2 2,300 720 16.6 8.0 

1963 11 20 6.0 L1.3 3,130 920 18.8 10.4 2,310 720 13.9 8.1 
1962 10 23 5.9 13.0 2,990 840 17.6 10.9 2,180 680 12.9 8.8 

1961 8 20 4.6 11.0 2,830 800 13.1 8.8 1,980 630 9.1 6.9 

1960 10 20 5.4 11.0 3,010 800 16.4 8.8 2,020 630 11.0 6.9 

1959 LO 17 5.2 9.1 3,140 980 16.3 8.9 2,060 760 10.7 6.9 

1958 8 18 3.9 9.2 3,040 850 11.9 7.8 2,130 650 8.3 6.0 

1957 9 18 4.5 9.1 3,220 870 14.5 7.9 2,110 650 9.5 5.9 

1956 10 18 5.3 9.2 3,090 770 16.4 7.1 2,030 600 10.7 5.5 

1955 12 20 6.2 10.1 2,940 750 13.1 7.5 1,910 580 11.7 5.9 

^Cars purchased during the year and disposed o f before I n t e r v i e w i n g time e a r l y i n the f o l l o w i n g year a r e not i n c l u d e d . 
E x c l u d i n g c a r s r e c e i v e d as g i f t s or paid f or ( p a r t l y ) by swapping non-automobile items such as boats, t r u c k s , or t r a i l e r s . 

j C a r a r e c e i v e d as g i f t s or f o r payment i n kind are included i n aggregate e s t i m a t e s a t the mean f o r the sample. 
Aggregate data f o r 1966 based on r e v i s e d e s t i m a t e s of t o t a l number of f a m i l i e s i n the United S t a t e s . 



TABLE 4-2 (Sheet: 1 of 2) 

PRICE PAID AND NET OUTLAY FOR NEW AND USED CAR PURCHASES 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of purchases) 

s 
o 
I 
to . 

•0 

§ 

CD 

Co 

o 1 
in 

% 

P r i c e Net o u t l a y 

Amount for new c a r s 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 

L e s s than $ l , 0 0 0 b * * ft * 6 7 4 5 2 

$1,000-1,499 * * * * * 11 6 7 9 8 

$1,500-1,999 7 6 6 5 6 21 ZO 21 17 17 

$2,000-2,499 20 20 17 11 11 33 32 31 27 27 

$2,500-2,999 31 24 26 23 25 18 17 21 23 24 

$3,000-3,499 22 21 22 26 27 r \~ r~ r $3,000-3,499 
i i 18 16 19 22 

$3,500 or more 20 29 29 35 31 i _ L_ L_ L_ L_ 
T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Mean 0 $2,990 $3,130 $3,140 $3,260 $3,250 $2,180 $2,310 $2,300 $2,320 $2,460 

L e s s than 0.5 percent, 
^ P r i c e minus t r a d e - i n or s a l e . 
I n c l u d e s c a r s r e c e i v e d as g i f t s and payment i n kind. 
Excludes c a r s r e c e i v e d as g i f t s . I n e a r l y y e a r s , c a r s paid for ( p a r t l y ) by swapping non-automobile items such as boats, 
t r u c k s , or t r a i l e r s were c l a s s i f i e d as zero p r i c e purchases and t r e a t e d i n the same manner as g i f t s . 

Note: T h i s t a b l e i s based on a l l c a r s owned by respondents a t the time of I n t e r v i e w i n January-February 1963, 1964, 1965 
1966, or 1967 t h a t had been purchased during the previous c a l e n d a r y e a r 0 

— J 
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TABLE 4-2 (Sheet 2 of 2) 

PRICE PAID AND NET OUTLAY FOR NEW AND USED CAR PURCHASES 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of purchases) 

Amount for used c a r s 
P r i c e a 

Net o u t l a y 
Amount for used c a r s 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 

Less than S500 b 42 43 44 44 44 49 50 50 49 50 

$500-999 26 20 19 20 22 27 22 22 22 21 

$1,000-1,499 15 15 14 17 12 14 16 14 15 14 

$1,500-1,999 9 12 10 6 10 6 6 8 8 8 

$2,000 or more 8 10 13 13 12 4 6 6 6 7 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Mean C $840 $920 $920 $910 $880 $680 $720 $720 $730 $730 

For d e f i n i t i o n of above footnotes, see sheet 1 of t h i s t a b l e . 
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TABLE 4-3 

CASH OUTLAY AND AMOUNT BORROWED ON NEW AND USED CAR PURCHASES -
1965, 1966 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of purchases) 

Cash o u t l a y Amount borrowed 
New c a r s Used c a r s New c a r s Used c a r s 

Amount 1965 1966 1965 1966 1965 1966 1965 1966 

Z e r o 8 26 34 29 27 38 39 55 56 

$1-249 9 6 31 35 * * 4 6 

$250-499 7 7 19 16 ft ft 8 8 

$500-999 10 10 12 13 4 2 15 13 

$1,000-1,499 12 8 5 5 12 7 10 9 

$1,500-1,999 10 9 2 3 12 13 4 5 

$2,000-2,499 9 9 1 1 16 18 2 2 

$2,500 or more 15 17 * ft 16 20 1 1 

Not a s c e r t a i n e d 2 ft 1 * 2 1 1 ft 
T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Mean cash o u t l a y 
( f o r purchases i n v o l v ­
ing cash o u t l a y ) $1,490 $1,650 $430 $440 

Mean amount borrowed 
( f o r p u r c h a s e s i n v o l v ­
ing borrowing) $1,990 $2,150 $960 $900 

L e s s than 0.5 percent, 

'includes c a r s r e c e i v e d as g i f t s . 
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TABLE 4-4 

AGE DISTRIBUTION OF USED CARS PURCHASED 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

Age" o£ c a r at Year of purchaae 
time of purchase 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 

1 year or l e a s 12 9 12 13 11 13 

2-4 year s 27 28 33 27 29 27 

5-7 y e a r s 37 32 24 29 29 32 

8-10 year s 15 20 21 19 20 17 

11 or more years 9 11 10 12 11 11 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Baaed on y e a r model; one year o r l e s s f o r 1966 stands f o r 1965, 1966, or 1967 
model year c a r s . 

TABLE 4-5 

METHOD OF FINANCING NEW AND USED CARS PURCHASED 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n o f pu r c h a s e s ) 

F i n a n c i n g method 

Cash only 

Cash plus t r a d e - i n 
or s a l e 

I n s t a l l m e n t or other 
borrowing only 

I n s t a l l m e n t or other 
borrowing plus trade-
i n , s a l e , or cash 

G i f t 

T o t a l 

New c a r purchases 
1963 1964 1965 1966 

7 LO 7 12 

32 30 30 26 

Used c a r purchases 
1963 1964 1965 1966 

58 58 

1 * 

60 

1 

57 

1 

100 100 100 100 

32 

19 

35 

18 

36 

16 

38 

15 

40 38 37 36 

5 3 3 2 

100 100 100 100 

L e s s than 0.5 per c e n t . 
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TABLE 4-6 

USE OF CREDIT IN PURCHASING NEW AND USED CARS - 1965, 1966 
( P e r c e n t o f purchases t h a t were on c r e d i t , by income and c a r p r i c e ) 

P e r c e n t of c a r s 
bought on c r e d i t 

D i s p o s a b l e income 
of purchaser 
L e s s than $5,000 
55,000-7,499 
$7,500-9,999 
$10,000-14,999 
$15,000 or more 

T o t a l p r i c e of c a r 
L e s s than $500 
$500-999 
$1,000-1,499 
$1,500-1,999 
$2,000-2,499 
$2,500-2,999 
$3,000-3,499 
$3,500-3,999 
$4,000 or more 

Car bought new 
1965 1966 

62 61 

7 1 b 5 5 b 

63 71 
69 60 
67 66 
41 45 

a a 
a a 
a a 

68 56 
68 60 
66 66 
50 55 

Car bought used 
1965 1966 

45 45 

48 53 
49 42 
40 39 
42 50 
a 25 

22 25 
49 55 
64 63 

~ h 

a a 
a a 
a a 
a a 

^ o o few c a s e s . 
b L a r g e d i f f e r e n c e s due p r i m a r i l y to the infrequency o f purchases i n these 
groups. 
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TABLE 4-7 

CREDIT USE AND CAR PURCHASING ACTIVITY 
(Percentage d i a t r l b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

1965 1966 

Replaced c a r s t o c k 3 18 16 

Bought on c r e d i t 10 9 

Other method of f i n a n c e b 8 7 

I n c r e a s e d c a r s t o c k c 9 LO 

Bought on c r e d i t 4 5 

Other method of f i n a n c e ^ 5 5 

Purchased c a r , but t o t a l 
c a r s t o c k d e c l i n e d 2 2 

T o t a l p urchasing new or used c a r 29 28 

T o t a l not purchasing new or used c a r 71 72 

T o t a l 100 100 

Number o f c a r s traded i n equals the number of c a r s purchased. 
A l l cash or cash plus t r a d e - i n only, 

CNumber o f c a r s purchased exceeded number of c a r s traded i n . 
^Number o f c a r s purchased f e v e r than number o f care traded i n o r disposed 
of. Does not i n c l u d e f a m i l i e s who disposed o f a c a r but did not purchase 
a new o r used c a r . 

Note: F a m i l i e s buying more than one c a r a r e c l a s s i f i e d by the method of 
finance used for the purchase of the newest c a r . 
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TABLE 4-8 

NUMBER OF YEARS TRADE-IN OWNED AND AGE OF CARS TRADED IN - 1965, 1966 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of automobiles) 

Cart bought nev Cars bought used 

No t r a d e - i n 

Trade-in 
Number of years tr a d e - i n owned 

1 year or less 

2 years 

3 years 

* 4 years 

5 years 

6-7 years 

8 o r more years 

T o t a l 

1965 

20 

80 

25 

20 

16 

13 

10 

10 

6 

100 

1966 

29 

71 

18 

21 

21 

19 

7 

7 

7 

100 

1965 

58 

42 

27 

16 

18 

10 

12 

9 

8 

100 

1966 

64 

36 

32 

22 

10 

10 

5 

11 

10 

100 

Age o f trad e - i n 

1 year or lesa 

2 years 

3 years 

4 years 

5 years 

6-7 years 

8 o r more years 

T o t a l 

16 

17 

17 

13 

15 

11 

11 

100 

17 

14 

14 

14 

10 

17 

14 

100 

1 

6 

8 

B 

18 

59 

100 

2 

4 

5 

6 

10 

30 

43 

100 

Leas than 0.5 percent. 
'Bought i n 1964 or 1965 for 1965; bought i n 1965 or 1966 for 1966. 
^1964, 1965, 1966 ( i f any) models f o r 1965; 1965, 1966, 1967 ( i f any) models 
f o r 1966. 
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TABLE 4-9 

TRADE-IN ACTIVITY - 1965, 1966 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

1965 1966 
Did not purchase a car y\ yi 

Purchased a new c a r 8 13 12 
Traded i n a car bought new 7 6 
Traded i n a car bought used 3 3 
No car traded i n 3 3 

Purchased a used c a r a 16 L6 
Traded i n a car bought new 1 1 
Traded i n s car bought used 6 5 
No car traded i n 9 10 

T o t a l 100 100 

Families buying more than one car are c l a s s i f i e d only once according to 
the newest car. purchased. 
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TABLE 4-10 
CONDITION OF TRADE-IN* - 1965, 1966 

{Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of cars traded i n ) 

Condition of car traded i n 
Something 

Good > Fair, needed seriously 
l i k e new some work wronR 

1965 1966 1965 1966 1965 1966 Tots! 

A l l cars traded i n 47 48 34 32 19 20 100 

Age of traded i n car** 
1 year or l e a B 85 3 10 8 5 9 LOO 
2-3 years 67 75 27 22 6 3 100 
4-5 years 50 42 34 37 16 21 100 
6 or more years 28 32 43 38 30 30 100 

Number of years 
trad e - i n owned 
1 year or Less 47 48 29 24 24 28 100 
2-3 years 48 53 38 31 14 16 100 
4-5 years 52 42 31 36 17 22 100 
6 or more years 35 43 38 40 27 17 100 

Purchase pattern of 
family making trade-in 
Bought a new car i n 1966 

Trade-in bought new 67 
Trade-in bought used 44 

Bought a used cat i n 1966 
Trade-in bought new 40 
Trade-in bought used 27 

Annual fami l y income 
Less than $5,000 36 
$5,000-7,499 39 
$7,500-9,999 48 
$10,000-14,999 44 
$15,000 or more 67 

Number of cars owned 
Own one car 42 
Own two or more cars 53 

71 21 21 12 a 100 
36 39 46 17 18 100 

40 40 39 20 21 100 
33 45 33 28 34 100 

39 37 32 27 29 100 
44 44 32 17 24 100 
48 31 27 21 25 100 
50 34 35 22 15 100 
59 23 30 10 11 100 

47 38 32 20 21 100 
50 29 30 18 20 100 

Age of fami l y head 
Under age 35 34 39 49 35 17 26 LOO 
35-44 43 43 32 38 25 19 LOO 
45-54 52 52 31 30 17 IS LOO 
55-64 53 55 26 24 21 21 100 
Age 65 or older 63 72 23 14 14 14 100 

^ h e question asked was: "When you traded i t i n (sold i t ) , was I t i n good shap 
did i t need some r e p a i r s , or was something seriously wrong w i t h i t 7 " Includes 

.cars sold i n connection w i t h a purchase. 
1964-1966 models for 1965; 1965-1967 models for 1966. 

°Bpught i n 1964-1966 for 1965; bought 1965-1967 for 1966. 



TABLE 4-11 

HEW CAR PURCHASES - WITHIN FAMILY INCOME GROUPS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

D i s t r i b u t i o n of a l l Shares of new Ratio of new car purchases 
families i n the U.S. car purchases to number of families 

Annual family income 1963 1964 1965 1966 1963 1964 1965 1966 1963 1964 1965 1966 

Less than $3,000 23 21 19 19 5 2 3 2 2 1 2 2 

$3,000-4,999 17 16 16 15 7 5 7 7 4 4 6 6 

$5,000-7,499 26 23 21 20 21 16 17 16 9 9 11 10 

$7,500-9,999 15 17 17 18 17 23 19 22 12 16 15 16 

$10,000-14,999 15 17 19 27 27 31 22 21 21 
19 50 28 

$15,000 or more 8 10 9 27 27 22 41 37 32 

Tota l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 11 12 13 13 



C! S 
o I a 

TABLE 4-12 t** 
USED CAR PURCHASES - WITHIN FAMILY INCOME GROUPS *y 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n ) £g 

g 
Co 
Co 

I 
1 
1 

Annual family Income 

D i s t r i b u t i o n of 
families i n the 

a l l 
U.S. 

Shares of used 
car purchases 

Ratio 
to 

of used 
number 

car purchases 
of families 

Annual family Income 1963 1964 1965 1966 1963 1964 1965 1966 1963 1964 1965 1966 

Leas than S3,000 23 21 " 19 19 16 10 10 10 14 9 10 10 

53,000-4,999 17 16 16 15 16 15 14 16 19 19 18 21 

$5,000-7,499 26 23 21 20 31 31 29 22 24 26 27 21 

57,500-9,999 L5 17 17 18 18 21 18 21 24 23 20 23 

$10,000-14,999 15 17 19 17 22 22 
20 

21 25 22 

$15,000 or more B 10 9 ll 6 7 9 i i ! 14 13 19 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 20 19 19 19 

00 



TABLE 4-13 
NEW CAR PURCHASES - WITHIN FAMILY LIFE CYCLE GROUPS 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

D i s t r i b u t i o n of a l l Shares of new Ratio of new car purchases 
families in the U.S. car purchases to number of fa m i l i e s L i f e cycle stage 

of family head 1963 1964 1965 1966 1963 1964 1965 1966 1963 1964 1965 1966 
Under age 45 

Unmarried, no ch i l d r e n 5 5 5 6 1 5 5 6 3 12 12 12 
Married, no children 5 5 6 5 7 6 7 7 13 14 17 18 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

under age 6 22 21 20 20 21 20 21 18 11 12 14 12 ^ 
Married, youngest c h i l d ^ 

age 6 or older 10 10 10 9 14 12 14 12 14 15 18 16 v) 
Co 

Age 45 or older 
s Unmarried, no ch i l d r e n , 

head i n labor force 7 ' 7 7 7 7 5 4 5 1 1 9 3 
Unmarried, no ch i l d r e n , ^ 

head r e t i r e d 9 9 9 10 2 3 2 1 3 4 3 1 Q 
Married, no ch i l d r e n , ^ 

head I n labor force 1 6 1 7 1 4 1 6 1 9 25 18 2 1 1 3 18 1 8 1 7 ^ 

Married, no ch i l d r e n , O 
head r e t i r e d 8 8 1 0 1 0 6 5 9 9 7 7 1 2 1 2 g 

Married, has children 1 4 1 3 1 4 1 2 2 1 1 6 17 1 7 1 6 1 5 1 7 1 8 Cj 

Any age fq 
Unmarried, has children _ _ 4 5 5 _ 5 2 3 3 4 4 7 7 1 0 * ° 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 1 0 0 100 100 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 3 -3 
. . . . § 

Notes: The term no ch i l d r e n , appearing frequently i n t h i s chapter, means no children under age 1 8 l i v i n g at home. Unemployed ^ 
people and housewives age 55 or older are considered r e t i r e d ; unemployed people and housewives under age 55 are considered O 
to be i n the labor force. ^ 



TABLE 4-14 

USED CAR PURCHASES - WITHIN FAMILY LIFE CYCLE GROUPS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

L i f e cycle stage 
of family head 

D i s t r i b u t i o n of 
families i n the 

a l l 
U.S. 

Shares of used 
car purchases 

Ratio of used car purchases 
to number of families L i f e cycle stage 

of family head 1963 1964 1965 1966 1963 1964 1965 1966 1963 1964 1965 1966 
Under age 45 

Unmarried, no children 5 5 5 6 4 3 2 5 16 12 8 16 
Married, no children 5 5 6 5 4 7 7 7 13 26 25 26 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

under age 6 . 22 21 20 20 35 30 30 31 33 27 29 30 
Married, youngest c h i l d 
age 6 or older 10 10 10 9 12 16 16 14 24 29 30 30 

Age 45 or older 
Unmarried, no ch i l d r e n , 

head I n labor force 7 7 7 7 2 3 3 3 7 8 9 6 
Unmarried, no ch i l d r e n , 

head r e t i r e d 9 9 9 10 2 1 2 1 4 2 5 1 
Married, no c h i l d r e n , 

head i n labor force 16 17 14 16 15 15 13 12 19 IB 18 15 
Married, no children, 

head r e t i r e d 8 8 10 10 3 4 5 3 7 8 9 6 
Married, has children 14 13 14 12 19 18 17 20 27 27 25 32 

Any age 
Unmarried, has children 4 5 5 5 4 3 5 4 16 13 19 15 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 20 19 19 19 



TABLE 4-15 

NEW, USED, AND MULTIPLE CAR OWNERSHIP - 1955-1967 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fa m i l i e s ) 

Car ownership 1955 1957 1959 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 

Own one car, bought new 27 2a 27 26 24 26 26 27 27 27 

Own one car, bought used 33 34 32 32 33 32 30 28 27 26 
a 

Own two or more cars 10 13 15 18 17 22 22 24 25 25 

Do not own car 30 25 26 24 26 20 22 21 21 22 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Total number of families 
i n United States ( i n 
m i l l i o n s of fa m i l i e s ) 49.1 51.4 52.5 54.2 54.9 56.5 56.8 58.5 59.1 60. 

alncludes a l l families owning two or more cars; at least one bought new and one bought used. 
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TABLE 4-16 (Sheet 1 of 2) 

CAR OWNERSHIP - WITHIN VARIOUS GROUPS 
(Ownership as a percentage of families i n specified groups) 

Own one or 
Own at least more cars Own two or 

one car bought new more cars 
Annual family income 1966 1967 1966 1967 1966 1967 

Less than $1,000 24 25 4 10 3 6 
$1,000-1,999 31 38 10 13 3 2 
$2,000-2,999 54 53 17 17 3 5 
$3,000-3,999 67 63 27 23 6 10 
$4,000-4,999 76 76 26 39 11 14 
$5,000-5,999 84 82 32 37 16 15 
$6,000-7,499 89 86 41 39 21 19 
$7,500-9,999 93 93 53 53 30 29 
$10,000-14,999 96 95 69 67 46 45 
$15,000 or more 95 93 84 75 60 62 

L i f e cycle stage 
of family head 

Under age 45 
Unmarried, no ch i l d r e n 53 65 26 32 5 7 
Married, no children 91 96 52 54 17 31 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

under age 6 93 92 42 40 27 27 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

age 6 or older 95 95 54 49 47 43 

Age 45 or older 
Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 

head i n labor force 64 60 39 39 9 9 
Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 

head r e t i r e d 31 29 18 19 4 3 
Married, no c h i l d r e n , 

head i n labor force 91 91 62 61 35 37 
Married, no c h i l d r e n , 

head r e t i r e d 74 73 ' 43 47 9 9 
Married, has children 89 90 51 50 44 46 

Any age 
Unmarried, has children 61 55 26 28 12 10 

A l l f a m i l i e s 79 78 44 44 25 25 
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TABLE 4-16 (Sheet 2 of 2) 

CAR OWNERSHIP - WITHIN VARIOUS GROUPS 
(Ownership as a percentage of f a m i l i e s i n specified groups) 

Age of head 
Under age 25 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
Age 65 or older 

Education of head 
0-8 grades 
9-11 grades 
12 grades 
Some college 
CoLlege degree 

Race 
White 
Nonwhite 

Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Belt 
Central c i t i e s of 12 

largest SMSA's 
Central c i t i e s of other 
SMSA' s 

Suburban areas o f 12 
largest SMSA's 

Suburban areas of other 
SMSA's 

Adjacent areas of SMSA's 
Outlying areas o f SMSA's 

A l l f a m i l i e s 

Own at least 
one car 
1966 1967 
72 82 

Own one or 
more cars 
bought new 
1966 1967 
24 29 

Own two or 
more cars 
1966 1967 

90 
86 
78 
53 

63 
81 
87 
85 
91 

82 
48 

74 
84 
77 
81 

92 
85 
75 

79 

86 
88 
86 
76 
56 

64 
75 
86 
90 
88 

82 
53 

71 
83 
76 
84 

56 54 

77 73 

86 88 

87 
86 
76 

78 

45 
48 
52 
50 
30 

28 
42 
46 
52 
68 

46 
20 

44 
49 
39 
42 

42 
46 
51 
51 
35 

31 
36 
48 
56 
67 

47 
18 

44 
48 
40 
43 

36 31 

39 37 

60 57 

53 54 
40 45 
36 38 

44 44 

7 
24 
36 
36 
25 

7 
23 
28 
30 
35 

26 
14 

21 
29 
25 
22 

14 
21 
35 
40 
24 
8 

15 
26 
29 
30 
34 

27 
11 

19 
28 
24 
29 

U 9 

24 22 

32 36 

37 34 
28 27 
18 20 

25 25 



TABLE 4-17 
NUMBER OF YEARS FAMILIES HAVE OWNED TWO OR MORE CARS 

(Percentage d i a t r t b u t t o n of families owning two or more cars) 

Number of years families have owned two or more cars' 

I or less 2--3 4-•6 7-•10 
Over 

10 years 
Not ascertained 
or don't know 

1966 1967 1966 1967 1966 1967 1966 1967 1966 1967 1966 1967 Totals 
A l l f a milies 20 24 19 21 22 20 18 14 20 14 1 7 100 
Annual family income 

Less than $5,000 43 42 22 23 13 10 11 8 9 10 2 7 100 
$5,000-7,499 35 30 20 24 20 19 10 8 14 12 1 7 100 
$7,500-9,999 20 25 20 24 26 18 16 14 16 10 2 9 100 
$10,000-14,999 18 22 22 22 24 23 20 13 16 14 * 6 100 
$15,000 or more 5 12 12 12 22 23 25 24 35 21 1 8 100 

b 
Number of major earners One 22 25 22 IS 19 21 18 13 18 15 1 8 100 

Two 21 23 17 23 22 18 20 14 20 15 * 7 100 
Three or more 10 21 14 22 40 25 15 20 20 6 1 6 100 

Q 
Number of dr i v e r s One 41 24 26 22 12 19 3 7 15 13 3 15 100 

Two 23 24 19 21 21 19 17 15 19 15 1 6 100 
Three or more 1L 22 16 21 28 21 22 15 22 13 i 8 100 

Age of family head 
Under age 35 36 40 28 29 25 19 9 4 1 2 1 6 100 
35-44 17 26 24 19 23 21 19 13 16 14 1 7 100 
45-54 15 17 14 20 23 21 22 20 26 15 * 7 100 
55-64 18 15 12 18 17 18 18 19 31 20 4 10 100 
Age 65 or older 11 13 11 L0 24 18 19 10 35 36 * 13 100 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
^The question asked was "How long have you had more than one car i n the family?" 
Omitted were 14 (1966) and 15 (1967) f a m i l i e s who had no major earners (earns $600 or more per year). 

cThe question asked was "Altogether, how many people are there i n your family l i v i n g here who can drive?" CO 
-3 
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TABLE 4-18 

TRUCK OWNERSHIP 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

Number of trucks owned 
Two or 

None One more Total 

Occupation of famil y head 
Professionals, managers 92 7 1 100 
Self-employed businessmen 57 24 19 100 
C l e r i c a l and sales workers 94 6 * 100 
S k i l l e d and semiskilled workers 79 19 2 100 
Unskilled laborers, service 

workers 87 12 I 100 
Farmers, farm managers 28 45 27 100 
Miscellaneous ( i n c l u d i n g r e t i r e d ) 91 9 * 100 

Region 
Northeast 94 5 1 100 
North Central 84 12 4 100 
South 80 17 3 100 
West 74 22 4 100 

Belt 
Central c i t i e s of 12 

largest SMSA's 98 2 * 100 
Central c i t i e s of other 
SMSA's 91 8 1 100 

Suburban areas o f 12 
largest SMSA's 90 9 1 100 

Suburban areas o f other 
SMSA's 85 13 2 100 

Adjacent areas o f SMSA's 76 20 4 100 
Outlying areas of SMSA's 69 25 6 100 

A l l f a m i l i e s 83 14 3 100 

Less than 0.5 percent. 



TABLE 4-19 

NUMBER OF VEHICLES* OWNED 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fa m i l i e s ) 

<z 
o 
I 
CO 

p 

§ 
Co 
CO 

§ 
O 

1 
CO 

Number of cars owned Number of vehicles owned 

None One 
Two or 
more Total None One 

Two or 
more Total 

Region 
Northeast 29 52 19 100 29 48 23 100 
North Central 17 55 28 100 16 46 38 100 
South 24 52 24 LOO 21 42 37 100 
West 16 55 29 100 14 38 48 100 

Belt 
Central c i t i e s 

Largest SMSA1 
of 
's 

12 
47 44 9 100 46 44 10 100 

Central c i t i e s 
SMSA's 

of other 
27 51 22 100 26 47 27 100 

Suburban areas 
largest SMSA1 

of 
's 

12 
12 52 36 100 12 44 44 100 

Suburban areas 
SMSA's 

of other 
13 53 34 100 12 44 44 100 

Adjacent areas of SMSA's 14 59 27 100 12 45 43 100 
Outlying areas of SMSA's 24 56 20 100 19 40 41 100 

A l l f a milies 22 53 25 100 20 44 36 100 

Cars and trucks. 
00 
CD 
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TABLE 4-20 

USE OF TRUCKS FOR PERSONAL TRANSPORTATION 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n s of truck owners) 

Frequency of use of trucks 
f o r personal transportation 

Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently T o t a l 
Number of cars owned 

None 
One 
Two or more 

Occupation o f family head 
Farmers, farm managers 
S k i l l e d workers 
Semiskilled workers 
Unskilled laborers, service 

workers 
A l l others 

Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Belt 
Central c i t i e s of 12 

largest SMSA's 
Central c i t i e s of other 
SMSA's 

Suburban areas of 12 
largest SMSA's 

Suburban areas of other 
SMSA's 

Adjacent areas of SMSA's 
Outlying areas of SMSA's 

5 
32 
45 

50 
21 
21 

25 
38 

43 
42 
34 
16 

29 

27 

26 

23 
45 
30 

3 
7 

12 

11 
5 
7 

6 
9 

11 
7 

7 

9 

10 
16 
9 

5 
14 
13 

14 
9 
13 

16 
12 

7 
13 
13 
13 

14 

11 

6 

7 
6 
14 

87 
47 
30 

25 
65 
59 

53 
41 

39 
38 
45 
63 

57 

55 

59 

60 
33 
47 

100 
100 
100 

100 
100 
100 

100 
100 

100 
100 
100 
100 

100 

100 

100 

100 
100 
100 

A l l t r u c k owners 33 12 47 100 

Less than 0.5 percent, 
i The question asked was "Do you people ever use i t (them) f o r personal 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n (shopping, f i s h i n g , or hunting and the l i k e ) or i s I t (are 
they) only f o r business or farming?" 



5 
HOUSEHOLD DURABLES 
AND VACATIONS 

Highlights 

SOME of the major discretionary expenditures by con­
sumers, in addition to money spent on the purchase of cars and on 
additions to or repairs of homes (which was discussed in Chapters 
3 and 4), are for buying durable goods other than an automobile and 
for paying vacation expenses. Nearly 50 percent of all American 
families purchased household appliances and furniture in 1966, 
spending, on the average, over $400 each. The higher the annual 
income, the higher the proportion of families that made a purchase. 
However, the proportion of low-income families (under $5,000) 
making such purchases has risen during the last few years. 

Purchasing behavior is influenced by a change in income as 
well as the level of family income. Families whose incomes were 
higher in 1966 than in 1965 typically purchased more often than did 
other families who were at the same general income level. For ex­
ample, among families with incomes over $10,000, 65 percent of 
those reporting higher incomes in 1966 purchased household dura­
bles (furniture and appliances) while only 49 percent of the families 
reporting income declines made a purchase. 

Over 10 percent of all families bought two or more household 
appliances (such as television sets, washing machines). The re­
ported average price paid for most of these items has not changed 
much since 1963, with one notable exception—television sets. With 
the wide acceptance of color television, the number of sets pur­
chased for $500 or more has doubled since 1964. Such high-priced 
sets now account for almost 30 percent of all purchases of TV sets. 

Almost half of purchasing families with incomes under $10,000 
used credit to buy durables, while only one-third of the purchasers 

91 
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with incomes exceeding $10,000 made use of installment credit, even 
though their average expenditure on household durables exceeded 
$500. As might be expected, recently formed families and families 
with children most frequently bought on credit. 

Families which are the most frequent buyers also own the 
largest number of appliances. Over 80 percent of families with in­
comes above $7,500 own four or more major appliances. Only 
slightly more than half of the families with incomes below $5,000 
own that many. 

Although high frequencies of repairs were not concentrated 
among low-income groups, these are the families which own the 
older appliances. Half of the families with incomes below $5,000 
own appliances with a mean (harmonic) age of 6 or more years. For 
families with incomes above $7,500, only about one-fourth own ap­
pliances with as high a mean age. 

Nearly 60 percent of all families made a major expenditure 
(a net outlay of $100 or more) on cars and household durables in 
1966. In three groups, among families with incomes above $10,000, 
among recent home buyers, and among young families (head under 
age 45) we find that more than 70 percent of the group made major 
expenditures on durables. Fifteen percent of all families (25 per­
cent of those families with incomes above $10,000) purchased both 
cars and household durables. 

An even more comprehensive measure of consumer expendi­
ture is total net outlay on cars, durables, and additions and repairs 
to the home. Over 70 percent of all families made an expenditure 
for at least one of these purposes in 1966, with nearly 30 percent 
spending in excess of $1,000. Young, married families were the 
most frequent spenders as were home owning families. Over 40 
percent of families which bought a house after 1963 spent over 
$1,000 in 1966. 

Vacation expenditures are closely related to income levels. 
Forty percent of all families took a vacation of 5 days or longer in 
1966. However, less than 20 percent of the low-income families 
(under $3,000) took such a vacation, over half of these spending less 
than $200. Over 70 percent of families with incomes above $15,000 
took a vacation, about half spending more than $500. 
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HIGHLIGHTS OF THE TABLES 

T A B L E 5-1 

PURCHASES OF HOUSEHOLD DURABLES - 1962-1966 

Almost one-half of all American families reported purchasing 
one or more items in 1966. The average expenditure, for families 
purchasing, was $440, declining somewhat from previous years. 

T A B L E 5-2 

AMOUNTS SPENT FOR HOUSEHOLD DURABLES - 1962-1966 

Fifteen percent of all family units spent over $500 on house­
hold durables both in 1966 and 1965. 

TABLE 5-3 

PURCHASES OF HOUSEHOLD DURABLES WITHIN 
INCOME, AGE, AND L I F E C Y C L E GROUPS 

The proportion of lower-income families (under $5,000) re­
porting the purchase of household durables has risen since 1963. 
Purchasing activity is highest among young (under age 45) families. 

T A B L E 5-4 

AMOUNT SPENT ON HOUSEHOLD DURABLES 
WITHIN INCOME QUINTILES 

Over one-half of families in the top three family income 
quintiles purchased household durables in 1966. 
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T A B L E 5-5 

PURCHASES OF HOUSEHOLD DURABLES - WITHIN 
1966 INCOME GROUPS AND 1965-1966 

INCOME CHANGE GROUPS 

At all levels of income, the most active purchasers were 
families whose incomes had increased. Except among upper-income 
people, the least frequent purchasers were those families whose 
incomes did not change. 

T A B L E 5-6 

QUANTITY OF APPLIANCES PURCHASED - 1966 

Few low-income families purchased two or more appliances 
in 1966, while 20 percent of families with incomes above $15,000 
purchased two or more items. 

T A B L E 5-7 

PURCHASES OF SPECIFIC HOUSEHOLD DURABLES, 
PRICES PAID, AND USE OF CREDIT - 1963-1966 

During the last few years there has been a large increase in 
the purchase of very expensive TV sets, due to the widespread ac­
ceptance of color TV. The proportion of sets bought for $500 or 
more has doubled since 1964. 

T A B L E 5-8 

PURCHASES OF HOUSEHOLD DURABLES -
WITHIN INCOME GROUPS 

Large purchases ($500 or more) are concentrated among 
families with $5,000 or more in income. Purchases of two or more 
items are also highest for these families. Use of credit declines 
only for families with incomes above $10,000. 
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T A B L E 5-9 

PURCHASES OF DURABLE GOODS -
WITHIN L I F E C Y C L E GROUPS 

The most active purchasers are young married families; they 
are most likely to use credit in making their purchases. Over 70 
percent of these young married families and older married families 
with children made a major expenditure ($100 or more) on cars and 
durables in 1966. 

T A B L E 5-10 

PURCHASES OF HOUSEHOLD DURABLES - WITHIN 
AGE OF FAMILY HEAD GROUPS 

Credit use is more frequent among the very young. These 
families were the most active buyers and most often purchased two 
or more items. 

T A B L E 5-11 

PURCHASES OF HOUSEHOLD DURABLES - WITHIN 
HOUSING STATUS AND DURATION OF HOUSE 

OCCUPANCY GROUPS 

Families who purchased a new home recently (1964-1967) 
were the most active purchasers (almost 70 percent bought dura­
bles, 21 percent purchasing two or more items). Renters made the 
most frequent use of credit. 

T A B L E 5-12 

MAJOR EXPENDITURES ON CARS AND 
HOUSEHOLD DURABLES 

Over one-half of all families spent $100 or more on cars and 
household durables in 1966. These families are concentrated in 
high-income families, families that purchased a home in the past 3 
years, and young married families. 
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TABLE 5-13 

NET OUTLAY ON HOUSEHOLD DURABLES AND CARS 

Sixteen percent of all families bought both cars and other 
durable goods in 1966. Thirty-two percent bought durables only, 
12 percent bought cars only. Families with incomes above $10,000 
bought cars and durables twice as often as families with incomes 
under $10,000. 

TABLE 5-14 

TOTAL NET OUTLAY ON CARS, HOUSEHOLD DURABLES, AND 
ADDITIONS AND REPAIRS WITHIN L I F E C Y C L E GROUPS 

Over 70 percent of all families made expenditure on cars 
and/or durables and/or additions and repairs to their homes. Nearly 
30 percent spent over $1,000. Young married families {under 45 
years old) and older families with children were the most frequent 
spenders. Over 75 percent of these families made expenditures of 
one or more of these types. 

T A B L E 5-15 

TOTAL NET OUTLAY ON CARS, HOUSEHOLD DURABLES, AND 
ADDITIONS AND REPAIRS WITHIN HOUSING STATUS AND 

DURATION OF HOUSE OCCUPANCY GROUPS 

Large expenditures are concentrated among families who pur­
chased a house for owner occupancy in the last 3 years. Almost 
half of them spent over $1,000. 

T A B L E 5-16 

USE OF CREDIT FOR PURCHASES OF HOUSEHOLD DURABLES 

Families with incomes above $10,000 used credit much less 
frequently than all other families, even when the expenditure ex­
ceeded $500. 
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T A B L E 5-17 

APPLIANCE OWNERSHIP, REPAIR EXPERIENCE, AND 
AVERAGE AGE OF APPLIANCES WITHIN INCOME GROUPS 

Over 80 percent of all family units own three or more large 
appliances (this includes families that rent rather than own their 
homes). Almost 80 percent own three or more appliances that have 
had less than two repairs in 1966. Lower-income families own older 
durables and own more items that have had two or more repairs. 

T A B L E 5-18 

APPLIANCE OWNERSHIP - WITHIN HOUSING STATUS AND 
DURATION OF HOUSE OCCUPANCY GROUPS 

Over 30 percent of home owners own five or more appliances. 
Only about 10 percent of the renters own five or more. 

T A B L E 5-19 

EXPENDITURE FOR VACATIONS - WITHIN INCOME GROUPS 

In 1966, 40 percent of all families took a vacation of 5 days or 
longer. Almost 25 percent of those taking a vacation spent $500 or 
more. The proportion of families taking a vacation rises with 
family income. 

T A B L E 5-20 

EXPENDITURE FOR VACATIONS WITHIN 
L I F E C Y C L E GROUPS 

Married families (head employed) with no children or with 
older children (youngest over 6 years old) took vacations most fre­
quently. 
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TABLE 5-1 

PURCHASES OF HOUSEHOLD DURABLES3 - 1962-1966 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

Purchases of househo Id durabl es 

1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 
Families purchasing 

Percentage 45 42 44 46 48 
Estimated number ( l n m i l l i o n s ) 25.3 23.8 25.7 27.4 28.9 

b 
Expenditures 

Mean amount (buyers only) $420 $450 $450 $480 $440 
Estimated t o t a l ( i n b i l l i o n s ) $10.7 $10.8 $11.6 $13.0 $12.6 

Includes purchases of new and used household appliances. Durables other 
than cars r e f e r to a l l items of movable f u r n i t u r e and a l l e l e c t r i c a l and 
gas appliances not permanently b u i l t - i n or attached to the dwelling s t r u c ­
ture. Personal e f f e c t s , recreation items, non-household items ( l i k e lawn 
mowers), and non-appliance household items are not included. 
'Before deduction of tr a d e - i n ; includes amounts borrowed. 

TABLE 5-2 

AMOUNTS SPENT FOR HOUSEHOLD DURABLES - 1962-1966 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

Amount spent* 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 
Zero 55 58 56 54 52 
$1-99 4 4 4 4 5 
$100-199 8 7 9 8 11 
$200-299 10 9 9 9 8 
$300-499 10 9 9 10 9 
$500-749 6 6 6 7 8 
$750-999 3 3 2 3 3 
$1,000 or more 3 4 4 5 4 
Amount not ascertained 1 * 1 * * 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
'Before deduction f o r t r a d e - i n ; includes amount borrowed. 
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TABLE 5-3 

PURCHASES OF HOUSEHOLD DURABLES 
WITHIN INCOME, AGE, AND LIFE CYCLE GROUPS 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n o f fa m i l i e s ) 

Proportion that purchased 
1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 22 23 28 26 28 
$3,000-4,999 41 33 38 35 42 
$5,000-7,499 50 49 45 46 49 
$7,500-9,999 56 52 55 58 54 
$10,000 or more 58 56 54 60 61 

Age of family head 
Under age 25 46 57 63 47 61 
25-34 57 56 55 62 64 
35-44 53 48 55 56 58 
45-54 48 47 43 48 47 
55-64 37 32 31 37 39 
Age 65 or older 24 19 24 26 28 

L i f e cycle stage 
of f a m i l y head 

Under age 45 
Unmarried 33 33 35 36 37 
Married, no ch i l d r e n 69 66 67 60 65 
Married, children 56 55 59 62 63 

Age 45 or older 
Married, no ch i l d r e n 44 49 43 53 57 
Married, has children 39 32 35 41 39 

A l l f a m i l i e s 45 42 44 46 48 

Notes: The term no c h i l d r e n , which appears frequently i n t h i s chapter, means 
no c h i l d r e n under age 18 l i v i n g at home. Unemployed people and housewives 
age 55 or older are considered r e t i r e d ; unemployed people and housewives under 
age 55 are considered to be i n the labor force. 



TABLE 5-4 

AMOUNT SPENT ON HOUSEHOLD DURABLES - WITHIN INCOME QUTNTILES 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

A l l Lowest Second T h i r d Fourth Ninth Highest 
f a m i l i e s q u i n t i l e q u i n t i l e q u i n t i l e q u i n t i l e d e c i l e d e c i l e 

Amount spent 1965 1966 1965 1966 1965 1966 1965 1966 1965 1966 1965 1966 1965 1966 

Spent nothing 54 52 74 72 64 56 50 51 41 44 37 37 41 37 

Spent 46 48 26 28 36 44 50 49 59 56 63 63 59 63 
Less than $100 4 5 7 8 5 7 4 4 4 3 1 3 2 2 
$100-L99 8 11 6 10 9 12 9 10 9 12 7 11 6 6 
$200-299 9 8 6 4 7 8 12 9 11 10 10 10 6 9 
$300-399 6 5 2 3 5 5 7 6 6 6 10 8 6 7 
$400-499 5 4 1 2 4 3 6 4 7 5 7 8 5 5 
$500-749 7 8 2 1 4 5 7 8 11 11 9 12 13 17 
$750-999 3 3 1 * 1 2 3 4 5 4 8 6 5 6 

$1,000 o r more 4 4 1 * 1 2 2 4 6 5 11 5 16 11 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Percent of sample 100 20 20 20 20 10 10 

Number of ca s e s 2,419 3,165 484 510 484 596 484 675 484 683 242 355 241 346 

Less than 0.5 percent. 



TABLE 5-5 

PURCHASES OF HOUSEHOLD DURABLES - WITHIN 1966 INCOME GROUPS AND 1965-1966 INCOME CHANGE GROUPS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

1966 family income 
less than $5,000 and: 

1966 family income 
$5,000-9,999 and: 

1966 family income 
$10,000 or more and: 

A l l a cases 

Higher 
than i n 
1965 

Same 
as 
1965 

Lower 
than i n 
1965 

Higher 
than i n 
1965 

Same 
as 
1965 

Lower 
than In 
1965 

Higher 
than i n 
1965 

Same 
as 
1965 

Lower 
than i n 
1965 

Total amount of purchases 

None 52 59 71 63 44 59 50 35 44 51 
$1-99 5 9 6 8 5 2 7 2 2 4 
$100-199 11 12 10 11 11 8 12 10 9 7 
$200-299 S 7 5 6 11 9 8 10 6 6 
$300-499 9 8 4 8 10 10 8 13 14 10 
$500-749 8 3 2 1 9 6 11 15 15 12 
$750 or more 7 2 2 3 10 6 4 15 10 10 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Median expenditures 
for those purchasing $310 $200 $180 $190 $310 $340 $280 $440 $460 $450 

Percent of sample 100 10 18 6 21 10 7 17 7 3 

Number of casea^ 3,165 296 448 183 725 311 233 625 218 101 

-5 O 

o 
t> 

! 
Co 
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Includes not ascertained cases. 
Does not add to 100 percent (or 3,165 cases) because those cases are omitted for which income change was not ascertained. ^ 

O 
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TABLE 5-6 

QUANTITY OF APPLIANCES0 PURCHASED - 1966 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

Did not 
purchase 

A l l f a m i l i e s 
1965 63 
1966 61 

Annual fam i l y income 
Less than $3,000 

1965 80 
1966 78 

$3,000-3,999 
1965 71 
1966 68 

$4,000,7,499 
1965 63 
1966 59 

$7,500-9,999 
1965 54 
1966 55 

$10,000-14,999 
1965 52 
1966 52 

$15,000 or more 
1965 51 
1966 48 

Families purchasing 
Two or 

One item more items T o t a l 

26 11 100 
27 12 100 

17 3 100 
18 4 100 

21 8 100 
24 8 100 

26 11 100 
28 13 100 

31 15 100 
30 15 100 

32 16 100 
32 16 100 

30 19 100 
31 21 100 

Includes only the f o l l o w i n g items: TV (color or black and w h i t e ) , 
r e f r i g e r a t o r , washing machine, cooking range, clothes dryer, dishwasher, 
a i r conditioner, sewing machine, rad i o , record-playing equipment, tape 
recorder, freezer, h u m i d i f i e r , and de-humidifier. 



TABLE 5-7 (Sheet 1 of 2) 

PURCHASES OF SPECIFIC HOUSEHOLD DURABLES, PRICES PAID, AND USE OF CREDIT - 1963-1966 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of purchases) 

Ratio of purchases 
to famiLies 

Total price paid 
S1-99 
$100-199 
$200-249 
S250-299 
5300-399 
5400-499 
5500 or more 
Not ascertained 

Total 
Mean t o t a l price 

Proportion of 
purchases involving: 
Credit 
Cash only 

Total 
Number of cases 

Television 
1963 1964 1965 1966 

13 12 15 17 

12 13 11 12 
35 42 34 36 
16 16 10 8 
14 7 4 4 
7 5 8 5 
5 3 10 7 
10 13 22 28 
1 1 1 

100 100 100 100 
5250 5240 5310 5310 

45 42 37 
55 b 58 63 
100 100 100 

193 165 376 583 

Refrigerator 
1963 1964 1965 1966 

7 7 7 9 

17 12 11 19 
13 15 10 11 
12 15 16 16 
25 18 24 19 
21 25 28 24 
6 9 8 6 
6 5 3 5 
* 1 * * 

100 100 100 100 
$250 5260 $260 $250 

38 37 36 
62 b 63 64 
100 100 100 
110 101 182 295 

Washing machine 
1963 1964 1965 1966 

9 9 9 8 

14 8 12 16 
30 29 32 38 
25 39 27 27 
14 14 17 11 
11 7 8 5 
4 2 2 3 
1 1 2 * 
1 * * * 

100 100 100 100 
1210 $210 $210 $190 

48 41 41 
52 b 59 59 
100 100 100 

135 122 224 276 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
aExceeda the proportion of families making a purchase only by the number of families that bought two or more u n i t s of the 
^item i n question. 
Not a v a i l a b l e . 



TABLE 5-7 (Sheet 2 of 2) 
PURCHASES OF SPECIFIC HOUSEHOLD DURABLES, PRICES PAID, AND USE OF CREDIT - 1963-1966 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of purchases) 
Cooking range Furnicure c Other major appliances' 

1963 1964 1965 1966 1963 1964 1965 1966 1963 1964 1965 1966 
Ratio of purchases 
to families 6 6 5 6 18 17 18 18 4 6 7 8 
Total price paid 

$1-99 29 18 19 23 15 14 12 16 13 6 8 11 
$100-199 25 38 31 37 23 21 19 21 38 51 53 50 
$200-249 28 19 24 18 10 10 12 9 18 22 22 19 
$250-299 8 7 9 9 5 6 7 7 10 7 10 11 
$300-399 8 9 8 9 10 10 12 11 13 7 5 8 
$400-499 1 4 6 2 8 9 7 7 5 4 1 1 
$500 or more 1 5 3 2 28 29 31 29 2 3 1 * 
Not ascertained * * * * 1 1 * 1 * * * 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 LOO 100 
Mean t o t a l price $170 $190 $200 $180 $450 $470 $500 $430 $220 $200 $180 $180 

Proportion of 
purchases Involving: 
Credit 40 37 32 44 37 41 25 31 
Cash only 60 b 63 68 56 b 63 59 b b 75 69 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Number of cases 92 82 118 214 282 225 443 608 61 82 170 278 

Exceeds the proportion o f families making a purchase only by the number of families that bought two or more uni t s of the 
item l n question. 

