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Expenditure data of 13 households receiving. Aid to Families

With Dependent Children (AFDC) were collected through use of

specially designed record booklets for one month and by a brief

interview. Welfare workers in southeast Portland discussed the

study with families meeting the criteria of 1) a one-parent family

with one or more children, 2) AFDC recipient, and 3) one-family

household.

Families who volunteered and completed the procedures

included four families with one child, four families with two children,

four families with three youngsters and one family with four children.

All adults were female and had a mean age of 31. 5 years and had

completed a mean of 11.9 years of school.

The record booklets coded for each week of the month in eye-

catching psychedelic colors were important in obtaining desired



information. Included were specific directions for recording income

and expenditures and unprofessionally drawn illustrations along with

written listings of items to be reported on each page.

All families received income from their AFDC grant and 12

families supplemented this income with food stamps. Six families

had additional income from non-assistance sources and one family

used free services of a child guidance clinic. The mean AFDC

grant was $200, mean food stamp bonus was $54. 46 and mean non-

assistance income was $16 for total mean financial resources of

$270.77 per case. Resources from government programs, food

stamps and AFDC, provided a mean of 94 percent of the families'

income and non-assistance sources added six percent of the income.

As family size increased, the percentage of total income

allocated to food increased and the percentage of income used for

housing decreased. Shelter and food demanded a mean of 82.6 per-

cent of total income.

Payments to AFDC recipients in Oregon are 80 percent of the

financial needs for basic maintenance according to standards set by

legislative action. Supplements to income provided by food stamps

and the net from non-assistance sources increased the adequacy of

the family's income in relation to the standards. The average

income of families met a mean of 96.3 percent of need as defined by

welfare standards. In comparing the actual expenditures in various



consumption groups with the allowance figured by welfare, it was

found that both housing and food expenditures were over 100 percent

of the allowance while clothing, personal incidentals and household

supply expenditures were far under the allowance.

It was found that families were aware of the importance of

planning the use of money as a means of meeting financial wants.

However, the families were realistic with respect to what was pos-

sible in light of their limited resource situations. Families indicated

a month by month coping when financial resources did not meet

demands. The participants lacked an awareness of community

resources that may be of assistance with financial problems and

consumer buying decisions.
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EXPENDITURE DIFFERENTIALS OF SELECTED URBAN FAMILIES
RECEIVING AFDC ASSISTANCE

I. INTRODUCTION

In 1971 the Oregon Department of Human Resources studied the

characteristics of those receiving Aid to Families With Dependent

Children, hereinafter referred to as AFDC.. The study revealed that

the average monthly assistance payment to those reporting was

$172. 48. However, the monthly financial need at established state

standards was $247. 46. Other sources of income applied in the

assistance budget raised the family's resources to $201.83. The

State of Oregon still recognized an average unmet need of $45. 63

per case (1:Table 34).

When demands on financial resources are greater than the

supply of these resources basic economic questions must be answered.

How does a family cope with inadequate resources? Given the limited

financial resources of a specific family, how are these monies spent?

The gross financial income of families receiving assistance is

dependent on amounts from the welfare grant and from non-

assistance sources. In 1971 in Oregon the largest amount that could

be received by a family of four on AFDC was $243.35 for a one-

month period. This is $2,920 per year and is far below the national

poverty level of $4, 287 (2). Additional money may come from



sources unrelated to the family's welfare status; however, this

income would lower the amount received in the welfare grant. In

Oregon, one of three AFDC cases included in the 1971 study had some

income from means other than the grant and one of ten had monthly

earnings from employment. These non-assistance sources included

social security, survivor's benefits and contributions from an absent

father. In the 1971 study, the average gross monthly non-assistance

income totaled $47.01 per case (1:Table 32).

A welfare family's spending power can be increased in a num-

ber of ways. In December 1972, the Food Stamp Program operating

in Multnomah County was used by 97 percent of the people eligible for

public assistance (3). Households buying food stamps (including

public assistance and non-public assistance cases) made an average

cash purchase of $15.58 and received $39. 15 worth of food stamps.