^Not available. 
CThe reference here is not to spe c i f i c purchases, but rather to a l l f u r n i t u r e bought during the year. 
^Clothes dryers, dishwashers, a i r conditioners. 
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TABLE 5-8 

PURCHASES OF HOUSEHOLD DURABLES - WITHIN INCOME GROUPS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n oE fa m i l i e s ) 

Annual family Income 

A l l 
Did not purchase 

Less than S3,000 $5,000 $7,500 $10,000 $15,000 
$3,000 -4,999 -7,499 -9,999 -14,999 or more 

i n 1966 52 72 58 51 46 39 37 
Purchased i n 1966 48 28 42 49 54 61 63 
Spent* 

Less than $100 5 8 6 6 3 3 1 
$100-199 11 10 13 10 11 11 6 
$200-299 8 4 7 9 12 9 9 
$300-499 9 4 8 9 10 13 13 
$500-749 8 1 4 8 10 13 17 
$750-999 3 1 2 3 4 5 6 
$1,000 or more 4 * 2 4 4 6 11 

Tota l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Percent purchasing two 
or more appliances 12 4 8 13 15 16 21 

Percent using c r e d i t 43 49 49 49 46 39 21 

Mean amount spent c $440 $210 $320 $410 $450 $520 $690 

Median amount spent 0 $310 $160 $240 $300 $320 $400 $540 

Percent making a major 
expenditure gn cars 
and durables 56 26 49 56 67 72 75 

Percent o f sample 100 19 15 20 18 19 9 

Number of cases 3,165 492 441 672 607 653 300 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
'Before deduction of tr a d e - i n ; includes amount borrowed. 
'Refers t o s p e c i f i c household appliances (see footnote to Table 5-6). 
'Based only on f a m i l i e s making a purchase; includes purchases of a l l durables. 
A major expenditure i s defined as a net outlay (price minus trade i n ) of 
$100 or more. 



TABLE 5-9 
PURCHASES OF DURABLE GOODS - WITHIN LIFE CYCLE GROUPS 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of families) O 

Under rge 45 Age 45 or older Any age 
Unmarried Harried Married Unmarried Unmarried 

No children No children 
Youngest Younges t Head In Head i n 

A l l No No ch i l d under ch i l d age 6 Has labor Head labor Head Has 
families children children age 6 or older children force r e t i r e d force r e t i r e d children 

Did not purchase 
i n 1966 52 63 35 33 36 43 57 66 71 83 50 

Purchased In 1966 48 37 65 67 64 57 43 34 29 17 50 
Spent* 

Less than $100 5 9 7 6 4 4 3 3 5 5 8 
$100-199 11 11 13 14 13 10 9 7 6 7 13 
$200-299 8 4 8 11 13 13 6 5 5 2 13 
$300-499 9 6 11 13 12 12 9 10 7 2 5 
$500-749 8 4 9 11 12 10 9 6 4 * 6 
$750-999 3 2 6 4 5 4 3 1 2 1 3 
$1,000 or more 4 2 10 8 5 4 4 2 * * 2 

To t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Percent purchasing two 

or more appliances 12 5 20 21 16 17 10 5 5 2 12 
c 

Percent using c r e d i t 43 56 52 56 44 44 26 21 25 24 61 
c 

Median amount spent $310 $190 $370 $340 $320 $330 $370 $340 $270 $150 $230 
Percent making a major 

expenditure on cars 
and durables 56 46 73 74 74 70 56 42 33 13 56 

Percent of sample 100 6 5 20 9 12 16 10 7 10 5 
Number of cases 3,165 198 188 734 343 425 491 194 217 191 184 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
?Before deduction of trade-in; includes amount borrowed. 
Refers only to specific household appliances (see footnote to Table 5-6). 
'jBased only on families making a.purchase; includes purchases of a l l durables. 
A major expenditure i s defined as a net outlay (price minus trade-inl of S100 or more. 
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TABLE 5-LO 
PURCHASES OF HOUSEHOLD DURABLES - WITHIN AGE OF FAMILY 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 
HEAD GROUPS 

Age of family head 
A l l 

f a m i l i e s 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 
75 or 
older 

Did not purchase i n 1966 52 39 36 42 53 61 70 75 
Purchased i n 1966 48 61 64 58 47 39 30 25 
Spent 3 

Less than $100 
$100-199 
$200-299 
$300-499 
$500-749 
$750-999 
$1,000 or more 

5 
11 
8 
9 
8 
3 
4 

10 
12 
9 
10 
8 
4 
8 

8 
13 
10 
11 
10 
5 
7 

4 
13 
11 
11 
10 
5 
4 

3 
9 
8 
10 
9 
4 
4 

5 
7 
8 
9 
6 
2 
2 

3 
8 
4 
6 
7 
1 
1 

4 
L0 
3 
6 
* 
1 
1 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 LOO 100 
Percent purchasing two 

or more items 12 22 18 14 12 9 5 2 
Percent using c r e d i t C 43 60 56 43 42 29 18 24 
Median amount spent C $310 $300 $310 $320 $370 $290 $300 $190 
Percent making a major'' 

expenditure on cars 
and durables 56 67 68 69 61 49 33 25 

Percent of sample 100 7 18 19 19 16 13 8 
Number of cases 3,165 231 654 707 724 461 237 151 
* 
Less than 0.5 percent. 

bBefore deduction of trade i n ; includes amount borrowed. 
R e f e r s to s p e c i f i c household appliances (see footnote to Table 5-6). 
^Based only on families making a purchase; includes purchases of a l l durables. 
A major expenditure i s defined aa a net outlay (price minus trade-in) of $100 or more. 



TABLE 5-11 
PURCHASES OF HOUSEHOLD DURABLES - WITHIN HOUSING STATUS AND DURATION OF HOUSE OCCUPANCY GROUPS 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

Housing status and duration of house occupancy 

Did not purchase 
i n 1966 

Purchased i n 1966 
Spent* 

Lees than $100 
$100-199 
$200-299 
$300-499 
$500-749 
$750-999 
$1,000 or more 

Total 
Percent purchasing two 

or more items 
Percent using c r e d i t C 

Median amount spent c 

Percent making a major 
expenditure gn cars 
and durables 

Percent of sample 
Number of cases 

A l l 
f a m i l i e s 

52 
48 

5 
11 
8 
9 
8 
3 
4 

100 

12 
43 

$310 

56 
100 

3,165 

Primary owners 
Bought 

Bought p r i o r to 
1964-67 1964 

Primary renters 

34 
66 

3 
11 
10 
15 
13 
4 
10 

100 

21 
45 

$410 

75 
12 

431 

54 
46 

4 
9 
8 
10 
8 
4 
3 

100 

11 
33 

$330 

56 
50 

1,505 

Moved In 
1964-67 

47 
53 

9 
12 
9 
7 
6 
4 
6 

100 

14 
58 

$260 

57 
21 
728 

Moved i n 
p r i o r to 

1964 

67 
33 

5 
9 
5 
6 
5 
2 
1 

100 

6 
50 

$250 

39 
11 

332 

Primaries 
Neither 

own 
nor rent 

47 
53 

4 
19 
6 
9 

10 
4 
1 

100 

10 
45 

$250 

56 
4 

123 

Unrelated 
secondaries 

76 
24 

9 
9 
2 

100 

2 
55 

$140 

24 
2 

46 
Less than 0.5 percent. 

bBefore deduction of trade i n ; includes amount borrowed. 
Refers to s p e c i f i c appliance* (see footnote Co Table 5-6). 

jBased only on families making a purchase; includes purchases of a l l durables. 
A major expenditure i t defined as a net outlay (price minus trade-in) of $100 or more. 
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TABLE 5-12 
MAJOR EXPENDITURES3 ON CARS AND HOUSEHOLD DURABLES 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fa m i l i e s ) 
E 

Proportion making a major expenditure 
1965 1966 

A l l f a m i l i e s 56 56 
Annual fam i l y income 

Less than S3,000 26 26 
$3,000-4,999 44 49 
$5,000-7,499 62 56 
$7,500-9,999 °7 67 
$10,000-14,999 76 72 
$15,000 or more 70 75 

Housing status and duration 
Primary owner 

Bought i n 1964-67 77 75 
Bought p r i o r to 1964 56 56 

Primary renter 
Moved i n 1964-67 56 57 
Moved p r i o r to 1964 44 39 

Other b 39 45 
L i f e cycle stage 
of family head 

Under age 45 
Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 40 46 
Married, no c h i l d r e n 72 73 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

under age 6 73 74 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

age 6 or older 73 74 
Age 45 or older 

Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 
head i n labor force 36 33 

Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 
head r e t i r e d 21 13 

Married, no c h i l d r e n , 
head i n labor force 54 56 

Married, no c h i l d r e n , 
head r e t i r e d 47, 42 

Married, has ch i l d r e n 65 70 
Any age 

Unmarried, has ch i l d r e n 45 56 
aA major expenditure i s defined as a t o t a l net outlay (price minus trade-in) 
^ o f a t least $100 on cars and durables i n 1966. 
Primaries who neither own a house nor rent and a l l unrelated secondary u n i t s . 
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TABLE 5-13 

NET OUTLAY ON HOUSEHOLD DURABLES AND CARS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fa m i l i e s ) 

Income 

Net o u t l a y 2 on cars A l l f a m ilies 
Less than 
$10,000 

$10,000 
or more 

and durable goods 1965 1966 1965 1966 1965 1966 
No net outlay 40 40 45 46 25 25 
Net outlay on: 

Cars only 14 12 14 11 15 14 
Durable goods only 31 32 29 30 34 36 
Cars and durable goods 15 16 12 13 26 25 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Percent o f sample 100 100 73 73 27 27 

'Net outlay i s defined as t o t a l price minus trade-in allowance. 



TABLE 5-14 

TOTAL NET OUTLAY ON CARS, HOUSEHOLD DURABLES, AND ADDITIONS AND REPAIRS 
WITHIH LIFE CYCLE GROUPS 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of families) 

Under age 45 Age 45 or older Any age 
Unmarried Married Married Unmarried Unmarried 

No children No children 
Total net outlay on 
cars, household durables, 
and additions and repairs 

AI 1 
families 

No 
children 

No 
children 

Younges t 
c h i l d under 
age 6 

Youngest 
ch i l d age 6 
oc older 

Has 
children 

Head ln 
labor 
force 

Head 
r e t i r e d 

Head i n 
labor 
force 

Head 
r e t i r e d 

Has 
children 

None 27 43 15 13 11 14 24 35 45 61 33 

$1-499 31 27 27 32 31 33 27 37 32 32 37 

5500-999 14 8 19 20 21 15 12 8 10 5 14 

$1,000-1,999 12 9 17 18 11 14 17 7 5 1 5 

$2,000-2,999 8 9 12 9 13 9 9 8 4 1 9 

$3,000 or more 8 4 10 8 13 13 1L 5 4 * 2 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Percent of sample 100 6 5 20 9 12 16 10 7 10 5 

Number of cases 3,165 198 188 734 343 425 491 194 217 191 184 
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Less than 0.5 percent. 



TABLE 5-1.5 

TOTAL NET OUTLAYS OH CARS, HOUSEHOLD DURABLES, AND ADDITIONS AND REPAIRS " 
WITHIN HOUSING STATUS AND DURATION OF HOUSE OCCUPANCY GROUPS 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

Housing status and duration of house occupancy 
primary owners Primary renters 

T o t a l net outlay on 
cars, durable gooda, 
and additions and repairs 

A l l 
f a m i l i e s 

Bought 
1964-67 

Bough t 
p r i o r to 

1964 
Moved i n 
1964-67 

Moved i n 
p r i o r to 

1964 Others* 

None 27 10 22 33 45 46 
$1-499 31 26 32 34 35 26 
$500-999 14 20 15 13 8 10 
$1,000-1,999 12 19 12 9 5 9 
$2,000-2,999 8 11 9 7 4 5 
$3,000 or more 8 14 10 4 3 4 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Percent of sample 100 12 50 21 11 6 

Number of cases 3,165 431 1,505 728 332 169 

Co 

O 

1 
s 
to 

'includes primaries who neith e r own nor rent and unrelated secondaries. 
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TABLE 5-16 

USE OF CREDIT FOR PURCHASES Of HOUSEHOLD DURABLES 
(Proportion of a l l purchasers using c r e d i t 

i n the various income and net outlay groups) 

A l l Net outlay on durable goods 
Annual family income purchasers $1-199 $200-499 $500 or more 

Less than $3,000 49 48 49 a 

$3,000-4;999 49 38 54 65 

$5,000-7,499 49 39 54 56 

$7,500-9,999 46 24 54 57 

$10,000 or more 33 24 30 39 

A l l purchasers 43 35 45 48 

Too few cases. A l l otheT proportions based on 100 or more observations. 
The table reads: among purchasers w i t h incomes under $3,000 and a net 
outlay on durable goods of under $200, 48 percent bought on c r e d i t . 



TABLE 5-17 (Sheet 1 of 2) 
APPLIANCE OWNERSHIP, REPAIR EXPERIENCE, AND AVERAGE AGE OF APPLIANCES -

WITHIN INCOME GROUPS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n o f fami l i e s ) 

Annual family income 
A l l 

families 
Less than 
S3,000 

S3.000 
-4,999 

$5,000 
-7,499 

$7,500 
-9,999 

$10,000 
-14,999 

$15,000 
or more 

Number of appliances 8 owned 
None 5 9 6 7 2 1 2 
One 7 9 11 10 5 4 3 
Two 6 9 7 6 5 2 4 
Three 15 22 20 16 12 9 6 
Four 42 42 45 41 44 44 38 
Five or more 25 9 11 20 32 40 47 

Total 100 100 100 100 too 100 100 

Number of appliances 8 owned 
wi t h less than two repairs 

Own no appliances 5 9 6 7 2 1 2 
None; a l l had two or 
more repairs 1 1 2 2 * * * 

One 8 10 10 10 6 5 4 
Two 9 13 13 8 8 4 6 
Three 22 26 26 23 21 19 17 
Four 37 35 35 34 40 41 35 
Five or more 18 6 8 16 23 30 36 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
* 
Less than 0.5 percent. 
Includes TV, r e f r i g e r a t o r , washing machine, cooking range , and a i r conditioner only; some f ami lj.es own two or more of these 
appliances. 
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TABLE 5-17 (Sheet 2 of 2) 

APPLIANCE OWNERSHIP, REPAIR EXPERIENCE, AND AVERAGE AGE OF APPLIANCES -
WITHIN INCOME GROUPS 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fami l i e s ) 

=5 
O 

o 
tl 
b 

CO 

Co 

§ 
s 

1 

Annual family income 

b 
Average age of appliances 8 

A l l 
f a m ilies 

Less than 
S3,000 

?3,000 
-4,999 

$5,000 
-7,499 

$7,500 
-9,999 

$10,000 
-14,999 

$15,000 
or more 

Own none 5 9 6 7 2 1 2 
1.0 - 1.9 years 10 6 11 12 11 9 10 
2.0 - 2.9 years 18 11 13 20 19 25 26 
3.0 - 3.9 years 13 8 9 14 17 16 17 
4.0 - 4.9 years 11 6 10 11 14 12 16 
5.0 - 5.9 years 10 9 11 9 11 10 10 
6.0 - 6.9 years 9 11 10 7 9 11 7 
7.0 - 7.9 years 6 8 7 5 5 5 5 
8 or more years 18 32 23 15 12 11 7 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Percent of sample 100 19 15 20 18 19 9 
Number of cases 3.L65 492 441 672 607 653 300 

°lncludes TV, , r e f r i g e r a t o r , washing machine, cooking range, and a i r conditioner only; some families own two or more of these 
appliances. 

3The harmonic mean of the reported ages. L966 purchases were counted as one year old. 



TABLE 5-18 

APPLIANCE OWNERSHIP - WITHIN HOUSING STATUS AND DURATION OF HOUSE OCCUPANCY GROUPS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fa m i l i e s ) 

Housing status and duration of house occupancy 
Primary owners Primary renters Primaries 

Number of appliances* owned 
A l l 

families 
Bought 
1964-67 

Bought 
p r i o r to 

1964 
Moved i n 
1964-67 

Moved In 
p r i o r to 

1964 

Neither 
own 

nor rent 
Unrelated 

secondaries 

None 5 1 1 11 5 4 61 
One 7 1 * 22 16 4 28 
Two 6 3 2 14 12 8 7 
Three 15 14 11 18 24 26 2 
Four 42 49 53 25 31 40 2 
Five or more 25 32 33 10 12 15 * 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Percent of sample 100 12 50 21 11 4 2 
Number of cases 3,165 431 1,505 728 332 123 46 

* 
Less than 0.5 percent. 

^Includes TV, r e f r i g e r a t o r , washing machine, cooking range, and a i r conditioner only; some fa m i l i e s own two of one or more 
of these appliances. 



TABLE 5-19 

EXPENDITURE FOR VACATIONS - WITHIN INCOME GROUPS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

O 

O 

b 
b 
?! 

to 

§ 
2 
2 
I 

Annual family income 
Expenditure 8 

for vacations 
A l l 

f a m i l i e s 
Less than 
$3,000 

$3,000 
-4,999 

$5,000 
-7,499 

$7,500 
-9,999 

$10,000 
-14,999 

$15,000 
or more 

None; took no 
vacation 60 82 73 64 52 43 27 

$1-99 7 8 a 7 8 8 3 
$100-199 8 3 6 9 12 12 8 
$200-299 7 2 5 5 10 10 10 
$300-399 5 2 3 4 7 8 11 
$400-499 3 1 1 3 2 5 5 
$500-749 5 1 2 4 5 6 13 
$750-999 1 * * 1 1 2 3 
$1,000 or more 3 * 1 2 2 5 18 
Not ascertained 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Percent of sample 100 19 15 20 18 19 9 

Number of cases 3,165 492 441 672 607 653 300 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
aThe question asked was "Did you or anyone else In the family take a vacation t r i p of f i v e days or more during the l a s t 
twelve months7" I f "yes", "Roughly how much did you spend altogether, including transportation and other things7" 



TABLE 5-20 
EXPENDITURE FOR VACATIONS - WITHIN LIFE CYCLE GROUPS 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of families) 

Under age 45 Age 45 or older 

Expenditure A l l 

Unmarried 

No 

Harried Married 
No children 

Unmarried 
No children 

Youngest Youngest Head In Head i n 
No ch i l d under c h i l d age 6 Has labor Head labor Head 

Any age 
Unmarried 

Has 
for vacations fami l i e s children children age 6 or older children force r e t i r e d force r e t i r e d c h i l d 

None, took no 
vacation 60 52 45 61 50 56 55 64 59 79 77 

S1-99 7 12 10 8 7 7 5 6 5 9 6 
$100-199 8 9 12 9 12 8 8 5 9 6 3 
$200-299 7 7 6 8 10 9 8 6 6 * 4 
$300-399 5 7 7 5 8 5 6 4 4 2 4 
$400-499 3 2 5 2 3 4 3 2 1 1 1 
$500-749 5 6 6 4 5 5 5 6 6 1 3 
$750-999 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 3 * 1 
$1,000 or more 3 4 6 2 3 4 6 3 4 1 1 
Not ascertained 1 0 1 0 1 1 2 3 3 1 0 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 LOO 

Percent of sample 100 6 5 20 9 12 16 10 7 10 5 

Number of cases 3,165 198 188 734 343 425 491 194 217 191 184 

Co 

O 

o 
3 I 
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Less than 0.5 percent. 

°The question asked was "Did you or anyone else In the family take a vacation t r i p of f i v e days or more during the last twelve 
months?" I f "yes", "Roughly how much did you spend altogether, including transportation snd other things?" 

Co 



6 
FINANCIAL ASSETS 
AND LIFE INSURANCE 

Highlights 

T H E proportion of American families owning life insur­
ance has remained relatively constant during the last several years. 
In early 1967, 79 percent of al l families owned life insurance. A l ­
most a l l families with incomes of $10,000 or more continue to own 
life insurance. Slightly over one-third of the families were insured 
at $10,000 or more in 1967. 

In these studies a single question was used to determine 
whether or not a family owns life insurance. It is known that the 
proportion of families with life insurance is found to be somewhat 
higher when several questions are asked and thus survey respond­
ents are reminded of different kinds of possible insurance coverage. 
Yet, irrespective of the method of inquiry, there emerges a picture 
of general stability in the overall percentage of families owning life 
insurance. 

The percentage of families having savings accounts continued 
to increase, as did the proportion with checking accounts. In early 
1967, 61 percent of the families had savings accounts and 68 per­
cent had checking accounts, compared to 57 percent and 67 percent 
respectively in 1965. The proportion of families with savings ac­
counts of $500 or more increased from 38 percent in 1965 to 43 per­
cent in 1967. The percentage of families with checking accounts of 
$500 or more remained the same. 

Many debtor families have savings accounts which are equal to 
or greater than their debt. Of families with over $1,000 installment 
debt, approximately 20 percent have savings accounts of $1,000 or 
more. 

119 
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Although stock ownership grew considerably over the last few 
years, stockholdings are stil l highly concentrated. In 1967, 23 per­
cent of al l families owned stock compared to 16 percent in 1962. 
Only 6 percent of al l families estimate that the value of their stock­
holdings exceeds $10,000 (9 percent that it exceeds $5,000). Only 
among upper-income people are large stockholdings common. 

The proportion of al l families owning bonds (mainly govern­
ment bonds) has remained constant since 1965; 24 percent of a l l 
families owned bonds in 1965 compared to 25 percent in 1967. 

As in previous years, the value of asset holdings increases 
with age, although the relation is not as strong as that between as­
sets and income. 

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE TABLES 

T A B L E 6-1 

L I F E INSURANCE OWNERSHIP 

Ownership increases with income. The proportion of insured 
families did not grow over the last 10 years. 

T A B L E 6-2 

AMOUNT O F L I F E INSURANCE OWNED P E R F A M I L Y 

Over three-quarters of those families with incomes of $15,000 
or more had life insurance valued at over $10,000 in early 1967. 

T A B L E 6-3 

SAVINGS AND C H E C K I N G ACCOUNTS 

The proportion of all families with no savings accounts con­
tinues to decline, as does the proportion without checking accounts. 
The median value of savings accounts continues to move upward, 
while that of checking accounts remained constant. 
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T A B L E 6-4 

121 

AMOUNTS H E L D IN CHECKING ACCOUNTS - 1967 

There continues to be a strong relationship between the level 
of income and the size of checking accounts. 

T A B L E 6-5 

AMOUNTS H E L D IN SAVINGS ACCOUNTS - 1967 

The relationship between income and the size of savings ac­
counts is much more pronounced than between income and checking 
accounts. Almost two-thirds (62 percent) of families with incomes 
of less than $3,000 had no savings at al l in 1967, while 60 percent of 
families with incomes of $15,000 or more had more than $6,000 in 
their savings accounts. 

T A B L E 6-6 

S T O C K OWNERSHIP AND V A L U E O F STOCKHOLDINGS 

The proportion of families owning stock continued to increase. 
Both small and medium-sized stockholdings have become more fre ­
quent during the last 5 years. 

According to Survey of Consumer Finances data, approxi­
mately 14 million families owned common stock early in 1967. This 
finding is in accord with the finding by the New York Stock Exchange 
that about 22 million individuals owned stock at that time, because 
ownership by both husband and wife is frequent. 

T A B L E 6-7 

V A L U E O F STOCK OWNED - 1967 

Although the proportion of families whose head is under age 
45 that own stock is about the same as that for families where the 
head is over age 45, the value of stocks owned by the latter group is 
greater. 
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T A B L E 6-8 

V A L U E O F BONDS OWNED - 1967 

Since most personal bond holdings consist of government 
savings bonds, the relationship between family income and bond 
ownership is less pronounced than the relationship between any of 
the other assets considered here. The value of bonds owned is not 
large; except for families with incomes of $15,000 or more, the 
majority of holdings is less than $1,000. 
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TABLE 6-1 

LIFE INSURANCE OWNERSHIP 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n o f f a m i l i e s ) 

Percent who own Life insurance 

A l l f a m i l i e s 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 
$3,000-4,999 
$5,000-7,499 
$7,500-9,999 
$10,000-14,999 
$15,000 or more 

Age of family head 
Under age 25 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65-74 

L i f e cycle stage 
of f a m i l y head 

Under age 45 
Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n 
Married, no c h i l d r e n 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

under age 6 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

age 6 or older 
Age 45 or older 

Unmarried, no ch i l d r e n , 
head i n labor force 

Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 
head r e t i r e d 

Married, no c h i l d r e n , 
head Ln labor force 

Married, no c h i l d r e n , 
head r e t i r e d 

Married, has c h i l d r e n 
Any age 

Unmarried, has children 

1954 

82 

59 
87 
95 
95 
95 
95 

75 
89 
88 
86 
79 
56 

76 
85 

89 

91 

60 

80 

84 

79 

1960 

79 

50 
78 
90 
94 
96 
92 

71 
82 
84 
85 
79 
58 

68 
85 

85 

90 

72 

47 

86 

69 
85 

58 

1964 

75 

46 
68 
84 
88 
94 
97 

67 
80 
84 
84 
74 
56 

59 
80 

85 

88 

69 

45 

84 

6L 
83 

56 

1967 

79 

50 
69 
81 
92 
97 
95 

73 
86 
89 
85 
81 
65 

77 
86 

88 

93 

75 

48 

85 

70 
87 

65 

Data not ava i l a b l e . 
The question asked was "Do you carry any l i f e insurance?" 
Notes: The term no ch i l d r e n , appearing frequently i n t h i s chapter means no 
c h i l d r e n under age 18 l i v i n g at home. Unemployed people and housewives age 
55 or o l d e r are considered r e t i r e d ; unemployed people and housewives under 
age 55 are considered to be i n the labor force. 



TABLE 6-2 (Sheet 1 of 2) 

AMOUNT OF LIFE INSURANCE OWNED PER FAMILY8 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fam i l i e s ) 

CO 

L i f e insurance owned 

None 
Less than 
$1,000 

$1,000 
-4,999 

$5,000 
-9,999 

$10,000 
-49,999 

$50,000 
or more 

Don't 
know Total 

Number 
of cases 

A l l families 21 7 20 17 30 4 1 100 3,165 

Annual family income 
Less than S3,000 50 6 22 5 4 * 2 LOO 492 
$3,000-4,999 31 2 30 17 10 * 1 100 441 
$5,000-7,499 19 * 26 22 28 1 1 100 672 
$7,500-9,999 8 1 18 26 42 2 * 100 607 
$10,000-14,999 3 * 12 21 54 7 1 100 653 
$15,000 or more 5 * 4 7 57 25 ' 1 100 300 

Age of family head 
Under age 25 27 4 17 21 29 1 1 100 231 
25-34 14 3 15 18 44 5 1 100 654 
35-44 11 5 14 17 45 8 * 100 707 
45-54 15 6 IS 21 35 4 1 100 724 
55-64 19 8 28 19 21 4 1 100 461 
65-74 35 12 28 11 12 1 1 100 237 
Age 75 or older 46 14 24 9 3 2 100 151 

-V] 
Co 

§ 

l 
1 
o to 
Co 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
"The respondent was shown a card w i t h amounts of insurance c a r r i e d grouped i n the same manner as i n t h i s table, and was 
a3ked: "Which of the groups on the card shows the t o t a l amount of l i f e insurance you have?" 



TABLE 6-2 (Sheet 2 of 2) 

AMOUNT OF LIFE INSURANCE OWNED PER FAMILY8 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fami l i e s ) 
1 
Co 
tn a 
it. 

§ 

I 
Co 

I 

LLfe cycle stage 
of family head 

Under age 45 
Unmarried, no children 
Married, no children 
Harried, youngest c h i l d 

under age 6 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

age 6 or older 
Age 45 or older 

Unmarried, no ch i l d r e n , 
head i n labor force 

Unmarried, no ch i l d r e n , 
head r e t i r e d 

Married, no ch i l d r e n , 
head i n labor force 

Married, no ch i l d r e n , 
head r e t i r e d 

Married, has children 
Any age 

Unmarried, has chlIdren 

L i f e insurance owned 
Less than 51,000 $5,000 $10,000 $50,000 Don't Number 

None $1,000 -4,999 -9,999 - -49,999 or more know Total of cases 

23 
14 

12 

7 

25 

52 

15 

30 
13 

35 

18 
12 

13 

13 

35 

22 

21 

33 
16 

24 

22 
18 

19 

16 

17 

4 

21 

14 
20 

15 

27 
50 

45 

51 

9 

I 

31 

13 
41 

13 

100 
100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 
100 

100 

198 
188 

734 

343 

217 

191 

49 L 

194 
425 

184 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
aSee sheet 1 of t h i s table f o r d e f i n i t i o n of t h i s footnote. to 
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TABLE 6-3 

SAVINGS AND CHECKING ACCOUNTS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n o f f a m i l y u n i t s 3 ) 

Average 
1947- 1951- 1955- 1958-
1949 1953 1957 1960 L963 1963 1965 1967 

Savings accounts 

None 58 55 51 49 46 44 43 39 

?l-499 20 20 20 21 18 18 19 18 

$500-1,999 14 14 15 15 15 16 15 

$2,000 or more 8 11 14 15 21 22 23 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Median 670 820 1 000 1 000 1,490 1 500 1 610 

Checking accounts 

None 62 58 50 45 41 38 33 32 

$1-499 22 25 33 38 41 42 44 45 

$500-1,999 11 12 13 13 14 15 17 c 
23 

$2,000 or more 5 5 4 4 4 5 6 

To t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Median 450 410 390 370 380 390 390 

Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n o f spending u n i t s p r i o r to 1963. 
^For 1963 two d i s t r i b u t i o n s are presented, the f i r s t on the spending u n i t 
basis, and the second on the f a m i l y u n i t basis. 

cComparable groupings are not a v a i l a b l e f o r the 1967 data. See Table 6-4 
and Table 6-5 f o r the 1967 groupings and d i s t r i b u t i o n s . 

The questions asked were "Do you have any savings accounts i n banks, savings 
and Loan a s s o c i a t i o n s , or c r e d i t unions? About how much do you have a l t o g e t h e r 
i n these savings accounts? Do you have any checking accounts? About how much 
do you u s u a l l y have i n them?" 
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TABLE 6-4 

AMOUNTS HELD IN CHECKING ACCOUNTS - 1967 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of income, age, and education groups) 

Checking accounts 
Less than $500 $1,000 $5,000 

None $500 -999 -4,999 or more T o t a l 

L f a m i l i e s 33 45 13 8 1 100 

) t a l f a m i l y income, 1966 

Less than $3,000 60 28 8 4 * 100 
$3,000-4,999 44 36 11 7 2 100 
$5,000-7,499 33 50 9 7 1 100 
$7,500-9,999 27 52 14 7 * 100 
$10,000-14,999 12 59 17 9 3 100 
$15,000 or more 4 38 25 24 9 100 

,e of f a m i l y head 
Under age 25 32 62 4 2 * 100 
25-34 29 60 8 2 I 100 
35-44 29 50 13 7 1 100 
45-54 30 43 16 9 2 100 
55-64 32 34 17 14 3 100 
65-74 38 31 14 14 3 100 
Age 75 or old e r 46 29 14 8 3 100 

ucation o f famil y head 
0-5 grades 76 16 3 4 1 100 
6-8 grades 48 31 13 8 A 100 
9-11 grades; some 

high school plus 
noncollege 39 42 10 7 2 100 

12 grades (completed 
high school) 27 52 12 8 1 100 

Completed high school, 
plus noncoLlege t r a i n i n g 20 56 14 8 2 100 

College, no degree 13 59 17 9 2 100 
College, bachelor's 

degree 6 60 19 13 2 100 
College, advanced 

degree 3 53 24 16 4 100 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
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TABLE 6-5 
AMOUNTS HELD IN SAVINGS ACCOUNTS - 1967 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of various family groups) 
Savings accounts 

Less than $500 $1,000 $5,000 
None $500 -999 4,999 or more Tota l 

.1 f a m i l i e s 39 18 10 17 16 100 
i t a l family income, 1966 
Less than $3,000 62 I t 7 11 9 too 
$3,000-4,999 48 17 8 12 15 100 
$5,000-7,499 40 23 10 15 L2 100 
$7,500-9,999 32 24 11 19 14 100 
$10,000-14,999 21 21 12 25 21 100 
$15,000 or more 19 11 10 23 37 100 

iCal i n s t a l l m e n t debt 
None 33 12 9 21 25 100 
$1-99 56 18 7 11 a 100 
$100-199 52 24 9 L0 5 100 
$ZO0-499 50 22 10 12 6 100 
$500-999 50 23 10 10 7 100 
$1,000-1,999 39 29 l l 15 6 100 
$2,000-2,999 36 33 Ll 15 5 100 
$3,000 or more 42 30 11 13 4 100 

,e of family head 
Under age 25 44 32 14 8 2 100 
25-34 40 30 11 14 5 100 
35-44 40 22 11 17 10 100 
45-54 40 16 9 21 14 100 
55-64 33 13 7 20 27 / 100 
65-74 38 6 7 20 29 100 
Age 75 or older 44 7 9 13 27 100 

fe cycle stage 
family head 
Under age 45 

Unmarried, no children 41 27 11 14 7 100 
Married, no ch i l d r e n 35 22 12 24 7 100 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

under age 6 4L 28 12 12 7 100 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

age 6 or older 33 29 13 16 9 100 
Age 45 or older 

Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 
head i n labor force 28 14 11 20 27 100 

Unmarried, no chi l d r e n , 
head r e t i r e d 48 8 9 16 19 100 

Married, no c h i l d r e n , 
head in labor force 33 11 8 21 27 100 

Harried, no ch i l d r e n , 
head r e t i r e d 34 9 6 17 34 100 

Married, has children 43 17 7 21 12 100 
Any age 

Unmarried, has ch i l d r e n 61 18 5 11 5 100 
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TABLE C-6 

STOCK OWNERSHIP AND VALUE OF STOCKHOLDINGS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

A l l families 
1962 1963 1964 1967 

Own stock 16 18 19 23 

Stock value 
Less than §500 3 4 4 5 
$500-999 1 2 2 3 
$1,000-4,999 5 5 6 6 
$5,000 or more 7 7 7 9 

Annual family income 
Less than $3, 000 $3 ,000- •4,999 $5,000-7,499 

Stock value 1962 1963 1964 1967 1962 1963 1964 1967 1962 1963 1964 1967 

Less than $500 1 2 I 2 2 3 2 3 3 2 4 6 
$500-999 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 3 
$1,000-4,999 1 * 1 2 2 4 4 3 4 5 5 4 
$5,000 or more 2 2 2 2 4 2 4 4 4 3 4 5 

$7 ,500- -9,999 $10,000--14,999 $15,000 or more 
Stock value 1962 1963 1964 1967 1962 1963 1964 1967 1962 1963 1964 196/ 

Less than $500 4 6 8 7 4 11 5 5 4 4 3 3 
$500-999 2 1 4 3 6 4 4 7 1 1 4 3 
$1,000-4,999 8 7 10 7 13 10 13 12 18 12 12 13 
$5,000 or more 7 7 5 7 15 12 13 12 44 48 38 38 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
a l n c l u d e s p u b l i c and p r i v a t e l y traded stock. 

The questions asked were "Do you own any common or preferred stock i n a 
corporation, i n c l u d i n g companies you have worked f o r , or own stock through 
an investment club, or own shares of a mutual fund? About how much are 
these stocks worth?" 
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TABLE 6-7 
VALUE OF STOCK OWNED - 1967 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of various groups) 

Stock ownership 

Al 
Tot 

None 
Less than 

$500 
$500 
-999 

$1,000 $5,000 
-4,999 -9,999 

$10,000 
or more Total 

I f a m i l i e s 77 5 3 6 3 6 LOO 
;al Installment debt 
None 72 4 3 8 4 9 100 
$1-199 86 4 2 4 2 2 100 
$200-499 82 6 3 5 3 1 100 
$500-999 83 6 2 6 I 2 100 
$1,000-1,999 83 5 3 5 2 2 100 
$2,000 or more 81 5 4 6 2 2 IOO 

e of family head 
Under age 25 84 9 2 4 * 1 100 
25-34 79 7 3 6 3 2 100 
35-44 72 6 3 10 5 4 100 
45-54 77 4 3 6 4 6 100 
55-64 75 2 4 7 3 9 100 
65-74 78 3 2 4 3 10 100 
Age 75 or older 77 3 3 5 2 10 LOO 

fe cycle stage 
family head 
Under age 45 

Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n 78 8 4 7 2 1 100 
Married, no c h i l d r e n 80 6 1 7 2 4 100 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

under age 6 76 7 3 8 4 2 LOO 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

age 6 or older 73 4 3 9 5 6 100 
Age 45 or older 

Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 
head i n labor force 80 4 4 4 3 5 100 

Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 
head r e t i r e d 83 2 2 4 2 7 LOO 

Married, no chiLdren, 
head i n labor force 70 3 3 8 5 11 100 

Married, no c h i l d r e n , 
head r e t i r e d 76 2 3 5 2 12 LOO 

Married, has children 77 4 3 6 4 6 100 
Any age 

Unmarried, has children 92 4 1 2 * 1 100 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
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TABLE 6-8 
VALUE OF BONDS OWNED - 1967 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fam i l i e s ) 
Bond ownership 

Less than $500 $1,000 $5,000 
None $500 -999 4,999 or more Total 

A l l f a m i l i e s 75 11 4 6 4 100 
Total family income, 1966 

Less than S3,000 90 3 2 4 1 100 
$3,000-4,999 83 6 3 5 3 100 
$5,000-7,499 79 12 4 2 3 100 
$7,500-9,999 72 17 3 4 4 100 
$10,000-14,999 61 18 7 10 4 100 
$15,000 or more 60 12 7 15 6 100 

Age of family head 
Under age 25 76 ia 3 2 I 100 
25-34 75 18 3 3 L 100 
35-44 72 15 5 7 I 100 
45-54 73 13 5 7 2 LOO 
55-64 72 6 5 10 7 100 
65-74 80 1 2 7 10 100 
Age 75 or older 88 1 3 4 4 100 

L i f e cycle stage 
of f a m i l y head 

Under age 45 
Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n 81 13 3 1 2 100 
Married, no c h i l d r e n 78 14 2 4 2 IOO 
Harried, youngest c h i l d 

under age 6 71 19 5 5 1 100 
Married, youngest c h i l d 

age 6 or older 70 18 6 5 1 100 
Age 45 or older 

Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 
head i n labor force 76 6 4 9 5 100 

Unmarried, no c h i l d r e n , 
head r e t i r e d 83 2 4 5 6 100 

Married, no c h i l d r e n , 
head i n labor force 72 10 5 8 5 100 

Married, no c h i l d r e n . 
head r e t i r e d 82 1 L 5 11 100 

Married, has c h i l d r e n 73 12 5 8 2 LOO 
Any age 

Unmarried, has c h i l d r e n 82 13 1 3 1 100 

The question asked was "Do you have any government savings bonds, corporate 
or municipal bonds?" 



PART TWO 

ATTITUDES AND 
EXPECTATIONS 



7 
ATTITUDES TOWARD DEBT 

CONSUMER attitudes toward buying on the installment 
plan are somewhat less favorable than a few years ago. Yet sti l l 
today the majority of people expressing an opinion believe that buy­
ing on time is a good idea. Very many people think that there is no 
other way to purchase many important things than to pay for them 
while using them. A sizable proportion of Americans say, however, 
that credit encourages overspending and that credit is expensive. 
The majority of family heads—including educated people—either do 
not know how large the interest charges are or greatly underesti­
mate these charges. Buyers of durable goods appear to be con­
cerned primari ly with the amount of their monthly payments (which 
they do know) rather than with the cost of borrowing. A variety of 
data on attitudes toward debt collected in the 1967 Survey of Con­
sumer Finances suggest the conclusion that small increases in in­
terest charges —interest representing only a part of the cost of bor­
rowing—do not inhibit purchasing of durable goods on the install­
ment plan. 

Reasons for Approval or Disapproval of Buying on Credit 

When asked whether they felt that it is a good or a bad idea to 
buy on the installment plan, about half of the respondents expressed 
positive feelings in 1967. This represents a downturn in the level of 
favorable attitudes toward the use of installment credit. As can be 
seen from Table 7-1, in 1954 50percent reported favorable attitudes 
toward installment buying. Between 1954 and 1960, the proportion of 
family heads favoring the use of installment credit was higher, in 
1959 as high as 60 percent. 

As in earlier years, those with debt in 1967 thought much 
more favorably of installment buying than those without debt (Table 

135 
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7-2). However, comparison of groups of families with different 
levels of installment debt in 1959 and 1967 suggests that families 
with a relatively high level of debt exhibited the greatest deteriora­
tion in favorable attitudes toward installment buying. 

The decline in favorable attitudes is distributed almost evenly 
across all income groups. The groups with the most favorable at­
titudes toward installment buying continue to be the younger age 
groups'and those having some debt (Table 7-3). Those at the ex­
treme ends of the education range were most likely to see the use of 
installment buying as a bad idea. Those with a college degree tended 
to report both good and bad aspects of the use of installment credit 
somewhat more frequently than did those with lower education. 

Although a variety of reasons for using installment credit 
were given by the families interviewed, only one reason was men­
tioned by a very large proportion of those who favored using install­
ment credit. Table 7-4 indicates that 27 percent of the family heads 
said that buying on the installment plan was the only way that many 
families could buy certain things they needed. This was by far the 
most frequent argument mentioned in favor of borrowing. Establish­
ing a credit rating was mentioned by about one out of every 12 fami­
l ies . This answer was given most frequently by low-income fami­
lies, by younger families, and by those with very moderate amounts 
of installment debt. 

Some of those giving an unfavorable response to the use of in­
stallment debt tended to see the use of credit as a factor making for 
over-spending. One out of every eight of all respondents felt that 
using credit would be likely to cause a family to buy more goods 
than it could pay for. Somewhat more, about one out of every s ix or 
16 percent of al l respondents, said that credit costs too much. A 
small proportion of families disapproving of the use of credit based 
their objection on moral grounds. 

The reasons given Ifor objecting to the use of installment 
credit varied according to the income of the family being inter­
viewed. Those with less than $3,000 in income were much more 
likely to report that credit would induce one to buy too much than 
were those with larger incomes. The higher-income families were 
more likely to base an objection on the cost of obtaining credit (see 
Table 7-4). Being induced to buy too much was more likely to be 
reported by older people than by young ones and by those with small 
amounts of credit, and not by those who had either no debt or a 
large amount of debt. Young people were more likely than older 
ones to object to the cost of credit. 

Respondents were also asked to indicate which of a l ist of 
expenditures they thought to be appropriate to finance on the 
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installment plan (Table 7-5). At one extreme, 80 percent felt that it 
was all right to borrow to cover the expenses due to illness, while 
at the other extreme only 4 percent felt it was all right to borrow to 
finance the purchase of a fur coat or jewelry and only 9 percent felt 
it was a l l right to borrow to cover the expenses of a vacation. 

Subject to the qualification of minor differences in wording 
between the 1959 and 1967 question, three items have experienced 
significant increases in the proportion approving financing by the 
installment plan: educational expenses, purchase of furniture, and 
borrowing to cover living expenses when income is cut. 

The approval of six of the items formed a "Guttman scale." If 
a respondent approved of borrowing for a vacation he was almost 
certain to approve of borrowing for living expenses and all the other 
listed purposes. If he did not approve of borrowing for vacations but 
approved of borrowing for living expenses he was st i l l likely to ap­
prove of borrowing for all other purposes. These findings reflect 
the existence of popular agreement about the relative legitimacy of 
borrowing for various purposes. 

The extreme notions—approval of borrowing for hospital bills 
and disapproval of borrowing for jewelry—are hardly surprising. 
But it is noteworthy that borrowing for the purchase of durable 
goods is approved by many more people than borrowing to pay ac­
cumulated bills or to cover living expenses when income is cut. In 
spite of widespread advertisements, most people stil l believe that 
vacations should be paid for with cash. The approval of borrowing 
for educational expenses reflects the prevailing high esteem of edu­
cation, but such borrowing is st i l l an infrequent practice. 

The majority of respondents understand the behavior of a per­
son who buys on the installment plan even though he has sufficient 
cash to make the purchase. Reactions to such behavior were cate­
gorized as being either favorable or unfavorable to the use of in­
stallment credit under these circumstances. Both in 1967 and in 
1959 over 50 percent of respondents gave favorable responses and 
less than 20 percent unfavorable responses (Table 7-6). As in 1959, 
there was a tendency for higher income groups to be slightly more 
favorable than others in their evaluation of such installment buying. 

Respondents were also asked the reasons why a person with 
sufficient cash would buy on the installment plan. In both years, the 
most frequently cited motive was to keep one's bank account intact 
for use in an emergency (Table 7-7); 42 percent of the 1959 respond­
ents and 34 percent of those interviewed in 1967 gave this as their 
f irs t response. Tables 7-7, 7-8, and 7-9 present a tabulation of the 
responses according to income, age, and the amount of installment 
debt outstanding at the time of the interview. Older and low-income 
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families were less able than younger and high-income families to 
comprehend the motives of the purchaser. One out of every three 
families aged 75 or older said that they didn't know why one would 
do such a thing. "Don't know" answers tended to be concentrated 
among families with either small amounts of installment debt or no 
debt at al l . 

Information on the Cost of Credit 

Table 7-10 presents 1959 and 1967 data on people's estimates 
of the interest charged on an automobile loan. Although the data are 
not strictly comparable because of small differences in question 
wording, it is clear that in both years more than half of those giving 
an estimate are unrealistically low in their opinions of debt costs. 
Being well educated was not associated with a higher level of ac ­
curacy of information, but rather with a lesser willingness to admit 
ignorance. 

Old people and people without debt say most commonly that 
they do not know how large the interest charges are (Table 7-11). 
But underestimation of interest charges is frequent among all 
debtors. People wish to know and do know how large their monthly 
payments are, and how their payments relate to present or expected 
income. Many people are also informed about recent changes in 
interest charges and especially about the source of least expensive 
borrowing. But the frequent absence of information about the size 
of interest charges, even among well-educated debtors, can only 
mean that many people are not motivated to find out how large these 
charges are . 

E a r l y in 1967 approximately two-fifths (38 percent) of the r e ­
spondents reported knowledge of changes in the rate of interest 
charged on installment buying (Table 7-12). The age groups under 
55, who are the greatest users of debt, were more likely to perceive 
a change in the rate. Likewise, families with higher income and 
larger debt were more likely to report changes in the installment 
borrowing rate. Of those who reported knowledge of a change in 
rates, the overwhelming majority mentioned a moderate or small 
increase. 

Another dimension to consumer information on the cost of in­
stallment borrowing consists of knowledge of where interest costs 
are the lowest (Tables 7-13 and 7-14). In this regard, 85 percent of 
all families reported that there is a difference in interest cost de­
pending on where one borrows. Those who were most likely to 
report a difference are the same population groups who were the 
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most informed on changes in interest rates—namely, the families 
with higher incomes and debts. Banks were reported as being the 
least expensive source of borrowing. 

Ability to Make Repayments and Perceived Commitment to Debt 

Many people have expressed concern over the possibility of 
American families becoming overburdened by installment debt. In 
the current study, respondents were asked to report whether they 
met their installment debt payments as scheduled or not. Forty-two 
percent of the families reported no payments during 1966. Of the 
families who made payments during the year, 72 percent made them 
as scheduled, 10 percent got behind, and 14 percent paid faster than 
scheduled (see Table 7-15). 

Somewhat surprisingly, the families with debts under $1,000 
were a little more likely to have fallen behind in their repayments 
than the families with debts over $1,000. From this one can con­
clude that large debts in themselves are not a determinant of exces­
sive financial commitment to debt. 

Analogous is the finding that families with debt-to-debt pay­
ment ratios of 18 months or greater (families for whom it would 
take 18 months or more to pay off their debts if they incurred no 
additional debts and made payments at their current rate) were 
somewhat less likely to have fallen behind in meeting their repay­
ment schedules. 

In sharp contrast to the ability to meet payments of those with 
high debt levels, families whose ratio of annual installment debt to 
annual disposable income was high were more likely to be in a 
precarious position with regard to fulfilling their obligations to 
their creditors. One-fifth of those families who were allocating 20 
percent or more of their disposable income to debt repayment ex­
perienced difficulty in meeting their debt repayments. That is, those 
families were twice as likely to have fallen behind in their repay­
ments than the other debtors (10 percent of whom have fallen be­
hind). 

To examine the likelihood of consumers expanding their debt 
commitments in the near future, it is useful to know whether they 
felt that they could increase their commitment beyond its present 
level. Three-fifths of those with debt felt that it would be difficult 
to take on additional payments (Table 7-16). In comparison, only 15 
percent gave an unqualified "easy" answer. It does not follow that 
only a smal l proportion of debtors will incur new debt in the near 
future. It should not be forgotten that many of those who said early 
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in 1967 that it would be difficult for them to take on larger payments 
will become debt-free in the not-too-distant future. In addition, it 
should be noted that the question reported in Table 7-16 was asked 
only of families with installment debt. No doubt, the debt-free fami­
lies—52 percent of all families—would have given different answers; 
many more of them would have said that they were in a position to 
incur debt. 

The finding that most families feel that it would be difficult 
for them to take care of a larger debt than they have can mean only 
one thing. Very many of those who finance their larger purchases 
through borrowing extend themselves to what they consider the per­
missible l imit. They buy as much as they think they can afford to 
repay. They will increase their commitments only when some of 
their debt is repaid or when their incomes go up. 
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TABLE 7-L 
ATTITUDES TOWARD INSTALLMENT BUYING 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fa m i l i e s ) 

Jan- Nov- Jan-
Feb. Aug. 0ec. Nov. Feb. 

Installment buying i s : 1954 1956 1957 1959 1967 
Good Idea 50 51 55 60 48 
Pro-con, don't know 10 15 9 7 11 
Bad idea 37 33 35 32 40 
Not ascertained 3 1 1 1 1 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 

Number of f a m i l i e s 3,000 1,350 1,493 1,332 3,165 

The questions asked were "We're interested i n how people f e e l about making 
payments on things, f o r instance when they buy on time, or borrow. Do you 
think i t i s a good idea or a bad idea f o r people to buy things on the i n s t a l l ­
ment plan? Why do you think so?" 

TABLE 7-2 

ATTITUDES TOWARD INSTALLMENT BUYING -
WITHIN INCOME AND SIZE OF INSTALLMENT DEBT GROUPS 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n o f fa m i l i e s ) 

Installment buying i s : 

Annual f a m i l y income 

Good 
1967 

idea 
1959 

Pro-
don 11 
1967 

con, 
know 
1959 

Bad 
1967 

idea 
1959 

Not 
ascertained 
1967 1959 Total 

Number 
of 

a 
cases 

Less than $3,000 47 55 9 10 43 33 1 2 100 726 
$3,000-4,999 46 64 13 5 40 30 1 1 100 559 
$5,000-7,499 47 63 11 6 41 31 1 * 100 761 
$7,500-9,999 51 62 10 5 38 32 1 1 100 662 
$10,000 o r more 47 56 13 8 39 36 1 * 100 1 ,018 

Size of I n s t a l l -
i t debt 1967 1956 1967 1956 1967 1956 1967 1956 
None 40 40 12 16 47 43 1 1 100 1,940 
Less than $100 64 64 6 15 29 20 1 1 100 167 
$100-499 52 64 12 13 35 23 1 * 100 461 
$500-999 56 65 8 16 35 19 1 * 100 350 
$1,000 or more 57 68 10 15 32 17 1 * 100 808 

Less than 0.5 percent, 
" i n 1967. 
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TABLE 7-3 

ATTITUDES TOWARD INSTALLMENT BUYING -
WITHIN INCOME, TOTAL DEBT, AGE, AMD EDUCATION GROUPS 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

Installment buying i s : 
Good Pro-con, Bad Not Number 
idea don't know idea ascertained Total of cases 

A l l f a m i l i e s 48 11 40 1 100 3,726 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 47 9 43 1 LOO 726 
$3,000-3,999 49 13 38 * 100 283 
$1,000-4,999 43 12 43 2 LOO 276 
$5,000-5,999 44 12 43 1 100 282 
$6,000-7,499 48 10 41 1 100 479 
$7,500-9,999 51 10 38 1 100 662 
$10,000-14,999 47 10 42 1 100 694 
$15,000 or more 48 17 34 1 100 324 

Remaining t o t a l 
i nstallment debt 

None 40 12 47 1 100 1,940 
$1-99 64 6 29 1 100 167 
$100-199 54 13 32 1 100 164 
$200-499 51 11 37 1 100 297 
$500-999 56 8 35 1 100 350 
$1,000-1,999 55 10 34 1 LOO 427 
$2,000-2,999 59 10 30 1 LOO 213 
$3,000 or more 57 10 32 1 LOO 168 

Age of famil y head 
Under age 25 47 13 39 1 100 248 
25-34 51 11 37 1 100 663 
35-44 57 9 33 1 100 712 
45-54 53 12 34 1 100 727 
55-64 40 11 47 2 LOO 601 
65-74 41 11 47 1 100 473 
Age 75 or older 31 15 54 * LOO 302 

Education of 
family head 

0-5 grades 47 10 41 2 LOO 278 
6-8 grades 44 9 45 2 100 806 
9-11 grades 52 10 37 1 100 692 
12 grades 51 10 38 1 100 632 
12 grades and 

t r a i n i n g 48 12 40 * 100 398 
College, no degree 48 13 38 1 100 437 
College, degree 46 16 37 1 100 317 
College, advanced 

degree 38 16 46 * 100 146 

Less than 0.5 percent. 



TABLE 7-4 
MAJOR REASONS FOR USING INSTALLMENT DEBT* -

WITHIN INCOME, AGE, AND TOTAL INSTALLMENT DEBT GROUPS - 1967 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

A l l f a m i l i e s 
Annual family income 

Less than $3,000 
$3,000-3,999 
$4,000-4,999 
$5,000-5,999 
$6,000-7,499 
$7,500-9,999 
$10,000-14,999 
$15,000 or more 

Age of family head 
Under age 25 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65-74 
Age 75 or older 

Total installment debt 
None 
$1-99 
$100-199 
$200-499 
$500-999 
$1,000-1,999 
$2,000 or more 

Favorable reason 
Only way you 

can buy things 
27 

25 
33 
23 
28 
32 
27 
26 
21 

22 
30 
34 
31 
23 
18 
15 

20 
37 
34 
32 
33 
36 
34 

Unfavorable reasons 

Don 1t believe i n 
debt, moral reasons 

6 
4 
3 
4 
5 
7 
10 

Costs 
too much 

16 

10 
16 
20 
19 
15 
16 
21 
17 

19 
19 
15 
16 
20 
15 

18 
13 
9 
12 
15 
18 
14 

Lik e l y to buy 
too much 

13 

17 
9 

11 
9 
13 
12 
12 
12 

10 
11 
10 
15 
17 
19 

14 

13 
15 

9 
12 

Number 
of 

cases 
3,726 

726 
283 
276 
282 
479 
662 
694 
324 

248 
663 
712 
727 
601 
473 
302 

1,940 
167 
164 
297 
350 
427 
381 

s 
§ 
Co 

o 
to 
o 
g 

Only proportion of families emphasizing one of the four reasons shown tabulated; respondents mentioning other reasons and 
mentioning no reasons at a l l are omitted; therefore rows do not add to 100. CO 
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TABLE 7-5 

OPINIONS ABOUT APPROPRIATENESS OF BORROWING FOR VARIOUS PURPOSES 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

To cover To finance To finance the To finance the 

Yes, a l l r i g h t 
to borrow 

No, not a l l r i g h t 
to borrow 

Not ascertained 

Total 

expenses due educational purchase of purchase of 
to i l l n e s s expenses a car f u r n i t u r e 
1959 1967 1959 1967 1959 1967 1959 1967 

86 80 

13 19 

1 1 

100 100 

70 77 

28 21 

2 2 

100 100 

1959 1967 

67 65 

31 34 

2 1 

100 100 

44 52 

54 47 

2 1 

100 100 

To pay b i l l s 
which have 

To cover 
l i v i n g expenses 
when income 

To cover the 
expenses of a 

To finance the 
purchase of a 
f u r coat or 

p i l e d up i s cut vacation t r i p jewe l r y 
1959 1967 1959 1967 1959 1967 1959 1967 

Yes, a l l r i g h t 
to borrow 44 43 26 40 5 9 2 4 

No, not a l l r i g h t 
to borrow 54 55 72 58 94 90 97 96 

Not ascertained 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 * 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Less than 0.5 percent. 

The questions asked were: I n 1959: "People borrow f o r many d i f f e r e n t pur­
poses. For what purposes would you say i t i s appropriate f o r someone l i k e 
yourself to borrow money which you pay back over time? (The respondent was 
s p e c i f i c a l l y asked about each of the eight purposes.) I n 1967: "People have 
many d i f f e r e n t reasons f o r borrowing money which they pay back over a period 
of time. Would you say i t i s a l l r i g h t f o r someone l i k e yourself to borrow 
money..." 



TABLE 7-6 

DESCRIPTION OF A PERSON WHO BUYS ON THE INSTALLMENT PLAN 
ALTHOUGH HE HAS SUFFICIENT CASH 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 
§ 

o 
§ 
to 

b 
§ 

Favorable a 

description 

Unfavorable , , b description 

Neither favorable 
nor unfavorable 

Don 1t know or 
not ascertained 

A l l f a milies 
1959 1967 

52 56 

17 19 

10 S 

Total 

21 17 

100 100 

Annual family income of respondent 
Less than 
$3,000 

1959 1967 

$3,000 
-4,999 

1959 1967 

$5,000 
-7,499 

1959 1967 

$7,500 
-9,999 

1959 1967 

37 50 

18 21 

10 6 

35 23 

100 100 

51 47 

19 25 

8 8 

59 59 63 57 

16 18 

12 

17 17 

10 

$10,000 
or.more 
1959 1967 

58 62 

17 18 

13 10 

22 20 _13 J J 11 J 6 12 10 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

alncludee such descriptions as " i n t e l l i g e n t , " "informed," "plans ahead," "cautious," "conservative," "wise." 
bIncludes such descriptions as "impatient," " f o o l i a h , " "not good with money." 
cIncludes such descriptions as "average," "family man," " d i f f e r e n t . " 
The questions asked were "Speaking o f buying a car on time, Mr. X has j u s t done so although he has enough money i n the 
bank to pay cash. Why do you think he bought the car on time? Which kind of man do you chink he i f l ? " 



TABLE 7-7 

FIRST MENTIONED REASON ATTRIBUTED TO A PERSON WHO BUYS ON THE INSTALLMENT PLAN 
ALTHOUGH HE HAS SUFFICIENT CASH - WITHIN INCOME GROUPS 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fami l i e s ) 

Annual family Income of respondent 

LeBS than 53,000 55,000 $7,500 $10,000 
A l l f a milies $3,000 -4,999 -7,499 -9,999 or more 

Reason 1959 1967 1959 1967 1959 1967 1959 1967 1959 1967 1959 1967 
To keep bank account 

f o r emergencies 42 34 40 32 41 32 47 34 51 36 35 36 
Wanted cash f or 

something else 9 9 9 11 11 13 7 9 9 7 12 8 

'57 S
U

R
V

E
 

D i f f i c u l t to 
replace savings 5 5 2 2 5 4 6 5 8 8 7 8 

'57 S
U

R
V

E
 To establish c r e d i t 6 8 4 4 6 10 7 9 8 9 6 7 

'57 S
U

R
V

E
 

Better service 5 7 2 6 4 8 8 6 5 10 5 6 
Use car while paying 1 * * 1 I 0 1 * 1 * * * O 

Other 9 17 7 10 10 10 9 20 6 15 22 23 
Only derogatory state­

ment, no reason given 7 6 8 8 8 5 5 5 3 5 2 4 

•O
N

S 

Don 1t know 14 13 25 24 12 17 8 11 8 9 7 7 

'-U
M

E
R

 

Not ascertained 2 1 3 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 4 1 

'-U
M

E
R

 T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

'-U
M

E
R

 

* 
Less than 0.5 percent. 1 

The questions asked were 1 

bank to pay cash. Why do 
'Speaking o f buying a 
you think he bought 

car on 
the car 

time, Mr. 
on time? 

X has 
Which 

j u s t 
kind 

done so a 
of man do 

lthough he has 
you think he : 

enough money i n 
is?" 

the 

N
C

E
S 



TABLE 7-8 

FIRST MENTIONED REASON ATTRIBUTED TO A PERSON WHO BUYS ON THE INSTALLMENT PLAN 
ALTHOUGH HE HAS SUFFICIENT CASH - WITHIN AGE GROUPS - 1967 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fami l i e s ) § 
Co 
S 
o s 
to 
b 

To keep bank account 
f o r emergencies 

Wanted cash for 
something else 

D i f f i c u l t to 
replace savings 

To establish c r e d i t 
Better service 
Use car while paying 
Other 
Only derogatory state­

ment, no reason given 
Don 11 know 

Not ascertained 

Total 

Number of families 

Age of family head, 1967 
Under age 25 

35 

11 

3 
24 
2 
0 
18 

4 
3 
* 

100 

248 

25-34 

36 

10 

5 
11 
5 
* 
19 

4 
9 
1 

100 

663 

35-44 

39 

9 

16 

100 

712 

45-54 

35 

7 
7 
10 
* 
16 

5 
12 
1 

100 

727 

55-64 

33 

5 
4 
11 
* 

18 

6 
14 
1 

100 

160 

65-74 

33 

13 

3 
4 
6 
* 

13 

9 
18 
1 

100 

473 

Age 75 or older 

21 

12 

2 
1 
5 
0 
15 

10 
32 
2 ' 

100 

302 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
The questions asked were "Speaking of buying a car on time, Mr. X has Just done so although he has enough money i n che 
bank to pay cash. Why do you think he bought the car on time? Which kind of man do you think he is ? " J£ 



TABLE 7-9 

FIRST MENTIONED REASON ATTRIBUTED TO A PERSON WHO BUYS ON THE INSTALLMENT PLAN 
ALTHOUGH HE HAS SUFFICIENT CASH - WITHIN INSTALLMENT DEBT GROUPS - 1967 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n o f fa m i l i e s ) 

Total installment debt of respondent, 1967 

Reason 

To keep bank account 
for emergencies 

Wanted cash f o r 
something else 

D i f f i c u l t to 
replace savings 

To establish c r e d i t 
Better service 
Use car while paying 
Other 
Only derogatory state­

ment, no reason given 
Don't know 

Not ascertained 

Tot a l 

Number of families 

None 

31 

5 
5 
8 

17 

7 
17 
1 

$1-99 

34 

11 

4 
8 
4 
2 
10 

6 
19 
2 

$1,000 
$100-199 $200-499 $500-999 -1,999 

35 

7 
14 
8 
0 
10 

4 
13 
1 

40 

11 

8 
9 
6 
0 
14 

3 
8 
1 

35 

10 

5 
13 
9 
0 
16 

3 
8 
1 

39 

7 

6 
11 
6 
* 
18 

5 
8 

$2,000 
-2,999 

37 

6 
10 
9 
* 

21 

2 
6 
0 

$3,000 
or more 

41 

10 

3 
7 
5 
0 
25 

5 
2 
2 

100 

1,940 

100 

167 

100 

164 

100 

297 

100 

350 

100 

427 

100 

213 

100 

168 

, Less than 0.5 percent. 
The questions asked were "Speaking of buying a car on time, Mr. X has j u s t done so although he has enough money i n the 
bank to pay cash. Why do you think he bought the car on time? Which kind of man do you think he i s ? " 



TABLE 7-10 
ESTIMATES OF INTEREST RATE ON A CAR LOAN - WITHIN EDUCATION GROUPS 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fami l i e s ) 

g 
s 
s o 
§ 

to 

to 

Estimate of i n t e r e s t 
per year 

Underestimate 

Education of family head 

A l l 
f a m ilies 

1959 1967 

Less than 
9 grades 
1959 1967 

9-11 grades 
(some high 

school) 
1959 1967 

High 
school 

graduates 
1959 1967 

Some 
college 

1959 1967 

College 
graduates 
1959 1967 

Less than 4 percent 2 1 1 1 3 I 3 1 1 1 1 2 
4 to 6 percent 21 29 11 21 24 29 27 31 25 38 30 33 
7 to 9 percent 9 14 6 11 8 12 11 15 15 18 12 22 

Borderline or correct 
10 to 12 percent 13 13 12 10 11 11 13 16 18 17 14 16 
13 to 15 percent 3 5 2 2 4 5 3 5 3 6 4 6 
16 to 20 percent 6 6 6 5 7 8 7 5 7 5 5 6 
21 percent or more 7 7 8 8 8 8 6 8 5 4 6 3 

Did not give an estimate 
Don't know or no answer 39 25 54 42 35 36 30 19 26 11 28 12 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Percent who underestimated 
among those who gave an estimate 52 59 39 57 54 66 59 58 55 64 60 65 

Number of families (about 
1,400) 

3,165 a 1,084 a 1,692 a 1,030 a 437 a 463 

^ o t available. 
I n 1959 the question asked was "Do you happen to know how much Interest 
time; suppose you need a thousand d o l l a r s which you would repay monthly 
i n t e r e s t or carrying charges would be each year?" I n 1967 the question 
car which you would repay i n twelve monthly payments, about how much do 

or carrying charges one has to pay to buy a car on 
ever two years: about how much do you think the 
asked was "Suppose you need a thousand d o l l a r s f o r a 
you think che In t e r e s t or carrying charges would be?'1 

CO 
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TABLE 7-11 

ESTIMATES OF INTEREST RATE ON A CAR LOAN - WITHIN AGE AND CAR DEBT GROUPS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fa m i l i e s ) 

Age of family head 
A l l Under 25 35 45 55 65 Age 75 

families age 25 -34 -44 -54 -64 -74 or older 

Less than 4 percent L 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 
4 to 6 percent 29 31 31 33 30 30 23 17 
7 Lo 9 percent 14 19 15 IB 15 15 10 5 
10 to 12 percent 13 12 14 14 18 14 11 6 
13 to 15 percent 5 3 5 4 5 4 6 3 
16 to 20 percent 6 7 8 7 5 4 3 3 
21 percent or more 7 11 9 6 7 5 5 6 
Don't know or 

uncodeable 25 15 15 15 17 26 40 56 
Not ascertained 1 1 I 2 1 1 3 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Car debt 

Has no 
such debt $1-199 

$200 
-499 

$500 
-999 

$1,000 
-1,999 

$2,000 
or more 

Less chan 4 percent 1 4 0 1 1 1 
4 to 6 percent 26 27 32 33 43 33 
7 to 9 percent 14 10 17 17 17 17 
10 to 12 percent 13 17 13 12 11 20 
13 to 15 percent 5 9 3 4 4 6 
16 to 20 percent 5 5 8 7 5 7 
21 percent or more 6 8 12 8 10 6 
Don't know or 

uncodeable 28 19 14 17 8 8 
Not ascertained 2 1 1 1 1 2 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Number of cases 2,693 92 157 235 319 230 

The question asked was "Suppose you needed a thousand d o l l a r s f or a car which 
you would repay i n 12 monthly payments, about how much do you th i n k the In t e r e s t 
or c a r r y i n g charges would be?" 



TABLE 7-12 (Sheet 1 of 2) 
INFORMATION ON RECENT CHANGE IN INTEREST RATE CHARGED ON INSTALLMENT BUYING - 1967 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 
S 

g 

o 
I 
to 
to 
to 
to 

Age of family head 
Change i n rate A l l f a milies Under age 25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 Age 75 or older 

Know of change 38 43 49 47 38 32 25 21 
Increase 31 34 37 37 29 25 20 17 
No change 4 4 6 5 5 4 2 2 
Decrease 2 5 3 4 2 2 2 1 
Change, but do not 
know d i r e c t i o n 1 0 3 I 2 1 1 1 

Do not know of change 62 57 51 53 62 68 75 79 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Annual family income 

Change in rate 
Less than 
$3,000 

$3,000 
-3,999 

$4,000 
-4,999 

$5,000 
-5,999 

$6,000 
-7,499 

$7,500 
-9,999 

$10,000 
-14,999 

$15,000 
or more 

Know of change 19 25 27 33 42 44 50 59 
Increase L7 21 22 24 33 33 40 47 
No change 1 3 3 5 5 5 5 7 
Decrease 1 1 1 3 3 3 3 4 
Change, but do not 
know d i r e c t i o n 1 * 1 1 1 3 2 1 

Do not know of change 81 75 73 67 53 56 50 41 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
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TABLE 7-12 (Sheet 2 of 2) 

INFORMATION ON RECENT CHANGE IN INTEREST RATE CHARGED ON INSTALLMENT BUYING - 1967 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s ) 

Installment debt 

Change i n rate 

Know of change 
Increase 
No change 
Decrease 
Change, but do not 
know d i r e c t i o n 

Do not know of change 
Total 

No such 
debt $1-99 $100-199 $200-499 $500-999 

$1,000 
-1,999 

$2,000 
-2,999 

31 26 36 41 44 52 57 
25 
3 
2 

20 
4 
2 

32 
2 
1 

32 
5 
3 

34 
5 
2 

38 
6 
5 

46 
7 
2 

69 
100 

74 
100 

64 
100 

59 
100 

56 
100 

48 
100 

43 
100 

$3,000 
or more 

54 
41 
8 
4 

1 
46 
100 

The questions asked were "Do you happen to know whether there have been any recent changes l n the i n t e r e s t race charged on 
Installment buying? ( I f yes) What kind o f changes?" 

Co 
§ 

l 
I 
I 
o 
to 
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TABLE 7-13 

PERCEPTION OF COST DIFFERENCES AMONG BORROWING SOURCES 
AND LEAST EXPENSIVE BORROWING SOURCE - WITHIN DEBT GROUPS - 1967 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fami l i e s ) 

Total installment debt 
No 

A l l such $100 $200 $500 $1,000 $2,000 $3,000 
families debt $1-99 -199 -499 -999 -1,999 -2,999 or more 

Percent who say there 
i s a dif f e r e n c e 85 80 72 93 88 93 93 96 95 

Of those who say there 
i s a difference 
Banks 80 80 82 80 79 83 80 78 80 
Loan or finance 

companies 2 1 2 3 2 3 1 1 1 
Credit unions 10 8 10 9 12 8 13 16 17 
From the dealer 0 1 1 1 * 1 1 1 0 
From f r i e n d s , 

r e l a t i v e s , or 
other i n d i v i d u a l s * 2 2 3 2 1 

• 

1 1 1 
Other 2 2 0 0 1 1 * 1 6 
Insurance 1 1 0 1 1 * 2 1 0 
Don 11 know 2 4 2 3 2 2 1 2 0 
Not ascertained 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

No d i f f e r e n c e 4 4 8 4 4 3 4 3 2 

Don't know, not 
ascertained 11 16 20 3 8 4 3 1 3 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Less than 0.5 percent. 

The questions asked were "Do you think there i s a difference i n the i n t e r e s t 
or carrying charges depending on where you borrow the money?" ( I f there i o 
a d i f f e r e n c e ) "Where would they be the lowest?" 
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TABLE 7-14 

PERCEPTION OF COST DIFFERENCES AMONG BORROWING SOURCES 
AND LEAST EXPENSIVE BORROWING SOURCE - WITHIN INCOME GROUPS - 1967 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fa m i l i e s ) 

Annual family income 
Leas than $3,000 $4,000 $5,000 $6,000 $7,500 $10,000 $15,000 

$3,000 -3,999 -4,999 -5,999 -7,499 -9,999 -14,999 or more 
Percent who aay there 

i s a dif f e r e n c e 65 79 80 88 90 93 94 98 

Of those who say there 
i s a d i f f e r e n c e 
Banks < 11 80 79 83 79 82 78 82 
Loan or finance 

companies 4 4 1 0 I 1 1 2 
Credit unions 4 2 4 9 13 12 16 13 
From the dealer 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 * 
From f r i e n d s , 

r e l a t i v e s , or ( 

other i n d i v i d u a I s 1 2 2 5 2 1 1 1 
Other 9 1 4 1 1 1 1 
Insurance 0 0 1 8 1 1 1 1 
Don11 know 7 7 6 1 2 1 1 * 
Not ascertained 1 3 2 1 1 * * 0 

To t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

No dif f e r e n c e 7 4 4 4 4 3 4 1 

Don 1t know, not 
ascertained 28 17 16 8 6 4 2 1 

Tot a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Less than 0.5 percent. 

The questions asked were "Do you th i n k there i s a difference t n the I n t e r e s t 
or c a r r y i n g charges depending on where you borrow the money?" ( I f there i s 
a di f f e r e n c e ) "Where would they be the lowest?" 
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TABLE 7-15 

FREQUENCY OF ACCELERATED OR DELAYED PAYMENTS ON INSTALLMENT UEBT 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s with installment debt) 

Debt payments 
Faster or 
larger 

Slower or 
smaller 

As 
scheduled 

Not 
ascertained Total 

1966 1964 1966 1964 1966 1964 1966 1964 
A l l f a m i l i e s w i t h 

installment debt 14 16 10 9 72 71 4 4 100 

Total i n s t a l l m e n t debt 
51-199 13 18 10 7 71 71 6 4 100 
5200-499 15 16 13 8 68 72 5 4 100 
5500-999 12 19 14 13 71 65 3 3 100 
51,000-1,999 13 14 10 10 72 69 5 7 100 
$2,000 or more 15 13 8 7 74 77 3 3 100 

Ratio of in s t a l l m e n t debt 
payments to disposable 
income 
Less than 5 percent 14 19 9 4 73 76 4 1 100 
5 to 9 percent 13 20 7 7 75 69 5 4 100 
10 to 19 percent 15 15 10 8 72 73 3 4 100 
20 percent: or more 12 12 20 18 64 66 4 4 100 

Months l e f t to pay 
1 to 5 18 19 10 12 67 63 5 6 100 
6 to 11 13 18 13 6 70 74 4 2 100 
12 to 17 11 18 14 11 72 66 3 5 100 
IS to 23 13 14 9 8 76 74 2 4 100 
24 to 29 15 10 6 10 76 77 3 3 100 
30 or more 15 15 7 8 69 74 9 3 100 

The question asked was " I n making your payments i n 1966 did you make the pay­
ments In the way they were scheduled, did you get behind, or did you make 
payments t h a t were larger or more frequent than scheduled?" 
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TABLE 7-16 

OPINION ABOUT ABILITY TO MAKE LARGER PAYMENTS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of fa m i l i e s w i t h debt) 

Easy 
Rather 
easy 

Pro-con; 
depends; 

don't know 
Rather 

d i f f i c u l t 

D i f f i c u l t , 
very 

d i f f i c u l t 

Not 
ascer­
tained Tota! 

A l l f a m i l i e s 15 7 2 9 62 5 100 

Debt-debt payment 
r a t i o 15 7 2 9 .62 5 
1 to 5 months 15 7 1 12 63 2 100 
6 to 11 months 15 7 2 8 61 7 100 
12 to 17 months 15 7 1 7 66 4 100 
18 to 23 months 13 7 4 7 65 4 100 
24 to 29 months 16 6 4 10 57 7 100 
30 months or longer 14 8 4 12 56 6 100 

Installment debt 
payment-income r a t i o 
Less than 5 percent 19 8 1 6 61 5 100 
5 to 9 percent 19 8 2 10 56 5 100 
10 to 14 percent 13 8 3' 10 62 4 100 
L5 to 19 percent 10 8 2 8 66 6 100 
20 percent or more* 8 2 2 9 74 5 100 
Amount of debt 

not aacertained 22 12 7 12 42 5 100 

Includes f a m i l i e s w i t h zero or negative disposable income. 
The question asked was "Suppose you'd l i k e to make some more large purchases; 
would i t be easy or a hardship f o r you to take care of larger payments than 
you make now?" 



8 
INCOME TRENDS 
AND THEIR INFLUENCE 
ON CONSUMER BEHAVIOR 

F R E Q U E N T study has been made of change in family in­
come over a preceding 12-month period; change expected over a 
coming 12-month span has also been studied often. People's time 
perspective extends both backward and forward—thus these changes 
need to be studied jointly. And because memory and expectation 
embrace periods longer than these 12-month intervals, it seems 
profitable to study the usefulness of a longer run measure of income 
trends. Data collected in the 1967 Survey of Consumer Finances 
provide the comprehensive setting for an analysis of the importance 
of past and expected income trends. 

Although income expectations are subjective notions colored 
by aspirations, they also derive from some fairly precise informa­
tion about one's job, education, and age. Reports on past income 
change may also differ from objective facts, because memory is in­
fluenced by subjective evaluations. The impact of such subjective 
notions is of special interest in studying consumer behavior. 

One purpose of this chapter is to provide descriptive data on 
the prevalence of favorable income trends in our society, especially 
among the younger age groups and among those with more education 
and higher incomes. In addition, data will be presented which shed 
light on the origin of income expectations. Finally, the influence of 
favorable income trends on the purchase of durable goods and on 
borrowing will be demonstrated. 

157 
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The Distribution of Income Trends 

Respondents in the 1967 survey were asked four questions 
concerning past and expected income changes. They were asked to 
report changes in the family income in the past year and over the 
past 4 years, and expected income changes for the coming year and 
the next 4 years. By considering past and expected changes togeth­
er, the findings maybe grouped in five major categories, as i l lus­
trated by presenting the data on long-run income trends as follows: 

Four-Year Past and Expected Income Change 

Income now Expected income 

Group 

compared 
with 4 years 

ago 

4 years hence 
compared with 

now Description 

Percent 
of all 

families 

(1) up up Continuous 
gain 

39 

(2) up 
same 

same 
up 

Intermittent 
gain 

14 

(3) up 
down 

down 
up Reversal 10 

(4) same same Stagnation 10 

(5) down 
same 
down 

same 
down 
down 

Decline 3 

(6) don't know 
uncertain 

Total 

19 

100 

Emphasis will be placed on the f irst group, because of its size 
and its importance for the economy. A few words may be said, how­
ever, about the other groups. 

In group 2 there are many more families who have experienced 
income gains and expect a leveling off (up-same) than there are 
families who have had relatively stable incomes but expect an in­
crease over the next 4 years (same-up). Mixed trends (group 3) are 
about equally divided among the up-down and the down-up. 

The income change trend of those families in group 4 might be 
described as "stagnation." Of families with the head age 65 or old­
er, 30 percent fall into this group. Another 20 percent of the aged 
fall into group 5, reporting income declines either in the past or in 
the future (or both). Income stagnation occurs most frequently 
among the low-income, poorly educated families (regardless of 
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race). Those who are uncertain—primarily about their prospects-
were most prevalent among the poorly educated. 

The Frequency of Favorable Income Trends 

The frequency of various types of favorable income changes is 
summarized as follows: 

Income change experience 

Income higher in 1966 than 4 years ago 

Income higher in 1966 than 1 year ago 

Expect higher income in 1967 (1 year hence) 

Expect higher income 4 years hence 

Proportion of Proportion of 
all families all families 

reporting reporting 
gain gains twice 

.39 

Sixty-three percent of all families reported having higher incomes 
now than 4 years ago, while 49 percent reported that their income in 
1966 was higher than their income in 1965. Forty percent of al l 
families reported both types of gains. If these income gains were 
independent, one might expect that only 31 percent (63 times 49) 
would have had gains in both periods. Reports on income gains over 
the past 4 years and expectations of such trends to continue over the 
next 4 years were expressed by 39 percent of all families (higher 
than the 32 percent one would find if these gains were independent). 

Respondents in the 1967 Survey were also asked to make a 
more comprehensive evaluation of their total financial position; they 
were asked whether, on the whole, they were better off or worse off 
than a year before and whether they expected to be better or worse 
off than now a year hence. Being better off is known to be influenced 
by developments other than income change, both personal (changes 
internal to the family unit, relating for instance to assets or debt) 
and external (conditions in the general economy and especially in­
flation—both past and expected). Thirty-four percent of all families 
expressed satisfaction with past personal financial trends, 35 per­
cent with future expected trends. Nineteen percent expressed sat is­
faction with both. 

The number of families reporting a "better off" trend (19 per­
cent) is much lower than the proportion of families with favorable 
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one-year past and expected income trends (28 percent). This may 
reflect the unfavorable state of consumer sentiment at the time of 
the survey in addition to the effects of inflation on income. In 1965, 
for instance, when optimism was pronounced, the proportion of fami­
lies reporting that they were better off than a year ago and expected 
to be better off a year hence was substantially higher than in 1967. 

Favorable income trends depend on both income level and age. 
The frequency of favorable (up-up) reports tends to r ise with in­
come, and fall with increasing age of family head. Favorable r e ­
ports are most frequent among young families and those families 
with incomes above $10,000 (Table 8-1). Favorable responses were 
infrequent among families with incomes below $3,000. As might be 
expected, favorable trends are also most prevalent among the more 
highly educated families. A lower proportion of nonwhites than of 
whites report being better off, but there is practically no difference 
between whites and nonwhites regarding expected favorable income 
trends. 

Chart 8-1 examines the frequency of favorable 4-year income 
trends in a joint age-income distribution. Favorable trends are 
most frequent at a l l income levels among families with the head 
under age 35. The ir frequency declines with increasing age. Within 
most age groups, the higher the level of family income, the more 
frequent the report of favorable income trends. 

The frequency of favorable personal financial trends (the pro­
portion of families reporting that they are now and will be better 
off) is related to both age and income in Chart 8-2. The relationship 
is essentially the same as in Chart 8-1 although the differences are 
less pronounced. 

The Origin of Expectations 

The basic point to be established here is that after the effects 
of age and income level are accounted for, favorable past income 
trends contribute tooptimistic income expectations. Three measures 
of optimistic income expectations were considered (see Table 8-2). 
Each of the three measures was used as a dependent variable in a 
multivariate analysis with age, education, income level, race, self-
employment, and a corresponding measure of past income change as 
predictors. The Beta coefficients presented in the upper half of 
Table 8-2 indicate the relative importance of the six factors. 

Clearly, past income change has a significant influence on in­
come expectations, second only to the age effect. Age is always 
important; younger people are more optimistic than others, older 
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people more pessimistic. Education has the expected influence on 
optimism even after age is accounted for. The adjusted effects of 
income level, self-employment, and race are small (although, after 
the variables are taken into account, Negroes appear to be slightly 
more optimistic). 

The lower half of Table 8-2 presents the adjusted and unad­
justed proportions expressing optimistic income expectations for 
age and past income change, the two most important independent 
variables. 

F o r example, 41 percent of the representative sample inter­
viewed early in 1967 expected their next year's income to be higher 
than in the past year. For young families, age 18-24, this propor­
tion was 65 percent unadjusted and 56 percent after the effects of the 
other variables are accounted for. Among those who had large in­
come increases during the past year, the frequency of optimistic 
expectations was 62 and 53 percent, respectively. The importance 
of longer run favorable income trends is illustrated by the fact that 
only families who experienced continued income increases (last year 
and 4 years ago) expect continued income increases (next year and 
4 years hence) more frequently than the average for all families. 
(The adjusted proportion of the former is 41 percent as against an 
overall average of 31 percent.) Clearly, past income progress is a 
factor promoting optimistic income expectations. 

The Influence of Income Trends on Purchasing Behavior 

We are in a position to relate the various income trends to 
purchasing behavior in the preceding year and to purchase plans for 
the next year. Obviously, one cannot safely assume that optimism 
expressed in January of 1967 also prevailed during the preceding 
year (for which purchasing data were collected), nor can the pur­
chase of a l l durable goods be considered discretionary. Therefore 
incurrence of installment debt during the preceding year and ex­
pressed intentions to buy will serve as the most useful indicators of 
behavioral concomitants of income trends. 

Past and expected durables purchase act ivity 1 and debt in­
currence served as the dependent variables and were analyzed in 

-'•Past and expected durables purchases were used in the form of an 
index. As explained in the footnotes to Table 8-3, families were given one 
point on the past purchase index for each type of activity: purchase of a 
house, of a car, of other durables over $100, and making additions and re­
pairs to homes. The intentions index was constructed similarly for ex­
pressed intentions to purchase such goods in 1967. 



162 1967 SURVEY OF CONSUMER FINANCES 

conjunction with three independent variables: income level, age, and 
some form of past income trend. Several measures of income trend 
were used, each one separately with the other two predictors. The 
relative performance of each variable with respect to the various 
dependent variables is shown in Table 8-3. 

Past purchase of durables was most strongly related to in­
come level, while incurrence of debt was most influenced by age. 
Although differences in the Beta coefficients are not large for the 
various measures of financial trends, it appears that the "better 
off-worse off" trend has the best overall performance. 

Intentions to purchase in the coming year may be considered 
to reflect less "noise" since they do not include non-discretionary 
purchases due to unexpected failure or breakdown of a currently 
owned durable good. It is revealing, therefore, that the explanatory 
power of financial trends is highest in explaining these intentions. 

Table 8-4 presents data concerning the performance of the 
five financial trend variables used. Each kind of activity is shown 
with its adjusted and unadjusted proportion. Overall frequencies 
are displayed at the top of the column for each dependent variable 
considered. Thus, for example, the proportion of families reporting 
that they were better off now than a year ago and expected to be 
better off a year hence that bought durables was 78 percent. Ad­
justed for the effects of income level and age, the proportion pur­
chasing durables is 69 percent. 

After adjustment for other influences, income trends appear 
to have little effect on past purchasing behavior. When, however, 
families who purchased two or more kinds of durable goods are con­
sidered (such as those who bought both a car and a household appli­
ance), rather than families who made any purchase, the differences 
among income trend groups are larger. The unadjusted frequencies 
of multiple purchasers among families with favorable better off 
trends are 44 percent, and with unfavorable trends 22 percent (as 
against 78 and 68 percent for all purchasers, as shown in Table 8-4); 
for continuous gains and declines in 4-year past and future trends, 
the unadjusted frequencies of multiple purchasers are 38 and 22 per­
cent respectively (as against 75 and 65 percent for a l l purchasers). 

Income trends appear to influence the use of credit. Table 8-4 
shows that families with favorable better off trends incurred install­
ment debt more frequently than the other groups (see the adjusted 
proportions). Longer run trends, on the other hand, appear to have 
little influetice on the use of credit. 

Favorable trends have the more pronounced effect on inten­
tions to buy new cars and two or more durables. For example, the 
adjusted frequencies for the better off trend change as follows: 
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a) Intentions to buy one durable rise from an average of 44 to 
55 percent, 

b) Intentions to buy two or more durables rise from an aver­
age of from 14 to 21 percent, 

c) Intentions to buy a new car rise from an average of 7 to 
12 percent. 

The relative impact of past income trends increases from (a) to (c). 
It also appears that expectations of future favorable income trends 
have more of an effect on purchase plans than does past income 
change. 

Some data, s imilar to those presented in Table 8-4, were also 
obtained for earl ier years regarding better off-worse off trends 
(they are published in Chapter 9 of Consumer Response to Income 
Increases, by George Katona and Eva Mueller, Brookings Institution, 
Washington, D . C , 1968). The influence of income trends on discre­
tionary behavior is not restricted to processes observed in 1967. 2 

Financial Trends and Automobile Turnover 

Having explored the relationship of income trends to purchas­
ing intentions we ask whether such trends are related to the length 
of time between car purchases. For each family, an approximate car 

^The emphasis has been placed in this chapter on the joint influence of 
past and future trends rather than on the separate consideration of either 
past or future changes in income or the personal financial situation. It 
should, however, be mentioned that the impact of continuous gains (up-up) 
on discretionary behavior is in all cases larger than the impact of single 
gains. This may be illustrated by the following tabulation: 

Installment Intentions to buy 
Proportion in each subgroup debt Any Two or more 

in percent incurred durable durables 

Overall mean 37 44 14 
Better off than a year ago 47 58 21 
Worse off than a year ago 30 34 9 
Will be bettor off a year hence 50 58 21 
Will be worse off a year hence 38 40 9 
Better off-worse off trend 

up-up 52 G5 26 
declines 29 34 8 
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turnover rate was constructed by calculating the difference between 
the year the last car was purchased (for multiple car owners, the 
purchase year of the newest car owned) and the year the family in­
dicated that it would buy a car again. Only families who owned cars 
and expressed definite intentions to buy another car were considered 
(2,031 cases) . This eliminates many low-income and/or old people. 

Table 8-5 shows the relationship of these turnover rates to 
better off-worse off financial trends. Short turnover rates are most 
frequent among families with continuous gains trends and least f re ­
quent among families with stagnant or declining trends. 

The crucial question again is whether these relationships are 
maintained when income and age are taken into account. Respondents 
with a fair ly short (1-3 year) car turnover rate—33 percent of al l 
families —were contrasted to the others (rows 1 and 2 versus rows 3 
and 4 in Table 8-5). Table 8-6 indicates, first, the extent of influ­
ence of income and age. As income levels r ise , the proportion of 
families with short turnover rates increases steadily. Yet the one 
very large adjusted deviation of short turnover rates applies to a 
fairly smal l group, namely, to the 11 percent of car owners with 
over $15,000 income. In this case the adjusted frequency of 1-3 year 
turnover rates is 55 percent. Short turnover rates are very high in 
the small group of the youngest families (the tabulation does not dif­
ferentiate between buyers of new and used cars) and are low among 
older people. Among people 25 to 55 years of age turnover rates 
do not vary by age. 

Looking now at the influence of financial trends, it is clear 
that their relation to car turnover rates persists, even after age and 
income effects have been accounted for. Continuous gains are of 
particular importance; they are the only income trend with a sub­
stantially higher than average frequency of short turnover. Thus, 
the rate of "upgrading" appears to be a function not only of income 
level, but also of financial trends. 

These findings support the conclusion about different be­
havioral effects of various income trends. The great improvement 
in the standard of living of American families during the last 20 
years appears to be related to the fact that continuous income gains — 
past progress linked to expected progress—were frequent in that 
period. Success makes for the arousal of new wants, and saturation 
appears to be a function of lack of progress and pessimistic outlook. 3 

^Some conclusions about the theory of consumer behavior were derived 
from data presented in this chapter in George Katona, "Consumer Behavior: 
Theory and Findings on Expectations and Aspirations," Proceedings of 1967 
American Economic Association meeting, American Economic Review, May 
1968, LVHI. 
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CHART 8-1 

PROPORTION OF AGE AND INCOME GROUPS WITH CONTINUOUS UPWARD INCOME TREND 
(Pour years ago and f o u r years hence) 

60 

/ 41 

Under o. age 35 
10 

•5 40 

a. 

35-44 20 

45-54 • 

55-64 • 

65 or t 
o l d e r 

$3,000 Less than $5,000 $7,500 $10,000 
$3,000 4,999 7.499 9,999 o r more 

Family income 
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CHART 8-2 

PROPORTION OF AGE AND INCOME GROUPS WITH CONTINUOUS BETTER OFF TREND8 

Under 
age 35 

35-44 

45-54 

55-64 

65 or 
older 

Leas than 
$3,000 

$3,000 
-4,999 

$5,000 
-7,499 

$7,500 $10,000 
-9,999 or more 

Family income 

f a m i l y reported they were better off now than a year ago and expected to 
be better off a year hence. 



INCOME TRENDS 167 

TABLE 8-1 

FREQUENCY OF FAVORABLE INCOME TRENDS 
(Proportions of a l l families and of various groups of families i n percent) 

A l l 
Two income increases families 
1 year and 4 years ago 40 
1 year ago, 1 year hence 28 
1 year and 4 years hence 31 
4 years ago, 4 years hence 39 
Better off than a year 

ago, expect to be better 
off a year hence 19 

Number of cases 3,165 

A l l families Family income 
with an^ 
opinion 

41 
29 
38 
48 

22 

b 

more than 
$10,000 

57 
38 
38 
54 

27 

953 

Family 
head under 

age 45 
54 
41 
50 
60 

31 

1,589 

Family income 
more than 

$5,000 and head 
Family head 
has college 

under age 55 education Whites Negroes 
1 year and 4 years ago 56 55 41 30 
1 year ago, 1 year hence 40 42 28 24 
1 year and 4 years hence 46 46 31 29 
4 years ago, 4 years hence 60 55 39 42 
Better o ff than a year 

ago, expect to be better 
off a year hence 29 29 20 15 

Number of cases 1,800 809 2,759 322 

After eliminating respondents who answered "Don't know." 

'varies f o r different trend measures. 
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TABLE 8-2 
FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO OPTIMISTIC INCOME EXPECTATIONS 

Expect income to be higher than i n 1966 

Age 
Education 
Income l e v e l 
Self-employment 
Race 
Income change during: 

Paat year 
Paat 4 years 
Past year and past 4 years 

During 
next year 

.24 

.12 

.04 

.05 

.02 

.23 

4 years 
from now 

Both next year 
and 4 years 
from now 

Beta c o e f f i c i e n t s 

.43 

.11 

.09 

.04 

.05 

. 16 

.29 

.13 

.02 

.04 

.01 

.20 

Relation of age and of past income 
change to o p t i m i s t i c expectations 

41 50 31 

Proportion expecting 
higher income during 
the Indicated period 

Age 
Under age 25 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
Age 65 or older 

Income change1* 
Large increase 
Small increase 
No change 
Small decrease 
Large decrease 
Income change one year 

and four years ago 
Continuous gain 
I n t e r m i t t e n t gain 
Reversal 
Stagnation 
Decline 

Unadjusted and adjusted pcrcents 

62 
55 
19 
35 
47 

53 
50 
27 
36 
46 

73 
51 
20 

59 
51 
37 

Unadj. Adj. Unadj. Adj. Unadj. Adj. 

65 56 83 79 56 48 
62 55 78 73 54 48 
52 48 70 66 43 40 
44 44 53 52 36 31 
30 34 33 35 16 19 
11 22 9 17 3 13 

48 
22 
34 
3 
16 

41 
25 
30 
17 
23 

21.1 percent 33.2 percent 22.5 percent 

Less than .005 
'Adjusted f o r age, income l e v e l , and income change. 
Optimistic income expectations during next year ( f i r s t set of two columns} 
rel a t e d to Income change during past year; o p t i m i s t i c expectations four years 
from now (second set of two columns) related to Income change during past 
four years; o p t i m i s t i c expectations both next year and four years from now 
( l a s t set of two columns) re l a t e d to income changes both during past year and 
past four years. 



TABLE 8-3 

RELATION OF DIFFERENT KINDS OF DISCRETIONARY BEHAVIOR TO INCOME TREND, INCOME, AND AGE 

(BeCa c o e f f i c i e n t s 0 from m u l t i v a r i a t e s t u d i e s ) 

Intend to buy i n 1967; C 

P r e d i c t o r 
Purchased durables 

i n 1966 b 

I n c u r r e d i n s t a l l m e n t 
debt i n 1966 

Any 
durables 

Two or more 
durables 

New 
automobiles 

Income l e v e l .29 .08 .25 .21 .20 
Age .14 .33 .16 .11 .07 
1 year and 4 y e a r s ago .05 .06 .07 .04 .04 
1 year ago, 1 year hence .04 .08 . 11 .09 .05 
1 year and 4 y e a r s hence .03 .06 . 12 .09 .09 
4 y e a r s ago, 4 y e a r s hence .06 .05 .11 . 10 .11 
Better/worse o f f a year 

"go, a year hence .06 .07 .15 .12 .10 
2 

Average R 13.4 14.6 14.5 8.2 5.0 perc< 

a S q u a r e root of p a r t i a l r e g r e s s i o n c o e f f i c i e n t ( beta s q u a r e ) . 
^Proportion of f a m i l i e s who bought a house f o r owner-occupancy, or an automobile, or spent a t l e a s t $100 on household 
a p p l i a n c e s or on a d d i t i o n s and r e p a i r s to houses. Buyers of two or more items are counted once. 

c P r o p o r t t o n of f a m i l i e s who i n February 1967 s a i d that they w i l l or probably w i l l buy a house for owner-occupancy, or a 
new or a used automobile, a large household a p p l i a n c e , or that they w i l l spend at l e a s t $100 on a d d i t i o n s or r e p a i r s to 
homes during the next 12 months. New automobiles are Included under d u r a b l e s ; they a r e a l s o shown s e p a r a t e l y . 



TABLE 8-4 (Sheet 1 of 2) g 

ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED FREQUENCIES FOR FIVE KINDS OF DISCRETIONARY BEHAVIOR AND FIVE INCOME TRENDS 
( I n percent) 

Purchased I n c u r r e d 
d u r a b l es i n s t a l l m e n t debt Intend to buy: New c a r 

1 or more 2 or more 
O v e r a l l frequency 66 37 44 14 7 

P r e d i c t o r unadj. a d j . unadj. a d j . unadj, a d j . unadj. a d j . unadj . a d j . 

1 year and 4 years ago 

Continuous gain 75 67 46 40 55 47 20 16 9 7 

I n t e r m i t t e n t gain 65 66 34 36 42 43 13 14 6 7 

R e v e r s a l 46 61 17 33 21 36 5 12 2 5 

Stagnation 59 68 26 33 36 45 7 12 4 6 

D e c l i n e 68 66 43 39 47 45 15 14 9 9 

1 year ago, 1 year hence 

Continuous gain 75 67 50 42 60 51 23 19 11 9 

I n t e r m i t t e n t gain 78 67 38 37 44 43 14 13 7 7 

R e v e r s a l 53 64 22 33 27 37 7 12 4 6 

Stagnation 62 67 26 30 38 42 10 12 6 7 

Decl i n e 67 63 47 39 52 47 15 13 7 6 

an 

it 
O 

o o s 
I 
S3 

I 



TABLE 8-4 (Sheet 2 o f 2) 

ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED FREQUENCIES FOR FIVE KINDS OF DISCRETIONARY BEHAVIOR AND F I V E INCOME TRENDS 
( I n p e r c e n t ) 

Purchased 
durables 

I n c u r r e d 
i n s t a l l m e n t debt Intend to buy: New ca r 

1 or more 2 or more 

P r e d i c t o r unadj. a d j . unadj. a d j . unadj . a d j . unadj, a d j . unadj a d j . 

1 year and 4 years hence 
Continuous gain 73 65 51 40 59 51 22 18 11 10 

I n t e r m i t t e n t gain 73 69 42 38 49 46 17 19 8 8 
R e v e r s a l 53 67 18 33 24 36 5 10 4 7 

Stagnation 63 66 24 34 37 41 11 13 6 6 
D e c l i n e 71 64 44 38 53 47 14 12 6 4 

4 years ago, 4 y e a r s hence 

Continuous gain 75 65 48 39 57 48 22 10 11 9 
I n t e r m i t t e n t gain 67 69 35 38 38 40 12 12 7 7 
R e v e r s a l 47 64 16 33 22 37 3 10 2 5 
Stagnation 60 73 18 33 36 39 8 14 6 8 

D e c l i n e 65 64 39 39 47 48 11 12 5 5 

B e t t e r o f f - worse o f f a 
year ago and a year hence 

Continuous gain 78 69 52 43 64 55 26 21 14 12 

I n t e r m i t t e n t gain 73 69 41 37 53 50 17 16 8 7 

R e v e r s a l 57 62 26 34 32 38 8 U 5 6 

Stagnation 60 66 29 34 34 40 8 U 4 6 
Decl i n e 68 66 48 40 46 43 15 14 4 4 

o o 
I 
3 
to 
§ 
Co 
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TABLE 8-5 

RELATION OF FINANCIAL TRENDS TO CAR TURNOVER 3 

( P e r c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n o f f a m i l i e s owning c a r s ) 

B e t t e r o f f - worse o f f a y e a r ago and a y e a r hence 

C o n t i n - I n t e r -
A l l uous m i t t e n t S t a g -

f a m i l i e s g a i n g a i n R e v e r s a l n a t i o n D e c l i n e 

W i l l buy a c a r I n next 
3 y e a r s and: 

t u r n o v e r 1-2 y e a r s 19 29 19 21 15 10 

t u r n o v e r 3 y e a r s 14 17 16 14 15 9 
t u r n o v e r l o n g e r than 

3 y e a r s 38 39 40 38 35 39 

W i l l not buy a c a r i n 
n e x t 3 y e a r s 29 15 25 27 35 41 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Number o f c a s e s 2, ,031 562 562 164 482 251 

Turnov e r : y e a r s between l a s t p u r c h a s e and n e x t Intended p u r c h a s e . 

' F a m i l i e s not owning c a r s a s w e l l a s those f a m i l i e s whose c a r p u r c h a s e p l a n s 
were n o t a s c e r t a i n e d , o r who s a i d they "might" buy a c a r were e x c l u d e d . 
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TABLE 8-6 

ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED FREQUENCIES FOR SHORT CAR TURNOVER RATES* 

( I n p e r c e n t ) 

O v e r a l l frequency: 33 p e r c e n t 

P r e d i c t o r s 
Unadjusted A d j u s t e d Beta 
f r e q u e n c i e s f r e q u e n c i e s c o e f f i c i e n t 

Annual f a m i l y income 

L e s s than $3,000 

$3,000-4,999 

$5,000-7,499 

$7,500-9,999 

$10,000-14,999 

$15,000 o r more 

Age o f f a m i l y head 
Under age 25 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 

Age 65 or o l d e r 

B e t t e r o f f - worse o f f a 
y e a r ago and a y e a r hence 
Continuous g a i n 

I n t e r m i t t e n t g a i n 

R e v e r s a l 

S t a g n a t i o n 

D e c l i n e 

Not a s c e r t a i n e d 

19 

23 

29 

34 

37 

55 

57 

34 

38 

39 

24 

13 

45 
35 
35 
29 
19 

25 

25 

28 

32 

36 

55 

59 

34 

35 

37 

24 

19 

39 
33 
33 
34 
25 

.18 

.20 

,10 

P r o p o r t i o n 
o f sample 

9 

13 

22 

22 

23 

11 

7 
21 
22 
21 
15 
14 

23 

24 

7 

24 

12 

10 

S h o r t c a r t u r n o v e r r a t e (1 to 3 y e a r s ) i n c l u d e s the f i r s t two rows on T a b l e 
8-5. I n t h i s t a b l e a g a i n o n l y car-owning f a m i l i e s w i t h d e f i n i t e c a r p u r c h a s e 
p l a n a were i n c l u d e d . 



9 
EXPRESSED INTENTIONS TO BUY 
AND THEIR RELATION 
TO PAST PURCHASES 

A primary purpose of survey questions about intentions 
or plans to buy one-family houses, automobiles, and various large 
appliances is to provide indications of future trends in the demand 
for these goods. 1 In this chapter expressed intentions will be 

AThe directors of the Survey Research Center introduced in 1945 sur­
vey questions on intentions to buy and have continued to ask them since that 
time. The predictive value of such questions is derived from a comparison 
of the frequency of expressed intentions at a given time with their frequency 
at earlier times. Such use of intentions questions will be made again in Part 
Three of this monograph, where, however, the major emphasis is placed on 
changes in attitudes and expectations (Index of Consumer Sentiment). The 
latter appear to represent an earlier intercept of the process of decision­
making than buying plans and have proved over the entire postwar period to 
have greater predictive value than the former. It should also be noted that 
seasonal fluctuations appear to play a greater role in intentions than in atti­
tudes or expectations. Finally, larger samples are needed to obtain reliable 
data on changes in intentions than in attitudes; the former are expressed by a 
much smaller proportion of the sample than the latter. (During the second 
postwar decade the U. S. Bureau of the Census has taken up the task of col­
lecting intentions to buy data from large samples.) On the other hand, the 
attitudinal questions study exclusively changes in certain demand factors and 
neglect changes in supply and its composition; people's notions about the at­
tractiveness ofthe supply of specific goods are probably reflectedin answers 
to intentions questions. 

The relation of intentions to buy to purchases has usually been studied 
by correlating intentions to later purchases and thus analyzing the fulfillment 
of intentions (see, for instance, Chapter 8 of the monograph 1962 Survey of 
Consumer Fimznces). In this chapter, intentions will be related to past 
purchases. 

175 
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analyzed in a different manner. The structure of intentions will be 
studied so as to reveal (a) their relation to income and major demo­
graphic as well as attitudinal variables, (b) their relation to recent 
past purchases, and (c) the interrelation among intentions -to pur­
chase different goods. 

Relations to income, age, race, etc., can of course be studied 
not only for intentions but also for actual purchases. (This is done 
in various chapters of Part One of this monograph.) Although such 
an analysis for intentions to buy is less complete than for pur­
chases, it has an advantage: an analysis of the structure of buying 
intentions contributes to an understanding of discretionary expendi­
tures. Actual purchases, even of very large items, are sometimes 
not discretionary. Some purchases, in contrast to intentions, result 
from urgent needs arising from changed circumstances which were 
not anticipated several months earl ier . Examples: a person may 
buy a house because he is unexpectedly transferred to a different 
area; a car may become unsatisfactory or may require unforeseen 
major repairs so that a new car is bought. Intentions are influenced 
by anticipated needs and ability to buy, as well as by changes in 
willingness to buy which reflect opinions and feelings about the ad­
visability of satisfying or not satisfying postponable wants. 

The Structure of Expressed Intentions to Buy 

The overall data both on the frequency of purchases (in 1966) 
and on intentions to buy (during 1967), as collected from the same 
respondents in the same survey conducted early in 1967, are pre­
sented in Table 9-1. Although changes in willingness to buy from 
early 1966 to early 1967 influence the relation between the two sets 
of data, the major difference shown, namely, that purchases are 
more frequent than intentions, prevails at practically a l l times and 
must be explained by different considerations. 

It should be noted that the difference between the frequency of 
purchases and intentions is somewhat exaggerated in Table 9-1. 
Intentions to buy household durables and to undertake additions and 
repairs of homes at an expense of less than $100 are excluded from 
the intentions data in order to focus attention on major discretionary 
decisions. This difference is not crucial as shown by the compari­
son of car purchases with all car-buying intentions. Purchases of 
houses in 1966 were not higher than intentions to buy houses in 1967 
because house buying was greatly depressed in 1966. 

The comparison of purchases and intentions is complicated by 
the fact that a fair number of families (10 percent of all) speak of 
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possible purchases (by saying that they might buy i i . . .) rather than 
of definite intentions to buy. This group is shown separately in the 
lower part of Table 9-1. It is included in the last column of the 
upper part under an arbitrary assumption (tentative buying inten­
tions are given half the weight of definite intentions). These tenta­
tive plans are excluded from the analysis in this chapter. 

Table 9-1 indicates that the difference in the frequency of 
purchasing just one of the four major items in one year and in the 
frequency of planning to purchase just one of the four major items 
the next year is small . But many more families buy two or more 
items in a year than anticipate buying two or more items the next 
year. Plans are often focused around the most desired purchase; 
yet after the completion of that purchase, new wants frequently be­
come salient and are gratified in the same calendar year. 

The proportion of families who intend to buy two or more kinds 
of durable goods is shown for various pairs of goods in Table 9-2. 
The upper part of the table indicates that about one-half of those 
who plan to buy a car, a household durable, or to make additions or 
repairs plan to make just one major expenditure. The frequency of 
multiple intentions, though lower than the frequency of multiple pur­
chases, exceeds the probability of such intentions as calculated on 
the basis of an assumption of independence. Among the various 
combinations, houses and household durables, as well as additions 
or repairs and household durables, are particularly frequent. 

Among which kind of families are buying intentions frequent 
and among which kind of families are they infrequent? This ques­
tion will be studied by considering intentions to buy any of the four 
items, rather than for each item separately. Altogether, 44 percent 
of a l l families expressed a buying intention early in 1967, and 14 
percent expressed an intention to buy two or more kinds of goods. 
These two proportions are shown in Table 9-3 for various demo­
graphic as well as income groups. 

Intentions to buy durables are highly correlated with age. 
They are most frequent among families with a head under age 35 
and least frequent among families with a head over age 55. The 
higher the income, the more frequent are intentions. That education 
makes a difference is indicated primarily in the low frequency of 
intentions among those with less than a high school education (whose 
income, on the average, is low). The differences by race are re la­
tively smal l and are probably due to income differences. Similarly, 
differences among occupational groups must be due primarily to 
other differences: Retired people who are older and laborers who 
have low income plan least frequently to buy durables. 

The correlation of intentions to buy with income reflects the 
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influence of ability to buy, and the correlation of intentions with age 
reflects the influence of urgency of needs. Especially household 
durables are used over many years and are therefore purchased 
more frequently by younger families who equip their houses with 
various appliances than by older families who replace articles pur­
chased earl ier . It remains to be shown that income and demographic 
factors are not the only ones that make for greater or l esser f r e ­
quency of intentions. The relation of intentions to personal financial 
trends (satisfaction with past changes and optimistic expectations 
regarding future changes) has been presented in Chapter 8, both on 
an unadjusted and an adjusted basis (Table 8-4). The unadjusted 
data are repeated in Table 9-4, which indicates the relation of in­
tentions to other relevant attitudes as well. 

Among families who expect business conditions to be good 
during the next 12 months 50 percent intend to buy as against 36-42 
percent among those who are doubtful about economic prospects. 
The relation between 5-year business expectations and intentions to 
buy is likewise in the expected direction, but is less pronounced. In 
addition to an evaluation of personal financial trends and prospects 
and of 1-year or 5-year business expectations, the Survey Research 
Center's Index of Consumer Sentiment is composed of answers to a 
question in which respondents are asked whether in their opinion 
"this is a good or a bad time to buy durables." The replies to this 
question correlate quite strongly with expressed buying intentions: 
Among those who say that times are good 50 percent, and among 
those who say that times are bad 40 percent express intentions to 
buy. 

Multiple intentions correlate with demographic factors as well 
as with attitudes to a greater extent than single intentions. The dif­
ferences between the various subgroups are consistently larger 
when those who intend to buy two or more items are considered, 
rather than those who express any intentions. 

Relation of Intentions to Buy to Past Purchases 

In thinking about the probable relation of expressed intentions 
to buy during the next 12 months to purchases during the preceding 
12 months, two hypotheses come to mind, one postulating a negative 
and the other a positive relation. F ir s t : After having bought a car, 
say, in 1966, the probability of buying a car in 1967 should be smal l . 
Therefore, in general, the proportion of intenders should be higher 
among the nonbuyers than among the buyers. Second: A s imi lar 
situation prevails in two consecutive years; younger families with 
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relatively high income and an upward income trend should continue 
to buy durables in two consecutive years, while older, lower-income 
families without an upward income trend should continue not to buy. 
Which of the two tendencies would prove stronger can hardly be pre­
dicted a priori. 

We shall study the relation between past and intended pur­
chases f irs t by considering together a l l four types of durables. 
Among those who did not buy durable goods in 1966, 32 percent 
planned to buy some in 1967, while among those who bought some in 
1966, 45 to 62 percent planned to buy. Table 9-5 also shows that 44 
percent of al l families expressed a definite intention to buy; thereof 
11 percent were expressed by families who did not buy any durables 
in the preceding year, 16.5 percent by families who bought one type, 
and 16.5 percent by families who bought two types of durables. Thus 
the great majority of intenders consist of past buyers. 

Looking next at purchases and intentions to buy individual 
goods, a somewhat different relationship emerges. Altogether 21 
percent of families intended to buy a car; not fewer than 14 percent 
of these intentions come from those who did not buy a car during the 
preceding year and only 7 percent from^those who did buy (Part A of 
Table 9-6). The proportion of intenders in the three groups—those 
who did not buy, those who bought a new car, and those who bought a 
used car—is fairly s imi lar . 

Regarding plans to buy houses, there is, as expected, no repeat 
behavior at all , while regarding household durables it is fairly f re ­
quent. Here again, hardly any respondent reports both having bought 
a television set and planning to buy a television set (or a refr igera­
tor, etc.), but having purchased one kind of appliance makes it more 
probable that the family will buy another kind of appliance in the 
next year. Altogether 24 percent of families expressed a definite 
intention to buy household durables early in 1967; 10 percent of 
these came from those who did not buy and 14 percent from those 
who did buy (Part B of Table 9-6). Similarly, additions or repairs 
to homes show repetitiveness. Of the 23 percent of intenders, 9 
percent did not and 14 percent did make additions or repairs in the 
preceding year (Part C of Table 9-6). The proportion of intenders 
is the highest among families who spent sizable amounts on addi­
tions or repairs . 

C a r owners have purchase plans more frequently than non-
owners. Among the nonowners only 7 percent, among the owners of 
one car 15 percent, and among the owners of two or more cars 19 
percent expressed a definite intention to buy a car early in 1967. 

Next we raise the question regarding the effect of installment 
debt on buying intentions. It may be argued that debt outstanding 



180 1967 SURVEY OF CONSUMER FINANCES 

due to recent past purchases should hinder prospective purchases. 
Therefore one would expect that among families with no installment 
debt, the frequency of intentions to buy would be larger than among 
families who owe installment debt, and especially substantial in­
stallment debt. This argument, however, is not valid when having 
or not having debt at the time when intentions to buy are determined 
is compared with 12-month buying plans. At any given time a sub­
stantial proportion of debtors is expected to become debt-free with­
in the next 12 months. Detailed studies indicate that people do buy 
durables at the time they become debt-free or shortly thereafter. 
When repayment on past purchases is completed, many people 
promptly gratify other needs. 2 Furthermore, incurring debt is 
again a function of age (younger families with children do so most 
frequently), of income, and of optimistic income expectations. 
Among those without debt older people and families with low in­
comes are common and they are not expected to express buying in­
tentions frequently. In sum, it is again not possible to predict which 
of the two groups, those with or those without installment debt, 
would express a larger number of buying intentions. 

Tables 9-7 and 9-8 present the findings obtained early in 1967. 
Outstanding installment debt, expressed in dollars as well as in 
percent of income, is related in the f irst table to all buying inten­
tions and in the second table separately to intentions to buy cars and 
household durables. It appears that the proportion expressing in­
tentions to buy is much higher among those with debt than among 
those without debt. In other words, the factors making for a con­
tinuation of durable goods purchases outweigh the adverse factors. 
When, however, the debtors are separated among those with re la­
tively smal l and relatively large debt, the effectiveness of adverse 
factors becomes apparent. The findings are clearest when inten­
tions to buy individual durables, or when intentions to buy two or 
more durables are related to the proportion of income used for r e ­
paying debt. Among those with debt payments amounting to 1-4 per­
cent of income, 23 percent plan to buy two or more durables, while 
among those whose debt payments exceed 20 percent of income only 
11 percent express such plans. 

See George Katona, Eva Mueller, Consigner Response to Income In­
creases, Brookings Institution, Washington, D . C , 1968. 
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Planned Expenditures and Long-Term Car Buying Intentions 

In addition to asking whether respondents intended to make 
certain large expenditures, each January-February survey also 
asks those who do have such intentions how much they expect to 
spend on each item. Table 9-9 shows the distribution of these an­
swers in the past 3 years regarding new and used cars, a l l house­
hold durables, and additions and repairs, as well as the median 
amounts to be spent. Planned expenditures on new cars has risen 
slowly over the past 3 years; those for used cars, household dura­
bles, and additions and repairs rose significantly in 1966 and then 
decreased slightly in 1967. In three recent surveys, intentions to 
buy cars over a longer time than 12 months were also studied. 
Those who said they did not intend to buy a car in the next year 
were asked, "How long do you think it will be before you buy a c a r ? " 
The results are shown in Table 9-10. 3 From 1966 to 1967 a definite 
trend is apparent in plans to buy a car in a second, third, or. fourth 
year. In November 1967 slightly fewer people than at earl ier dates 
said that they would never buy a car. Table 9-11 shows the dis­
tribution of short-run as well as long-run car-buying intentions in 
February 1967, separately for car ownership groups and income 
groups. As expected, late-model and multiple car owners, and high-
income families, are more likely to intend to buy in the near future, 
and much less likely to say that they will "never" buy a car or will 
buy only when it is necessary. 

Some of the findings on long-term car-buying intentions were used in 
the analysis presented in Chapter 8. 
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TABLE 9-1 

PURCHASES AND INTENTIONS 

I n t e n t i o n s to p u r c h a s e i n 1967 
Pu r c h a s e s F a i r l y fl D e f i n i t e and one-
i n 1966 d e f i n i t e h a l f o f "might buy" 

C a r s 28 14 17 

Household d u r a b l e s 48 23 28 

A d d i t i o n s and r e p a i r s 41 19 30 

Houses 4 4 7 

One item 36.0 30.2 

Two items 23.6 11.5 

Three items 6.4 2.0 

Four items 0.5 0.1 

"Might" buy one o r more 9.8 

None 33.5 46.4 

T o t a l 100.0 100.0 

Number o f c a s e s : 3,165 

Say t h a t they w i l l o r p r o b a b l y w i l l buy c a r s and o n e - f a m i l y houses, house­
h o l d d u r a b l e s , and make a d d i t i o n s o r r e p a i r s to houses ( p r o v i d e d the planned 
e x p e n d i t u r e f o r household d u r a b l e s o r a d d i t i o n s and r e p a i r s exceeds $ 1 0 0 ) . 
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TABLE 9-2 

COMBINATIONS OF PURCHASE INTENTIONS 

( P e r c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n o f a l l f a m i l i e s ) 

I n t e n d to buy Alone 
P l u s one 
o t h e r 

P l u s two 
o t h e r s 

P l u s t h r e e 
o t h e r s T o t a l 

C a r s 6.7 5.3 1.8 0.1 13.9 

Household d u r a b l e s 11.2 9.2 2.0 0.1 22.5 

A d d i t i o n s and r e p a i r s 10.9 6.8 1.5 0.1 19.3 

Houses 1.4 1.7 0.7 0.1 3.9 

Combinations o f purchase p l a n s 

C a r s and household d u r a b l e s 5.0 

C a r s and a d d i t i o n s and r e p a i r s 3.4 

C a r s and h o u s e s 0.8 

Household d u r a b l e s and a d d i t i o n s 

and r e p a i r s 6.3 

Household d u r a b l e s and houses 2.2 

A d d i t i o n s and r e p a i r s and houses 0.4 
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TABLE 9-3 
INTENTIONS TO PURCHASE IN DIFFERENT POPULATION GROUPS 

(Percentage of v a r i o u s f a m i l y groups) 

Age of f a m i l y head 
Under Age 65 A l l 

age 25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 or o l d e r f a m i l i e s I ntend to buy a t l e a s t • 
one item 57 59 52 50 34 21 44 

Intend to buy two or 
more items 18 22 19 14 8 4 14 

Annual fa m i l y income 
Le s s than $3,000- $5,000- $7,500- $10,000 
$3,000 4,999 -7,499 9,999 or more 

Intend to buy a t l e a s t 
one i t e m 19 31 46 52 62 

Intend to buy two or 
more items 2 6 13 17 25 

Education of f a m i l y head 
0-8 High High school p l u s c o l l e g e C o l l e g e 

grades s c h o o l or noncollege t r a i n i n g degree 
Intend to buy a t l e a s t 

one Item 27 46 58 52 
Intend to buy two o r 

more items 6 14 21 18 

Race 
Whi te Negro 

Intend to buy a t l e a s t 
one i t e m 45 37 

Intend to buy two or 
more items 14 9 

Occupation of f a m i l y head 
S e l f -

P r o f e s s i o n a l s Managers employed C l e r i c a l Craftsmen 
Intend to buy a t l e a s t 

one item 57 63 50 58 53 
Intend to buy two or 

more items 24 25 15 17 18 

O p e r a t i v e s Laborers Farmers R e t i r e d Misee 1laneous 

Intend to buy a t l e a s t 
one item 48 36 43 20 38 

Intend to buy two or 
more items 16 8 12 3 9 
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TABLE 9-4 

RELATION OF INTENTIONS TO BUY TO ATTITUDES 
(Percentage of v a r i o u s f a m i l y groups) 

PART A B e t t e r or worse f i n a n c i a l p o s i t i o n , past and f u t u r e 
Continuous I n t e r m i t t e n t 

gain gain R e v e r s a l Stagnation D e c l i n e 

Intend to buy a t l e a s t 
one item 64 53 46 32 34 

Intend to buy two or 
more items 26 17 15 

PART B Twelve-month b u s i n e s s conditions expected 
Good Good, q u a l i f i e d Pro-con Bad 

Intend to buy a t l e a s t 
one Item 50 46 36 42 

Intend to buy two or 
more Items 16 15 12 13 

PART C F i v e - y e a r b u s i n e s s c o n d i t i o n s expected 
Good, Bad, 

Good q u a l i f i e d Pro-con q u a l i f i e d Bad Depends 

Intend to buy a t l e a s t 
one item 49 50 45 46 42 42 

Intend to buy two or 
more items 17 15 17 16 11 9 

PART D E v a l u a t i o n of buying c o n d i t i o n s f or large household gooda 
G o o d P r o - c o n U n c e r t a i n B a d 

Intend to buy a t l e a s t 
one item 50 46 32 40 

Intend to buy two or 
more items 17 12 10 11 
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TABLE 9-5 

RELATION OF INTENTIONS TO BUY TO PURCHASES DURING PREVIOUS YEAR 

( P e r c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n o f a l l f a m i l i e s ) 

1966 Purchase i n d e x 3 

F a m i l i e s who bought 

1967 I n t e n t i o n s i n d e x Nothing 
One 
k i n d 

Two 
k i n d s 

Three o r 
four k i n d s 

A l 
f a r a i l 

I n t e n d to buy 

Nothing 20 16 8 2 46 

"Might" buy 3 4 3 1 10 

One k i n d 8 12 8 3 30 

Two k i n d s 3 4 4 1 12 

Three o r four k i n d s * 1 1 * 2 
b 

T o t a l s 34 36 24 7 100 

P r o p o r t i o n i n each group 
w i t h d e f i n i t e buying i n t e n t i o n s 

32 45 54 62 44 

L e s s than 0.5 p e r c e n t . 

P u r c h a s e s of and i n t e n t i o n s to buy houses, a u t o m o b i l e s , household d u r a b l e s , 
and a d d i t i o n s or r e p a i r s . 

D e t a i l s may not add to t o t a l s due to r o u n d i n g . 
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TABLE 9-6 

RELATION OF INTENTIONS TO BUY S P E C I F I C GOODS TO PURCHASES DURING PAST YEAR 

( P e r c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n o f f a m i l i e s ) 

PART A Automobiles purchased i n 1966 
No c a r New c a r Used c a r A l l f a m i l i e s 

W i l l not buy a c a r 55 10 14 79 

W i l l o r might buy 

New c a r 
Used c a r 
Not a s c e r t a i n e d which 

8 
5 
1 

2 
1 
* 

1 
2 
1 

11 
8 
2 

T o t a l s 69 13 18 100 

PART B Large household goods purchased i n 1966 A l l 
None $1-99 $100-499 $500 o r more f a m i l i e s 

W i l l not buy household 
goods i n 1967 40 3 18 10 71 

Might buy 2 * 2 1 4 

W i l l ( p r o b a b l y ) buy 10 1 8 4 24 

T o t a l s 52 5 28 15 100 

PART C A d d i t i o n s and r e p a i r s made i n 1966 A l l 
None $1-99 $100-499 $500 or more f a m i l i e s 

W i l l not make a d d i t i o n s 
or r e p a i r s i n 1967 47 7 10 6 70 

Might make a d d i t i o n s 
or r e p a i r s 4 1 2 1 7 

W i l l or p r o b a b l y w i l l 9 3 6 5 23 

T o t a l s 3 60 11 17 12 100 

* 
L e s s than 0.5 p e r c e n t , 

a D e t a i l s may not add to t o t a l s due to rounding. 
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TABLE 9-7 

RELATION OF INSTALLMENT DEBT TO INTENTIONS TO BUY DURABLE GOODS11 

( P e r c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n o f a l l f a m i l i e s ) 

I n t e n t i o n s to buy i n 1967 

D e f i n i t e i n t e n t i o n s f o r 

None Might buy 

One 
d u r a b l e 
good 

Two o r more 
d u r a b l e 
goods 

A l l f a m i l i e s 46 10 30 14 

I n s t a l l m e n t debt o u t s t a n d i n g , 
e a r l y 1967 

F a m i l i e s w i t h no debt 53 9 27 11 

F a m i l i e s w i t h debt 39 10 34 17 

L e s s than $200 46 11 26 17 

$200-499 38 9 38 15 

$500-999 41 11 31 17 

$1,000-1,999 36 11 36 17 

$2,000 o r more 34 9 38 19 

R a t i o of a n n u a l i n s t a l l m e n t debt 
payments to income, e a r l y 1967 

1 to 4 p e r c e n t 35 11 31 23 

5 to 9 p e r c e n t 35 11 34 20 

10 to 19 p e r c e n t 39 10 36 15 

20 p e r c e n t o r more 46 10 33 11 

I n t e n t i o n s to buy houses, c a r s , household d u r a b l e s ( o v e r $ 1 0 0 ) , and a d d i t i o n s 
or r e p a i r s ( o v e r $ 1 0 0 ) . 
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TABLE 9-8 

RELATION OF INSTALLMENT DEBT TO INTENTIONS TO BUY CARS AND HOUSEHOLD DURABLES 

( P e r c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n o f a l l f a m i l i e s ) 

I n t e n t i o n s to buy i n 1967 3 

C a r Household d u r a b l e s 

A l l f a m i l i e s 18 26 

I n s t a l l m e n t debt o u t s t a n d i n g , 
e a r l y 1967 

F a m i l i e s w i t h no debt 15 21 

F a m i l i e s w i t h debt 21 32 

L e s s than 5200 23 26 

?200-499 26 34 

$500-999 22 29 

$1,000-1,999 17 34 

$2,000 o r more 16 35 

R a t i o o f a n n u a l i n s t a l l m e n t debt 
payments to income 

1 to 4 p e r c e n t 28 36 

5 to 9 p e r c e n t 25 32 

10 to 19 p e r c e n t 17 31 

20 p e r c e n t o r more 16 14 

a I n c l u d e s a l l f a m i l i e s who s a y they w i l l or probably w i l l and o n e - h a l f o f 
those who might buy i n the n e x t 12 months. 
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TABLE 9-9 

PLANNED EXPENDITURE ON INTENDED PURCHASES 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of f a m i l i e s i n t e n d i n g to buy)' 

PART A New and used c a r s 
New Used 

Expected p r i c e 
1965 1966 1967 1965 1966 1967 

Less than $500 * * * 32 23 25 
$500-999 * 1 * 19 20 29 
$1,000-1,499 1 1 1 17 17 16 
$1,500-1,999 3 5 3 9 9 10 
$2,000-2,499 20 11 11 5 7 7 
$2,500-2,999 17 17 22 1 2 2 
$3,000-3,999 32 40 39 3 3 1 
$4,000 or more 15 14 15 1 1 1 
Not a s c e r t a i n e d ; 

don't know amount 12 11 9 13 18 9 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Median amount $3,070 $3,220 $3,240 $810 $970 $860 

PART B Household d u r a b l e s and a d d i t i o n s and r e p a i r s 
Household d u r a b l e s A d d i t i o n s and r e p a i r s 
1965 1966 1967 1965 1966 1967 

Expected p r i c e 

$1-99 4 3 5 18 14 15 

$100-199 11 14 14 11 14 12 
$200-299 22 21 16 
$300-499 22 24 24 If [25 

$500-749 
$750-999 

15 
4 

21 
3 

16 
4 E L» 

$1,000 or more 7 7 11 21 25 21 
Not a s c e r t a i n e d ; 

don't know amount 15 7 10 7 4 10 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Median amount $350 $380 $370 $410 $450 $430 

Less than 0.5 pe r c e n t . 
^ 1 1 1 , probably w i l l , or might buy I n the next 12 months. 
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TABLE 9-10 

LONG-TERM CAR BUYING INTENTIONS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of a l l f a m i l i e s ) 

Annual family income 
A l l f a m i l i e s $10.000 or more 

Feb. 
1966 

Feb. 
1967 

Nov. 
1967 

Feb. 
1966 

Feb. 
1967 

Nov. 
1967 

W i l l or probably w i l l buy a 
ca r i n next 12 months 15 14 16 26 20 26 

Might buy i n next 12 months 7 7 5 9 10 6 

Expect to buy i n 1 to 2 y e a r s 

Expect to buy i n 2 to 3 y e a r s 
26 

7 

17 

6 

21 
32 

10 

24 

8 

24 

Expect t o buy i n 3 to 4 y e a r s 

Expect to buy 4 or more y e a r s 
from now 

19 
9 

10 

9 

10 

17 
11 

9 

11 

10 

W i l l n e v e r buy; only when 
n e c e s s a r y 21 22 19 7 6 4 

Don't know; not a s c e r t a i n e d 12 14 14 9 10 11 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Number o f c a s e s 2,419 3,165 1,329 625 953 337 

The q u e s t i o n s asked were: "Do you expect to buy a c a r during the next 12 
months o r so? Does anyone e l s e i n the family l i v i n g here expect to buy a 
ca r d u r i n g the next 12 months? ( I f no) How long do you think i t w i l l be 
before you buy a c a r 7 " 



TABLE 9-11 S 

CAR BUYING INTENTIONS—WITHIN CAR OWNERSHIP AND INCOME GROUPS, EARLY 1967 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of a l l f a m i l i e s ) 

Within next 12 months 
W i l l buy May buy 

With Without With Without 

Between 
1 and 

3 
3 or 
more 

Never, 
buy 

when 
Not 

a s c e r t a i n e d : 
Number 

of 
t r a d e - i n t r a d e - i n t r a d e - i n t r a d e - i n y e a r s y e a r s n e c e s s a r y don't know T o t a l f a m i l i e s 

A l l f a m i l i e s 9 5 4 3 24 19 22 14 100 3,165 
Car ownership 

Owns no c a r * 7 * 4 4 5 62 18 100 587 
Owns one c a r 

Late model 8 8 3 4 1 32 33 8 11 100 552 
Not l a t e model 11 6 5 2 25 19 16 16 100 1,149 

Owns two or mote c a r s 

At l e a s t one^ 
l a t e model 16 2 9 3 34 23 2 11 100 458 

No l a t e model 15 4 7 3 34 19 4 14 100 419 

Annual family Income 
Le s s than $3,000 2 3 2 1 7 7 59 19 100 492 
$3,000-4,999 4 4 2 4 16 21 27 22 100 441 
$5,000-7,499 9 6 3 3 25 24 15 15 100 672 
$7,500-9,999 11 5 6 3 32 24 9 10 100 607 
$10,000-14,999 12 7 S 2 33 22 6 10 100 653 
$15,000 or more 20 5 7 2 37 14 6 9 100 300 

Less than 0.5 percent. 
3Model year s 1964 to 1967. 
Note: for comparable data obtained e a r l y i n 1966, see 1966 Survey o f Consumer F i n a n c e s . Table 4-19. 
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PART THREE 

THE OUTLOOK FOR 
CONSUMER DEMAND 



INTRODUCTION 

CHANGES in consumer motives, attitudes, and expecta­
tions are studied in quarterly surveys conducted by the Survey Re­
search Center. These studies provide indications about prospective 
trends in the demand for automobiles and other durable goods. They 
also contribute to an understanding of the factors which make dis ­
cretionary demand increase or decrease. Policy makers in business 
and government, and public opinion leaders in general, need to know 
not only what the prospects are but also which developments make 
for large or small changes in the one or the other direction. 

Immediately following each survey, detailed reports are sent 
to survey sponsors. A few weeks later, a brief release is issued to 
the press . During the following year, the detailed reports are pub­
lished in full in this series of monographs, unchanged except for 
matters of style and the omission of duplications. 

It is a central thesis of psychological economics that con­
sumers' discretionary demand is a joint function of willingness to 
buy and ability to buy. Measurements of changes in ability to buy 
are available from statistical data collected by government agencies 
on, for example, consumers' disposable income. The Center's 
quarterly surveys are concerned with the understanding and meas­
urement of changes in willingness to buy. 

In the course of its research over the last 20 years, the Center 
has pursued two basic questions with respect to willingness to buy. 
One question concerns the nature of the process by which consumers 
make decisions and is reflected in studies of the impact of different 
kinds of information on willingness to buy. The other question con­
cerns finding an appropriate combination of psychological variables 
to measure changes in willingness to buy for the purpose of predict­
ing changes in consumers' discretionary demand. The Center's 
Index of Consumer Sentiment was constructed in order to provide 
one summary figure from the findings of each quarterly survey. It 
should be emphasized, however, as will be clear to the reader of the 
next four chapters which detail the findings on willingness to buy 
from four quarterly surveys conducted during 1967, that the Index 

195 
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tells only part of the story. Changes in a variety of other attitudes 
not included in the Index add to an understanding of changes in con­
sumer behavior. 

E a r l i e r publications by the Survey Research Center indicate 
that at certain crucial points during the past significant shifts in 
willingness to buy occurred prior to major changes in durable goods 
s a l e s . 1 F o r example, the sharp increase in automobile sales in 
1955 was foreshadowed by a r ise in consumer sentiment as early as 
the f irst half of 1954, and the 1958 recession was indicated by a de­
cline in sentiment in the f irs t half of 1957 (at a time when incomes 
had not declined). The long upward trend in expenditures for dura­
bles from 1961 to early 1966 was matched by an increase in con­
sumer income and an improvement in attitudes. 

The Index of Consumer Sentiment reached its peak in August 
and November, 1965. It declined steadily during each quarter of 
1966, recovered about 60 percent of the 1966 decline during the f irst 
three quarters of 1967, and lost a sizable portion of that recovery 
during the last quarter of 1967. It may be useful to summarize the 
reasons for these substantial fluctuations in the extent of consumer 
optimism and confidence. 

In 1966, as early as at the beginning of the year, the aware­
ness of an increase in the cost of living aroused fears of further 
inflation and caused many people to feel worse off or to evaluate the 
general economic prospects less favorably than before. Information 
on higher interest rates, on a threatened tax increase, and uncer­
tainties about the war in Vietnam were other developments rein­
forcing the deterioration in consumer sentiment in 1966. On the 
positive side, consumers remained aware of favorable income 
trends. A recession in the consumer sector was avoided because 
the sharp deterioration in willingness to buy was partly compensated 
for by an improvement in ability to buy. 

The partial recovery of consumer sentiment in the f irst three 
quarters of 1967 could not be attributed to favorable news. Worries 
about inflation, high interest rates, and the prospect of a tax in­
crease remained. But people had become habituated to them: The 
worries, being no longer new, had lost much of their impact. Never­
theless, the absence of bad news did not suffice to sustain the re ­
covery. Good news was needed to revitalize consumer optimism 
and it was not forthcoming. In the summer of 1967 economic 

•••Correlations between the movements of the Index and expenditures on 
durables as well as indications of the predictive value of Survey Research 
Center data over the past 15 years were shown in the Introduction to Part 
Two of the monograph, 1966 Survey of Consumer Finances . 
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statisticians frequently argued that a boom was in the making in the 
consumer sector under the impact of great increases in government 
expenditures and consumer incomes. The high rate of consumer 
saving in the winter of 1966-67 was judged to be unusual and not 
sustainable. The quarterly surveys of the Center, indicating the 
tenuous nature of the recovery in sentiment, did not support these 
forecasts and evaluations. 

Now—early in 1968—it is possible to shed the light of hindsight 
on the findings obtained in the quarterly surveys of 1966 and 1967. 
The increase in GNP (gross national product in constant prices) was 
smaller in 1966 than in 1965 and was unusually small in 1967 (2-1/2 
percent), even though the second half of 1967 was better than the 
f irs t half. In evaluating the movements of the Index of Consumer 
Sentiment, reference should be made f irst of all to the fluctuations 
in the sales of new cars, the most important item of discretionary 
expenditures. As indicated by the registration figures for new 
passenger cars compiled by R. L . Polk and Company and reproduced 
in the Survey of Current Business, in the first quarter of 1966 (when 
the Index started to turn down) registrations exceeded those in the 
f irs t quarter of 1965 by more than 5 percent. In the following three 
quarters, however, the year-to-year changes were minus 9, minus 2 
and minus 6 percent. In the f irst quarter of 1967 registrations were 
17 percent lower than in the first quarter of 1966. (In the second 
quarter of 1967 they were slightly higher than in the second quarter 
of 1966; subsequent car sales were affectedby an automobile strike.) 

A steady and substantial growth in extensions of installment 
credit to consumers was interrupted in the winter of 1966-67. In the 
f irs t quarter of 1967—for the first time since 1961—the amount of 
installment debt repaid exceeded the amount of new credit extended. 
This change contributed to the widely noted fact that in the 6 months 
from October 1, 1966 to March 31, 1967 personal saving, as com­
puted by the Commerce Department, rose to the very high level of 
approximately 7 percent of disposable income. Yet substantially the 
same saving rate remained in effect in the second, third, and fourth 
quarters of 1967 when negative saving resulting from extensions of 
installment credit increased but positive saving in the form of addi­
tions to various kinds of savings deposits likewise increased. 

It appears therefore that the movements of the Index of Con­
sumer Sentiment correctly foreshadowed the decline in consumers* 
discretionary demand in the winter of 1966-67 as well as its rather 
limited improvement in certain periods of 1967. The prospects for 
1968, as discussed in Chapter 13, are influenced by the widespread 
uncertainty that prevailed among American consumers toward the 
end of 1967. 



IO 
THE OUTLOOK FOR CONSUMER 
DEMAND, FEBRUARY 1967 

T H E Survey Research Center conducted hour-long per­
sonal interviews with a nationwide cross-section of 3,165 families 
between January 6 and March 6, 1967. This chapter presents a 
report on that survey issued March 15, 1967. 

Highlights 

Consumer attitudes and expectations improved significantly 
during the 3 months prior to February 1967. After declining in each 
quarter of 1966, the Survey Research Center's Index of Consumer 
Sentiment had recovered some lost ground by the beginning of 1967. 
Chart I I I - l 1 shows the rapid decline from 102.6 in November 1965 
to 88.3 in November-December 1966, followed by an improvement 
to 92.2 in February 1967. 

The change in attitudes during the 15 months beginning with 
November 1965 maybe compared in Chart I I I - l with movements of 
the Index during two past recessions. The decline of the Index ter­
minated ear l ier and at a higher level in 1966-67 than in 1957-58. 

The turnaround in consumer sentiment was more pronounced 
among upper-income people than in the middle and lower-income 
brackets (Chart I II -2 ) . This was also true of the deterioration dur­
ing 1966. Upper-income people were highly responsive to both 
favorable and unfavorable developments during 1966 and early 1967. 

It i s noteworthy that the improvement in attitudes and expec­
tations from late 1966 to early 1967 was quite uniform. Every one 

1 Charts and tables having the prefix "III" (referred to frequently in 
Chapters 10, 11, 12, and 13) will be found following Chapter 13. 
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of ten sensitive questions regarding past and expected changes in 
the personal financial and the business situation showed a small 
improvement. (Five of these questions are included in the Index; 
all ten questions are discussed in this chapter.) The fact that the 
change in the replies to a variety of questions was consistent en­
hances the reliability of the conclusion that consumers viewed their 
own and the economy's situation in a more favorable manner in 
February 1967 than in November 1966. 

How did the change come about? Two major considerations 
emerge from a scrutiny of the survey findings: 

1. Bad news had become less salient, 
2. Satisfaction with favorable income trends continued un­

abated. 

During 1966 American consumers had learned of a variety of 
developments which created doubt and uncertainty. Sizable price 
increases were resented and led to postponement of some purchases; 
rising interest rates were thought to hamper business activity; an 
expected increase in income tax rates was seen as reducing pur­
chasing power; the influence of the war in Vietnam on domestic 
business was increasingly viewed in terms of inflation and higher 
taxes rather than of growing employment. But as 1966 gave way to 
1967 consumers did not hear of new adverse developments. Possibly 
the news even improved somewhat by February 1967 (lower interest 
rates, slower rate of price increases). Most pronouncedly, the ad­
verse developments had become familiar by then; habituation had 
set in and made the unfavorable news less salient and less threaten­
ing . 2 

Each quarterly report issued in 1966 emphasized that in addi­
tion to the bad news there was also a favorable development in that 
year. Income increases remained very frequent and substantial dur­
ing 1966. About one-half of the respondents in the February 1967 
survey reported that their 1966 income was higher than their 1965 
income. When asked to compare their 1966 income with that in 1962, 
not less than 63 percent said that their income had advanced. Satis­
faction with a favorable income trend gave rise to optimistic income 

The phenomenon of habituation to news, both bad and good, has been 
frequently observed during the past 20 years and is discussed extensively by 
George Katona in his book, The Mass Consumption Society, (McGraw-Hill, 
New York, 1964). Fresh news appears to influence consumer attitudes and 
consumer spending to a great extent; when the same good or bad news con­
tinues over prolonged periods, it loses some of its impact. 
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expectations. Just as- was the case a year earlier, most families 
could be divided into two almost equal groups: those who expected 
further income gains in 1967 and those who expected to make just 
as much in 1967 as in 1966. 

The Survey Research Center's report for the fourth quarter 
of 1966 concluded that "a further deterioration of consumer senti­
ment appears to be dependent on new bad news." Such news did not 
come, and income trends remained very satisfactory. The February 
1967 survey found that consumer sentiment had in fact improved. 
Yet it appeared that the absence of bad news might not suffice to 
sustain the improvement. Good news was needed to revitalize con­
sumer optimism. 

Index of Consumer Sentiment 

The Index rose from 88.3 to 92.2 during the 3 months from 
November 1966 to February 1967 (Table I I I - l ) . Since a change of 
1.3 points represents one standard error (as shown in Chapter 14), 
this increase is highly significant in the statistical sense. If one 
looks only at families with over $7,500income (representing 45 per­
cent of the sample) the increase during the 3 months was fully 6 
points. Yet both the Index for all families and for upper-income 
families remained substantially lower in February 1967 than it had 
been in the fall of 1965, or even in February 1966. Only a small 
part of the decline of 1966 was recovered. 

Each of the five questions included in the Index showed an im­
provement from November 1966 to February 1967, The improve­
ment was most pronounced regarding expectations about the personal 
financial situation during the next year and about the business out­
look during the next year. The gains were somewhat smaller re ­
garding the evaluation of recent past changes in the personal finan­
cial situation, the evaluation of present market conditions, and ex­
pectations about the business outlook during the next 5 years. Al l 
five components of the Index advanced to a greater extent among 
upper-income than among lower-income families. 

Income Trends and Income Expectations 

Information on income changes and income expectations is 
presented in two tables. The f irst three columns of Table ITI-2 
show data from three different surveys, conducted in February of 
1965, 1966, and 1967. In each survey, consumers were asked to 
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compare their income in the previous year with their income in the 
year before that. Income gains were less frequent from 1965 to 
1966 (48 percent) than from 1964 to 1965 (55 percent); this is hardly 
surprising because the growth in incomes from 1964 to 1965 was 
unusually large. The gains from 1965 to 1966 were as frequent as 
from 1963 to 1964. By any historical standard, the frequency of in­
come gains during 1966 must be viewed as high. Income declines 
were reported by only 16 percent of al l families in both February 
1967 and February 1966. 

E a r l y in 1967 respondents were also asked to compare the in­
come they expected to have in the year just begun with what they had 
made in 1966: 41 percent expected income gains and 46 percent un­
changed income. These findings hardly differed from those obtained 
a year earl ier . After several years of widespread income gains, 
expectations of further gains remained frequent. 

In Table HI-3 past and expected income changes are related 
to one another. The proportion of families who not only experienced 
past income gains but also expected future gains was 28 percent in 
February 1967 and 30 percent in February 1966. It appears that at 
both times an upward trend frequently generated optimistic expecta­
tions; in other words, levels of aspiration were raised with accom­
plishment. Younger people with relatively high incomes constitute 
a large proportion of this group having both past and expected in­
come gains, a group in which purchasers of durable goods are most 
frequent. Part C of this table shows that among families with in­
comes of $7,500 and over the proportion in this group was relatively 
large (38 percent). 

When respondents were asked to compare their 1966 income 
with what they had made 4 years earl ier and with what they expected 
to receive 4 years hence, the data (presented in Chapter 8) indicate 
how widespread were both progress and optimism about income in 
February 1967. Not less than 63 percent of al l families reported an 
increase over the past 4 years, and about two-thirds of such people 
expected to realize further gains over the next 4 years. 

Attitudes toward Personal Financial Situation and Inflation 

To be sure, income gains are not identical with an improved 
personal financial situation. The surveys during 1966 indicated that 
practically a l l people were aware of inflation (Table m-6). Most 
people considered inflation an unfavorable development which de­
prived them of the full enjoyment of their rising income. (Relatively 
few people believe that it is because of inflation that their income 
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goes up.) Therefore the opinion, "We are better off than a year 
ago," was much less common than the report, "Our income is higher 
than a year ago"; in February 1967 it was 34 as against 48 percent. 

Answers to the questions about changes in the personal finan­
cial situation are presented in Table I I I -4 . The improvement be­
tween the findings in November 1966 and February 1967 consists of 
a decline in the proportion saying that they were worse off than a 
year earl ier . 

When expectations about changes in the financial situation are 
scrutinized (Table I E - 5 ) a somewhat more pronounced improvement 
is found. Expectations of being worse off a year hence as well as 
uncertainty about future personal financial progress, both of which 
had become more frequent in 1966, declined somewhat in February 
1967. 

In August and November 1966, people's explanation of changes 
in their financial situation indicated a great increase of concern with 
and even worry about rising prices. In February 1967, the frequency 
with which price increases were spontaneously mentioned when r e ­
spondents were asked to explain the changes in their financial situa­
tion declined (to 14 percent from 22 percent in November 1966). 

To what extent, in the opinion of American consumers, would 
prices go up? Table I1T-8 shows that 36 percent of all respondents, 
and 46 percent of those respondents with opinions, expected prices 
of things they bought to go up by 1 or 2 percent in the following 12 
months. These data are s imilar to those obtained in 1966, although 
the proportion expecting sizable price increases (5 percent or more) 
declined from August 1966 to February 1967. Only a relatively 
smal l inflation was expected by the majority. 

Opinions about Business Prospects 

The American people were well aware in February 1967 that 
business conditions had become somewhat less favorable. It can be 
seen from Table 1X1-13 that current business conditions were evalu­
ated then considerably less favorably than in February 1966. The 
difference between those who said "business is better" and those who 
said "business is worse" was 11 percent in early 1967 as against 49 
percent in early 1966. In evaluating the February 1967 data in Table 
111-13, it must be taken into account that in February 1966 business 
conditions were widely known to be very good. Many people who 
said that business had remained the same were not commenting un­
favorably about current conditions. Still, it remains true that in 
February 1967 many more people than a year earlier believed that 
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business conditions had worsened, though there was little change 
in this regard during the 3 months between November 1966 and 
February 1967. 

The change in expected business conditions was much smaller 
during 1966 (Table 111-14). Again, it must be taken into account that 
the basis for comparison, namely, people's notions about current 
business conditions, had changed. Nevertheless, it is significant that 
in February 1967 a somewhat larger proportion than in November 
1966 expected business conditions to improve during the next 12 
months. 

The overall evaluation of business conditions expected during 
the next 12 months showed a sizable improvement from November 
1966 to February 1967 (Table I I I - l l ) . This question appears to be 
the most sensitive of all survey questions, in that it shows the 
greatest fluctuations. The difference between those expecting good 
times and those expecting bad times was 60 percent in February 
1966, 33 percent in November-December 1966, and 46 percent in 
February 1967. A scrutiny of the explanations given by respondents 
shows only one sizable difference between November 1966 and 
February 1967: in early 1967 the proportion referring to the war in 
Vietnam as an explanation for expected good times during the next 
year was larger than in November 1966. Opinions about business 
conditions during the next 5 years likewise improved from November 
to February, but to a much smaller extent than 1-year business 
expectations (Table 111-12). 

Answers to a question about news heard always deserve care ­
ful scrutiny. In the course of the year 1966, reports of news about 
favorable changes in business conditions declined greatly and r e ­
ports of news about unfavorable changes increased greatly. In 
February 1967 the proportion reporting favorable news showed an 
increase (Table ILI-15). Among the specific items of news reported 
by respondents, references to changes in interest rates are note­
worthy. In February 1967, 4 percent of respondents complained 
about rising interest rates and tight money as against 7 percent in 
November and 9 percent in August 1966. In February 1967, on the 
other hand, 4 percent mentioned with satisfaction that interest rates 
had declined, while practically no respondents thought so in the 1966 
surveys. References to stock market movements were very infre­
quent in both the February 1967 and the November 1966 survey. 

Evaluations of the effect of the war on domestic business did 
not change substantially during 1966 and early 1967 (Table LII-16). 
Yet in this series as well, deterioration in 1966 and some improve­
ment early in 1967 are noticeable. 

A question about the likelihood of a recession was studied with 
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some interest in 1966, in which year the responses indicated an 
increase in .the proportion of people thinking that a recession was 
likely to happen again. In February 1967 a somewhat higher pro­
portion than in November 1966 gave this answer. Yet, at the same 
time, the proportion thinking that a recession was not likely to 
happen again likewise increased (Table ni-17). The intermediate 
answers expressing uncertainty and inability to form an opinion de­
clined in frequency according to the survey in early 1967. As in the 
previous surveys, only a very small proportion of consumers ex­
pected a recession to occur soon (that is in 1967). 

Opinions about Market Conditions and Intentions to Buy 

In the last survey of 1966 it was noted that consumers' evalua­
tion of buying conditions had become less favorable. The picture 
had improved somewhat by February 1967. As may be seen from 
Table 111-20, at this time both the proportion saying that it is a good 
time to buy large household goods and the proportion saying that it 
is a bad time were higher than in November 1966; uncertain and "it 
depends" answers declined in frequency. 

During 1966 the deterioration was much more noticeable in 
changes in the Index of Consumer Sentiment than in expressed in­
tentions to purchase durable goods. The frequency of buying inten­
tions remained fairly high in 1966, and this was also the case ac ­
cording to data obtained early in 1967. Purchases of automobiles 
and large household goods, as well as intentions to buy, depend not 
only on willingness to buy, as measured by changes in consumer 
attitudes, but also on ability to buy, as measured by income trends, 
and the latter remained favorable. 

Intentions to buy automobiles and other durables are subject 
to seasonal fluctuations. Therefore the data presented for February 
1967 in Tables HI-22 and UI-23 should be compared with the 
February 1966 and February 1965 data. It appears that between 
early 1966 and early 1967 there was a small (statistically not s ig­
nificant) decline in the proportion of families expecting to buy a car, 
as well as in the proportion expecting to buy large household goods. 
The frequency of plans to make large expenditures on home i m ­
provements and maintenance, however, showed a small increase. 
Plans to buy a house for owner occupancy (either a new or an old 
house) reached an all-time low in November 1966 and increased in 
frequency during the following 3 months. 

Intentions to buy new cars and intentions to buy used cars 
pointed in the same direction: both proportions were slightly lower 
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in February 1967 than in February 1966. Similarly, no substantial 
differences were found when the intentions of each income group 
were considered separately. Respondents who indicated that they 
did not expect to buy a car during the next 12 months were asked 
when, if ever, they would purchase a car. In reply, in February 
1967, 23 percent said that theythought they would buy in 1 to 3 years 
(26 percent said this in February 1966), 19 percent indicated that 
they would buy in more than 3 years (in February 1966, likewise 19 
percent), and 22 percent thought that they would never buy a car (in 
February 1966, 21 percent). 



I I 
THE OUTLOOK FOR CONSUMER 
DEMAND, MAY-JUNE 1967 

T H E Survey Research Center conducted hour-long per­
sonal interviews with a nationwide cross-section of 1,375 families 
between May 18 and June 22, 1967. This chapter presents a report 
on that survey issued June 26, 1967. 

Highlights 

Consumer expectations about personal financial and general 
economic developments remained virtually unchanged during the 3 
months between February and May-June 1967. Yet willingness to 
buy durable goods—houses, automobiles, large household durables -
improved somewhat: The proportion of consumers saying that it 
was a good time to buy durables rose under the impact of war news, 
expected price increases, an improvement in consumers' savings-
debt position, and less concern with tight money. 

It may be recalled that the Index of Consumer Sentiment r e ­
bounded from its low point of 88.3 in November 1966 to 92.2 in 
February 1967, with every one of its components showing an ad­
vance. Three months later, in May-June 1967, the Index had risen 
further to 94.9. Yet it should be noted that (a) the improvement be­
tween February and May-June was due to an increase in just one 
of the five components of the Index, (b) the rate of advance was 
smaller during these 3 months than during the preceding 3 months, 
and (c) the Index remained below its level of a year earlier. 

For several years prior to 1967, consumers generally had 
viewed a rising cost of living as an unfavorable development, one 
which induced many people to postpone some of their discretionary 
purchases. In May-June 1967, however, an unusually large 
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proportion of people thought that automobile prices would be raised. 
This opinion, held at the time of the Middle-East cr i s i s , contributed 
to the feeling that it was a good time to buy durable goods. Con­
sumers' evaluations of buying conditions for large household dura­
bles was the sole component of the Index of Consumer Sentiment to 
advance during the 3 months prior to May-June 1967. It remained 
to be seen how enduring this particular improvement in sentiment 
would prove to be. Up to May-June it had had little influence on 
consumer opinions about prospective business conditions, which r e ­
mained less favorable than a year earl ier . 

In view of the sharp deterioration of consumer sentiment 
during 1966, there was a rea l threat at year's end of a substantial 
decline in consumers' discretionary expenditures and therefore of 
a recession in the consumer sector. Yet the recession was skirted, 
primarily because the incomes of very many consumers continued 
to advance. Furthermore, news of unfavorable developments in the 
economy had a smaller impact on consumers in 1967 than in 1966 
because people had become accustomed to such news. Unfavorable 
news was st i l l reported with greater frequency than favorable news 
in May-June 1967, although the influence of the international situa­
tion on domestic business was seen in a somewhat more favorable 
manner than it was 6 months earl ier . 

In summary, then, the findings of the May-June survey did not 
indicate a sizable upturn in the consumer sector. Good news, either 
about personal finances, or the general economic conditions, or the 
international situation, was needed to revitalize consumer optimism 
and to stimulate consumer expenditures. Unfavorable news, on the 
other hand, could be expected to enhance uncertainty and uneasi­
ness, and thus promote wait-and-see attitudes. 

Index of Consumer Sentiment 

Two major considerations led the Survey Research Center to 
construct and publish an Index of Consumer Sentiment: f irst , to 
transmit to students of consumer trends one single measure which 
summarizes the changes in various attitudes and expectations; and 
second, to avoid misleading inferences from substantial changes in 
one kind of attitude which are not reflected in other kinds of atti­
tudes. The second consideration was particularly important in May-
June 1967. During the 3 months since February, one component of 
the Index, evaluation of buying conditions for household durable 
goods, advanced substantially while the four other components, r e ­
flecting attitudes toward personal finances and general economic 
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trends, did not change. The r ise in the Index from 92.2 in February 
to 94.9 in June 1967 was due exclusively to a sharp increase in the 
proportion of consumers who thought that it was a good time to buy 
durables. If changes in consumer sentiment were to be judged ex­
clusively on the basis of the other components, the conclusion would 
have emerged that after an improvement in sentiment from Novem­
ber 1966 to February 1967 attitudes and expectations had remained 
unchanged during the next 3 months. 

The improvement in the one component may be attributed 
partly to special circumstances: the more favorable evaluation of 
buying conditions was related to the expectation of higher prices, 
especially for automobiles. Therefore the presumption that demand 
for automobiles in the summer of 1967 might be enhanced by bor­
rowing from later demand could not be contradicted. Nevertheless, 
conclusions about consumer trends might best be based on the Index 
as shown in Table H I - l , 1 that is, on five rather than on four com­
ponents. 

This conclusion was strongly reinforced by the movements of 
the Index for upper-income families. During the 3 months from 
February to May-June 1967 the attitudes and expectations of survey 
respondents with a family income of more than $7,500 changed in a 
manner different from those of lower-income respondents (and 
therefore all respondents). Among upper-income people not only 
the evaluation of buying conditions but also each of the four other 
components of the Index improved somewhat from February to May-
June. Moreover, the upper-income Index in May-June 1967 reached 
a higher level than in May 1966 (even though it was stil l considera­
bly lower than November 1965, as may be seen in Chart m-2). It 
has sometimes happened that an upward trend was signaled earlier 
and to a greater extent by upper-income than by lower-income 
people. Although this past experience did not guarantee a similar 
development following the May-June 1967 survey, the possibility 
weakened the relatively unfavorable conclusions derived from the 
movements of the various Index components for a l l families. 

Good or Bad Time to Buy Durable Goods ? 

For approximately 20 years the Survey Research Center has 
asked survey respondents to evaluate buying conditions for automo­
biles, large household durables, and one-family houses. Over much 

1 Charts and tables having the prefix "111" (referred to frequently in 
Chapters 10, 11, 12, and 13) will be found following Chapter 13. 
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of this period consumers' evaluations were relatively stable, even 
though they were influenced by (a) general economic conditions (in 
times of upswing an increasing proportion said "It is a good time to 
buy because people can afford to buy" and vice versa), (b) notions 
about supply conditions (satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the 
assortment offered was mentioned as a reason for saying it was a 
good or bad time to buy), and (c) past and expected price trends. In 
regard to the last point it was found over many years that price sta­
bility or the availability of good buys (such as "cars can be bought 
at substantial discounts") increased the proportion saying that it 
was a good time to buy, while the notion that prices had been rising 
or were going up increased the proportion saying that it was a bad 
time to buy. Furthermore, awareness of rising living costs induced 
many people to say that one could not afford to buy durable goods. 

It was also found over past years that the three separate ques­
tions asked about buying conditions for automobiles, household dura­
bles, and houses changed in a similar manner. There appears to 
have been some form of generalization or carryover from one kind 
of durable good to another. 

Some of these conclusions from earlier experiences were con­
tradicted in 1966-67. In 1966 the evaluation of buying conditions 
worsened substantially. The deterioration began regarding buying 
conditions for one-family houses. In the summer of 1966 the wide­
spread awareness of rising interest rates and of tight money in­
duced more respondents to say that it was a bad time to buy a house 
than that it was a good time. By November 1966 the evaluation of 
buying conditions for automobiles had also dropped sharply and that 
for household durables to a smaller extent. Awareness of infla­
tionary trends was a major factor leading people to say that it was 
a bad time to buy durables. 

The May-June 1967 survey revealed a sizable improvement in 
al l three evaluations of buying conditions (Table ni-20). Complaints 
about high interest rates and tight money declined substantially and 
there was even some mention of lower interest rates. Yet this con­
sideration was of major importance only regarding houses: In May-
June only 13 percent said that it was a bad time to buy a house be­
cause credit was tight, as against not less than 34 percent in 
November 1966 (Table ni-21). For cars and household durables, 
credit considerations were far overshadowed by price considera­
tions. The proportion saying that it was a bad time to buy houses, 
cars , and durables because prices were going up declined and the 
proportion saying that it was a good time to buy because prices were 
going up and wouldn't come down increased. In addition, an in­
creased proportion said that good buys were available. 
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Before discussing price trends further, it should be pointed 
out that the improved evaluation of buying conditions was also r e ­
lated to other, possibly more lasting, considerations. Satisfaction 
with income increases and also with increased financial savings 
represented one such factor, and an improved debt situation another. 
During the few months before May-June 1967 a sizable number of 
consumers had become debt free. 

In past years the notion that one should buy in advance of in­
flation and thus beat inflation was very infrequent. 2 This notion was 
held by an increased proportion of consumers in May-June 1967. 

After asking for their evaluation of buying conditions for cars, 
respondents are traditionally queried, "Why do you say so?" A l ­
though a sizable proportion mentioned car prices in this connection 
in May-June, it was assumed that many more people might hold 
such opinions even though they did not mention them spontaneously. 
Therefore, the remaining respondents were asked, 'You did not 
mention auto prices, what do you think will happen to them?" Table 
11-1 combines the responses to both questions. 

TABLE l l - i 

EXPECTATIONS ABOUT AUTOMOBILE PRICES 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

May-June 1967 
A l l 

f a m i l i e s 
F a m i l i e s w ith incomes 

of $7,500 or more 

Car p r i c e s have gone up 6 5 

Car p r i c e s w i l l go up 65 76 
Ne i t h e r 29 19 

T o t a l 100 100 

Never before in the Survey Research Center's experience had 
increases in car prices been mentioned as frequently. In November 
1966 only 47 percent thought that car prices would go up. In some 
earl ier years the proportion was as low as 30 percent. 

z See Chapter 11, 1966 Survey of Consumer Finances, pp. 232 and 236, 
and Tables 11-2 and 11-5 in that monograph, for a discussion of changes in 
this attitude. 
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Some respondents volunteered comments that the expected 
price increases were due to safety features. Two questions were 
asked about the problem of car safety in the May-June 1967 survey 
(the same questions were also included in the August 1966 survey). 
To the f i r s t rather general question, as expected, the majority of 
respondents replied that they were concerned with car safety. There 
was no significant change in this respect from August to May-June 
(Table 11-2). In reply to the more specific question, "Do you think 
the talk about the safety of cars has had any effect on people's plans 
to buy c a r s ? " , a relatively smal l proportion of respondents answered 
in the affirmative in August 1966; a larger proportion, but sti l l 
much less than half of a l l people, gave this answer in May-June, 
1967. 

TABLE 11-2 

CONCERN WITH AUTOMOBILE SAFETY 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of a l l f a m i l i e s ) 

May-
August June 

Car s a f e t y i s of: 1966 1967 

G r e a t concern 44 48 
L i t t l e concern 27 28 
No concern 22 21 
D o n 1t know; 

not a s c e r t a i n e d 7 3 

T o t a l 100 100 

E f f e c t of t a l k about 
s a f e t y on p l a n s to 
buy c a r s : 

Yes; had an e f f e c t 18 31 
Yes; had some e f f e c t 4 7 
No; had no e f f e c t 67 53 
Don't know; 

not a s c e r t a i n e d 11 9 

T o t a l 100 100 

The q u e s t i o n s asked were " R e c e n t l y there has been much t a l k 
about the s a f e t y of c a r s . I s t h i s a matter of g r e a t concern 
to you, of l i t t l e concern, or of p r a c t i c a l l y no concern? Do 
you t h i n k t h i s t a l k about the s a f e t y of c a r s has had any e f f e c t 
on p e o p l e ' s p l a n s to buy c a r s ? " 
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Close to one-half of those who said that safety has an effect on 
people's car purchases explained that in their opinion some people 
were waiting for safer cars . However, these opinions were found to 
be unrelated to expressed intentions to buy. 

It appears therefore that the extensive discussion of car safety 
had made the American people safety-conscious. Yet safety could 
not be viewed as the paramount consideration influencing automobile 
buying. A s described before, respondents' discussion of the market 
for automobiles more frequently concerned considerations other 
than auto safety. Yet the inclusion of safety features in the 1968 
model cars contributed to the prevailing belief that car prices would 
be raised. The effect of expected price increases, mentioned pre­
viously, that one should buy a car before prices go up, might have 
been partly counterbalanced by those relatively few people who 
thought of delaying purchases until the safer cars had become avai l ­
able. 

Intentions to buy new cars were expressed in May-June 1967 
by a somewhat greater proportion of consumers than in the previous 
year (Table ni-22). Because of seasonal variations in expressed 
buying intentions and the relatively small (statistically not signifi­
cant) changes from one survey to the next, the justified conclusion 
on the basis of the new data was that inclinations to buy c a r s were 
on a fairly highlevel in May-June 1967. Regarding major appliances 
no recent increase was noticeable, but the changes were rather 
small in this series as well. Intentions to buy houses for owner-
occupancy had already recovered somewhat by February 1967. 
There was no further gain during the 3 months prior to May-June 
even though the evaluation of buying conditions for homes had im­
proved greatly from the fourth quarter of 1966. 

Personal Financial Prospects 

Consumers' evaluation of their current financial position as 
compared to a year earlier as well as to a year hence remained v i r ­
tually unchanged from February to May-June 1967 for all families. 
(Tables M-4 and TJI-5.) The improvement noticeable in February, 
consisting of a reduction in the proportion saying "Worse off" and 
"Will be worse off," did not continue. But among upper-income 
families both measures of well-being improved during the 3 months 
to May-June. 

The previous chapter pointed out that more people expected 
income increases than said that they would be better off. The same 
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situation prevailed in May-June as may be seen from a comparison 
of Tables ni-2 and TJI-5. 

The difference between expecting higher income and expecting 
to be better off during the next year was much smaller than the cor­
responding difference concerning past trends. (See the data for 
February 1967 in Tables LTI-2 and LtI-4.) Some people reported 
fairly small past income gains, which did not make them feel better 
off, while only those who expected noticeable income gains spoke of 
higher future incomes. More importantly, price increases seemed 
to detract from satisfaction with income trends to a much larger 
extent when past rather than when expected developments were dis­
cussed. 

The reasons given for being better or worse off were unchanged 
from February 1967. In May-June, 35 percent of al l respondents 
explained that they were better off because their income had gone 
up. In addition, 5 percent pointed to greater financial assets; l ike­
wise 5 percent cited lower debt payments. (These data contain some 
duplications because respondents were given the opportunity to men­
tion two reasons.) On the other hand, higher prices were given as a 
reason for making the family feel worse off by 15 percent of al l r e ­
spondents and increased expenses by 7 percent. Lower income was 
mentioned by 10 percent. In all these respects the changes from 
February were minor. 

Opinions about Business Prospects 

The evaluation of business prospects during the next 12 months 
is the attitude which in many past years has influenced fluctuations 
in consumer sentiment to the largest extent. As may be seen from 
Table I I I - l l , there were only minor changes in this series between 
February and May-June 1967, although the 3 months prior to 
February had shown substantial improvement in these opinions. 
The May-June data remained much less favorable than those ob­
tained before the deterioration in consumer sentiment during 1966, 
and this was true of the opinions not only of al l respondents but also 
of upper-income respondents. The same held true for 5-year busi­
ness expectations (Table HI-12), a question which likewise yields 
indications of underlying optimism or pessimism. Opinions about 
trends during the next 5 years hardly improved from November-
December 1966. Viewed in the perspective of several years, the 
proportion who said in May-June that "weHI have good times during 
the next 5 years" was fairly low. 

Another question about business prospects, formulated in a 
somewhat different manner, is asked in each quarterly survey. In 
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addition to the question regarding good or bad business conditions 
during the next year fTable I I I - l l ) , respondents are also asked 
whether "a year from now . . . business conditions will be better or 
worse than they are at present." Table 111-14 indicates that the 
answers to this second question became more optimistic not only 
from November-December 1966 to February 1967, but also from 
February to May-June. Although the majority of both lower-income 
and upper-income people thought that conditions would be the same 
in June 1968 as they were in May-June 1967, the proportion expect­
ing an improvement was far greater than the proportion expecting a 
deterioration. The belief that an upward trend was forthcoming had 
gained many adherents' since the last quarter of 1966. A sizable 
proportion of respondents said that business was worse than it had 
been a year ago but would improve during the next 12 months. 

Major reasons given for expecting good times during the next 
12 months included awareness of good business conditions, high em­
ployment, and high incomes. In these respects there was hardly any 
change since February. But spontaneous references to the interna­
tional situation in explaining opinions about business prospects in­
creased in the May-June survey (conducted at the time of the Middle-
East c r i s i s ) as follows: 

February May-June 
1967 1967 

International situation makes for good times: 16 percent 22 percent 
International situation makes for bad times: 5 percent 9 percent 

Since mid-1965, replies to a direct question have revealed 
many more people believing that the war in Vietnam was having a 
favorable impact on domestic business conditions than holding the 
opposite view (Table LTI-16). Findings from the May-June survey 
show some improvement in this respect over February. The answers 
to this question correlate with the answers to the question on busi­
ness conditions during the next year. 

When respondents were asked to tell about favorable or un­
favorable business news they had heard during the past few months, 
the proportion unable to tell of any news was fairly large in May-
June 1967 (Table III-15) . Yet the proportion mentioning favorable 
news increased slightly, and the proportion telling of unfavorable 
news decreased significantly. Reports on unfavorable news stil l out­
numbered reports on favorable news. In scrutinizing the specific 
items of news reported, the only noteworthy change since February 
was a decline in the frequency of references to tight money. 
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Price trends st i l l constituted important news. Tables m-6 
and LTI-7 show that the American people overwhelmingly continued 
to think: (a) that the prices of things they bought would go up during 
the next year and (b) that the price increases were an unfavorable 
development. There were not great changes in these respects dur­
ing the months prior to May-June 1967. 

In 1966 the proportion of people thinking that a recession was 
likely to happen again or might happen again increased substantially. 
After August 1966 the answers to this question changed very little. 
In May-June 1967, 47 percent thought a recession likely or possible, 
while 35 percent said that a recession was not likely to happen 
again. (The other 18 percent had no opinion.) Although the majority 
of people with opinions continued to feel that our economy was not 
recession-proof, only one in five believed in May-June that a reces­
sion might occur within the next few years . 

Opinions About Interest Rates 

Questions were asked in the May-June survey about recent 
changes and expected changes in the credit situation, especially as 
they might affect the purchases of houses. It was mentioned earlier 
in this chapter that concern with tight money and with high interest 
rates was much less pronounced in May-June than was the case in 
1966. Yet specific questions about whether, in the opinion of r e ­
spondents, there had been any recent changes in the availability of 
mortgage credit, or in the interest rate charged on mortgages, did 
not reveal a favorable state of mind. 

True , the proportion of people thinking that mortgage credit 
had become more easily available was much larger than the propor­
tion thinking that it had become less easily available. (This was 
especially true of high-income people.) But the proportion saying 
that the interest rate charged for mortgage credit had declined was 
lower than the proportion saying that the rate had increased. (The 
two proportions were the same among people with incomes of $10,000 
or more.) In answer to both questions, the majority of respondents 
either had no opinion or thought that there had been no change fTable 
11-3). Regarding expected changes in interest rates, pessimists 
continued in May-June 1967 to outnumber the optimists, although 
there was some improvement in expectations since November -
December. This question was asked about forthcoming changes in 
interest rates in general, rather than about interest rates on mort­
gages. The proportion of people expecting a decline in interest 
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rates increased from November-December 1966 to May-June 1967, 
but nevertheless remained lower, even among high-income people, 
than the proportion expecting an increase (Table LTI-19). 

TABLE 11-3 

CHANGES IN CREDIT AVAILABILITY AND INTEREST RATES 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

Recent changes i n a v a i l a b i l i t y of 
mortgage c r e d i t (May-June 1967 d a t a ) 

F a m i l i e s 
w i t h annual 

A l l income o f 
f a m i l i e s $10,000 or more 

Recent changes I n I n t e r e s t r a t e charged 
on mortgages (May-June 1967 da t a ) 

F a m i l i e s 
w i t h annual 

A l l income of 
f a m i l i e s $10,000 o r more 

More a v a i l a b l e 
L e s s a v a i l a b l e 
No change 
Don 1t know; not 

a s c e r t a i n e d 

T o t a l 

31 
15 
16 

38 

100 

52 
13 
13 

22 

100 

Decreased 

I n c r e a s e d 

No change 
Don't know; not 

a s c e r t a i n e d 

T o t a l 

16 
21 
22 

41 

100 

28 
27 
23 

22 

100 

The q u e s t i o n s asked were " T h i n k i n g about mortgage c r e d i t to buy houses, I n 
your o p i n i o n have there been any changes i n the a v a i l a b i l i t y of mortgage 
c r e d i t d u r i n g the l a s t few months? (What kind o f changes?) How about the 
c o s t of home f i n a n c i n g ; i n your o p i n i o n have there been any changes i n the 
I n t e r e s t r a t e charged on mortgages d u r i n g the l a s t few months? (What k i n d 
of c h a n g e s ? ) " 

In contrast to those who expected interest rates to advance, 
those respondents who expected interest rates to decline or to stay 
where they were tended to say more often that the next year would 
be a good time to buy houses or durable goods; yet this difference 
was smal l . With respect to intentions to buy houses, opinions about 
the future course of interest rates apparently did not make much 
difference. But regarding large additions or repairs to houses, 29 
percent of those who thought that interest rates would decline or 
stay the same had such plans, as against 24 percent among those 
who expected interest rates to r i se . 



12 
THE OUTLOOK FOR CONSUMER 
DEMAND/ AUGUST 1967 

B E T W E E N August 22 and September 7, 1967, the Survey 
Research Center used the telephone to reinterview a nationwide 
cross-section of 1,321 respondents previously interviewed in per­
son. This chapter presents a report on that survey issued Septem­
ber 15, 1967. 

Highlights 

The Survey Research Center's Index of Consumer Sentiment 
showed continued improvement in August 1967. It rose from the 
fourth quarter of 1966 to the f irst quarter of 1967, again in the 
second quarter of 1967 and, according to the August survey, further 
in the third quarter of 1967. The recovery during the entire 9-month 
period amounted to 8.2 percentage points, while the decline during 
the 12 months before that had been 14.3 percentage points (Chart 
LT.I-1 and Table I I I - l 1 ) . 

Optimistic indications derived from the improvement of the 
Index during the f irs t 9 months of 1967 were tempered by the follow­
ing considerations in August: 

1. The various components of the Index did not show uniform 
improvement. While people's evaluation of recent changes 
in their personal financial situation and of current buying 
conditions improved greatly, almost to the high levels of 

Charts and tables having the prefix "in" (referred to frequently in 
Chapters 10, 11, 12, and 13) will be found following Chapter 13. 
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1965, expectations about business trends and personal f i ­
nancial prospects improved to a much smaller extent and 
remained far below the 1965 levels. 

2. The Index calculated for upper-income families remained 
stable during the 3 months from May-June to August 1967. 
However, this Index had advanced during the preceding 6 
months more than the Index for all families (Chart LTI-2). 

3. Replies to certain questions not included in the Index, but 
usually of significance for the assessment of the outlook 
for consumer demand, failed to improve in the 3 months 
prior to August. The proportion of people believing that 
business conditions would become better over the next 12 
months remained fairly low. Reports about unfavorable 
business news recently heard continued to be given by more 
people than reports about favorable news. 

Among the factors which contributed to the improvement of 
consumer sentiment, income developments and the evaluation of the 
effects of the war in Vietnam on domestic business must be men­
tioned. In the August survey the proportion of families who reported 
making more money than a year ago remained close to record levels 
and the proportion who reported making less money was unusually 
small . A high proportion of respondents continued to think that 
Vietnam stimulated the domestic economy. 

Most Americans believed that the prices of the things they 
bought would go up and a fair proportion expected sizable price in­
creases. Among al l respondents 31 percent expected prices to go 
up by 5 percent or more during the next 12 months. Among many 
people the expected price increases made for pessimism regarding 
personal prospects. About one-half of all families expected their 
1967 income to be higher than their 1966 income; among these fami­
lies not less than 60 percent said that prices would go up more than 
their income. The latter expectation indicates the extent of concern 
with inflation in August 1967. 

Increases in automobile prices were expected by very many 
people. The opinion that the next year would be a good time to buy 
a car did not become more frequent between May-June and August, 
while the opinion that it would be a good time to buy major house­
hold goods (and houses) did improve. 

Most respondents believed that there might be an increase in 
income taxes. Yet only about one-half of those respondents who ex­
pected an increase thought that it would have an effect on business 
conditions. Most of the people who foresaw effects on business 
spoke of a reduction in demand; practically nobody mentioned a 
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dampening effect of a tax increase on inflation. The overall reaction 
to a tax increase was overwhelmingly unfavorable: Higher taxes 
would make it more difficult to make ends meet—this was the opinion 
most frequently expressed. 

Disregarding any effects of the automobile strike, the August 
survey findings led to the conclusion that consumers* discretionary 
expenditures during the 1967 Christmas season and early in 1968 
would probably be larger than a year earlier. But there were no in­
dications of consumers going on a spending spree. 

Personal Financial Prospects 

Consumers evaluated recent changes in their financial situa­
tion considerably more favorably in August 1967 than in August 1966 
(Table IH-4) . The reduction in the proportion saying that they were 
worse off than a year ago was noteworthy. In the 3 months since 
May-June, the improvement occurred primarily in the lower-income 
and middle-income groups. Respondents who said they were better 
off explained their opinion to an increasing extent by reporting about 
pay increases . Working longer hours was also reported by a sizable 
proportion of the sample. 

The proportion of respondents saying they were better off 
continued to be lower than the proportion saying they were making 
more money than a year earlier (35 and 44 percent, respectively, in 
August 1967). Similarly, the proportion saying they were worse off 
was higher than the proportion saying they were making less (16 and 
12 percent). To the usual probe, "Why is that," which is asked fol­
lowing the question "Are you better or worse off than a year ago," 
a sizable proportion referred to higher prices or an increase in the 
cost of living. In August 1967 not less than 17 percent of all r e ­
spondents, somewhat more than in the surveys conducted earlier in 
the year, gave this spontaneous explanation. It appears therefore 
that concern with inflation was salient among American consumers. 

The relation of "We are better off" answers to "We are worse 
off" answers was more favorable in August 1967 than 3 or 6 months 
earl ier . The same could not be said about the relation of "We will 
be better off" answers to "We will be worse off" answers. As can 
be seen from Table IH-5 the proportion saying that "a year from 
now" they would be better off financially declined somewhat during 
the 3-month period. The lesser optimism about personal financial 
prospects appeared to have been caused by concern about prospec­
tive tax increases, discussed below. 

Not every American family participated in the upward trend 
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of personal incomes. To the question, "How do you think your family 
income for this year, 1967, will compare with last year, 1966—will 
it be higher or lower?" 48 percent of respondents said in August 
that their 1967 income would be higher (Table III -2 ) . This was a 
larger proportion than was obtained to the same question in February 
1967. Probably uncertainties early in the year about rates of pay 
or other forms of income became clarified by developments as the 
year progressed. Therefore some people who said in February 
"about the same" or '1 can't say" shifted to definite answers in 
August (mostly to the answer "higher," but also to the answer 
"lower"). 

It should be remembered that during the last two decades the 
largest proportion of families reporting past income increases from 
one calendar year to the next was 55 percent; this figure was ob­
tained early in 1966 when family income in 1965 was compared to 
that in 1964 (see the second column of Table 1TI-2). Therefore the 
1967 trend in income had to be judged as very favorable from the 
August reading. 

Opinions About Business Prospects 

People's expectations about business conditions for the next 
12 months showed a sizable improvement during the f i r s t three 
quarters of 1967. In August the proportion expecting good times 
during the next 12 months (63 percent) exceeded the proportion ex­
pecting bad times (15percent) by 48 percentage points (Table m-11). 
In November-December 1966 the difference was only 33 percentage 
points. Yet during the prosperous year 1964 and 1965, differences 
as large as 60 percentage points were common. A scrutiny of the 
data about business conditions expected during the next 5 years 
yields a somewhat similar picture (Table ni-12). For both ques­
tions the improvement between May-June and August 1967 was quite 
small . 

In explaining favorable business expectations, people referred 
in August to satisfactory trends in employment and purchasing 
power, as well as to favorable effects of the war in Vietnam. Ad­
verse opinions were related to specific news about race riots, 
strikes, price increases, and tax increases. Many people who did 
not express definite expectations regarding business trends over 
the next 5 years said that business prospects depended on the inter­
national situation. 

Changes in people's appraisal of the effects of the war in 
Vietnam on domestic economic conditions are shown in Table ni-16. 
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In August 1967 many more people thought that the war was a stimu­
lant to the economy than emphasized the influence of the war on 
prices and taxes. The August findings continued the steady increase 
since November-December 1966 in the difference between favorable 
and unfavorable opinions about the economic effect of the war. 

Although 63 percent of respondents said that there would be 
good times during the next 12 months (Table I I I - l l ) , only 21 percent 
thought that business would improve over the next 12 months (Table 
ni-14). The relatively low percentage expecting further improve­
ment indicates the cautious appraisal of prospects prevailing in 
August 1967—even though the proportion expecting a deterioration 
of business conditions was small and the majority of respondents 
thought times would be about the same a year later. 

Table ILI-15 presents data on the kind of business news r e ­
spondents reported when asked to tell about news they had heard. In 
some earl ier years, for example 1965, reports of favorable news 
far exceeded those of unfavorable news. However, the relationship 
turned around in May 1966 with respondents reporting more un­
favorable than favorable news. The adverse relation between the 
two kinds of news continued in August 1967, at which time it pre­
vailed in each income group. Again it is significant that the favora­
ble news reported was rather general (for example, "business con­
ditions improved"), while the unfavorable news was more specific 
(tax increases, price increases, tight money, labor unrest). 

Onthe other hand, people's expectations about unemployment 
were relatively favorable in August compared to February 1967 
(Table I I I -18) . The proportion expecting a decline in unemployment 
exceeded the proportion expecting an increase. 

Concern with Inflation 

Responses to a general question about price expectations for 
the next year were no longer of much interest by mid-1967 because 
with the exception of a few people, primarily uninformed people in 
the lower-income groups, all respondents expected prices to go up 
and practically everybody disliked the prospect (Tables 1TI-6 and 
m-7). Of greater interest was a follow-up question about the extent 
of the expected price increases. Even in this respect, changes be­
tween February and August 1967 were relatively minor (Table I I I -8 ) . 
In both surveys, more than one-third of respondents thought that the 
prices of things they buy would go up by only 1 or 2 percent during 
the next 12 months. But another sizable proportion—close to one-
third—thought that price increases of 5 percent or even more were 
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probable. There were no significant differences in this respect be­
tween low-income and high-income people. 

Pr ice increases are particularly damaging to the substantial 
proportion of the population which does not participate in the ris ing 
trend of incomes. In order to study the impact of rising prices on 
those who do participate, al l those who thought that their income 
would be higher in 1967 than in 1966 (see Table LU-2) were asked 
the following question: "Which do you think will go up more during 
the next 12 months, your income or the prices of the things you buy? " 
In reply, more than twice as many respondents thought that prices 
would go up by more than their incomes than expressed the opposite 
opinion (Table I I I - 9 ) . These answers could hardly be taken at their 
face value since income increases are most commonly in excess of 
5 percent while price increases are more frequently estimated at 
less than 5 percent. These opinions were nevertheless significant: 
They indicated the extent to which people were concerned with in­
flation. 

Still looking just at those people who expected their income to 
go up, Table m-9 also shows that a larger proportion of low-income 
people expected price r i ses to outdistance their income gains than 
was the case for high-income people. Again, this finding does not 
indicate necessarily that percentage income gains rise with income. 
It does indicate that the lower the income, the greater the concern 
with the ris ing trend of prices. 

In addition to inquiring about the trend of prices in general, a 
question was asked in the August 1967 survey specifically about car 
prices. The replies to the two questions were quite s imi lar . Most 
people—83 percent of all respondents, 70 percent of low-income and 
93 percent of high-income respondents—expressed the opinion that 
auto prices would increase. This finding points to the very great 
interest of the American people in automobiles; otherwise the pro­
portion of "Don't know" answers would have been much higher. In 
response to an additional probe, 32 percent of al l respondents (37 
percent of respondents with more than $7,500 income) said that car 
prices would go up "a lot," and 45 percent of a l l respondents (48 
percent of respondents with $7,500 or more income) that they would 
"go up a little." There is some justification for the conjecture that 
"little" price increases cause little concern. It appeared, therefore, 
that in August 1967 about one-third of al l people were definitely 
concerned with the forthcoming increase in car prices. 

Questions about respondents' evaluations of buying conditions 
for automobiles and household goods reflect, in part, people's per­
ception of price trends. (They also reflect reactions to the assort­
ment of goods offered). These evaluations improved substantially 
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from February to May-June 1967, and the report on the May-June 
survey (Chapter 11) attributed this to a large extent to the notion 
that it was a good time to buy automobiles before prices went up. In 
an August survey, the question about buying conditions for automo­
biles relates primarily to the new car model year. Nevertheless, 
from May to August 1967, although there was very little deteriora­
tion, there also was no improvement in the opinions about buying 
conditions for cars (Table ni-20). On the other hand, opinions about 
buying conditions for household goods showed a small improvement 
between May-June and August. Probably expectations of an increase 
in appliance prices were less widespread than expectations of an 
increase in car prices. 

Among respondents who say that it is a good time to buy cars, 
intentions to buy are much more frequent than among those express­
ing the opposite opinion. In August 1967 of those saying that it was 
a good time to buy a car, 22 percent expressed plans to buy a car 
during the next 12 months, while among those who said "bad time" 
the proportion with buying plans was 10 percent. 

It appeared from these data that the expectations of an in­
crease in car prices had an adverse influence on automobile de­
mand. Yet from May-June to August neither evaluations of buying 
conditions for cars nor the relation of different evaluations to buy­
ing plans changed. Therefore expressed intentions to buy cars , and 
especially new cars , also changed very little during these 3 months 
(after making seasonal adjustments). The August level of car-buy­
ing intentions was fairly high, although below record levels (Table 
111-22). 

August 1967 intentions to purchase large household durables 
likewise were little changed from either May-June 1967 or August 
1966. The improved evaluations of buying conditions shown in Table 
I1T-23 did not seem to affect buying plans to any significant extent, 
even though a correlation exists between the evaluations and the 
intentions. 

The evaluation of buying intentions for houses was greatly de­
pressed in the fall and winter of 1966-67 whentight money and rising 
interest rates made great news. But already in May 1967 many 
more people thought that it was a good time to buy a house than in 
November 1966, and fewer people said that it was a bad time. These 
opinions improved further in August 1967 (Table 111-20). Intentions 
to buy houses for owner occupancy recovered somewhat during the 
f irst half of 1967, but showed little change between May-June and 
August 1967. 

Viewed in a historical perspective, the evaluation of buying 
conditions for houses was still not favorable in August 1967. People's 
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opinions about the trend of interest rates are relevant in this r e ­
spect. In August 1967 four out of five respondents expressed an 
opinion about the future trend of interest rates and more than one-
half of these respondents thought that interest rates would stay 
where they were at that time, that is, would remain fairly high 
(Table in-19). Among the respondents who expected a change in 
interest rates, those who thought that the rates would go up were far 
more numerous than those who thought they would go down. (Proba­
bly the expected changes were not substantial.) Therefore the major 
conclusion that could be drawn from the data was that consumers 
did not expect an improvement in the financing of residential con­
struction. 

Concern tuith a Tax Increase 

The American people appeared to be fairly well informed in 
August 1967 about a number of important recent developments. 
Some have already been mentioned: general price trend, the trend 
of automobile prices, and the high level of interest rates. People 
were also aware of the discussion about an increase in income taxes. 

Several questions were asked in the August survey about the 
prospect of a tax increase. In reply to the f irs t question, "Do you 
think there will be any changes in federal income taxes during the 
next year?" , 80 percent of al l respondents (90 percent of respond­
ents with more than $10,000 income) answered in the affirmative. 
Practically al l these respondents said in reply to a following ques­
tion, "What kind of change do you expect?", that income taxes would 
be increased. 

"Do you think this tax increase will have any effect on busi­
ness conditions?", was the next question, addressed to the great 
majority of respondents who indicated that they expected a tax in­
crease. Only about one-half of these respondents said that the tax 
increase would have an effect on business conditions, and even among 
high-income people the proportion was only slightly larger. One-
fifth of respondents were uncertain, while nearly one-third expressed 
the opinion that the tax increase would not influence business condi­
tions at a l l . 

The final question in the series consisted of an inquiry regard­
ing the kind of effects the tax increase would have on business con­
ditions. As usual, there were respondents who did not give a clear 
answer to this question. But over two-thirds of those to whom the 
question was addressed spoke of a reduction of spending or a slowing 
down of business as a result of higher taxes. People who expressed 
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this opinion were less optimistic than other people regarding their 
personal financial prospects or the business outlook. Therefore it 
is probable that the prospect of higher taxes depressed the Index of 
Consumer Sentiment in August 1967. 

References to prices or inflation were very rare in reply to 
the open question about a tax increase, "What kind of effects do you 
expect?" L e s s than 1 percent of al l respondents said that the up­
ward trend of prices would be restrained by higher taxes. P r o ­
ponents of the tax increase in 1967 could argue that people's ex­
pressed opinions about the effects of the tax increase were in full 
accord with the purposes of the tax increase: A reduction of con­
sumer demand or business sales automatically serves to curb infla­
tion and therefore there is no need for consumers to have inflation 
specifically in mind. Yet it is worth noting that for people in general 
the connection between a tax increase and lessened inflation was far 
from salient in August 1967. Probably the inflationary trend was 
seen to have such powerful determinants that in the opinion of most 
people it could hardly be influenced by a tax measure. 
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THE OUTLOOK FOR CONSUMER 
DEMAND, NOVEMBER 1967 

T H E Survey Research Center conducted hour-long per­
sonal interviews with a nationwide cross-section of 1,329 families 
between October 30 and December 4, 1967. This chapter presents 
a report on that survey issued December 13, 1967. 

Highlights 

Consumer sentiment deteriorated between August and Novem­
ber 1967. Pr imari ly because consumers believed that inflationary 
price increases were in the making, business prospects were viewed 
with less optimism and confidence toward the end of 1967 than in the 
summer and fal l . 

The overall changes in consumer attitudes and expectations 
during the last 2 years are shown in Chart Hl-2 and Table 1X1-1.1 

F r o m November 1965 to November-December 1966 the Index of 
Consumer Sentiment declined steadily and substantially. Then, in 
the f i r s t 9 months of 1967, about 60 percent of the 1966 decline was 
recovered. From August to November 1967, however, about 40 per­
cent of that recovery was again lost. 

The November 1967 findings were not unexpected in view of 
what had transpired earlier in the year. Surveys in the f irs t three 
quarters of 1967 revealed an improvement in consumer sentiment 
and willingness to buy that was only moderate; they did not lend 
support to the opinion that a consumer boom was in the making. 

Charts and tables having the prefix " in" (referred to frequently in 
Chapters 10, 11, 12, and 13) will be found following this chapter. 
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While in 1966 rising prices, rising interest rates, and the prospect 
of higher income taxes made news and seriously dampened consumer 
confidence, by 1967 the same unfavorable news had become less 
salient. However, the absence of any favorable news made the r e ­
covery of sentiment in 1967 tenuous. 

Inflationary expectations became more salient in the fall of 
1967. In November more respondents than earlier in the year r e ­
ported having heard unfavorable news, including frequent mention of 
price increases. When giving reasons for being worse off than a 
year ago, or for expecting economic prospects to be clouded, price 
increases were the only consideration to which respondents referred 
with great frequency. The proportion of consumers who expected 
sizable price increases was substantially higher in November 1967 
than earlier in the year. In November, 36 percent of al l respondents 
and 41 percent of respondents with over $7,500 income thought that 
prices of the things they buy would r i se by more than 5 percent 
within a year. The attitudes and expectations of these people were 
much less favorable than those of others who believed that prices 
would go up to a lesser extent. 

The majority of American families continued to believe in 
November that prices would advance at a faster rate than their in­
comes. This expectation, which is contrary to past experience, both 
indicated and contributed to uncertainty and reduced confidence. It 
should be noted that consumers'experience with rising prices occurs 
rather frequently and news about price increases is continuous, in 
contrast to income gains which occur selectively and infrequently. 
This may explain the finding that the impact on sentiment of what 
happened to prices outweighed the impact of income developments. 

The outlook for housing (construction of one-family houses) 
and for automobiles was somewhat more favorable in November 
1967 than a year earl ier . The former was not surprising because 
in the fall and winter of 1966 consumer plans to buy homes were 
greatly depressed by a shortage of mortgage funds. Regarding the 
automobile outlook it may suffice to say here that over several pre­
vious years the automobile industry had profited from a favorable 
price situation: The price of many consumer goods rose more than 
the price of cars . The increase in the price of 1968 model cars did 
not appear to have changed this relationship greatly, as indicated by 
the finding that expressed intentions to buy cars were higher than a 
year earl ier . If stable prices were called the best thing, moderate 
price increases which were thought to be justified could be consid­
ered the second best thing. The November 1967 survey revealed 
that consumers in general understood why the 1968 car prices had 
been raised. They did not think that the price increases mattered a 
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great deal and they were willing to pay extra money for safety fea­
tures on their cars . 

The November 1967 survey findings on inflationary fears and 
the decline in consumer optimism should not be overestimated. 
F irs t , the decline in the Center's Index would have to be confirmed 
over a longer period than a single quarter belore it could be said 
that a downward trend had been established. Secondly, the level of 
the Index in November 1967 was stil l above its low point a year 
earl ier . For the most part, consumers were uncertain but not pes­
s imist ic . A substantial proportion of consumers remained optimis­
tic. These people were aware of the prevailing good times, thought 
that they would continue, especially in view of the trend in govern­
ment expenditures, and were impressed by the rising trend of in­
comes and purchasing power. The war in Vietnam, although con­
tributing to uncertainty, was viewed by the great majority of con­
sumers as a stimulant to the domestic economy. Third, movements 
of the Index do not reflect changes in consumers' ability to buy, nor 
is the Index adjusted for population growth. Predictions must be 
based not only on the changes in the Index, but also on the trend in 
incomes. The latter continued to advance in late 1967. 

Nevertheless, in November 1967 consumers were worried 
about the expected trend of prices, felt that they would have to spend 
more onnecessities and therefore must postpone some discretionary 
expenditures. The most marginal of the discretionary expenditures, 
those financed by borrowing, suffered most. Since incomes con­
tinued to advance, funds accrued in savings accounts at a relatively 
high rate. 

The survey findings obtained earlier in 1967 were consistent 
with the opinion that consumers'willingness to spend would increase. 
The November findings made it more probable that consumer ex­
penditures would grow at a rate similar to that of the increase in 
rea l disposal incomes. Indications were that the rate of consumer 
saving would continue to be fairly high and that the extension of in­
stallment credit would be moderate. The prospects were that 1968 
would be a good year, but not a boom year, even if there should not 
be a tax increase, unless something should happen to improve con­
sumer sentiment or unless government expenditures should r ise 
substantially. 

Index of Consumer Sentiment 

The Index is composed of five questions, two relating to the 
evaluation of personal financial trends, two to the general economic 



232 1967 SURVEY OF CONSUMER FINANCES 

outlook, and one to the opinions about buying conditions for durable 
goods. A change in the Index may be evaluated both by its extent 
and by the uniformity or lack of uniformity of change among the 
components of the Index and among subgroups of the population. 

A change of the Index by 1.3 percentage points is statistically 
significant at the one standard error level, given the sample size of 
the November 1967 survey (see Chapter 14). Thus, the decline in 
the Index by 3.6 percentage points from August to November 1967 
(Chart in-1 and Table m-1) was statistically significant. 

It happens at certain times that some of the components of the 
Index advance while others decline. From August to November 1967, 
a l l five components declined, three to a substantial extent and two 
very slightly. The substantial declines occurred in 1-year and 5-
year business expectations and in people's evaluation of their per­
sonal financial situation. Personal financial expectations and the 
answer that now is a good time to buy durables deteriorated a very 
small extent. 

The decline in Index values was quite similar among the v a r i ­
ous income groups. An increase in the opinion "We are worse off" 
occurred primarily among lower-income families. Among families 
with over $7,500 income (about 45 percent of al l family units), the 
worsening of opinion was most pronounced in 5-year business ex­
pectations. When the August to November decline of the Index is 
compared with the increase during the f irs t 9 months of 1967, upper-
income people lost a much smaller proportion of the previous ad­
vance than lower-income people. While both in 1966 and in the f irs t 
9 months of 1967 upper-income people were leading in the sense 
that their attitudes changed in the most pronounced manner, this 
was not the case between August and November 1967. 

Attitudes Toward Inflation 

Practical ly al l consumers believed in November 1967 that the 
prices of things they buy would go up during the next 12 months. 
Fully 90 percent of al l respondents gave this answer, and the pro­
portion would be st i l l higher if a few lower-income respondents who 
professed not to know what prices would do were omitted (Table 
m-6). The response to this introductory question differed little in 
the surveys conducted in 1967, but in that year the proportion ex­
pecting price increases was much higher than in the years before 
1966. 

When respondents expecting price increases were asked about 
the probable extent of the price increases, some differences emerged 
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during 1967. The proportions expecting price increases of 10 per­
cent or more, and also of 5 percent or more, rose in November 1967 
(Table ILT-9) and were at that time the highest ever found by the 
Survey Research Center. That 8 percent of upper-income families 
thought that prices in general would advance by at least 10 percent 
in 12 months, and an additional 33 percent thought that prices would 
advance by 5 to 9 percent, may seem exaggerated; these notions in­
dicated the extent of inflationary fears among many people. 

The impact of inflationary fears can be assessed in two ways. 
F i r s t , it is possible to compare the attitudes and expectations of 
people who expect sizable price increases with those of people who 
expect substantially stable prices. In Table 13-1 four major com­
ponents of the Index of Consumer Sentiment are presented, in the 
f irs t column for those who thought that prices would rise by less 
than 2 percent and in the second column for those who thought that 

TABLE 13-1 

ATTITUDES RELATED TO THE EXTENT OF EXPECTED PRICE INCREASES 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n i n November 1967) 

P r i c e s n e x t year 

a W i l l go up W i l l go up 
A t t i t u d e 2 percent or l e s s 5 percent o r more 
B e t t e r o f f than a year ago 35 34 
About the same; u n c e r t a i n 45 40 
Worse o f f than a y e a r ago 20 26 

T o t a l 100 100 

W i l l be b e t t e r o f f i n a y e a r 35 34 
W i l l be t h e same; u n c e r t a i n 58 49 
W i l l be worse o f f i n a y e a r 7 17 
T o t a l 100 100 

Expect good times next 12 months 57 63 
Pro-con; u n c e r t a i n 26 18 
Expect bad times n e x t 12 months 17 19 
T o t a l 100 100 

Expect good times next 5 y e a r s 35 33 
Pro-con; u n c e r t a i n 41 35 
Expect bad times next 5 y e a r s 24 32 
T o t a l 100 100 

Pr o p o r t i o n o f a l l f a m i l i e s 45 36 

a F o r the q u e s t i o n s and the r e p l i e s a t d i f f e r e n t times, see T a b l e s I I I - 4 , I I I - 5 , 
I I I - 8 , I I I - l l , and 111-12. 
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prices would r ise by more than 5 percent. It can be seen that in 
November 1967 unfavorable attitudes were more frequent in the 
second than in the f irst column regarding all four questions. People 
who expected sizable price increases more often felt worse off, 
more often expected to be worse off, and expected less favorable 
business trends during the next year and the next 5 years than people 
who expected substantially stable prices . 

Secondly, one may study the reasons respondents gave in 
November 1967 for saying that they were worse off than a year 
earlier or for believing that the economic outlook was not good. The 
usual probe, "Why do you think so," was asked of a l l respondents, 
but a sizable proportion is always unable to explain an opinion. 
Nevertheless, comparison of the frequency of various reasons given 
at any one time, as well as comparison of the frequency of specific 
reasons given at successive times, are indicative of the factors 
which make for change in sentiment. 

In November, 17 percent of a l l respondents—or the majority 
of those who said they were feeling worse off than a year e a r l i e r -
attributed the deterioration to rising prices . This proportion was 
much higher than early in 1967. It exceeded greatly the mention of 
higher taxes (3 percent) or high interest rates (less than 1 percent). 
Furthermore, 8 percent of all November respondents—or close to 
one-half of those who said they expected bad times for business 
during the next 12 months—attributed their pessimistic outlook to 
ris ing prices . Again the proportion was higher than early in the 
year and much higher than the mention of taxes (3 percent) or of 
interest rates (1 percent). 

Both the August and November 1967 surveys included the 
following question: "Which do you think will go up more during the 
next 12 months, your income or the prices of the things you buy?" 
This question was addressed to those who said that their income in 
1968 would be higher than in 1967 (45 percent of al l respondents in 
November, 49 percent in August). As Table n i - 9 shows, the opinion 
that prices would r i se more than income during the next 12 months 
was expressed far more frequently than the opposite opinion. This 
was especially true of lower-income and middle-income respond­
ents. Not only those who expected substantial price increases, but 
also very many of those who expected small price increases ex­
pressed the opinion that prices would advance more than their in­
comes. Since annual income increases, for those who get them, 
usually exceed 2 or 3 percent, it may be doubted that respondents' 
opinions were realist ic . Again, the answers reflect primarily the 
extent of inflationary fears . In addition, price increases occur con­
stantly and therefore greatly influence people's thinking, while 
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income increases take place occasionally. Finally, it may be r e ­
called that according to earlier findings income increases are 
seldom attributed to price increases. Very many people count on 
income gains which they consider well deserved; price increases 
are seen as detracting from the enjoyment of their just reward. 

Most relevant for the purpose of understanding attitudes to­
ward and behavior during inflation is the query included in the 
November 1967 survey, as well as in the November 1966 survey, 
about whether respondents believe that people can do anything to 
safeguard themselves against price increases. Table ni-10 shows 
that almost two out of three people either replied that one cannot do 
anything or were unable to answer the question. Even among people 
with over $10,000 income, the proportion was close to 50 percent. 
Inflation occurs, many people think, because of developments they 
cannot influence, and nothing can be done to safeguard oneself 
against it. 

Respondents who answered that people can do something in 
times of inflation were asked to say what could be done. The replies 
fel l into two groups. A small proportion spoke of positive action: 
Buying before prices go up was noted by 2 percent and investing in 
stocks or real estate by 5 percent of al l respondents. On the other 
hand, many more respondents said that because of rising prices one 
could buy less , or postpone certain purchases, or be selective as to 
where and what one buys. This common response seems to be r e ­
lated to the belief that when more must be spent on necessities, less 
remains for discretionary purchases. 

In sum: Inflation is seen as an adverse factor; it depresses 
consumer attitudes and makes for postponement of discretionary 
expenditures. In November 1967 these attitudes were rather pro­
nounced. 

Change in the Personal Financial Situation 

In November 1967 the relatively great frequency of income 
increases noted in previous chapters continued; 45 percent of fami­
lies reported that they were making more money than a year ago, 
40 percent that they were making about the same, and 15 percent 
that they were making less . There waslittle change in these answers 
during 1967. 

Nevertheless people's evaluation of their financial progress 
deteriorated from August to November 1967. The frequency of r e ­
ports, "We are better off," remained practically unchanged at 34 
percent, but fewer respondents than in August said that they were in 
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the same situation while an increased proportion felt worse off. The 
last answer was given by 23 percent of respondents in November as 
against 16 percent in August (Table D3-4). Expecting to be worse 
off in a year was likewise reported by more respondents in Novem­
ber than earl ier in 1967, but here the increase was fairly small 
(Table U.I-5). 

The major reason for a less favorable evaluation of the finan­
cial situation has already been mentioned; A sizable proportion of 
families complained about higher prices and increased expenses. 
Improvement in the financial situation was explained, as in earlier 
surveys, primarily by higher income. In addition, not fewer than 6 
percent of respondents mentioned lower debt payments when asked 
to explain why they were better off. 

Opinions About Business Prospects 

Three out of five respondents in November 1967 thought that 
business conditions would be good during the next 12 months. This 
frequency was smaller than in 1965, but showed little change during 
1967. The expectation that business conditions would be bad in­
creased somewhat from August to November 1967 among upper-
income respondents, so that overall evaluations of the economic 
outlook worsened (Table LTI-11). 

When asked how business conditions in November compared 
with those a year earlier, the replies were overwhelmingly favora­
ble: 40 percent said that conditions were better than, and 37 per­
cent that they were the same as a year earl ier . Yet only 25 percent 
expected a further improvement during the next 12 months, while 
56 percent said that conditions would not change. Only a minority 
of those who perceived an improvement in the last year expected a 
further improvement during the next year (Table 13-2). Even so, 
those who thought that business conditions would be about the same 
a year later as they were in November clearly were expressing a 
favorable opinion. 

The November 1967 survey findings on longer range business 
prospects were consistent with the short-range expectations. Table 
ni-12 indicates an increased frequency for the opinion that during 
the next 5 years there would be bad times. 

When asked why they thought that business conditions would 
remain good, two opinions were given frequently. About 18 percent 
of a l l respondents said that purchasing power and employment were 
high and had risen, or referred to the prevailing and continuing ex­
tensive consumer demand. An additional 17 percent mentioned 



OUTLOOK, NOVEMBER 1967 237 

government spending, especially for Vietnam. On the other hand, 
Vietnam and the international situation were also mentioned by 5 
percent as an explanation of why in their opinion business conditions 
would be unfavorable. As noted previously, rising prices were the 
most frequently mentioned single reason for expecting bad times 
(8 percent of respondents said so). 

TABLE 13-2 

EVALUATIONS OB BUSINESS CONDITIONS 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n of a l l f a m i l i e s i n November 1967) 

Business conditions now compared to a year ago 
Business conditions i n Don't know; A l l 
a year compared to now Better Same Worse not ascertained f a m i l i e s 

Better 15 6 3 1 25 
Same 20 26 9 1 56 
Worse 3 4 5 * 12 
Don't know; no t 

ascertained 2 2 1 2 7 

A l l families AO 38 18 4 100 

Less than 0.5 percent 
Notes: See Tables 111-13 and 111-14 for che questions asked. D e t a i l s may 
not add to t o t a l s due to rounding. 

Important for an understanding of the deterioration in people's 
economic outlook are the replies to the question, "Have you heard 
of any favorable or unfavorable changes in business conditions dur­
ing the past few months." Only 15 percent reported in November 
1967 that they had heard good news, and 34 percent that they had 
heard bad news (Table LTI-15). Among respondents with more than 
$10,000 income, not fewer than 48 percent reported having heard 
unfavorable news. In this respect there were substantial changes 
from May or August to November: Unfavorable business news was 
salient in November. 

Among the items of favorable news reported were references 
to high demand and employment, to continuing good business trends, 
to specific industries with large sales and profits—but none of these 
were mentioned by many respondents. The unfavorable business 
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news heard by respondents was somewhat more specific and more 
frequent: Rising prices, tight money, tax increase, unemployment, 
strikes, and wage demands by unions were noted most frequently. 

Although the war in Vietnam was hardly ever mentioned in 
response to the question about economic news, a specific inquiry 
disclosed that it was an important factor making people think that 
business conditions would remain good. When asked about the im­
pact of the war on domestic business conditions, 59 percent said in 
November that the war made for good times at home, while 21 per­
cent said that it made for bad times. This division of opinions was 
more favorable than earlier in 1967 (Table 111-16). 

Even though people's opinions about business prospects became 
less optimistic late in 1967, they remained mostly on the favorable 
side. This conclusion was supported by further data about the l ike­
lihood of a recession. As in surveys conducted earlier in 1967 or 
in 1966, people were greatly divided in November: About one-half 
thought that a recession might happen again and one-third thought 
that it was not likely to happen again. The others had no opinion 
(Table 111-17). But even among those who thought that a recession 
might happen, only a minority-11 percent of al l respondents-thought 
that a recession would occur within a year. 

Respondents were asked in November whether they thought 
that Congress would pass a law increasing income taxes in 1968. In 
response 58 percent said ''Yes" and 27 percent "No," (Fifteehper-
cent were uncertain or had no opinion.) Following this question all 
respondents were queried about the probable effects of a tax in­
crease on business conditions, assuming that Congress would pass 
the law. About one out of ten respondents replied that the tax in­
crease would have good effects and 42 percent said that it would have 
bad effects on business conditions. In explaining their opinions a 
few respondents spoke of healthy restraining effects of a tax in­
crease, while most respondents argued that business and especially 
consumer spending would decline because of higher taxes paid. Very 
few respondents said that a tax increase would help to curb in­
flation. 

Prospects for Housing, Automobiles, and Household Durables 

In the fal l and winter of 1966 the opinion that it was a bad time 
to buy automobiles, other durable goods, and especially houses was 
voiced with increased frequency; in contrast, in the spring and sum­
mer of 1967 a sharply increased proportion of respondents said that 
it was a good time to make these large outlays. From August to 
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November the evaluation of buying conditions again deteriorated 
somewhat, especially for cars (Table ni-20). 

These opinions are correlated with buying intentions. In 
November 1967, among those who thought that times were good 31 
percent planned to buy large household goods and 24 percent planned 
to buy a car during the next 12 months, as against 18 and 14 percent 
respectively among those who thought that times were bad (Table 
ni-24). The relation between the evaluation of buying conditions and 
intentions to buy new cars was stil l stronger than that for a l l cars . 
Late in 1966 the relationship between evaluations and buying inten­
tions was somewhat more pronounced than in November 1967, how­
ever, fewer people evaluated buying conditions in a favorable manner 
late in 1966. 

Intentions to buy are subject to some seasonal variations and 
therefore the November 1967 data are best compared with findings 
from previous surveys conducted in November. Regarding plans to 
buy large household goods and to undertake additions or reapirs to 
houses, the changes from 1965 to 1967 were relatively small (Table 
III-23) . These findings are consistent with the notion that demand 
for furniture and major appliances would be fair in 1968, but would 
hardly grow to a substantial extent. 

Buying plans for one-family houses were greatly depressed in 
November 1966 when shortage of mortgage funds and rising interest 
rates made great news. These intentions were higher in November 
1967 than a year earl ier, but sti l l not quite as high as the year be­
fore that. 

In November 1967, 19.5 percent of family units expressed an 
intention to buy a car as against 17.9 percent in November 1966 and 
19.3 in November 1965 (Table 111-22). The increase from 1966 to 
1967 was due to a greater frequency of intentions to buy used cars . 
Only lower-income and middle-income families, and not high-income 
families, planned to buy cars with greater frequency than in Novem­
ber 1966. Nevertheless, buying intentions for a l l cars showed an 
increase of 9 percent over November 1966, while the Index of Con­
sumer Sentiment indicated a somewhat smaller advance. Thus the 
question might be raised as to whether the prospects for automobile 
demand might not be somewhat more favorable than the prospects 
for discretionary demand in general. 

In the November 1967 survey, respondents were asked, "Do 
you happen to know whether the 1968 new cars cost about the same 
as the 1967 models, or more, or l e s s ? " Most respondents who had 
an opinion said that the prices of the new car models had increased. 
Of greater interest than this indication that consumers were fairly 
well informed are the replies to the next question in which 
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respondents were asked whether in their opinion, "the added cost 
makes a rea l difference or hardly any difference to those who are 
thinking of buying a new car ." The great majority of informed r e ­
spondents said that the added cost made hardly any difference 
(Table 13-3). 

TABLE 13-3 

OPINIONS ABOUT THE ADDED COST OF NEW CARS 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

Opinions 
A l l 

f a m i l i e s 
F a m i l i e s w i t h incomes 

of $10,000 or more 

1968 models c o s t more 69 83 
Thereof, the added c o s t : 

Makes a r e a l d i f f e r e n c e 7 8 
Hakes some d i f f e r e n c e 12 13 
Makes h a r d l y any d i f f e r e n c e 47 60 
U n c e r t a i n 3 2 

1968 models c o s t the same 5 3 

Don't know about p r i c e s 
of 1968 models 26 14 

T o t a l 100 100 

Thus it would appear that the price increases for the 1968 
models did not seem to disturb a large proportion of consumers. 
In several previous years prices in general had advanced more than 
auto prices and in the opinion of many people, some such difference 
may have continued to prevail in November 1967. This conjecture 
was supported by the finding that those who expected prices in gen­
eral to advance most were more likely to say that the increase in 
car prices made hardly any difference, in comparison with those 
who thought that prices in general would advance a little. 

Both appearance and the safety features of the 1968 car models 
were favorably commented upon by some respondents in November 
1967 but in this respect the findings did not differ much from the 
findings in November 1966. However, one new question was asked 
in the November 1967 survey, the answers to which reflected both 
widespread concern with safety and the prevailing attitudes toward 
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car prices. When asked, "There are new safety devices on the new 
car models; would you say that these safety devices are worth the 
extra money or not," the answers as shown in Table 13-4, were 
mostly favorable to the safety devices. 

TABLE 13-4 

WHETHER SAFETY DEVICES ARE WORTH THE EXTRA MONEY 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

Are s a f e t y d e v i c e s worth 
the e x t r a c o s t ? 

Yes 
No 

Don 1t know 

T o t a l 

A l l F a m i l i e s w i t h incomes 
f a m i l i e s of $10,000 or more 

58 62 
18 21 
24 17 

100 100 

Some people said that the safety devices did not make for 
more safety or that prices went up more than the safety devices 
were worth. But substantially more people expressed themselves 
in favor of the safety devices and thought that people would be wi l l ­
ing to pay for them. These answers suggested that the position of 
the automobile industry relative to other sellers of consumer goods 
might be quite favorable. 
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CHART I I I - l 

CHANGE IN THE INDEX OF CONSUMER SENTIMENT IN THREE PERIODS 
(Fi v e q u e s t i o n s ) 
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CHART I I I - 2 

CHANGE I N THE INDEX OF CONSUMER SENTIMENT I N 1966 AND 1967 
( F i v e q u e s t i o n s ) 
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TABLE I I I - l (Sheet 1 o f 2) 

INDEX OF CONSUMER SENTIMENT3 

Date o f s t u d y 

1952 November-December 

1953 J a n u a r y - F e b r u a r y 
September-October 

1954 J a n u a r y - F e b r u a r y 
June 
O c t o b e r 

1955 June 
Oc t o b e r 

1956 May 
AuguBt 
November-December 

1957 June 
November-Decembe r 

1958 J a n u a r y - F e b r u a r y 
May-June 
O c t o b e r 

1959 May-June 
October-November 

1960 J a n u a r y - F e b r u a r y 
May 
Oc t o be r-November 

1961 J a n u a r y - F e b r u a r y 
May-June 
November 

A l l f a m i l i e s 

36.2 

90.7 
80.8 

82.0 
S2.9 
87.0 

99.1 
99.7 

98.2 
99.9 
100.2 

92.9 
83.7 

78.5 
80.9 
90.8 

95.3 
93.8 

98.9 
92.9 
90.1 

91.1 
92.3 
94.4 

F a m i l i e s w i t h 
a n n u a l incomes o f 

57,500 o r more 0 

100.8 

104.0 
100.0 

102.8 
100.0 
96.5 

95.2 
96.7 
101.5 

1962 J a n u a r y - F e b r u a r y 
May 
AuguBt-September 
November-December 

97.2 
95.4 
91.6 
95.0 

101.5 
97.9 
96.7 
98.8 

Based on f i v e q u e s t i o n s on a t t i t u d e s and e x p e c t a t i o n s . The method f o r 
c a l c u l a t i n g the Index I s s e t f o r t h i n Chapter 14 o f t h i s v o l u n e . 

b F a l l 1956 - 100. 
" F a l l 1959 - 100. 
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TABLE I I I - L (Sheet 2 o f 2) 

INDEX OF CONSUMER SENTIMENT8 

F a m i l i e s w i t h 

D a te o f st u d y A l l f a m i l i e s 1 * 
a n n u a l incomes o f 

S7.500 o r more c 

1963 J a n u a r y - F e b r u a r y 94.8 97.5 
May 91.4 96.5 
August 96.2 99.6 
November 96.9 101.1 

1964 J a n u a r y - F e b r u a r y 99.0 ' 104.2 
May-June 98.1 102.4 
September 100.2 106.0 
December 99.4 102.6 

1965 F e b r u a r y 101.5 105.1 
May-June 102.2 108.4 
August 103.2 104.8 
November 102.6 107.7 

1966 F e b r u a r y 99.8 102.9 
May 95.8 98.9 
August 91.1 92.4 
November-December 88.3 88.9 

1967 F e b r u a r y 92.2 95.0 
May-June 94.9 100.2 
August 96.5 100.3 
November 92.9 97.2 

For d e f i n i t i o n o f above f o o t n o t e s , see sheet 1 o f t h i s t a b l e . 



OUTLOOK TABLES 249 

TABLE I I 1 - 2 

CHANGE I N FAMILY INCOME OVER ONE YEAR 
(Per c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

Paat income change Expected income change 
A l l f a m i l i e s 

May-
Feb. Feb. Feb. Feb. Feb. June Aug. 
1965 1966 196? 1966 1967 1967 1967 

A l o t h i g h e r 15 16 14 r 10 9 
43 48 

A l i t t l e h i g h e r h i g h e r 33 39 34 _ 3 1 33 1— 
No change 33 28 35 45 46 43 39 

A l i t t l e l o w e r ; tower 8 8 8 4 8 

A l o t l o w e r 10 8 B 
8 

5 5 

D o n 1 t know; not a s c e r t a i n e d 1 1 1 4 4 2 l 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

F a m i l i e s w i t h Incomes o f $7,500 o r (Lore 

A l o t h i g h e r 21 23 21 10 i i r -
63 

A l i t t l e h i g h e r ; , h i g h e r 44 46 42 40 44 L_ 
No change 22 18 24 37 36 32 26 

A l i t t l e l o w e r ; l o w e r 7 8 6 r r 5 9 r 
A l o t l o w e r 5 5 6 L! 5 4 ii 
Don't know; not a s c e r t a i n e d 1 * 1 3 . 4 * 1 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Less t h a n 0.5 p e r c e n t . 
'income i n t h e p r e v i o u s y e a r as compared t o income i n t h e y e a r b e f o r e t h a t . 
The q u e s t i o n s asked i n F e b r u a r y 1967 were: "Has yo u r f a m i l y ' s t o t a l Income 
h i g h e r i n 1966 than i t was t h e y e a r b e f o r e t h a t ( 1 9 6 5 ) , o r lower, o r what? 
Was i t a l o t h i g h e r ( l o w e r ) o r j u s t a l i t t l e h i g h e r ( l o w e r ) ? " 
'income e x p e c t e d f o r t h e c u r r e n t y e a r as compared t o income i n the p r e v i o u s 
y e a r . The q u e s t i o n s asked i n Fe b r u a r y 1967 were: " W i l l y o u r f a m i l y income 
f o r t h i s y e a r (1967) be h i g h e r o r lower t h a n l a s t y e a r (1966)? Do you t h i n k 
i t w i l l be a l o t h i g h e r ( l o w e r ) , o r j u s t a l i t t l e h i g h e r ( l o w e r ) ? " 
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TABLE I I I - 3 

RELATION OF PAST TO EXPECTED INCOME CHANGE 
( I n p e r c e n t o f f a m i l i e s ) 

A l l f a m i l i e s - F e b r u a r y 1967 d a t a 

Expected 1967 income 1966 income compared t o 1965 income A l l 
compared t o 1966 income H i g h e r i n 1966 Same Lower i n 1966 f a m i l i e s 

H i g h e r t n 1967 28 6 7 41 
Same 16 25 5 46 
Lower i n 1967 4 2 3 9 

A l l f a m i l i e s 48 33 15 9 6 a 

A l l f a m i l i e s - Fe b r u a r y 1966 d a t a 

Expected 1966 income 1965 income compared t o 1964 income A l l 
compared t o 1965 income H i g h e r i n 1965 Same Lower i n 1965 f a m i l i e s 

H i g h e r i n 1966 30 6 7 43 
Same 19 20 5 44 
Lower i n 1966 4 1 2 7 

A l l f a m i l i e s 53 27 14 9 4 a 

F e b r u a r y 1967 d a t a - w i t h i n income groups 
Income i n 1966 

Less t h a n $3,000 $5,000 $7,500 $10,000 
Income change $3,000 -4,999 -7,499 -9,999 o r more 

H i g h e r l n b o t h 1966 and 1967 8 20 29 38 38 
H i g h e r i n one, same i n o t h e r 20 L9 22 23 25 
Same i n b o t h 49 33 19 14 15 

Lower i n one, same i n o t h e r 10 8 8 5 6 

Lower i n b o t h 1966 and 1967 3 5 3 3 2 

MLxed: H i g h e r i n one, 
l o w e r i n o t h e r 6 10 14 14 9 

Don't know, n o t a s c e r t a i n e d 4 5 5 3 5 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 

Respondents n o t g i v i n g a d e f i n i t e answer t o b o t h q u e s t i o n s a r e o m i t t e d f r o m 
the t a b u l a t i o n . The two q u e s t i o n s a r e n o t e d i n T a b l e I I I - 2 . 
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TABLE I I I - 4 

CONSUMERS' EVALUATION OF THEIR FINANCIAL SITUATION 
AS COMPARED WITH A YEAR EARLIER 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

E v a l u a t i o n Nov- May­
or f i n a n c i a l Feb. Nov. Feb. May Aug. Dec. Feb. June Aug. Nov. 
s i t u a t i o n 1965 1965 1966 1966 1966 1966 1967 1967 1967 1967 

A l 1 f a m i l i e s 

B e t t e r o f f 37 38 38 34 32 35 34 34 35 34 

Same 43 44 44 46 43 38 45 44 48 42 

Horse o f f 19 17 17 19 24 25 19 21 16 23 

U n c e r t a i n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Not a s c e r t a i n e d * * * * * 1 1 * * 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

F a m i l i e s w i t h income o f $7,500 o r more 

B e t t e r o f f 50 51 49 45 40 44 44 50 46 49 

Same 38 39 39 41 39 33 42 36 4 1 34 

Worse o f f 12 10 10 13 19 21 13 14 12 16 

U n c e r t a i n * * 1 1 1 1 1 * 1 1 

Not a s c e r t a i n e d * * 1 * 1 1 + * * 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Less t h a n 0.5 p e r c e n t . 
The q u e s t i o n asked was "We a r e i n t e r e s t e d i n how people are g e t t i n g a l o n g 
f i n a n c i a l l y these d a y s . Would you say t h a t you and yo u r f a m i l y a r e b e t t e r 
o f f o r worse o f f f i n a n c i a l l y than you were a ye a r ago?" 
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TABLE I I I - 5 

CHANGE CONSUMERS EXPECT I N THEIR FINANCIAL SITUATION 
(Pe r c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

Expected change 
i n f i n a n c i a l 
s i t u a t i o n 

Feb. 
1965 

Nov. 
1965 

Feb. 
1966 

May 
1966 

Aug. 
1966 

Nov-
Dec. 
1966 

Feb. 
1967 

May-
June 
1967 

Aug. 
1967 

Nov. 
1967 

A l l . f a m i l i e s 

Nov. 
1967 

B e t t e r o f f 39 40 38 32 33 3 1 35 38 34 35 

Sane 44 46 46 48 43 45 46 43 45 42 

Worse o f f 7 5 8 10 12 11 S 10 9 11 

U n c e r t a i n • 10 9 8 10 12 13 11 9 11 12 

Not a s c e r t a i n e d * * * * * * * * 1 * 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

F a m i l i e s w i t h income o f S7,50O o r more 

B e t t e r o f f 49 52 47 40 42 38 43 49 45 44 

Same 38 37 40 4 1 38 40 42 37 40 37 

Worse o f f 5 5 7 10 12 11 6 9 9 10 

U n c e r t a i n 7 5 6 9 8 10 8 5 6 9 

Not a s c e r t a i n e d 1 1 * * * 1 1 * * 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Leas t h a n 0.5 p e r c e n t . 
The q u e s t i o n asked was "Now l o o k i n g ahead - do you t h i n k c h at a ye a r f r o m now 
you p e o p l e w i l l be b e t t e r o f f f i n a n c i a l l y , o r worse o f f , o r j u s t a bout t h e 
same as now?" 
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TABLE I I I - 6 

PRICE EXPECTATIONS FOR NEXT YEAR 
(Per c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

Nov- May-
D u r i n g t h e n e x t Feb. Nov. Feb. May Aug. Dec. Feb. June Aug. Nov. 
y e a r p r i c e s w i l l : 1965 1965 1966 1966 1966 1966 1967 1967 1967 1967 

A l l f a m i l i e s 

Go up; e i t h e r go up 
o r s t a y t h e same 72 72 86 79 87 73 83 88 87 90 

S t a y t h e same 18 21 9 16 9 18 13 9 10 7 

Go down 1 2 1 3 2 4 2 1 1 1 

D o n 11 know; 
n o t a s c e r t a i n e d 9 5 4 2 2 5 2 2 2 2 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

F a m i l i e s w i t h income o f $7,500 or more 
Go up; e i t h e r go up 

or s t a y t h e same 75 78 90 85 92 77 86 92 93 95 

S t a y t h e same 18 20 7 12 5 17 11 6 6 5 

Go down 2 1 * 2 2 6 2 * * 
Don't know; 

n o t a s c e r t a i n e d 5 1 3 1 I * 1 2 1 * 
T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Less than 0.5 p e r c e n t . 

The q u e s t i o n asked was "Speaking o f p r i c e s i n g e n e r a l , I mean t h e p r i c e s o f 
t h e t h i n g s you buy - do you t h i n k t h e y w i l l go up i n t h e n e x t year o r so, o r 
go down, o r s t a y where t h e y a r e now?" 
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TABLE I I I - 7 

REACTIONS TO PROSPECTIVE PRICE DEVELOPMENTS 
(Per c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

Nov- May-
Expected p r i c e Feb. Nov. Feb. May Aug. Dec. Feb. June 

change i s : 1965 1965 1966 1966 1966 1966 1967 1967 

A l l f a m i l i e s 

To t h e good 24 27 16 21 12 14 16 13 

Makes no d i f f e r e n c e 4 4 4 2 2 2 3 4 

Pro-con; depends 9 10 10 7 6 7 6 9 

To t h e bad 47 47 60 62 71 66 67 65 

Don't know; 
n o t a s c e r t a i n e d 7 7 6 6 7 6 6 7 

Don't know d i r e c t i o n 
o f p r i c e s 9 5 4 2 2 5 2 2 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

F a m i l i e s w i t h income o f $7,500 or more 

To t h e good 27 30 17 20 11 15 18 15 

Makes no d i f f e r e n c e 7 6 5 4 2 2 3 4 

Pro-con; depends 10 12 12 7 7 7 7 10 

To t h e bad 44 44 58 62 72 68 66 63 

Don't know; 
n o t a s c e r t a i n e d 7 7 5 6 7 8 5 6 

Don't know d i r e c t i o n 
o f p r i c e s 5 1 3 1 1 * 1 2 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

A l l f a m i l i e s who expect p r i c e s t o go up 
d u r i n g t h e n e x t y e a r 

To t h e good 14 14 u 10 7 4 9 9 

To t h e bad 62 62 68 74 79 83 77 72 

Less t h a n 0.5 p e r c e n t . 
The q u e s t i o n asked f o l l o w i n g the q u e s t i o n q u o t e d under T a b l e I I I - 6 was "Would 
you say t h a t these ( r i s i n g p r i c e s , unchanged p r i c e s , f a l l i n g p r i c e s ) w o uld be 
good, o r bad, o r what?" 
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TABLE I I I - 8 

EXTENT OF INCREASES IN PRICES EXPECTED DURING THE NEXT TWELVE MONTHS 
(Per c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

P r i c e s w i l l go up i n 
n e x t 12 months by: 

May 
1966 

Aug. 
1966 

Feb. 
1967 

Aug. 
1967 

Nov. 
1967 

A l l f a m i l i e s 

1 t o 2 p e r c e n t 35 33 36 37 35 

3 t o 4 p c r c c n c 9 12 14 14 12 

5 p e r c e n t 20 25 21 23 26 

6 t o 9 p e r c e n t 3 4 2 2 3 

10 p e r c e n t o r more 4 6 5 6 7 

Don't know, n o t 
a s c e r t a i n e d how much 
p r i c e s w i l l I n c r e a s e 8 7 5 5 7 

P r i c e s w i l l n o t go up 21 13 17 13 10 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 

F a m i l i e s w i t h income o f $7,500 o r more 

1 t o 2 p e r c e n t 42 36 40 41 33 

3 t o 4 p e r c e n t 12 14 16 18 16 

5 p e r c e n t 18 28 21 24 2S 

6 t o 9 p e r c e n t 4 5 3 3 5 

10 p e r c e n t o r more 4 4 4 4 8 

Don't know, n o t 
a s c e r t a i n e d how much 
p r i c e s w i l l i n c r e a s e 5 5 2 4 4 

P r i c e s w i l l n ot go up 15 8 14 6 6 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 

The q u e s t i o n asked was "How l a r g e a p r i c e i n c r e a s e do you expect? Of course 
nobody can know f o r s u r e , b u t would you say t h a t a y e a r f r o m now p r i c e s w i l l 
be a b o u t 1 o r 2 p e r c e n t h i g h e r , o r 5 p e r c e n t , o r c l o s e r t o 10 p e r c e n t h i g h e r 
t h a n now, o r what?" (The q u e s t i o n was asked o f those respondents s a y i n g t h a t 
t h e y e x p e c t e d h i g h e r p r i c e s d u r i n g t h e n e x t y e a r . See T a b l e I I I - 6 . ) 
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TABLE I I I - 9 

EXPECTED INCOME INCREASES IN RELATION TO EXPECTED PRICE INCREASES 
(Per c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

E x p e c t a t i o n s about 
income change and 
p r i c e i n c r e a s e s i n 
th e n e x t y e a r 

Income w i l l n o t go up 

Income w i l l go up: 

More t h a n p r i c e s 

Same as p r i c e s 

Less t h a n p r i c e s 

Don't know w h i c h 
w i l l go up more 

T o t a l 

A l l 
f a m i l i e s 

November 1967 d a t a 
w i t h i n 1967 income groups 

Aug. 
1967 

Nov. 
1967 

LesB t h a n 
$3,000 

$3,000 $5,000 $7,500 $10,000 
-4,999 -7,499 -9,999 o r more 

52 55 76 61 52 39 46 

48 45 24 39 48 61 54 

11 11 4 5 11 12 20 

3 2 1 2 1 4 4 

29 27 16 25 33 38 27 

5 5 3 7 3 7 3 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

The q u e s t i o n asked was "Which do you t h i n k w i l l go up more d u r i n g t h e n e x t 12 
months, y o u r income o r the p r i c e s o f t h e t h i n g s you buy?" (The q u e s t i o n was 
asked i n November o f th o s e r e s p o n d e n t s who ex p e c t e d t h e i r 1968 income t o be 
h i g h e r t h a n t h e i r 1967 Income; i n August o f those who expected t h e i r 1967 
Income t o be h i g h e r t h a n t h e i r 1966 income.) 
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TABLE I I I - 1 0 

CONSUMERS' RESPONSE TO INFLATION 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

What one can do t o 
s a f e g u a r d a g a i n s t 
p r i c e i n c r e a s e a 

Can't do a n y t h i n g 

Can do so m e t h i n g , 

A l l 
f a m i l i e s 

Nov. Nov. 
1966 1967 

November 1967 d a t a 
w i t h i n 1967 income groups 

Less than $3,000 $5,000 $7,500 $10,000 
$3,000 -4,999 -7,499 -9,999 o r more 

49 57 69 62 61 50 46 

such a s : 40 37 21 31 33 46 53 

Buy i n advance o f 
i n c r e a s e 2 2 2 1 2 1 4 

I n v e s t i n s t o c k s o r 
r e a l e s t a t e 3 5 * 1 3 5 10 

Postpone b u y i n g 6 5 3 3 5 5 7 

Cut down b u y i n g 12 13 11 11 13 16 13 

B o y c o t t ; s e l e c t 
w here vou buv 6 5 1 7 3 7 9 

Watch what you buy; 
be s e l e c t i v e 7 2 * 1 2 4 2 

Ot h e r a c t i o n 4 5 4 7 5 8 8 

Don't know, n o t 
a s c e r t a i n e d 11 6 10 7 6 4 1 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Less t h a n 0.5 p e r c e n t . 

The q u e s t i o n s asked were "Now spe a k i n g f o r a moment about p r i c e i n c r e a s e s 
and i n f l a t i o n . Would you say t h a t someone l i k e you can do something when 
p r i c e s a r e g o i n g up, so as t o s a f e g u a r d h i m s e l f t o some e x t e n t a g a i n s t 
p r i c e i n c r e a s e s ? ( I f y e s ) What can a person do?" 
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TABLE I I I - l l 

BUSINESS CONDITIONS EXPECTED DURING NEXT TWELVE MONTHS 
(Per c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

Expected Nov- May-
bu s i n e s s Feb. Nov. Feb. May Aug. Dec. Feb. June Aug. Nov. 
c o n d i t i o n s 1965 1965 1966 1966 1966 1966 1967 L967 1967 1967 

A l l f a m i l i e s 

Good t i m e s 75 71 69 66 59 55 62 6 1 63 60 

Good i n some ways, 
bad i n o t h e r s 3 4 2 5 6 6 5 6 5 4 

Bad t i m e s 7 8 9 13 17 22 16 14 15 18 

U n c e r t a i n 14 16 11 15 16 16 16 18 16 18 

Not a s c e r t a i n e d 1 1 9 1 2 1 1 1 1 * 

T o t a l LOO 100 100 100 100 100 100 LOO 100 100 

F a m i l i e s wi .th income o f $7,500 or more 

Good t i m e s 84 84 82 75 68 6 1 73 73 72 71 

Good i n some ways, 
bad i n o t h e r s 3 2 1 5 6 7 5 6 5 3 

Bad t i m e s 5 5 6 11 16 15 13 9 10 14 

U n c e r t a i n 8 9 5 8 9 16 9 11 12 11 

Not a s c e r t a i n e d * * 6 1 1 1 * 1 1 1 

T o t a l 100 100 100 LOO 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Less t h a n 0.5 p e r c e n t . 
The q u e s t i o n asked was "Now t u r n i n g t o b u s i n e s s c o n d i t i o n s i n the c o u n t r y as 
a whole - do you t h i n k t h a t d u r i n g t h e n e x t 12 months w e ' l l have good Limes 
f i n a n c i a l l y o r bad t i m e s , o r what?" 
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TABLE 111-12 

BUSINESS CONDITIONS EXPECTED DURING THE NEXT FIVE YEARS 
(Per c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

Expected 
b u s i n e s s 
c o n d i t i o n s 

Nov- May-
Feb. Nov. Feb. May Aug. Dec, Feb. June Aug. Nov. 
1965 1965 1966 1966 1966 1966 1967 1967 1967 1967 

A l l f a m i l i e s 

Good t I m e s 44 47 39 40 38 33 38 35 37 35 

U n c e r t a i n , 
good and bad 29 32 33 34 27 40 33 35 35 31 

Bad t i m e s 20 14 18 20 28 21 23 21 2 1 26 

Not a s c e r t a i n e d 7 7 10 6 7 6 6 9 7 8 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

F a m i l i e s w i .th income o f $7,500 or more 

Good t i m e s 49 58 44 45 45 38 43 42 47 42 

U n c e r t a i n , 
good and bad 25 27 32 33 21 36 30 35 3 1 29 

Bad t i m e s 19 10 15 16 26 20 20 15 16 22 

Not a s c e r t a i n e d 7 5 9 6 8 6 7 8 6 7 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

The q u e s t i o n s asked were " L o o k i n g ahead, w h i c h would you say i s more l i k e l y -
t h a t i n the c o u n t r y as a whole we w i l l have c o n t i n u o u s good times d u r i n g the 
n e x t f i v e years o r so - o r t h a t we w i l l have p e r i o d s o f widespread unemploy­
ment o r d e p r e s s i o n , o r what? ( I f d on't know) On what does i t depend i n your 
o p i n i o n ? " 



260 1967 SURVEY OF CONSUMER FINANCES 

TABLE I I I - 1 3 

CURRENT BUSINESS CONDITIONS I N COMPARISON TO THOSE A YEAR AGO 
(P e r c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

B u siness c o n d i t i o n s 
now compared 
t o a y e a r ago 

Feb. 
1965 

Nov. 
1965 

Feb. 
1966 

May Aug. 
1966 1966 

Nov-
Dec. 
1966 

Feb. 
1967 

May-
June Aug. 
1967 1967 

Nov. 
1967 

A l l f a m i l i e s 

B e t t e r now 43 54 57 45 45 36 34 38 34 40 

About t h e same 38 35 30 36 31 34 38 35 44 37 

Worse now 12 6 8 16 18 22 23 22 18 18 

Not a s c e r t a i n e d , 
d o n ' t know, depends 7 5 5 3 6 8 5 5 4 5 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

F a m i l i e s w i t h Income o f $7,50C 1 o r more 

B e t t e r now 53 67 66 54 53 37 36 39 40 45 

About t h e same 34 26 26 27 22 31 35 32 40 34 

Worse now 10 4 5 17 22 27 27 27 18 20 

Not a s c e r t a i n e d , 
d o n ' t know, depends 3 3 3 2 3 5 2 2 2 1 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

The q u e s t i o n asked was "Would you say t h a t a t p r e s e n t b u s i n e s s c o n d i t i o n s 
a r e b e t t e r o r worse t h a n t h e y were a ye a r ago?" 
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TABLE I I I - 1 4 

EXPECTED BUSINESS CONDITIONS A YEAR FROM NOW 
AS COMPARED WITH THE PRESENT 

(P e r c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

E x p e c t e d b u s i n e s s 
c o n d i t i o n s a year 
f r o m now 

Feb. 
1965 

Nov. 
1965 

Feb. 
1966 

May 
1966 

Aug. 
1966 

Nov-
Dec. 
1966 

Feb. 
1967 

May-
June 
1967 

Aug. 
1967 

Nov. 
1967 

A l l f a m i l i e s 

B e t t e r i n a ye a r 33 36 29 19 23 17 21 26 2 1 25 

About t h e same 55 53 54 63 54 60 59 55 6 1 56 

Worse i n a ye a r 7 6 8 12 14 12 12 10 10 12 

Not a s c e r t a i n e d , 
d o n ' t know 5 5 9 6 9 11 8 9 8 7 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

F a m i l i e s w i t h income o f $7,500 o r more 

B e t t e r i n a ye a r 38 45 35 25 25 21 25 32 27 28 

About t h e same 52 46 51 57 53 58 58 52 59 56 

Worse i n a ye a r 7 5 6 13 15 13 12 8 8 10 

Hot a s c e r t a i n e d , 
d o n 1 1 know 3 4 8 5 7 8 5 8 6 6 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

The q u e s t i o n asked was "And how about a year f r o m now, would y o u expec t i n 
the c o u n t r y as a whole b u s i n e s s c o n d i t i o n s w i l l be b e t t e r o r worse t h a n 
t h e y a r e a t p r e s e n t , o r j u s t about t h e same?" 
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TABLE I I I - 1 5 

NEWS HEARD OF RECENT CHANGES IN BUSINESS CONDITIONS 
( P e r c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

Nov- May-
Feb. Nov. Feb. May Aug. Dec. Feb. June Aug. Nov. 

News heard 1965 1965 1966 1966 1966 1966 1967 1967 1967 1967 

A l l f a m i l i e s 

Heard f a v o r a b l e news 25 29 28 19 15 12 18 21 15 15 

Heard u n f a v o r a b l e news 20 13 17 40 43 34 35 27 26 34 

Did n o t he a r any news 59 66 61 54 54 62 57 62 68 61 

Nov-
Aug. Dec. 
1966 1966 

Feb. 
1967 

May-
June 
1967 

Aug. 
1967 

Nov. 
1967 

F a m i l i e s w i t h income o f $5,000-7,499 

Heard f a v o r a b l e news 14 11 16 22 14 10 

Heard u n f a v o r a b l e news 43 35 32 18 25 28 

D i d n o t h e a r any news 53 62 59 68 7 1 68 

Fami l i e s w i t h income o f $7,500-9,999 

Heard f a v o r a b l e news 17 13 21 23 16 17 

Heard u n f a v o r a b l e news 53 37 36 32 26 35 

Did n o t h e a r any news 45 55 55 59 65 59 

F a m i l i e s w i t h Income o f $10,000 o r more 

Heard f a v o r a b l e news 21 15 25 33 24 22 

Heard u n f a v o r a b l e news 67 52 54 42 35 48 

D i d n o t he a r any news 34 44 39 43 54 46 

The q u e s t i o n s asked were "Have you heard o f any f a v o r a b l e o r u n f a v o r a b l e 
changes i n b u s i n e s s c o n d i t i o n s d u r i n g t h e past few months? What d i d you 
hea r ? " 

Note: T o t a l s add t o more than 100 p e r c e n t because some pe o p l e mentioned 
two t y p e s o f news he a r d . 
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TABLE 111-16 

OPINIONS REGARDING EFFECTS OF THE INTERNATIONAL SITUATION 
ON BUSINESS CONDITIONS 

(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

Nov- May-
The i n t e r n a t i o n a l 
s i t u a t i o n makes f o r : 

Feb. 
1965 

Aug. 
1965 

Nov. 
1965 

Feb. 
1966 

Aug. 
1966 

Dec. 
1966 

Feb. 
1967 

June Aug. 
1967 1967 

Nov. 
1967 

A l l . f a m i l i e s 

Good t i m e s 23 4 1 52 54 53 46 52 54 55 59 

Good, i n some ways, 
bad i n o t h e r s 3 6 6 5 7 7 8 8 6 5 

Bad t i m e s 28 23 19 22 23 25 27 24 22 21 

No e f f e c t on b u s i n e s s 23 12 11 6 5 7 4 5 5 5 

Don't know; n o t 
a s c e r t a i n e d ; depends 23 18 12 13 12 15 9 9 12 10 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

F a m i l i e s w i t h income o f $7,500 o r more 

Good t i m e s 32 51 64 65 63 53 62 62 67 70 

Good i n some ways, 
bad i n o t h e r s 4 7 6 5 9 8 9 11 7 4 

Bad t i m e s 23 17 13 17 19 24 23 18 15 15 

No e f f e c t on b u s i n e s s 26 11 11 5 5 7 3 4 6 4 

Don't know; n o t 
a s c e r t a i n e d ; depends 15 14 6 8 4 8 3 5 5 7 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 LOO 100 100 100 100 

The q u e s t i o n s asked were "Speaking now about V i e t n a m , t h e c o l d war, our 
r e l a t i o n s w i t h R u s s i a and China - how do you t h i n k the way t h i n g s a r e g o i n g 
i n t h e w o r l d t o d a y a r e a f f e c t i n g b u s i n e s s c o n d i t i o n s here a t home? (Do you 
t h i n k t h e y make f o r good t i m e s o r bad t i m e s , o r w h a t ? ) " 

T h i s I n s e r t e d phrase was d i f f e r e n t i n p r e v i o u s y e a r s , r e f e r r i n g 
t o t h e c o l d war and t o i n t e r n a t i o n a l t e n s i o n s p r e v a i l i n g a t 
v a r i o u s t i m e s . Vietnam was s p e c i f i c a l l y mentioned i n t h e August 
1965 s u r v e y . 
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TABLE 111-17 
OPINIONS ABOUT RECURRENCE AND TIMING OF A RECESSION 

(P e r c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

Nov- May-
Feb. Aug. Nov. Aug. Dec. Feb. June Nov. 

Opi n i o n s a b o u t r e c u r r e n c e 1965 1965 1965 1966 1966 1967 1967 1967 
A l l f a m i l i e s 

Recession l i k e l y t o 
happen a g a i n 23 20 24 32 29 32 34 34 

Recession m i g h t happen 
a g a i n 19 12 15 16 19 16 13 17 

Recession n o t l i k e l y 
t o happen a g a i n 4 1 50 46 38 31 36 35 35 

Don't know, depends 15 17 13 12 20 L5 16 13 
Not a s c e r t a i n e d 2 1 2 2 1 1 2 1 
T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

F e b r u a r y 1967 d a t a 
by f a m i l y Income i n 1966 

Less t h a n $3,000 $5,000 $7,500 $10,000 
$3,000 -4,999 -7,499 -9,999 o r more 

Recession l i k e l y t o 
happen a g a i n 20 25 36 35 38 

Recession m i g h t happen 
a g a i n 16 15 15 17 18 

Recession n o t l i k e l y 
t o happen a g a i n 33 40 37 36 36 

Don't know; depends; 
n o t a s c e r t a i n e d 31 20 12 12 8 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 

A l l f a m i l i e s 

Expected t i m i n g o f 
ne x t r e c e s s i o n 

Feb. 
1965 

Aug. 
1965 

Nov. 
1965 

Nov-
Aug. Dec. 
1966 1966 

Feb. 
1967 

May-
June 
1967 

Nov. 
1967 

Very soon; has a l r e a d y 
s t a r t e d ; any t i m e 7 4 4 6 6 6 5 5 

Not v e r y soon b u t w i t h i n 
a few y e a r s 12 9 12 18 15 15 14 20 

Not w i t h i n t h e n e x t 
few y e a r s 7 4 7 6 5 6 5 4 

" A f t e r t h e war ends" a a a a 6 8 9 a 
Don't know; depends; 

n o t a s c e r t a i n e d 16 15 16 18 16 13 14 14 
T o t a l who e x p e c t r e c e s s i o n 

t o o c c u r 42 32 39 48 48 48 47 51 

Not coded s e p a r a t e l y ; i n c l u d e d i n "Don't know" p r i o r t o November-December 1966. 
The q u e s t i o n s asked were "How about a r e c e s s i o n and unemployment l i k e we had 
i n 1958 and i n t h e w i n t e r o f 1960-61; do you t h i n k t h i s w i l l happen again? 
( I f yea o r maybe) About when w i l l ( m i g h t ) i t come, i n y o u r o p i n i o n ? " 
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TABLE I I I - 1 8 

EXPECTED CHANGES IN UNEMPLOYMENT 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n ) 

D u r i n g t h e n e x t 12 months Feb. Feb. May Aug. Nov. Feb. Aug. 
unemployment w i l l : 1965 1966 1966 1966 1966 1967 1967 

A l l f a m i l i e s 
I n c r e a s e 23 11 15 15 20 18 18 

Stay t h e same 42 40 5 1 56 51 58 53 

Decrease 30 43 29 23 20 19 25 

Don't know, n o t 
a s c e r t a i n e d 5 6 5 6 9 5 4 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

F a m i l i e s w i t h income o f $7,500 o r more 

I n c r e a s e 23 9 15 17 22 19 16 

S t a y t h e same 44 4 1 50 57 52 60 57 

Decrease 32 48 3 1 23 19 19 24 

D o n 1 t know, n o t 
a s c e r t a i n e d 1 2 4 3 7 2 3 

T o t a l 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

The q u e s t i o n asked was "And how about p e o p l e o u t o f wo r k d u r i n g the coming 
12 months - do you t h i n k t h a t t h e r e w i l l be more unemployment t h a n now, 
about t h e same, o r l e s s ? " 
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TABLE 111-19 

EXPECTED COURSE OF INTEREST RATES 

(Percentage distr ibut ion) 

During the next 12 months Nov-Dec. May-June August 
interest rates w i l l : 1966 1967 1967 

A l l families 

Increase 25 32 29 

Stay tho same 33 32 46 

Decrease 7 16 4 

No opinion 34 18 20 

Not ascertained 1 2 1 

Total 100 100 100 

Families with income of $7,500 or more 

Increase 23 30 30 

Stay the same 41 36 50 

Decrease 10 24 7 

No opinion 25 9 12 

Not ascertained 1 1 1 

Total 100 100 100 

The question asked was "No one can say for sure, but what do you think w i l l 
happen to interest rates during the next 12 months?" 
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TABLE 111-20 

BUYING CONDITIONS FOR LARGE HOUSEHOLD DURABLES, CARS, AND HOUSES 

Nov- May-
Opinion about Nov. Feb. May Aug. Dec. Feb. June Aug. Nov. 
buying conditions 1965 L966 1966 L966 L966 L967 1967 1967 1967 

A l l families 
Large household durables 

Good time to buy 55 56 54 49 35 43 51 58 55 
Uncertain; depends 34 31 30 37 45 33 37 28 32 

Bad time to buy 11 13 16 14 20 24 12 14 13 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Cars 

Good time to buy 51 a 51 42 23 a 44 45 40 

Uncertain; depends 39 a 30 37 51 a 34 30 30 

Bad time to buy 10 a 19 21 26 a 22 _25 30 
Total 100 LOO 100 100 100 100 100 

Hous e s 

Good time to buy 51 a a 37 22 a 42 49 49 
Uncertain; depends 30 a a 24 29 a 31 29 24 

Bad time to buy 19 a a 39 49 a 27 22 27 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Families with income of $7,500 or more 
Large household durables 

Good time to buy 64 61 61 53 38 50 56 66 61 
Bad time to buy 7 9 11 14 17 20 7 11 10 

Cars 

Good time to buy 61 a 60 47 29 a 51 50 46 
Bad time to buy 8 a 16 20 26 a 18 26 31 

Houses 

Good time to buy 63 a a 39 22 a 49 55 54 
Bad time to buy 16 a a 46 54 a 25 21 27 

Not ava i lab le . 

The questions asked were "About the things people buy for their house - I 
mean furni ture , house furnishings, re fr igerator , cooking range, te lev is ion , 
and things l ike that. I n general do you think now i s a good time or a bad 
time to buy such large household items? Speaking now of the automobile 
market - do you think the next 12 months or so w i l l be a good time or a bad 
time to buy a car? Generally speaking, do you think now i s a good time or a 
bad time to buy a house?" 
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TABLE 111-21 

SELECTED REASONS FOR OPINIONS ABOUT MARKET CONDITIONS 
(In percent) 

Reasons for evaluation 
of market conditions for: 

Feb. 
1965 

Nov. 
1965 

Aug. 
1966 

Nov-
Dec. 
1966 

Feb. 
1967 

May-
June 
1967 

Large household durables 

Good tine to buy because 

Pr ices are low; good buys available 25 20 17 13 15 21 

Prices are going higher; won't come down 11 14 19 12 15 19 

People can afford to buy; times are good 7 10 7 5 9 9 

New features; good quality, (selection) 
supply 7 6 5 4 4 8 

Bad time to buy because 

Prices are high; may f a l l later 7 9 11 17 19 10 

Credit i s tight; interest races high * * 4 5 7 2 

Cars 

Good time to buy because 

Prices are low; good buys avallable 17 20 12 8 a 17 

Prices are going higher; won't come down 9 12 16 8 a 15 

People can afford to buy; times are good 6 4 4 2 a 8 

New features; good quality, (selection) 
supply 7 6 4 3 a 6 

Safety; new models are safer a a 1 1 a 4 

Bad time to buy because 

Prices are high; going up; may f a l l later 9 9 15 20 a 16 

Credit i s tight; interest rates high * * 4 6 a 1 

Safety; la ter models w i l l be safer a a 2 2 a 4 

Houses 

Good time to buy because 

Prices are low; good buys available 16 14 10 8 a 12 

Prices are going higher; won't come down 16 15 15 7 a 21 

People can afford to buy; times are good 6 8 5 2 a 4 

New features; good qual i ty , (selection) 
supply 5 5 2 1 a 4 

Bad time to buy because 
Prices are high; may f a l l later 15 15 20 25 a 19 
Credit i s tight; interest rates high 1 1 25 34 a 13 

Less chan 0.5 percenc. 
aNot avai lable . 

Note: Responses reported here were made to the query "Why do you say so?" 
following each of the three questions in Table 111-20. 
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TABLE 111-22 

INTENTIONS TO BUY CARS DURING NEXT TWELVE MONTHS 
(Percentage of famil ies) 

Surveys conducted in: 

February 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

May 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1966 

1967 

August 

1962 

1963 

1965 

1966 

1967 

November 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1965 

1966 

1967 

A l l cars 

13.8 

17.1 

17.9 

15.1 

17.8 

" 18.6 

17.3 

16.4 

17.4 

16.9 

17.4 

14.1 

19.4 

18.1 

17.4 

17.8 

18.6 

15.7 

18.3 

19.0 

19.3 

19.3 

17.9 

19.5 

New cars 

6.3 

8.5 

9.7 

8.0 

10.8 

10.5 

9.7 

8.9 

9.7 

9.5 

9.8 

10.0 

10.8 

9.1 

9.4 

10.3 

10.7 

8.8 

9.5 

10.1 

10.5 

10.9 

10.0 

10.1 

Used cars 

7.5 

8.6 

8.1 

7.1 

7.0 

8.1 

7.6 

7.5 

7.7 

7.4 

7.6 

4.1 

8.6 

9.0 

8.0 

7.5 

8.0 

6.9 

8.8 

8.9 

8.8 

8.4 

8.0 

9.4 

Notes: 
Families (some consist ing of one person only) that reported they would or 
probably would buy, plus onerhalf of those who said they might buy during 
the next 12 months. 
"Uncertain whether new or used" apportioned equally between new and used 
cars . A very few people who plan to buy both a new and a used car are 
counted only once In the " a l l cars" column. 
Due to Increase in the population, the base r i ses by approximately 2 percent 
from one year to the next. 
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TABLE I I I - 2 3 

INTENTIONS TO PURCHASE8 

(In percent of a l l famil ies) 

February 
1965 

February 
1966 

May 
1966 

August 
1966 

November-
December 

1966 
February 

1967 

May-
June 
1967 

August 
1967 

November 
1967 

Houses 8.2 8.2 b 9.0 5.5 7.2 7.3 6.4 7.5 

Home improvements 
and maintenance 27.8 27.8 b 22.4 22.9 30.4 24.2 22.0 24.3 

Furniture and major 
household appliances 28.0 29.1 20.3 27.5 30.3 28.4 28.0 26.6 30.7 

Television sets 5.4 6.7 3.6 7.0 8.3 6.2 5.8 6.8 8.5 

Refrigerators 5.6 5.2 2.7 5.7 6.6 5.0 5.8 6.6 6.9 

Furniture 10.5 12.0 5.4 8.8 11.0 11.9 10.1 8.7 11.0 

Washing machines 4.1 4.8 1.8 4.0 2.6 4.3 3.3 2.2 3.6 

Families who reported that they would, probably would, or might buy in the next 12 months. 

Not avai lable . 

§ 

O 

o 

1 
1 
1 
o 
to 
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TABLE 111-24 

RELATION OF INTENTIONS TO BUY TO OPINIONS ABOUT BUYING-CONDITIONS 

(Percentage distr ibut ion) 

• Nov- Nov- i Nov-
Dec. Nov. Dec. Nov. •ec . Nov. 
1966 1967 1966 1967 1966 1967 

Large household durables 
Intentions to buy a Good time Pro-•con; Bad time 
Large household durables to buy uncertain to buy 

Wi l l (probably) buy 32 31 20 22 15 18 

Might buy 7 5 e 5 5 8 

W i l l not buy 61 64 71 73 80 74 

Don't know; not ascertained * * 1 * * * 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Percent of a l l famil ies 35 55 45 32 20 13 

Automobiles 

Good time Pro-con; Bad time 
Intentions to buy cars to buy uncertain to buy 

W i l l (probably) buy 25 24 13 15 10 14 

Might buy 7 4 5 8 3 5 

Wi l l not buy * 66 71 80 77 86 81 

Don't know; not ascertained 2 1 2 1 * 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Percent of a l l famil ies 23 40 51 30 26 30 

Less than 0.5 percent. 

a At least one item. 
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14 
SURVEY METHODS 

E A R L Y in each year, the Survey Research Center 
collects detailed information on family income, financial assets and 
debt, automobiles, other durable goods, and housing. The data in 
Parts I and II of this monograph were obtained from the annual 
Survey of Consumers. In January and February 1967 hour-long 
personal interviews were conducted with 3,171 family units. 

Four times a year the Center measures changes in consumer 
attitudes, expectations, and intentions to buy, reported in Part III of 
this monograph. A battery of questions on opinions and sentiments 
is included in the annual Survey of Consumers, and also in three 
other surveys during the year. In 1967, personal interview surveys 
with about 1,350 families were conducted in May-June and again in 
November. In August, the telephone was used to reinterview 1,321 
respondents who had been interviewed face-to-face at an earlier 
date. 

Sampling arid Interviewing 

The samples of the Survey Research Center represent cross -
sections of the population living in private households in the United 
States, excluding Alaska and Hawaii. Transients, residents of in­
stitutions, and persons living on military bases are not included. 
The method known as multistage area probability sampling is used 
to select a sample of dwelling units representative of the nation. 
F i r s t , 72 primary sampling units (each composed of a county or 
group of counties) are selected: 12 of the largest metropolitan areas 
are selected with certainty, and 60 other sampling units are selected 
by probability methods from among all remaining counties in the 
United States. 

275 
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In each primary sampling unit three to six secondary selec­
tions of cities, towns, census tracts, or rura l areas are made. In 
the third stage of sampling, urban blocks, or small portions (blocks) 
of rura l areas are chosen. Finally, for each new survey a sample 
of dwelling units, in clusters of about four, is drawn from the block 
selections—always by a process of random choice. 

The basic unit for sampling is the dwelling unit, and for inter­
viewing, the family unit. A family unit is defined as a l l persons 
living in the same dwelling unit who are related to each other by 
blood, marriage, or adoption. A single person who is unrelated to 
the other occupants of the dwelling, or who lives alone, is a family 
unit by himself. In some dwelling units there are two or even sev­
eral family units. Ear ly in 1967, about 2.4 percent of a l l family 
units were secondary units unrelated to the primary family occupy­
ing the dwelling unit. The total number of family units in the 48 
states can be estimated from survey data and from census data r e ­
lating to the number of occupied dwelling units. Over the last few 
years there has been a steady and substantial increase in the number 
of families. Tentative expansions indicate that there were slightly 
more than 60 million family units early in 1967, about 1 million 
more than a year earlier and 10 million more than 10 years earl ier . 

The head of the family unit is designated as the respondent. 
Five calls, and in some cases more,- are made at different times in 
the day at dwelling units at which no one has been found at home. If 
a designated respondent refuses to give relevant information, a 
letter is sent urging him to reconsider. The letter is followed by 
another visit. 

The Survey Research Center maintains a nationwide staff of 
interviewers, selected and trained by a staff of traveling super­
visors. The interviewers are instructed in the careful and uniform 
use of the fixed-question open-answer technique. They pay particu­
lar attention to the establishment of rapport with respondents. Many 
questions are answered in the respondent's own words, which the 
interviewers record verbatim (or as nearly verbatim as possible). 
Nondirective probes are used to clarify the answers received. 

The Content of the Surveys 

The Survey Research Center in its studies of consumer be­
havior concentrates on the major volatile money outlays by con­
sumers and the factors influencing them. Studies of the distribution 
of everyday expenditures—on food, clothing, incidentals, etc.—are 
not included in the survey program because (a) they change gradually 
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and need not be studied at frequent intervals, and (b) their deter­
mination would require different methods (for instance, diaries left 
with respondents). In our affluent society discretionary outlays, 
both expenditures and amounts saved, play an important role. They 
require special attention and fortunately most of them are usually 
well remembered. 

In addition to questions on a variety of demographic charac­
teristics, questions axe asked in the annual financial surveys onthe 
following major topics: 

1. Income in the calendar year prior to the interview. The 
income schedule is rather detailed, containing questions on 
17 sources of income of the head or other members of the 
family unit, 

2. Housing status and debt on homes owned at the time of the 
interview, and purchases, sales, or additions and repairs 
in the preceding year. 

3. Automobile ownership as well as purchases, sales, and debt 
incurred or repaid in the preceding year. 

4. Purchases, sales, and debt on other durable goods for the 
previous year. 

5. Other major transactions and other debt. 
6. Financial assets and life insurance at the time of the inter­

view. 

In order to assess changes in consumers' opinions and feel­
ings of optimism and confidence, quarterly rather than annual sur­
veys are conducted. Each of the quarterly surveys contains about 
30 periodically repeated questions. The questions are concerned 
with attitudes toward and expectations about personal finances, the 
national business situation, price changes, and market conditions. 
Taken together, observed changes in these measures of consumer 
sentiment provide an indication of changes in consumer willingness 
to make major discretionary expenditures. Questions on buying 
intentions—for houses, automobiles, household goods—throw light on 
consumer inclinations to buy certain specific items as of the time of 
the survey. 

Direct questions are supplemented with open-ended probes, or 
"why11 questions, which respondents answer in their own words. 
These probes serve to uncover the reasons behind attitudes; it is 
just as important to know why consumers feel as they do as it is to 
know how they feel. Answers to "why11 questions turn up cue words 
like recession, cold war, unemployment, stock market, inflation. 
The frequency of these cues, available from a content analysis of 
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answers, provides a useful measure of the extent to which changes 
in attitudes are salient to consumers. 

Surveys of this kind are not intended to establish an absolute 
measure of the state of consumer sentiment at a given time. They 
are intended to measure change. Comparison with previous meas­
urement indicates the direction of change in consumer optimism and 
to some extent also the degree of change. 

In order to measure change in attitudes it is necessary to use 
identical methods in repeated surveys—in sampling, question formu­
lation, and the analysis of replies. Since, however, each new period 
brings forth new problems, many surveys also contain new questions 
in addition to the trend questions. 

Index of Consumer Sentiment 

Change in consumers'willingness to buy may best be deter­
mined by making use of the answers to all questions asked in the 
quarterly surveys. Nevertheless, in order to make available a 
summary measure of change in consumer sentiment, the Survey 
Research Center uses the answers to five questions to calculate an 
Index. The five questions are: 

1. "We are interested in how people are getting along finan­
cially these days. Would you say that you and your family 
are better off or worse off financially than you were a year 
ago?" 

2. "Now looking ahead—do you think that a year from now you 
people will be better off financially, or worse off, or just 
about the same as now?" 

3. "Now turning to business conditions in the country as a 
whole—do you think that during the next twelve months we'll 
have good times financially, or bad times, or what?" 

4. "Looking ahead, which would you say is more likely—that 
in the country as a whole we'll have continuous good times 
during the next five years or so, or that we will have periods 
of widespread unemployment or depression, or what?" 

5. "About the big things people buy for their homes—such as 
furniture, house furnishings, refrigerator, stove, tele­
vision, and things like that. For people in general, do you 
think now is a good or a bad time to buy major household 
i tems?" 
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To construct the Index, a relative score is calculated for each 
question separately, by taking the proportion giving favorable or 
optimistic answers, subtracting the proportion giving unfavorable 
answers, and adding 100. The results are then adjusted to the base 
period (Fal l 1956 = 100). The Index is the average of the adjusted 
relatives for the five questions. It will be noted that this procedure 
is equivalent in effect to assigning a value of 2 to favorable r e ­
sponses, of 1 to "same" or "don't know" responses, and of 0 to un­
favorable answers. 

As with a l l the questions on consumer attitudes and expecta­
tions studied in connection with the outlook for consumer demand, 
the absolute values of the Index are of small importance relative to 
its changes. Nevertheless, the variation in size of the Index values 
among different groups of the population is of significance. Table 
14-1 presents relevant data from the January-February 1967 Survey 
of Consumers. 

The Index values are much higher for upper-income people 
than for middle-income people and the latter are much higher than 
those for lower-income people. Similarly, very extensive variation 
appears within educational and age groups: the higher the education 
and the younger the respondent, the higher are the Index values. 
Differences among educational and age groups are related to income 
differences; other studies indicate, however, that both education and 
age exert some influence on consumer optimism even beyond the 
influence of income. It also appears that respondents residing in 
suburbs and in towns with 10,000 to 50,000 population are more op­
timistic than respondents residing elsewhere. On the other hand, 
the differences among four broad regions of the country in consumer 
sentiment appear to be comparatively small . Uniformity of senti­
ment in different regions of the country is probably related to the 
fact that similar information reaches each region through radio, 
television, and the printed page. 

Survey Errors 

Properly conducted sample interview surveys yield useful 
estimates, but they do not yield exact values. E r r o r s may arise 
from several sources: sampling, nonresponse, reporting, and 
processing. Each source of error must be considered in evaluating 
the accuracy of survey information. Because of these different kinds 
of error, differences between current and past findings may not be 
significant. 
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Sampling errors arise in surveys because only a fraction of 
the population is interviewed. Since the data obtained in successive 
surveys are based on representative samples drawn by probability 
methods, the size of the sampling errors can be calculated. The 
magnitude of the sampling error depends on the size of the sample 
and its geographic spread, and on the magnitude of the reported 
percentage in question. 

Sampling errors are presented in two ways; first, as they 
relate to survey findings {Table 14-2); second, as they relate to 
differences in survey findings, either differences between two in­
dependent samples or differences between subgroups of the same 
sample (Table 14-3). Sampling errors are not a measure of the 
actual e r r o r s involved in specific survey measurements. They mean 
that, except for nonsampling errors , errors greater than those 
shown in Table 14-2 or differences larger than those found in Table 
14-3 will occur by chance in only five cases out of one hundred. 

In order to determine the sampling errors of specific findings 
it is necessary to know the size of the sample on which the finding 
is based. Table 14-4 presents the number of cases in the 1967 f i ­
nancial survey for several important subgroups of the sample. 

The Sampling Section of the Survey Research Center has made 
elaborate calculations todetermine the sampling errors of the major 
attitudinal and expectational measures used by the C e n t e r . 1 Aver­
aging a number of such calculations, the size of one standard error 
was found to be 1.65 whenever the reported percentage is near 50 
percent (see Table 14-5). For some purposes a measure of two 
standard e r r o r s should be used, i.e., the figures in Table 14-4 should 
be multiplied by two. The chances are 19 out of 20 that answers 
obtained from the entire population would lie within two standard 
errors . The sampling error for families with over $7,500 income 
is half again as high as it is for the entire sample. 

From the individual attitudinal measures, a relative score 
may be constructed by adding 100 to the percentage of optimistic 
replies and subtracting the percentage of pessimistic replies. For 
instance, if 50 percent say that they are better off than a year ago 
and 15 percent say they are worse off, the relative score would be 
135. Table 14-6 shows the standard error of the relative scores 
for the five questions used in calculating the Index of Consumer 
Sentiment, and also the standard error of the Index itself. 

The standard error for intentions to buy automobiles is also 
shown in Table 14-6. In this case the relative score consists of the 

!See Leslie Kish, "Standard Errors for Indexes from Complex 
Samples," Journal of the American Statistical Association, June 1968. 
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percentage of families who report they will or probably will buy a 
car during the next 12 months, plus one-half of those saying they 
might buy. 

Nonresponse errors arise because some persons selected for 
the sample refuse to be interviewed, are not at home after repeated 
callbacks, are i l l or do not speak English. The nonresponse rate in 
the January-February survey was 82 percent and approximately the 
same in the other surveys conducted in 1967. Nearly two-thirds of 
the nonresponse resulted from refusal to be interviewed or to give 
important data. Much of the remainder resulted from inability of 
the interviewer to contact anyone at the dwelling unit. 

Reporting errors—due to misunderstanding of questions or 
answers, lack of interest by the respondent, or intentional fals i f ica­
tion—are kept at a minimum by careful training of interviewers, by 
attempting to gain the confidence and cooperation of the respondent 
so that he will answer to the best of his ability, and by watching for 
inconsistencies in the process of coding and analysis. Because 
answers are influenced by the wording of questions, conclusions 
based on answers to a single question are less reliable than those 
emerging from answers to several questions or from the interrela­
tionship of answers to several questions. Reporting errors are 
minimized when comparisons are made between answers to identi­
cal questions obtained in successive surveys making use of the same 
methods; there is reason to assume that reporting errors have the 
same direction and similar magnitudes under these circumstances. 
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TABLE 14-1 (Sheet 1 of 2) 

INDEX OF CONSUMER SENTIMENT WITHIN VARIOUS POPULATION GROUPS 

Percent of Median Index of 
a l l families family income consumer sentiment 

A l l famil ies 

Annual family income 

Less than 33,000 

$3,000-4,999 

$5,000-7,499 

$7,500-9,999 

$10,000 or more 

Education of family head 

0-5 grades 

6-8 grades 

9-11 grades 

12 grades 

12 grades and noncollege 

Some college 

College degree 

Advanced degree 

Age of family head 

Under age 25 

25-34 

35-44 

45-54 

55-64 

65-74 

Age 75 or older 

Belt 

Central c i t i e s of 12 
largest PSU's 3 

Central c i t i e s of other 
PSU's 

Suburban areas of 12 
largest PSU's 

Suburban areas of other 
PSU's 

Adjacent areas of PSU's 

Outlying areas of PSU's 

100 

20 

15 

20 

18 

27 

7 

22 

19 

17 

11 

12 

7 

18 

19 

19 

16 

13 

13 

17 

14 

16 

19 

21 

$6,930 

1,770 

3,990 

6,310 

8,750 

13,670 

2,540 

4,670 

6,540 

7,580 

8,560 

9,160 

9,600 

11,580 

5,350 

7,490 

8,980 

8,570 

7,320 

3,710 

2,330 

7,190 

6,540 

9,430 

8,460 

6,220 

5,060 

92.2 

79.8 

84.8 

90.1 

98.0 

102.2 

80.5 

82.6 

90.0 

96.5 

95.2 

102.0 

100.5 

105.4 

100.1 

97.1 

98.5 

95.2 

89.8 

79.3 

78.2 

88.8 

94.0 

95.9 

96.0 

89.7 

89.8 

Primary sampling unit (complete def in i t ion and explanation i s given early 
in Chapter 14). 
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TABLE U - 1 (Sheet 2 of 2) 

INDEX OF CONSUMER SENTIMENT WITHIN VARIOUS POPULATION GROUPS 

Percent of Median Index of 
a l l families family income consumer aentiment 

Size of place 

Central c i t i e s of 12 
largest PSU's 

Other places with 50,000 
or more population 

10,000-49,999 population 

2,500-9,999 population 

Rural , in an SMSAb 

Other r u r a l 

Region 

Northeast 

North Central 

South 

West 

13 $7,190 88.8 

21 7,120 93.2 

17 7,360 97.0 

21 7,900 95.0 

5 8,530 94.8 

23 5,140 86.5 

23 7,230 91.7 

30 7,700 94.6 

31 5,520 90.7 

16 7,340 91.3 

Standard metropolitan s t a t i s t i c a l area. 
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TABLE 14-2 

APPROXIMATE SAMPLING ERRORS8 OF SURVEY FINDINGS 

(In percentages by s ize of sample or subgroup) 

Reported percentages Number of interviewe 
3,000 2,0D0 1,400 1,000 700 500 300 100 

50 2.5 2.8 3.2 3.6 4.2 4.9 6.2 10.5 

30 or 70 2.3 2.5 2.9 3.3 3.8 4.5 5.7 9.6 

20 or 30 2.0 2.2 2.6 2.9 3.4 3.9 4.9 8.4 

10 or 90 1.5 1.7 1.9 2.2 2.5 2.9 3.7 6.3 

5 or 95 1.1 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2.1 2.7 4.6 

The figures in this table represent two standard errors . Hence, for most 
items the changes are 95 in 100 that the value being estimated l i e s within 
a range equal to the reported percentages, plus or minus the sampling error. 
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TABLE 14-3 

APPROXIMATE SAMPLING EMORS 3 OF DIFFERENCES 

(In percentages) 

Sise of group 

Size of group 3,000 2,000 1,400 1,000 700 500 200 

For percentages from 35 percent to 65 percent 

3,000 3.5 3.7 4.0 4.4 4.9 5.5 7.9 
2,000 3.9 4.2 4.6 5.0 5.6 8.0 
1,400 4.5 4.8 5.3 5.8 8.1 
1,000 5.1 5.5 6.1 8.3 

700 5.9 6.4 8.6 
500 6.9 8.9 
200 11.0 

For percentages around 20 percent and 80 percent 

3,000 2.8 3.0 3.2 3.5 3.9 4.4 6.3 
2,000 3.2 3.4 3.7 4.0 4.5 6.4 
1,400 3.6 3.8 4.2 4.7 6.5 
1,000 4.1 4.4 4.9 6.7 

700 4.8 5.2 6.9 
500 5 . 5 7 . 2 
200 8.5 

For percentages around 10 percent and 90 percent 

3,000 2.1 2.2 2.4 2.6 2.9 3.3 4.7 
2,000 2.4 2.5 2.7 3.0 3.4 4.8 
1,400 2.7 2.9 3.2 3.5 4.9 
1,000 3.1 3.3 3.6 5.0 

700 3.6 3.9 5.2 
500 4.1 5.4 
200 6.4 

For percentages around 5 percent and 95 percent 

3,000 1.6 1.7 1.8 2.0 2.2 2.5 3.6 
2,000 1.8 1.9 2.0 2.3 2.5 3.6 
1,400 2.0 2.2 2.4 2.6 3.7 
1,000 2.3 2.5 2.7 3.8 

700 2.7 2.9 3.9 
500 3.1 4.0 
200 4.8 

aThe values shown are the differences required for significance (two standard 
errors ) in comparisons of percentages derived frcmtwo different subgroups of 
a survey. 
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TABLE 14-4 

NUMBER OF FAMILIES IN SPECIFIED GROUPS 

(February 1967 survey) 

Group Number or 
character i s t i c famil ies 

A l l famil ies 3,726 

1966 family income 

Less than §1,000 115 

$1,000-1,999 320 

$2,000-2,999 291 

$3,000-3,999 283 

$4,000-4,999 276 

$5,000-5,999 282 

$6,000-7,499 479 

$7,500-9,999 662 

$10,000-14,999 694 

$15,000 or more 324 

L i f e cycle stage 
of family head 

Under age 45 

Unmarried 228 

Married, no children 188 

Married, youngest chi ld 
under age 6 735 

Married, youngest chi ld 
age 6 or older 343 

Age 45 or older 

Unmarried, head in 
labor force 279 

Unmarried, head re t ired 360 

Married, no children 
head in labor force 594 

Married, no children 
head ret ired 364 | 

Married, has children 447 

Any age 
Unmarried, has children 188 

Group Number of 
character i s t i c famil ies 

Occupation of family head 

Professional and 
technical 375 

Managers and o f f i c i a l s 232 

Self-employed 206 

C l e r i c a l and sales 335 

Craftsmen and foremen 514 

Semiskilled 577 

Unskilled 382 

Farmers 139 

Miscellaneous 230 

Retired 736 

Age of family hesd 

Under age 25 248 

25-34 663 

35-44 712 

45-54 727 

55-64 601 

Age 65 or older ?75 

Education of family head 

8 years or less 1,084 

Some high school 692 

High school 632 

Completed high school plus 

other noncollege training 398 

Some college 437 

College degree 
(Bachelor's) 317 

College degree 
(advanced or professional) 146 

Notes: The term no children means no children under age 18 l iv ing at home. 
Unemployed people and housewives age 55 or older are considered re t i red; 
unemployed people and housewives under age 55 are considered to be in the 
labor force. 
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TABLE 14-5 

AVERAGE SAMPLING ERRORS OF THE MAJOR ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES, 
BASED ON 1,350 CASES 

I f Che percentage is near 
50 20 (or 80) 10 (or 90) 

then the standard error of that percentage i s 

1.65 1.3 1.0 

5 (or 95) 

0.7 

and the standard error of a difference (change) in that percentage i s 

2.0 1.65 1.2 0.9 

TABLE 14-6 

STANDARD ERRORS OF THE INDEX OF CONSUMER SENTIMENT 
AND ITS FIVE COMPONENTS 

Index of Consumer Sentiment 

Standard error of 

Value 

1.2 

Change 

1.3 

Relative 
score 

Change Of 
re lat ive score 

Components of the index; 

Evaluation of f inanc ia l situation 
as compared with a year e a r l i e r 

Expected change in f inancial 
s i tuat ion 

Business conditions expected 
over the next 12 months 

2.3 

1.7 

2.3 

3.0 

2.4 

2.9 

Business conditions expected 
for the next 3 years 

Good or bad time to buy 
large household goods 

2.4 

2.7 

2.5 

3.1 

Intentions to buy automobile 
during the next 12 months 1.9 2.4 

See the text of Chapter 14 for the method used to calculate re lat ive scores 
for the various questions. 



15 
DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS 

E A C H year since 1946 Surveys of Consumer Finances 
have been conducted with probability samples of American con­
sumers. The information collected in these surveys is used to trace 
trends in consumer income, consumer attitudes, and in selected 
major aspects of consumer behavior. It is not the purpose of the 
surveys to determine changes in demographic characteristics. 
Government statistical bureaus collect and publish information on 
such changes, for instance, on changes in the distribution of the 
population or of families by race, age, occupation, and education, on 
the basis of much larger sample surveys or even complete enumera­
tion. Yet demographic data as obtained in the Surveys of Consumer 
Finances are used in this monograph in order to indicate differences 
in income, or income change, or debt, among family units that are 
different in such ways as age of the family head, educational attain­
ment, or race . Therefore presentation of data on some demographic 
trends a s obtained by the Surveys of Consumer Finances provides a 
useful supplement to the main body of the book. 

An additional reason for including this chapter is that the data 
relate to the basic unit of the Surveys of Consumer Finances, the 
family unit. The distribution of demographic characteristics is 
often available only for a l l Americans, or separately from complete 
families and unrelated individuals. Moreover, data on the distribu­
tion of family units by stage of life cycle, a useful concept frequently 
used in these surveys, are not available elsewhere. 

The data presented in this chapter, the same as aU other sur­
vey data, are subject to sampling errors . Sampling variation ex­
plains some of the differences in the distributions obtained in suc­
cessive years . At the same time the tables in this chapter indicate 
the reliability of the relatively small samples used by the Survey 
Research Center. Certain distributions are expected to be fairly 
constant from one year to the next, as for instance, the distribution 

289 
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of family heads by age or education. The data on these distributions 
from the surveys based on small samples show very small changes 
in two successive years . Therefore it is warranted to emphasize 
the relevance of substantial changes found over longer periods, for 
instance, from 1950 to 1967. 

A family unit consists of one or more persons living in the 
same household who are related to each other by blood, marriage, 
or adoption. In the 1946 to 1962 Surveys of Consumer Finances, 
some families were subdivided into spending units, with which sepa­
rate interviews were conducted. Secondary spending units were 
designated within the family unit when it was made up of groups of 
persons who had separate incomes and pooled less than half of their 
incomes for joint expenses. However, husbands, wives, and depend­
ent children were always kept within the same unit. 

Separate interviews with secondary spending units were neces­
sary shortly after World War n because doubling up of two finan­
cially independent parts of the same family (father and his wife living 
together with working son and his wife) were common in those years 
and it was not sufficient to obtain data on income or liquid assets 
from the head of the family alone. Yet the proportion of secondary 
related spending units declined from 15.6 percent of dwelling units 
in 1947 to approximately 8 percent in 1962 or 1963. The 1963 s u r ­
vey was based on both units and the later surveys on the family unit 
alone. In Tables 15-1 and 15-2 the data prior to 1963 are presented 
on a spending unit basis, the 1963 data on both the spending unit and 
family unit basis, and the later data on a family unit basis. In c e r ­
tain distributions the differences between spending units and family 
units are smal l . Yet, as expected, there were more young family 
heads and especially more single young heads on a spending unit 
than on a family unit basis. 

Table 15-1 shows that in 1967, 24 percent of heads of family 
units had some college education as against 17 percent of spending 
units in 1950-52. The major change in the distribution of family 
heads by occupation is an increase of the retired to 20 percent in 
1967 from 7 percent in 1950-52. There was a smaller change in the 
same direction in the proportion of heads of family units age 65 or 
over (Table 15-2). The distributions by regions of the country and 
place of residence show small declines from 1963 to 1967 in the 
proportion of family units residing in the South and in central cities 
other than the 12 largest ones (Table 15-3). 

The differences in educational attainment in 1967 are tabulated 
by other demographic characteristics in Table 15-4. College at­
tendance is much more frequent among the Whites than among the 
Negroes and in the West than in other regions of the country. It is 
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negatively correlated with age. Among the four broad regions of the 
country the differences other than in education are relatively small 
(Table 15-5), a finding relevant for the appraisal of the absence of 
differences in consumer expectations among the inhabitants of the 
regions shown in Chapter 14. The differences in demographic char­
acterist ics are not large among residents of different kinds of cities, 
towns, and other areas; yet the differences in housing status are 
substantial (Table 15-6). 



TABLE 15-1 
EDUCATION AND OCCUPATION 
(Percentage distribution) 

to to to 

Spending units Family units 

Education of family head 

0-5 grades 
6-8 grades 
9-11 grades 
12 grades 
12 grades and noncollege training 
Some college 
College degree 
Advanced degree 

Total 

Occupation of family head 

Professional, technical 
Self-employed 
Managers, o f f i c i a l s 
C l e r i c a l , sales 
Foremen, craftsmen 
Semi-skil led, operatives 
Laborers, service workers 
Farmers 
Miscellaneous 
Retired 
Unemployed 

To tal 

Number of cases 

Average Average Average 
1950-52 1956-58 1959-61 1963 

43 35 32 

40 45 

Tr, 

45 

T, 

100 
= 
100 

23 

LOO 

7 8 10 
7 7 7 
5 5 5 

13 12 L2 

29 14 L2 29 14 L4 
12 12 LD 
9 6 5 
7 5 4 
7 11 L4 
4 6 7 

100 100 LOO 

3, 240 3, 057 2, 684 

0° 
20 

L2 

L00 

L0 
6 
5 

LL 
L3 
14 
11 

3 
5 

17 
5 

LOO 

2,036 

1963 1965 1966 1967 

Hi 
21 

12 

100 

L0 
6 
6 

10 
14 
15 
12 
4 
5 

18 
a 

LOO 

1,879 3,563 2,619 3,165 

8 8 7 
21 21 22 
19 18 19 
16 16 17 
12 11 11 
12 14 12 
8 7 8 
4 5 4 

100 100 100 

10 11 10 
6 6 6 
9 7 6 

10 9 9 
15 14 L4 
12 14 15 
12 10 10 
4 3 4 
5 6 6 

17 20 20 
a a a 

100 100 100 

CO 

I 

O 

o 

1 
1 
I 

Occupation when working i s shown. 



TABLE 15-2 

AGE, RACE, AND LIFE CYCLE STAGE OF FAMILY HEAD 
(Percentage distribution) 

Spending units 

Average Average Average 
1950-52 1956-58 1959-61 1963 

Age of family head 
Under age 25 9 9 8 l l 
25-34 23 21 21 18 
35-44 22 23 22 21 
45-54 19 18 19 18 
55-64 14 14 15 16 
Age 65 or older 13 15 15 16 

Total 100 Too 100 100 

Race of family head 
White 90 89 89 89 
Negro 9 10 10 10 
Other, not ascertained 1 I 1 1 

Total 100 100 100 100 

L i f e cycle stage of family head 
Under age 45 

Unmarried, no children 13 10 10 10 
Married, no children 8 7 6 5 
Married, youngest chi ld 

under age 6 31 
23 23 21 

Married, youngest chi ld 31 

age 6 or older 10 9 9 
Age 45 or older 

Unmarried, no children 12 15 15 14 
Married, no children 21 20 19 21 
Married, has children 11 11 13 14 

Any age 
Unmarried, has children 4 4 5 6 

Total 100 100 100 100 

Family units 

1963 1965 1966 1967 

7 9 7 7 
18 18 18 18 
22 20 19 19 
19 19 20 19 
17 17 17 16 
17 17 _19 21 

100 100 100 100 

to 
§: 
o 

t l 
Si 
o 

a 

1 
88 88 90 89 
10 9 9 10 
2 3 1 1 

, _ • 
100 100 100 100 

5 
6 

22 

10 

14 
23 
15 

5 

100 

6 
6 

22 

10 

15 
24 
12 

5 

100 

6 
6 

20 

10 

16 
24 
13 

_ 5 

100 

6 
5 

20 

9 

17 
26 
12 

5 

100 
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TABLE 15-3 

REGION, LOCATION, AND SIZE OF PLACE 

(Percentage distribution of family units) 

1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 
Region 

Northeast 22 23 23 24 23 
North Central 28 29 29 29 30 
South 35 31 32 29 31 
West 15 17 16 L8 16 

Total LOO too LOO LOO 100 

Location (1960 
census c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ) 

Central c i t i e s of 12 
largest SMSA's 13 14 L3 L3 13 

Central c i t i e s of other 
SMSA's 23 19 18 17 17 

Suburban areas of 12 
largest SMSA's 15 13 14 15 14 

Suburban areas of other 
SMSA's 15 16 16 15 16 

Adjacent areas oE SMSA's 16 L7 18 19 19 

Outlying areas of SMSA's 18 21 21 21 21 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 

Size of place of residence 
(1960 census c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ) 

Central c i t i e s of 12 
largest SMSA's 13 14 13 13 13 

Other c i t i e s 50,000 
and over 24 23 22 21 21 

Urban places 10,000-49,999 17 15 16 17 17 

Urban places 2,500-9,999 18 18 20 20 21 

Rural areas in SMSA 11 6 6 6 5 

Other r u r a l areas 17 24 23 23 23 

Total 100 100 LOO 100 100 



TABLE 15-4 (Sheet 1 of 2) 

EDUCATION OP FAMILY HEAD BY RACE, AGE, OCCUPATION, STAGE IN FAMILY LIFE CYCLE, AND REGION - 1967 

(Percentage distribution of family unite) 

Education of family head 

0-5 
grades 

6-8 
grades 

9-11 
grades 

12 
grades 

12 grades 
plus non-

college training 
Some 

college 
College 
degree 

Advanced 
degree Tot*: 

A l l families 7 22 19 17 11 12 8 4 100 

Race of family head 

White 5 21 19 18 11 13 9 4 100 
Negro 24 23 23 12 8 6 3 1 100 

Age of family head 

Under age 25 1 3 18 25 12 27 13 1 100 
25-34 2 7 21 24 15 15 10 6 100 
35-44 3 15 21 18 12 14 11 6 100 
45-54 6 21 21 18 12 11 8 3 100 
55-64 10 32 15 16 8 8 8 3 100 
Age 65 or older 17 39 16 8 6 6 5 3 100 

Occupation of family head 

Professional, technical * 2 2 5 11 16 36 28 100 
Managers, o f f i c i a l s 1 6 8 16 13 28 25 3 100 
Self-employed 5 20 18 19 11 19 6 2 LOO 
C l e r i c a l , sales * 9 11 29 20 21 8 2 100 
Craftsmen, foremen 4 19 27 21 16 12 1 * 100 
Operatives 6 27 25 25 9 7 1 * 100 
Laborers, service workers 13 27 29 19 8 2 2 * 100 
Farmers 9 35 22 18 7 6 3 * 100 
Miscellaneous 4 11 20 13 11 20 18 3 100 
Retired 19 39 17 9 5 6 3 2 100 

to 
s: 
o 

B 
o 

1 
CO 

Less than 0,5 percent. to 
CO 
cn 



TABLE 15-4 (Sheet 2 of 2) 

EDUCATION OF FAMILY HEAD BY RACE, AGE, OCCUPATION, STAGE IN FAMILY LIFE CYCLE, AND REGION - 1967 0 3 

(Percentage distribution of family units) 

Education of family head 

12 grades 
0-5 6-8 9-11 12 plus non- Some College Advanced 

grades grades grades grades college training college degree degree Total 
L i f e cycle stage of family head 

Under age 45 

Unmarried, no children 3 6 13 20 13 21 18 6 100 
Married, no children 2 9 13 19 13 25 12 7 100 
Married, youngest chi ld f> 

under age 6 2 9 21 23 14 17 9 5 100 
Married, youngest chi ld CO 

age 6 or older 3 13 24 20 13 12 11 4 100 
CO 

Age 45 or older 

Unmarried, head in 
labor force 8 24 16 19 10 5 13 5 100 

Unmarried, head ret ired 16 42 16 11 6 5 2 2 100 
Married, no children, 

head in labor force 6 28 18 17 9 10 8 4 100 o 
Married, no children, g head ret ired 21 37 17 7 5 6 5 2 100 
Married, has children 9 27 18 13 11 11 8 3 100 § 

Any age i Unmarried, has children 5 18 28 21 14 8 4 2 100 
Region 

F
L 

Northeast 7 20 22 20 9 8 9 5 100 5 North Central 4 24 17 20 12 12 8 3 100 
South 14 22 18 13 10 11 8 4 100 o 
West 3 18 18 16 12 18 10 5 100 

E
S 
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TABLE 15-5 

RACE, AGE, AND NUMBER OF PEOPLE IN FAMILY UNIT BY REGION - 1967 

A l l 
Northeaat North Central South West families 

Race of family head 

White 89 94 79 90 89 

Negro 8 5 19 4 10 

Other 3 1 2 6 1 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 

Age of family head 

Under age 25 5 7 6 10 7 

25-34 17 18 16 21 18 

35-44 19 19 20 19 19 

45-54 22 19 19 19 19 

55-64 18 15 16 14 16 

Age 65 or older 19 22 23 17 21 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 

Number of people 
in family unit 

One 19 17 18 22 18 

Two 28 32 32 30 31 

Three 17 15 17 12 16 

Four 15 15 14 16 15 

Five 9 10 9 11 10 

Six or more 12 11 10 9 10 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 



TABLE 15-6 (Sheet 1 of 2) 

RACE, EDUCATION, AGE, AND HOUSING STATUS BY LOCATION - 1967 

(Percentage distribution of family unlta) 

Central c i t i e s of 
12 largest SMSA's 

Central c i t i e s 
of other SMSA'B 

Suburbs of 12 
largest SMSA's 

Other 
suburbs 

of SMSA's 

Adjacent 
areas 

of SMSA's 

Outlying 
areas 

Of SMSA's 
Race of family head 

White 71 81 96 93 93 88 

Negro 22 16 2 5 5 11 

Other 7 3 2 2 2 1 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Education of family head 

0-5 grades 7 8 3 5 9 11 

6-8 grades 24 17 16 16 22 32 

9-11 grades 21 18 18 20 21 15 

12 grades 16 15 18 19 20 15 

12 grades plus 
non-college training 11 13 11 13 11 7 

Some college 9 15 16 14 8 10 

College degree 7 10 12 8 7, 7 

Advanced degree 5 4 6 5 2 3 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 



TABLE 15-6 (Sheet 2 of 2) 

RACE, EDUCATION, AGE, AND HOUSING STATUS BY LOCATION - 1967 
(Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n o f family u n i t s ) 

Central c i t i e s of 
12 largest SMSA's 

Central c i t i e s 
of other SMSA's 

Suburbs of 12 
largest SMSA's 

Other 
suburbs 

of SMSA's 

Adjacent 
areas 

of SMSA's 

Out ly i n g 
areas 

of SMSA's 
Age of family head 

Under age 25 8 11 5 6 4 6 

25-34 20 18 18 20 17 15 

35-44 19 18 24 21 18 15 

45-54 16 18 24 22 19 19 

55-64 18 16 18 14 14 17 

Age 65 or older 19 19 11 17 28 28 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Housing status 

Owns home 30 51 70 74 69 66 

Owns t r a i l e r * 1 1 1 4 2 

Pays rent 68 47 27 23 22 25 

Neither 2 1 2 2 5 7 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Less than 0.5 percent. 



16 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

THE questionnaire used in the 1967 Survey of Consumer 
Finance i s reproduced here. The Periodic Surveys contained a num­
ber of additional questions which are reproduced under the tables 
reporting on findings in the text. 
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Interview Number 
Survey Research Center 
The University of Michigan 

1. Interviewer's Label 

1967 SURVEY OF CONSUMERS 
PROJECT 763 

January-February 1967 

San, Bk. No. 

Place Codes 
Do not write l n above spaces. 

2. Your Intarviev Number 

3. Dace 

4. Length of Interview (ainutei) 

5. INTERVIEWER: LIST ALL PERSONS, INCLUDLHG CHILDREN LIVING IN THE DWELLING UNIT, BY 
THEIR RELATION TO THE HEAD. 

6. 
A l l persons, by relation 
or connection to head 

7. 
Sex 

a. 
Age 

9. 
Family 

Unit No. 

10. 
Indicate Reap, 

by Check S 
1. HEAD OF DWELLING UNIT 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
S. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 

© 1967 The University of Michigan 
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Have there been any changes i n the Last year, i n the number of people i n your 
family l i v i n g here? 

YES Q NO (GO TO Q. 19) 

18. What Changes? 

19. Do you have any unmarried children under 25 who do not Live here with you? 

• YES • NO (CO TO Q. Al) 

20. Is i t a son or daughter? 

21. How old? 

22. I n school, working, 
or what? 

20. Is i t a son or daughter? 

21. How old? 

22. I n school, working, 
or what? 

20. Is i t a son or daughter? 

21. How old? 

22. I n school, working, 
or what? 

A: GENERAL ATTITUDES 

Al . We are interested i n how people are getting along f i n a n c i a l l y these days. Would 
you say that you and your family are batter o f f or worse o f f fina n c i a l l y than you 
were a year ago? 

• BETTER BOW • SAME • WORSE SOW • UNCERTAIN 
A2. Why ia that? 

A3. Now looking ahead -- do you think that a year from now you people w i l l be better 
o f f f i n a n c i a l l y , or worse o f f , or j u s t about the same as now? 

• BETTER • SAME Q WORSE • UNCERTAIN 
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B: HOUSING 

BL Now I'd l i k e to ta l k with you-about things here at home. Whan did you move into 
this (house/apartment)? (YEAR) 

B2, HOW long have you lived here i n county? 
(COUNTY NAME: e.g. BRONX) 

(YEARS) 

B3. DO you (FAMILY UNIT) own this (home, apartment), pay rent, or what? 

• OWNS OR IS BUYING THIS (HOME/APARTMENT).(GO TO Q. B7) 
• PAYS RENT ON THIS (HOME/APARTMENT).(GO TO Q. B5) 

NEITHER OWNS NOR RENTS THIS (HOME/APARTMENT), 

( I * 
NEITHER 
OWNS NOR 
RENTS) 

BA. How Is that? 

fTDRN TO o. a m 

(IF 15. About how much rent do you pay a month? S 
RENTS) B6. Do you rent i t furnished or unfurnished? 

• FURNISHED • UNFURNISHED 
(TURN TO 0. B19) 

(IF 
OWNS 
OR IS 
BUYING) 

(IF MOVED 
IN DURING 
1965 OR 
EARLIER) 

B7. Could you t e l l me what the present value of thi s 
house (farm) is? I mean, about what would i t 
bring I f you sold I t today? 

(TURN TO 0. BIO) 
(IF MOVED 
IN DURING 
1966 OR 
1967) 

B8. Was i t a brand new house or had i t been lived i n 
before? 

• BRAND NEW Q LIVED IN BEFORE 

B9. How much did the house (£ar») cost? 

$ 

(TURN TO Q. BIO) 

HV 
(00) 

HP 
($) 

EQ 
(00) 
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(IF OWNS OR IS BUYINĜ  

BIO, Do you have a mortgage on this property? 

[^| YES • NO -- (GO TO Q. B19) 

B l l . Do you also have a second mortgage? 
• YES • NO 

Fir s t 
Mor tgage 

Second 
Mor tgage 

B12. About how much is your present mortgage 
now? s 

B13. How much are your monthly payments? 5 3 
B14. How many years w i l l i t be before 

the mortgage i s a l l paid off? 
(years) (years) 

B15. Do the mortgage payments take care of 
f i r e insurance too? • YES • NO 

B16. Do they take care of the property taxes? • YES • NO 

BI7. Do they (the mortgage payments) cover any 
of the u t i l i t i e s too? • YES • NO 

B18. What interest rate are you paying on the 
mor tgage? 

(GO ON TO 0, B19. BELOW) 
( percent) (percent) 

(ASK EVERYONE) 
B19. Do you expect to buy or build a house for your own year-around use during 

the next twelve months? 

(IP NO 
TO Q. B19) 

B20. How about during the year after that? 

(IP YES OR 
DEPENDS TO 
EITHER 0. B19 
OR q. B20) 

B21. About how much do you think the 
cost? g 

house and the 

(TURN TO 0. 

lo t w i l l 

B22) 
Ml M2 
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ADDITIONS AMD REPAIRS 

<ASK EVERYOWE) 

B22. Did you have any expenses for work done on this (house/apartment) or l o t i n 1966 -
things l i k e upkeep, additions, improvements, or painting and decorating? 
(FARMERS — EXCLUDE FARM BUILDINGS) 

• YE8 • NO -- (TURN TO Q. B32) 

B23. What was done? --
anything else? 

(ENTER 
WORK +~ 
DONE) 

B24. How much did i t cost? 
B25. Did you borrow or 

finance any of i t ? 

$ S B24. How much did i t cost? 
B25. Did you borrow or 

finance any of i t ? • YES QNO 
1 • 
1 GO TO 
T BOX A 

• YES • NO 
1 * 
1 GO TO 

BOX A 

• YES • NO 

| GO TO 
BOX A 

(IF YES 
TO B25) B26. How much did you 

borrow or finance? 
B27. Do you have any­

thing l e f t to pay? 

5 $ $ 

(IF YES 
TO B25) B26. How much did you 

borrow or finance? 
B27. Do you have any­

thing l e f t to pay? • YES Q NO 
1 • 
| GO TO 

BOX A 

• YES r j i n 

{ GO TO 
BOX A 

• YES • NO 

1 GO TO 
BOX A 

(IF YES TO 
B27 AND 
HAS 
MORTGAGE) 

B28. Is what you owe 
for I t included 
i n the mortgage 
on your house? • YES Q NO 

* 1 CO TO 1 
BOX A » 

• YES •NO 
t 1 
GO TO 1 
BOX A ' 

• YES • NO 

GO TO ] 
BOX A ' 

(IF YES TO 
B27 ''AND HAS 
NO MORTGAGE OR IF 
HO TO B28) 

(IF DK TO 
B29 OR 
B30) 

B29. How much are 
your payments? 

B30. How many pay­
ments do you 
have l e f t ! 

s $ $ 

(IF YES TO 
B27 ''AND HAS 
NO MORTGAGE OR IF 
HO TO B28) 

(IF DK TO 
B29 OR 
B30) 

B29. How much are 
your payments? 

B30. How many pay­
ments do you 
have l e f t ! 

per per per 

(IF YES TO 
B27 ''AND HAS 
NO MORTGAGE OR IF 
HO TO B28) 

(IF DK TO 
B29 OR 
B30) 

B29. How much are 
your payments? 

B30. How many pay­
ments do you 
have l e f t ! 

(IF YES TO 
B27 ''AND HAS 
NO MORTGAGE OR IF 
HO TO B28) 

(IF DK TO 
B29 OR 
B30) 

B29. How much are 
your payments? 

B30. How many pay­
ments do you 
have l e f t ! 

(IF YES TO 
B27 ''AND HAS 
NO MORTGAGE OR IF 
HO TO B28) 

(IF DK TO 
B29 OR 
B30) 

B31. HOW much do 
you have l e f t 
to pay? $ s : $ . 

(IF YES TO 
B27 ''AND HAS 
NO MORTGAGE OR IF 
HO TO B28) 

(IF DK TO 
B29 OR 
B30) 

B31. HOW much do 
you have l e f t 
to pay? 

BOX A (INTERVIEWER: REPEAT Q'S B23-B31 FOR EACH ADDITION OR REPAIR 
MENTIONED. THEN TURN TO 0. 632) 

ADD REP 
COST 
($) 
PAYM 
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(ASK EVERYONE) 
B32. Do you expect to make any large expenditure* for work on thla house or l o t during 

the next 12 months — things l i k e upkeep, additions, or improvements, or painting 
and decorating? (FARMERS -- EXCLUDE FARM BUILDINGS) 

O YES • POSSIBLY, IT DEPENDS 1 I • NO -- (GO TO Q. CI) 

PAR 

B33. What do you plan to do? 

B34. About how much do you think you w i l l 
everything you plan to do during the 

spend for 
next 12 months? $ 

C: CARS 
CI. This next net of questions i s about cars. Altogether, how many people are there i n 

your family l i v i n g here who can drive? 
DRIVERS 

C2. Do you or anyone else here i n your family own a car? 
• NO (TURN TO PAGE 9. Q. C39) f l̂ YES 

C3. Altogether, how many cars do you and your family l i v i n g here own? (CARS) 
(IF 2 
OR MORE) C4. How long have you had more than one car i n the family? (YEARS) 

(INTERVIEWER: ASK REST OF PAGE FOR EACH CAR OWNED BY FU) 
Now I'd l i k e to ask a few questions 
about the car(s) you have now. 

C5. What year model i s i t ? 

C6. What make of car i s i t ? 
(2 WORD ANSWER) 

C7. Is i t a sedan (2-door or 4-door), 
a s t a t i o n wagon, convertible, or 
what? 

C8. Is i t a compact, regular size, 
something ln-betwaen, or what? 

C9. Who usually drives t h i s car? 
(RELATION TO HEAD) 

CIO. Did you buy this car new or used? 

C l l . I n what year did you buy i t ? 

CAR # CAR # CAR a 
19 (YEAR) 19 (YEAR) 19 (YEAR) 

• NEW •USED • NEW • USED • NEW •USED 
19. (YEAR) 19 (YEAR) 19. (YEAR) 

IF BOUGHT IN 1965 OR EARLIER, ASK Q'S C12-C18 FOR EACH CAR. 
IF BOUGHT IN 1966 OR 1967, ASK Q'S C19-C32 FOR EACH CAR. 
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LIST ALL GARS BOUGHT IH 1965 OR EARLIER (Q. CL1), AND ASK C12-C16 FOR EACH CAR. 

CAR CAR CAR # 
LIST YEAR AND MAKE 

C12. Do you (R AND FU) owe money on 
that car now? 

C13. How much are your payments? 

QNO (GO TO BOX B) 
• YES 
t 
$ 

QNO (GO TO BOX B) 
• YES 
t 
9 

• NO (GO TO 
BOX B) 

• YES 
t 
$ 

per per per 

C14. How many paymenta do you have 
l e f t to make? 

C15. J i l l the f i n a l payment be the 
same as the others? 

• SAME 
(GO TO 
Q. C17) 

• DIFFERENT 

\ 

• SAME 
(GO TO 
Q. C17) 

• DIFFERENT 

1 

• SAME 
(GO TO 
Q. C17) 

• DIFFERENT 

1 (IF DIFFERENT) 
C16. Then how much w i l l the 

f i n a l payment be? S s 3 

(IF DIFFERENT) 
C16. Then how much w i l l the 

f i n a l payment be? 

C17. Do your car payments include 
automobile insurance? • YES QNO • YES QNO • YES • NO 

CIS. Was the financing arranged by 
the car dealer? •YES n « o • YES •NO • YES rj HO 

\ 1 \ 
(INTERVIEWER: ASK QUESTIONS C12-C18 FOR EACH CAR LISTED AND THEN TURN TO 

NEXT PAGE) 

RID 
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LIST CARS BpUGHT IM 1966 OR 1967 (Q. C l l ) , AND ASK C19-C32 FOR EACH CAR. 
Now about the cars you bought I n 1966 or already this year --

SHOW BLUE CARD 1 TO RESPONDENT. 

LIST YEAR AND MAKE »-
CAR 9 CAR fl CAR tf 

C19. What was the t o t a l price of this car?1 

TP 
C20. When you bought this car did you 

trade-in or s e l l a car? 
(IF TRADE-IN OR SALE) 

C21. What did you get for the 
trade-in or sale? 

T l 
C22. How much did you pay down i n cash? 

C23. Did you borrow or finance pare of 
the t o t a l price? 

• YES • NO 
\ 
5 

LTD 
• YES • NO 
I 
3 

• YES QUO 
+ I 
3 

QNO CKO TO 
BOX C) 

• YES 
t 

• NO (GO TO 
BOX C) 

• YES 
t 

QNO (GO TO BOX c) 
• YES 
t (IF BORROWED) 

C26. How much did you borrow, not 
including financing charges? AB 

C25. How much were your payments and 
how often were they made? 

C26. How many payments did you 
agree to make altogether? 

C27. How many payments have you made? 
C28. How many payments do you 

have l e f t to make? 
C29 W i l l the f i n a l payment be 

the same as the others? 

per_ 
3 
per. 

• SAME 
(CO TO 
Q. C31) 

• DIFFERENT 
_ t 

• SAME 
(GO TO 
Q. C31) 
DIFFERENT 9 : 

pet. 

• SAME 
(GO TO 
Q. C31) 

[̂ ] DIFFERENT 
(IP DIFFERENT) 

C30. Then how much w i l l the 
f i n a l payment be? ft. 

BID 
C31. Do your car payments include 

automobile insurance? 
C32. Was your financing arranged 

by the car dealer? 

• YES Q NO 
• YES •NO 

• YES •NO 

• YES • NO 

• YES • NO 

• YES QUO 
T T T 

(BOX C [(INTERVIEWER: ASK QUESTIONS C19-C32 FOR EACH CAR LISTED, THEN TURN TO NEXT PAGE) 
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LIST ALL CARS BOUGHT IN 1966 OR. 1967 WITH A TRADE-IN OR SALE ("YES" TO C20) 
ASK C33-C38 ABOUT THE TRADE-IN. 
Now about the. c*r(m) vou traded-in ("soldi when vou bouttht vour fYR. AND MAKE1 

CAR # CAR # 
LIST YEAR AMD MAKE OF CAR BOUGHT. *• 

C33. What vear model waa the car vou traded-In (sold)? 

C34. What make was i i ? (2 WORD ANSWER) 

C3S. What vear did vou buv the car vou traded-ln 
(sold)7 

C36. Did you buy I t new or used? 

C37. Was i t a sedan (2-door or 4-door), station wagon, 
convertible, or what? 

C38. When you traded I t i n (sold i t ) was I t i n good 
shape, did i t need some repairs, or was something 
serlouslv wrong with i t ? 

19 (YEAR) 19 (YEAR) C33. What vear model waa the car vou traded-In (sold)? 

C34. What make was i i ? (2 WORD ANSWER) 

C3S. What vear did vou buv the car vou traded-ln 
(sold)7 

C36. Did you buy I t new or used? 

C37. Was i t a sedan (2-door or 4-door), station wagon, 
convertible, or what? 

C38. When you traded I t i n (sold i t ) was I t i n good 
shape, did i t need some repairs, or was something 
serlouslv wrong with i t ? 

19 (YEAR) 
• NEW •USED 

19 (YEAR) 

QNEW • USED 

C33. What vear model waa the car vou traded-In (sold)? 

C34. What make was i i ? (2 WORD ANSWER) 

C3S. What vear did vou buv the car vou traded-ln 
(sold)7 

C36. Did you buy I t new or used? 

C37. Was i t a sedan (2-door or 4-door), station wagon, 
convertible, or what? 

C38. When you traded I t i n (sold i t ) was I t i n good 
shape, did i t need some repairs, or was something 
serlouslv wrong with i t ? 

(ASK EVERYONE) 
C39. During 1966 did you s e l l , give away, or scrap a car that we haven't talked about? 

(ASK Q'S C40-C44 FOR EACH SUCH CAR) 

• YES • NO (TORN TO Q. C45) 

C40. What year model was i t ? 19 (YBAR) 19 (YEAR) 
C41. What make was I t ? 

C42. Did you s e l l I t , scrap i t , wreck i t , 
or what? 

043. Whan did you buy that car? 19 (YBAR) 19 (YEAR) 
044. Any other cars you got r i d of? 

• YES (ENTER DETAILS IN Q!S C40-C44) 
• NO (TURN TO Q. C45) 
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C4S. Do you expect to buy * car during the n«xt twelve mouth* or IOT 

311 

C46. Doea anyone else I D the family l i v i n g here expect to buy a car during the next 
twelve months? 

(I? YES, 
PROBABLY. 
OR MAYBE TO 
Q. C45 OR C46) 

C47 . 

CAS. 

H i l l I t be a brand new car oi a used carl 
(IF TWO CAR PURCHASES PLASHED, USE MARGIH FOR SECOND) 

• NEW • USED • UNCERTAIN 
When do you think you might buy this car? 

049. How much do you think you w i l l pay for i t ? 

?_ 
(IF OWNS CAR(S) HOW) 

C50. At that time w i l l you trade l n or s e l l 
(any of) your present car(a)? 

(GO TO Q. C32) 

C51. How long do you think i t w i l l be before you buy a car? 
(GO TO Q. C52) 

CS2. We've been talking about cars. Now I'd l i k e to ask you about trucks. Do you 
or anyone else l n the family here own any kind of a truck or pick up? 

• YES • NO (TURN TO Q. Dl) 
+ 

C53. How many do you own? 

C54. What vear model fie i t / a r e they)? 
(YEAR) (YEAR) (YEAR) (YEAR) 

C55. Do you people ever use (it/any of them) for personal 
(shopping, f i s h i n g or hunting, and the l i k e ) , or ( i s 
for business or farming? 

transportation, 
i t / a r e they) only 

• YES, USE VEHICLE Q HO, DO NOT DEE VEHTCLR 
1 FOR PERSONAL USE FOR PERSONAL USE --
* (TURN TO Q. Dl) 

• D.K. 
(TURN TO Q. Dl) 

C56. Do you use (It/them) for personal transportation frequently, occasionally, 
or rarely? 

Q FREQUENTLY Q OCCASIOHALLY • RARELY Q D.K. 

(IF NO TO 
Q. C45 AND C46) 

(TURN TO Q. Dl) 
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vi: 

(INTERVIEWER: ENCOURAGE.WIFE TO HELP WITH THIS SECTION) 
D: OTHER DURABLES 

How about large things f o r the home did you buy anything i n 1966 such as 
furni t u r e , a re f r i g e r a t o r , stove, washing machine, television set, a i r conditioner, 
household appliances, and eo on? 

• YES • NO — (TURK TO Q. D13) 

D2. What did you buy? -- anything else? 
(ENTER EACH ITEM) 

D3. HOW much did i t cost, not 
counting financing charges? 

D4. Was there a trade-in, or did 
you s e l l your old one, or what? 

9 s 9 D3. HOW much did i t cost, not 
counting financing charges? 

D4. Was there a trade-in, or did 
you s e l l your old one, or what? Tl S NO 

• • • 1 1 (GO TO T T Q. D6) 

T l S NO 
• • • 1 1 (GO TO 
T Q. D6) 

T l S NO 
D • • 
1 i (GO TO 
T 0. D6) (IF TRADE-IN D5. How much did you 

get for i t ? 3 9 8 OR SALE) D5. How much did you 
get for i t ? 3 9 8 

D6. Did you buy i t on cr e d i t , or 
pay cash, or what? 

D7. How much did you pay down i n 
cash? 

D8, Do you s t i l l have anything 
l e f t to pay? 

• CASH ONLY (GO TO BOX D) 
QCREDIT 
* 
e 

• CASH ONLY 
(GO TO BOX D) 
Q CREDIT 
1 

s 

• CASH ONLY (GO TO BOX D) 
• CREDIT 
t 
3 

D6. Did you buy i t on cr e d i t , or 
pay cash, or what? 

D7. How much did you pay down i n 
cash? 

D8, Do you s t i l l have anything 
l e f t to pay? • YBS • NO 1 GO TO BOX D 

• YES Q NO 1 GO TO BOX D 
• YES QNO 
1 GO TO 

BOX D (IF YES TO 
Q. D8) D9. How much are 

the payments? 

D10. Are the payments a l l 
the some amount, or 
does what you pay 
depend on how much 
you owe, or what? 

$ 3 9 
(IF YES TO 
Q. D8) D9. How much are 

the payments? 

D10. Are the payments a l l 
the some amount, or 
does what you pay 
depend on how much 
you owe, or what? 

per per per 

(IF YES TO 
Q. D8) D9. How much are 

the payments? 

D10. Are the payments a l l 
the some amount, or 
does what you pay 
depend on how much 
you owe, or what? 

• ALL SAME 
(ASK Q. D l l ) 
QDEP. ON 
BALANCE 

(GO TO Q. D12) 
Q OTHER 

• ALL SAME 
(ASK Q. D l l ) 
• DEP. ON 
BALANCE 

(GO TO Q. D12) 
• OTHER 

• ALL SAME 
(ASK Q. D l l ) 
• DEP. ON BALANCE 
(GO TO Q. D12) 
• OTHER 

(IF YES TO 
Q. D8) D9. How much are 

the payments? 

D10. Are the payments a l l 
the some amount, or 
does what you pay 
depend on how much 
you owe, or what? 

(IF YES TO 
Q. D8) D9. How much are 

the payments? 

D10. Are the payments a l l 
the some amount, or 
does what you pay 
depend on how much 
you owe, or what? 

fGO TO 0. D12) (GO TO 0. D12) (GO TO 0. D12) 

(IF YES TO 
Q. D8) 

(PAYMENTS ALL SAME) 
D l l . How many more pay­

ments do you have 
l e f t to make? 
fOMIT 0. D12) 

(IF YES TO 
Q. D8) 

(PAYMENTS ALL SAME) 
D l l . How many more pay­

ments do you have 
l e f t to make? 
fOMIT 0. D12) 

(IF YES TO 
Q. D8) 

(DEPENDS, OTHER, OR D.K. TO Q. D9, D10, 
D l l ) 

D12. How much do you have 
l e f t to pay? $ 9 3 

BOX D (INTERVIEWER: REPEAT Q'S D3-DZ2 FOR EACH ITEM MENTIONED, THEN TURN TO Q. D13) 
TC XL HP 
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(ASK EVERYONE) 
D13. About the big things people buy for their homes -- such as fu r n i t u r e , house 

furnishings, r e f r i g e r a t o r , stove, television, and things l i k e that. Generally 
Speaking, do you think now i s a good or a bad time for people to buy major 
household items? 

• GOOD • FRO-CON • BAD • UNCERTAIN 
D14. Why do you say so? 

D15. Do you (R AND FU) expect to buy any large items such as furn i t u r e , a re f r i g e r a t o r , 
etove, washing machine, television set, a i r conditioner, household appliances, and 
so on during the next 12 months? 

(IF YES OR MAYBE) 
D16. What do you expect to 

buy? anything else? 
/ENTERA 
1 ITEMS 1 

D17. Would you say you 
de f i n i t e l y w i l l buy 
a ..(MENTION ITEM).. 
during the next 12 
months, or that you 
probably w i l l , or are 
you undecided? 

D18. About how much do you 
think you w i l l spend 
on i t ? 

• DEFINITELY 
• PROBABLY 
• UNDECIDED 

S 

• DEFINITELY 
• PROBABLY 
• UNDECIDED 

9 

P DEFINITELY 
• PROBABLY 
• UNDECIDED 

(INTERVIEWER: REPEAT Q'S D17-D18 FOR EACH ITEM MENTIONED) 
(ASK EVERYONE) 

D19. We are also interested l n larger things for your home which you (FU) bought before 
1966. 
(INTERVIEWER: ASK Q's D20, Color Room A i r 

21, 22 FOR EACH 
SEPARATE ITEM) 

Blk. & W. 
TV Set 

TV 
Set 

Regrig-
erator 

Washing 
Machine Stove 

Condi­
tioner 

D20. Do you have a (MENTION 
that you ITEM) 
bought before „.,_ 
1966? H * V K • • • • • • 

DON'T HAVE • • • • • • 
D21. About how old Is It? (YEARS) 
D22. How many times was I t 

repaired last year? 

PDF 
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E = OTHER PAYMENTS AMD DEBT 

El. We've talked about housing, cars, and household appliances. Do you owe for 
anything else on which you make regular payments? 

• YES, OWES • NO ADDITIONAL DEBT (GO TO Q. E6.) 

I 
E2. 
What Is i t for? 

!3. 
How much are 
the payments? 

54. 
How many have you 
already made? 

35. 
How many do 
you have l e f t to 
make? 

Item 

$ per 
(wk. ,mo.) 

$ per 
(wk.,mo.) 

S per 
(wk. ,mo.) 

$ per 
(wk.,mo.) 

$ per 
(wk. ,00.) 

E6. How about travel expenses or medical expenses? (IP YES, ENTER IN Q. E2.-E5.) 

E7. Do you moke (any other) regular payments, say, to a loan or finance company, 
that we have not yet talked about? 

• YES (ENTER DETAILS AND USE • NO (GO TO Q. E8) 
OF MONEY IN Q.E2-E5.) 

E8. Do you (or your wife) work for an employer who deducts Income taxes and social 
security from your (or her) pay? 

• YES, DEDUCTED Q NO, PAY TAXES DIRECTLY/NOT 
I CURRENTLY EMPLOYED 
< (TURN TO Q. E10) 

E9. Are there other deductions from your pay such as (READ CATEGORIES TO 
RESPONDENT) 

1 1 Purchase of stocks • Pensions or retirement benefits 
I [ Saving • Insurance 
H I Repayment of debts (ENTER DETAILS AND USE OF MONEY IN E2-E5) 
( I Anything else 
• NO DEDUCTIONS 
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D23. Ar* there some other things you (and your family) would l i k e to buy or replace 
during the next few years, or do you have most of the things you want? 

• THINGS WOULD LIKE TO BUY OH IE PLACE • HAVE MOST THINGS WB WANT 
I (GO TO q. D25) 

D24. What things do you have i n mind? 

D25. what about sport and hobby items? 

D26. Did you or anyone else i n the family take a vacation t r i p of five days or more 
during the last 12 months? 

• YES Q NO — (TURN TO Q. El) 

D27. Roughly how much did you spend altogether, including transportation and 
other things that cost more than i f you were home? 

5 
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£10. Sometimes people make arrangements to have payments made for them by t h e i r 
bank, or by the i r r e l a t i v e s , or perhaps by someone else. Do you (FU) have 
any kind of arrangement l i k e that? 

• YES • MO — (GO TO Q.E12) 

E l l . What are the payments for?_ 

(I F REPAYMENT OF DEBT, ENTER DETAILS IN E2-E5) 

E12. (INTERVIEWER: CHECK BOX) 
R MAS MENTIONED 
MONTHLY PAYMENTS 

• R DOES NOT HAVE ANY MONTHLY 
PAYMENTS (TURN TO Q. E18) 

E13. Suppose you'd l i k e to make some more large purchases; would i t be easy 
or a hardship for you to take care of larger payments than you make now? 

E14. Were any of the regular payments we talked about so far for business 
purposes or investments? 

Ĉ J YES • NO — (GO TO Q. E16) 

E15. Which ones? , 

E16. I n making payments on your debts i n 1966, did you moke the payments 
in the way they were scheduled, did you get behind, or did you make 
payments that were larger or more frequent than scheduled? 

• AS SCRSDULED/ 
r~| DON'T KNOW ) 

(TURN TO Q. E19) 

• FASTER OR O BOTH "GOT BEHIND" AND • GOT BEHIND 
| LARGER | "FASTER OR LARGER" J 

E17. What were the main reasons why you (got behind/were able to 
make faster or larger payments)? 

(TURN TO q. E19) 
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(A3K ONLY IF FU HAS NO MONTHLY PAYMENTS NOW) I E18. Suppose you'd l i k e to make BOW large purchases, would you be l i k e l y to 
finance them on the installment plan? 

| (GO TO Q. E19) 
(ASK EVERYONE) 
E19. Do you owe any money on which you don't make (regular) paymentsi l i k e a loan 

on a l i f e insurance p o l i c y , ar a debt to some person or bank? 
• YES • NO -- (GO TO Q. 224) 
J. , , 

E20. What is i t for? 

B21. How much do you 
s t i l l owe? 3 S S 

E22. Do you pay interest 
on i t coo? • YES • YES 

• WO CD NO 

• YES 

• NO 

E23. Do you have any other loans l i k e that? 

• YES (ENTER DETAILS AS IN q. B20-E22) 
IF MORE THAN THREE USE MARGIN 

Q NO (CONTINUE WITH Q. E24) 
(INTERVIEWER: ASK E20-E22 FOR EACH LOAN MENTIONED) 

E24. In 1966 did you f i n i s h making payments on a loan or something you had bought? 

Ln YES • NO — (TURN TO q. Fl) 
t 

E25. What was that? E26. Did you s t a r t making payments on 
ITEM (ITEM) I n 1966? 

• YES • NO 
• YES • NO 
• YES • NO 
• YES • "0 
• YES CD NO 
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T: OCCUPATION AMD EMPLOYMENT 

Fl . Next we would l i k e Co calk with you about your work and the employment of others 
i n the family. How about your present job? Are you (HEAD) working now, unemployed 
or l a i d o f f , r e t i r e d , or what? 

• RETIRED 1 

• PERMANENTLY DISABLED ) (TURN TO Q. F16) 

• HOUSEWIFE / 

Q STUDENT (TURN TO PAGE 19, Q.F22) 

• HANDLES OWN • WORKING NOW 
| INVESTMENTS ONLY | 

F2. What Is your (HEAD'S) main occupation? 

• UNEMPLOYED, SICK, OR 
I LAID OFF TEMPORARILY 

F3. T e l l me a l i t t l e more about what you (HEAD) do? 

F4. What kind of business i s that in? 

F5. Do you (HEAD) supervise other people? DYES •NO 

F6. DO you (HEAD) work for someone else, or yourself, or what? 

SOMEONE ELSE BOTH SOMEONE ELSE AND SELF QSELF ONLY (GO TO Q. FB) 

F7. Do you belong to a labor union? QYES [HNO 

(ASK Q. F8-F13 FOR HEAD'S MAIN JOB) 
F8. Now, about the work that you do now (your main job) how long have you been 

doing t h i s kind of work (how many years)? 
F9. How many weeks of vacation did you (HEAD) actually take In 1966? 

'10. How many weeks were you (HEAD) unemployed last year? 

'11. How many weeks were you (HEAD) 111 or not working for any other reason last year? 
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P12. Then, how many weeks did you (HEAD) actually work on the job i n 1966? 

P13. How many hours a week did you (HEAD) usually work when you were working? 

F14. Did you (HEAD) also have a second job i n 1966? 
• YES • NO (TURN TO Q. F22) 

F15. About how many hours a l l together did you (HEAD) work In 1966 on an extra 
j 0 b ? (TURN TO Q. F22) 

F16. (INTERVIEWER: SEE Q. F l , PAGE 17 AND CHECK BOX.) HEAD IS... 
• RETIRED • HOUSEWIFE Q PERMANENTLY DISABLED 

\ \ \ 
F17. What kind of work did you (HEAD) do when vou worked? 

fIF HEAD NRVF.R UOBKKD. THEN TtTHH TCI 0. 

Fl6. T e l l me a l i t t l e more about what vou did. 

F19. What kind of business was that in? 

F20. 

F21. 

Did you (HEAD) work for someone else, yourself, or what? 

• SOMEONE ELSE • SELF • BOTH SELF AND SOMEONE ELSE 

Did you supervise other people? Q YES Q NO 
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F22. (INTERVIEWER: CHECKBOX) 

• MME FU HEAD HAS WIFE • MALE FU HEAD HAS SO WIFE • FEMALE HEAD 
I (TURN TO Q. Gl) (TURN TO q. Gl) 

F23. Did your wife do any work for money during 1966? 
YES • NO (TURN TO Q. Gl) 

F24. What kind of work did she do? 

F25. T e l l me a l i t t l e more about what she did. 

F26. What kind of business is that in? 

F27. Was she working for someone else, herself, or what? 
Q SOMEONE ELSE • SELF • BOTH SOMEONE ELSE AND SELF 

F28. About how many hours a week did she work when she was working? _ 

F29. How many weeks did she actually work i n 1966? 
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G: INCOME 

Gl. I n thi s survey of consumers a l l aver che country, we are trying co gee an 
accurate picture of people's financial situation. One thing we need to know 
Is the income of a l l the families we interview. 
(INTERVIEWER: SEE Q. F2, PAGE 1? AND CHECK ONE) 

• FARMER • NOT FARMER (CO TO Q. G5) 
t 

G2. What were your t o t a l receipts from farming in 1966, 
including s o i l bank payments and commodity credit 
loans? ? (A) 

G3. What were your t o t a l operating expenses, not counting 
l i v i n g expenses? 5 (B) 

G4. That l e f t you a net income from farming of? A - B = S 

(ASK EVERYONE) 
GS. Did you or anyone else i n the family l i v i n g here own a business at any time i n 

1966, or have a financial Interest in any bualness enterprise? 

• YES Q NO ( GO TO Q. G9) 
. 1 , 
C6. What kind of business is It? 

G7. Is i t a corporation or an unincorporated business or do you have an 
Interest i n both kinds? 

• CORPORATION (GO TO Q. G9) 

• UNINCORPORATED • BOTH • DON'T KNOW 
JL ! l 

GS. HOW much was your (family's) share of the t o t a l 
income from the business i n 1966 — that l a , the 
amount you took out plus any p r o f i t (you) l e f t ln? j 

G9. How much did you (HEAD) receive from wages and salaries l n 1966, 
that i s , before anything was deducted for taxes or other things? S 

G10. In addition to thl», did you (HEAD) have any income from overtime, 
bonuses, or conmissions? 

• YES • NO (TURN TO Q. Gl2) 
t 

G i l . How much was that? S 
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G12. Did you (HEAD) receive any other income i n 1966 from: 

(IF YES TO ANY ITEM, a. professional practice or a trade . . $_ 
ASK, "How much was I t ? " 
AND ENTER AMOUNT b. farming or market gardening, roomers 
AT RIGHT) or boarders $_ 
(IF NO, ENTER "0") ,, ,, , 
* — ' ' c. dividends. $_ 

d. rent, interest, t r u s t funds, or 
royalties $ 

e. social security $ 

f. other retirement pay, pensions, or 
annuities $_ 

g. any other sources, l i k e family 
allotments, unemployment compensation, 
welfare, or help from relatives. . . $_ 

h. anything else $_ 
(SPECIFY) 

G13. (INTERVIEWER: CHECK BOX) 

QMALE FU HEAD HAS WIFE FU HEAD HAS NO WIFE •FEMALE FU HEAD 
(TURN TO Q. G17) (TURN TO q. G17) 

G14. Did your wife have any income during 1966? 

• YES 
I 

• NO (TURN TO Q. G17) 

G15. Was i t Income from wages, a business, or what? Any 
other Income? (INTERVIEWER: ASK SOURCES a...h ABOVE) 

G16. How much was i t 
before deductions 

(SOURCE) 
• 

(SOURCE) 

+ ?_ 
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G17. (INTERVIEWER: SEE FACE SHEET FOR ANYONE (OTHER THAN HEAD AND WIFE) AGED 14 AND OLDER AND CHECK BOX) 
QNO ONE 14 OR OLDER EXCEPT HEAD (AND/OR WIFE) — (GO TO Q. G23) 
• OTHER FAMILY MEMBERS 14 AND OLDER 

LIST OTHER FU MEMBERS 14 AND OLDER BY RELATION TO HEAD AHj) *«K 
G18. Did (MENTION MEMBER) have any 

income during 1966T • NO 
(GO TO BOXE ) 

• YES 

• NO 
(GO TO BOX E ) 

• YES 

• NO 
(GO TO BOX E ) 

• YES 
(IF YES TO Q. 
G16) 

G19. Was i t from wages, 
pension, in t e r e s t , 
a business, or what? (ASK SOURCES a...h) 

G20. How much was i t ? 

G21. Does he (she) keep 
his (her) finances 
separate? 

1 \ 1 (IF YES TO Q. 
G16) 

G19. Was i t from wages, 
pension, in t e r e s t , 
a business, or what? (ASK SOURCES a...h) 

G20. How much was i t ? 

G21. Does he (she) keep 
his (her) finances 
separate? 

SOURCE SOURCE 
$ $ 

SOURCE SOURCE 
$ 3 

SOURCE SOURCE 
$ $ 

(IF YES TO Q. 
G16) 

G19. Was i t from wages, 
pension, in t e r e s t , 
a business, or what? (ASK SOURCES a...h) 

G20. How much was i t ? 

G21. Does he (she) keep 
his (her) finances 
separate? 

• NO 
(GO TO BOX E) 

• YES 

•NO 
(GO TO BOX E) 

•YES 

• NO 
(GO TO BOX E) 

• YES 
(IF YES 
TO q. 
G21) 

G22. Does he (she) 
contribute half 
or more of his 
(her) Income for 
Joint family 
expenses? 

\ 
• NO 
•YES 

1 
•NO 
• YES 

i 
•NO 
• YES 

BOX E ASK Q. G18-G22 FOR EACH FU MEMBER 14 OR OVER, THEN GO TO Q. G23. 

G23. HOW much does your family income go UP and down from month to month? 
• A LOT QA LITTLE BIT Q STAYS PRETTY MUCH THE SAME QD.K. 

G24. Have there been any changes l n the last year l n the number of earners l n your 
family? • YES nNO (TURN TO Q. G26) 

t 

I G25. What changes? 

TFI 
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Q2S. Was your family's t o t a l Income higher l n 1966 than I t was the year before that 
(1965), or lower, or what? 
• HIGHER IN 1966 • LOWER IN 1966 • SAME (GO TO Q. G29) 

I t 

I G27. What are the main reasons why I t was higher (lower)? 

G28. Was I t a l o t higher (lower) or ju s t a l i t t l e higher (lower)? 
• A LOT QA LITTLE 

G29. Thinking back to what your family Income was about four years ago, say, for 1962; 
are you making much more now, a l i t t l e more, the same, or less? 
• MUCH MORE QA LITTLE MORE •'THE SAME •LESS 

G30. W i l l your family Income for this year (1967) be higher or lower than last year 
(1966)? 

HIGHER IN 1967 ^]LOWER IN 1967 •SAME (GO TO Q. G33) 

G31. What are the main reasons why i t w i l l be higher (lower) than In 1966? G31. G31. 

G32. Do you think I t w i l l be a l o t higher (lower), or Just a l i t t l e higher 
(lower)? 
• A LOT • A LITTLE 

G33. Thinking ahead about four years, would you say that your family income w i l l be 
much higher, a l i t t l e higher, che some, or smaller than i t i s now? 
• MUCH HIGHER QA LITTLE HIGHER •'THE SAME • SMALLER GD.K. 
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H: ATTITUDES 
We're Interested i n how people feel about making payments on things, for 
instance when they buy on time, or borrow. 

HI. Do you fHEAD) think i t i s e good idaa or a bad laea for people to buy 
things on the installment plant 

H2. Why do you think BO? 

H3. People have many different reasons for borrowing money which they pay back 
over a period of time. (SHOW GREEN CARD 2 TO RESPONDENT.) 
Would you say Lt Is a l l right far someone l i k e yourself to borrow money... 

s) to cover expenses due to illness • YES O NO 

b) to cover the expenses of a vacation t r i p • YES • NO 

c) to finance the purchase of a fur coat or Jewelry a YES • NO 

d) to cover l i v i n g expenses when income i s cut a YES • NO 

e) t o finance educational expenses a YES a NO 

£) t o finance the purchase of a car • YES • NO 

g) t o finance the purchase of furniture a YES • NO 

h) t o pay b i l l s which have plied up • YES • NO 

H4. Speaking of buying a car on time, Nr. X has Just done so although he has 
enough money In the bank to pay cash. Why do you think he bought the car 
on time' 

H5. What kind of a man do you think he is? 
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H6. Since you (HEAD) were 18, hov much of che time have you been making Installment 
payments on something or other; a l l the time, most of the time, only f o r a 
period of time, or hardly ever? 

• ALL THE • MOST OF • ONLY FOR • HARDLY EVER • NEVER 
TIME THE TIME A PERIOD 

H7. Suppose you needed a thousand dollars for a car which you would repay ln twelve 
monthly payments, about how much do you think the Interest or carrying charges 
would be? (I F DEPENDS ON WHERE BORROWED — ASK FOR SOORCS.) 

(IF DON'T KNOW 
TO Q. H7) H8. Can you give me a rough estimate of 

what you Chink the charges might be? 

H9. Do you think there Is a difference I n the interest or carrying charges depending 
on where you borrow the money? 

• DIFFERENCE • NO DIFFERENCE • DON'T KNOW 
| (GO TO Q. Hll ) (GO TO Q. Hll ) 

H10. Where would they be the lowest? 

H l l . Do you happen to know whether there have been any recent changes in the incerest 
rate charged on Installment buying? 
• KNOWS THERE HAVE • KNOWS THERE HAS • D.K. (GO TO Q. H13) 
I BEEN CHANGES BEEN NO CHANGE 
I (GO TO Q. H13) 

H12. What kind of changes? 

H13. Do you and your family have any gasoline credit cards? 
YES O NO (TURN TO q. H15) 

H14. How many of them do you ( R AND FU) uae? 
(NUMBER USED) 
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H15. Do you and your family have any other charge accounts oc credit cards? 

• YES • N O (GO TO Q. H17) 

I 
B16. Hov many of them do you (R AND FU) use? 

(NUMBER USED) 

H17, Do you (R AND FU) have any revolving credit accounts — chat i e , accounts 
v l t h stores where you can pay for something over several months? 

• YES • NO 

H18. Do you happen to know anyone who has had anything repossessed because he got 
behind In the payments? 

• YES • NO 

H19, Do you know anyone who has had his earnings attached or garni•heed to psy off 
a debt? 

• YES • NO 

HZO. Do you know anyone who has gone through bankruptcy? 

• YES • NO 

H21. Hov do you think people get i n t o such situations l i k e repossession, garnishment, 
or bankruptcy? 



328 1967 SURVEY OF CONSUMER FINANCES 

I i GENERAL AfTTTTIIffiS 

Now I'd l i k e co ask you some questions of a more general nature. 

I I . Talking about prices I n general, I mean the prices of the things you buy — 
do you think they w i l l RO up l n the next y e a r °r BO, or go down. or stay 
where they are now? 

• WILL GO UP 

I 
• STAY THE SAME • WILL GO DOWN 

12. How large a price increase do you expect? Of course nobody can know for 
sure, but would you say that a year from now prices w i l l be about 1 or 2 
per cent higher, or 5 percent, or closer to 10 percent higher than now, 
or what? 

13. Would you say that these (rlalng/falling/unchanged) prices would be good, 
or bad, or what? 

14. Now, turning to business conditions i n the country as a whole — do you think 
that during the next twelve months we'll hove good times f i n a n c i a l l y , 
or bad times, or what? 

• GOOD TIMES • GOOD, WITH QUALIFICATIONS • PRO-CON 

O BAD, WITH QUALIFICATIONS • BAD TIMES • UNCERTAIN 

15. Why do you think that? 

16. Would you say that business conditions are at presant better or worse than they 
were a year aop? 

• BETTER NOW l ~ l ABOUT THE SAME • WORSE NOW 
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17. During the l a s t few months. have you heard of any favorable or unfavorable 
changes i n business conditions? 

(IF YES) 18. What did you hear? 

19. And how about a Tear from now, do you expect that in the country as a whole 
business conditions w i l l be better or worse than they are at present, or Just 
about the sane? 

£3 BETTER A YEAR FROM NOW • ABOUT TEE SAME • WORSE A TEAR FROM NOW 

110. Looking ahead, which would you say i s more l i k e l y — that I n the country as a 
whole we'll have continuous good times during the next five years or so, or 
that we w i l l have periods of widespread unemployment or depression, or what? 

111. On what does i t depend i n your opinion? 
(IF DOW'T' 
KNOW OR 
DEPENDS) 

112. Bow about a recession and unemployment l i k e we had in 1958 and i n winter 1960-61; 
do you think t h i s w i l l happen again? 

(IF WILL. 113. Why do you think so? 
PROBABLY. 
OR MIGHT 
EjiPPgS) A b o u t v n e n viJ-L (might) i t come, l n your, opinion? 

115. And how about people out of work during the coming twelve months — do you think 
that there w i l l be more unemployment than now, about the same, or less? 

• MORS • ABOUT THE SAME • LESS 

OTHER COMMENTS: . 

116. Why do you think so?. 
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117. How do you think the way things are going In the world today — I mean 
Vietnam, the cold war, our r e l a t i o n s with Russ ia and China — are a f f e c t i n g 
busingsa condit ions here at home? 

I 1 B . Do you th ink they make f o r good or bad economic condit ions at home, 
or whatT 

119. Why do you think so? 
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J : ASSETS 

We've ta lked about the payments you are making, the amounts you have to pay, and your 
income. We would l i k e to have an idea of how you might handle emergencies. 

J l . Do you (R AND FU) c a r r y any l i f e insurance? 

QYES QNO (GO TO q . J 5 ) 

(SHOW YELLOW CARD 3 TO RESPONDENT) 

J 2 . Which of the groups on che card shows the t o t a l amount of l i f e insurance 
you (R AND FU) have? . 

^ OK 

• a Q b • « Q d Oe Q f 
LESS THAN 5500 $1,000 $5,000 $10,000 $50,000 

$500 -999 -4,999 -9 ,999 -49,999 OR MORE 

J 3 . Can you get a loan from your insurance company on any of these p o l i c i e s ? 

J 4 . Did you (R AND FU) take out any new or a d d i t i o n a l l i f e Insurance in 19667 

J 5 . Do you (R AND FU) have any checking accounts? 

• YES Q N O (TURN TO Q. J 7 ) 

I 
(SHOW YELLOW CARD 3 TO RESPONDENT) 

J 6 . About how much do you usua l ly have i n them? $ OR 

• a Q b Q c Q d • * • f 
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J 7 . What about savings accounts? Do you (R AND FU) have any savings accounts in 
banks, savings and loan a s s o c i a t i o n s , or c r e d i t unions? 

• YES • NO (GO TO Q. J l l ) 

(SHOW YELLOW CARD 3 TO RESPONDENT) 

J 8 . About how much do you (R AND FU) have a l together in these savings 
a c c o u n C 8 ?

 S OR 

• * Qb Qc Qd • « • £ 
J 9 . How important i s i t to you to be adding to your savings? 

• VERY IMPORTANT •IMPORTANT • N O T VERY IMPORTANT (GO TO Q. J l l ) 

J i 
J 1 0 . I s I t more Important than usual r igh t now? 

• YES, MORE QNO, IT'S •DON'T KNOW 
IMPORTANT ALWAYS 
THAN USUAL IMPORTANT 

J l l . What about s tock? Do you (R AND FU) own any common or preferred stock I n a corp­
o r a t i o n , inc luding companies you have worked f o r , or own stock through an inves t ­
ment c l u b , or own shares of a mutual fund? 

5 
YES • NO (GO TO Q. J13) 

(SHOW YELLOW CARD 3 TO RESPONDENT) 

J 1 2 . About how much are these stocks worth? $ 

• a • b • « ]Ji •« 
OR 

J 1 3 . Do you (R AND FU) have any government savings bonds, corporate or municipal bonds? 

[^J YES U m (TURN TO Q. K l ) 

(SHOW YELLOW CARD 3 TO RESPONDENT) 

J14 . How much do you have altogether? $ 
• « Db Dc Qd De • f 
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K: INFORMATION ABOUT FAMILY 

(ASK EVERYONE) 

K l . Nov I have j u s t a few more quest ions . 
Are you (HEAD) marr ied , single,widowed, d ivorced , or separated! 

• MARRIED • S I N G L E • WIDOWED • DIVORCED • SEPARATED 

( I F MARRIED 
AND LIVING 
TOGETHER) 

(GO TO Q. K3) 

K2. How long have you been marriedt YEARS 

(HEAD) (WIFE - - I F APPLICABLE) 

How many grades of school 
did you (HEAD) f i n i s h ? 
How many grades of school 
did you (HEAD) f i n i s h ? (GRADES) (GRADES) 

( I F 
MORE 
THAN 

K4. Have you had any 
other schooling? 

D NO 

n YES 
• NO 
f l YES 

& ( I F 
YES 
TO 
Q.K4) 

K5. What other 
•chool lng 
did you 
have? 

1 \ & ( I F 
YES 
TO 
Q.K4) 

K5. What other 
•chool lng 
did you 
have? 

(COLLEGE, SECRETARIAL, 
BUSINESS, TRADE 
SCHOOL, NURSING, ETC) 

(COLLEGE, SECRETARIAL, 
BUSINESS, TRADE 
SCHOOL, NURSING, ETC) 

& ( I F 
YES 
TO 
Q.K4) 

( I F ANY COLLEGE) 

K6. DO you have 
a co l l ege 
degree? 

• NO 

• res 

D NO 

• YES 

& ( I F 
YES 
TO 
Q.K4) 

(If YES TO Q. K6) 

K7. What 
degree(s) do 
you have? 

\ 1 

& ( I F 
YES 
TO 
Q.K4) 

(If YES TO Q. K6) 

K7. What 
degree(s) do 
you have? 

KB. Are there people who do not l i v e here wi th you but are dependent on you for more 
than one-half of t h e i r support? 

1 

YES • NO < T U H H T 0 Q- K 1 0 > 

| K9. Hov many? _ I 
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K10. (INTERVIEWER: CHECK BOX) 

• HEAD LESS THAN • HEAD 60 OR OLDER 
I 60 YEARS OLD OR SECONDARY FU t t j U 1 U y ' t U * ' 

K1L. We asked you a number of idea t ions about the f u t u r e , so ve may want to 
t a l k wi th you again to see how things worked out. 
Do you th ink you might move during the next 12 months? 

• YES • PROBABLY • DEPENDS • D .K. • NO (GO TO Q. K13) 
| | OR MAYBE | | 

K12. I f you do move, where do you th ink you w i l l be l i v i n g ? 

( C I T Y ) (STATE) 

K13. Would you mind g iv ing me your phone number? 

(ENTER PHONE NUMBER ON COVER SHEET Q. 2) 

K14. These are a l l the questions I have. When we are f i n i s h e d wi th t h i s survey we can 
send you some of our f ind ings as our way of thanking you, i f you w i l l send l n 
t h i s c a r d . (HAND REPORT REQUEST CARD TO R) 

K15. I have no more quest ions . Thank you very much for your he lp . 

(INTERVIEWER: CHECK TO MAKE SURE Q's 2, 3, 4 ON PAGE 1 ARE COMPLETE. 
REMEMBER TO FINISH THUMBNAIL SKETCH AND FOLLOW-UP SHEET.) 
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L : OBSERVATION DATA 

(INTERVIEWER: BY OBSERVATION ONLY) 

L l . 

L 2 . 

L 3 . 

L 4 . 

L 5 . 

L 6 . 

Sex of Head of Fami ly Uni t : Q t h L E • F E M A L E 

Sex of Respondent: • MALE • FEMALE 

Race: • W H I T E • NEGRO • O T H E R ( S p e c i f y ) _ 

Number of c a l l s : 

Who was present during interv iew: 

TYPE OF STRUCTURE IN WHICH FAMILY LIVES: 

TRAILER 
DETACHED SINGLE FAMILY HOUSE 
2-FAMILY HOUSE, 2 UNITS SIDE BY SIDE 

• 2 - F A M I L Y HOUSE, 2 UNITS ONE ABOVE 
THE OTHER 

BDETACHED 3-4 FAMILY HOUSE 
ROW HOUSE (3 OR MORE UNITS IN AN 
ATTACHED ROW) 

L 7 . NEIGHBORHOOD: Look at 3 s t r u c t u r e s on each s ide of DU but not more than 100 
yards or so i n both d i r e c t i o n s and check as many boxes as apply, below. 

• APARTMENT HOUSE (5 OR MORE UNITS, 
3 STORIES OR LESS) 

• APARTMENT HOUSE (5 OR MORE UNITS, 
4 STORIES OR W)RE) 

• APARTMENT IN A PARTLY COMMERCIAL 
STRUCTURE 

• OTHER ( S p e c i f y ) 

R VACANT LAND ONLY 
TRAILER 
DETACHED SINGLE FAMILY HOUSE 
2-FAMILY HOUSE, 2 UNITS SIDE BY SIDE 
2-FAMILY HOUSE, 2 UNITS ONE ABOVE 
THE OTHER 

BDETACHED 3-4 FAMILY HOUSE 
ROW HOUSE (3 OR MORE UNITS IN AN 
ATTACHED ROW) 

• APARTMENT HOUSE (5 OR MORE UNITS, 
3 STORIES OR LESS) 

• APARTMENT HOUSE (5 OR MORE UNITS, 
4 STORIES OR MORE) 

• APARTMENT IN A PARTLY COMMERCIAL 
STRUCTURE 

• WHOLLY COMMERCIAL OR INDUSTRIAL 
STRUCTURE 

• OTHER (Spec i fy ) 

L8 . D i d the respondent understand the questions and answer r e a d i l y , or did he have 
some d i f f i c u l t y understanding and answering? (NOT COUNTING LANGUAGE DIFFICULTY) 

• R WAS ALERT AND 
QUICK TO ANSWER 

• R COULD UNDERSTAND 
AND ANSWER QUESTIONS 
SATISFACTORILY 

• R WAS SLOW TO 
UNDERSTAND AND 
HAD DIFFICULTY 
ANSWERING QUESTIONS 

COMMENTS: 

L 9 . I f Respondent's answers to f a c t u a l questions (house va lue , Income, e t c . ) seem 
badly out of l i n e with your observat ions , please note below. 

(USE NEXT PAGE FOR THUMBNAIL SKETCH) 
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