This would be an average bonus of $23. 57, a 60.2 percent bonus of

stamps (4). Of cases in the 1971 AFDC study 21.2 percent used free

legal services, 13.1 percent used free day care services and 61.4

percent used free medical or dental services (1:Table 31).

The Welfare Department does not regulate how the assistance

payment and other non-assistance income is to be used. If a client

chooses to purchase food stamps, this non-money supplement would

be regulated as to food items which could be purchased, but this

regulation is imposed by the United States Department of Agriculture.



Likewise, other services often have their controls set by the govern-

mental agency providing the assistance. Basic standards of financial

need for shelter, food, clothing, personal incidentals and household

supplies have been set by the Oregon Public Welfare Division with the

approval of the state legislature, which provides the funding. The

allocations for these standards are combined in the grant but once

a family receives its money the family has no restrictions on how the

money is spent.

Thus, the Welfare Division leaves decisions concerning expendi-

tures to the individual family, and the families are faced with finan-

cial resource demands greater than the supply.

Need for the Study

Though data is available on the income of AFDC families, the

author can find no examples of Oregon consumer expenditure sur-

veys that examine ways in which low income families actually, spend

their dollars.

The most comprehensive study of expenditure patterns that

would include the Northwest would be the United States Department

of Labor's Survey of Consumer Expenditures. The survey provides

data on the patterns of expenditures for goods and services by urban

wage earners and clerical workers. The average size of family

represented was 3.7 persons with an average family income in



4

1960-61 of $6,250 after taxes (5:1). The average Oregon AFDC

family of four in 1971 had less than half of that income even disregard-

ing the vast increase in cost of living over that ten year period.

Income and expenditure information would be of special value

to people working with families in Oregon's Department of Human

Resources, Children's Services Division and to the educator working

with AFDC recipients in the area of financial management.

The mission of the Children's Service Division is as follows:

To provide protection, care and restorative services for
Oregon children caught up in social and economic problems;
to facilitate economic mobility for improverished young
people and families with children; to identify conditions
adversely affecting the welfare of children, or limiting
their opportunities, and to foster action to overcome
these (6:5).

Among the services to parents are information, advice and

material assistance in relation to money management, Consumer

expenditure data might aid the staff in realistically viewing the types

of decisions made by clients. Results may also give an indication

of the adequacy of the amounts allotted to the various welfare

standards -- shelter, food, clothing, personal incidentals and house-

hold supplies.

The home economist educator is well aware that decisions con-

cerning allocation of finances have many, and varied influences. The

home management or family economics specialist sees economic

decision-making as only part of the complex scheme of decisions



involved in resource allocation. Many technical, social, socio-

economic, political and legal decisions have their influence on the

spending patterns of an individual family (7:6). Thus, the educator

working in money management cannot dictate how welfare recipients

should use their resources. Data from this study would provide the

educator with realistic figures to be used in work with spending

plans. Hall emphasizes the importance of teaching family financial

management at a level realistic to low income groups. This requires

knowing their patterns of living (8:23).

Although income is not the only factor that determines whether

families live in poverty or affluence, it is a crucial factor. Home

economists realize the skills in management of money are important.

President Johnson supported this idea in his message on the War

Against Poverty. He stated:

Very often a lack of jobs and money is not the cause of
poverty but the symptom. The cause is lack of skills,
and one of the most important is the skill of getting
fair value for dollars spent (9).

Much of the work in home management and financial manage-

ment has been directed to the middle income groups; however, the

same principles relate to the low income. Wolgamot stated that our

concern is for all:

Our subject matter applies to all. Moreover, the home
management practices we recommend are vital to the
welfare of low-income people. There is no group that
needs to manage their homes more efficiently, to
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purchase wisely, to plan and manage food with knowl-
edge and skill, and to improve their housing. The
contribution of family economics-home management
ranges from conserving family funds to building family
morale (10:27).

Hall considers it remarkable that low income families manage

as well as they do. She suggests that studies should be conducted

that investigate the financial management of the modest income

(8:78). Thus, there is a need for such an income expenditure study

of AFDC recipients.

Statement of the Problem

The primary problem of this study is to identify the amount of

money families receiving AFDC spend in various consumption cate-

gories. In the process of exploring the expenditure differentials,

one will note the families' sources and amounts of income, actual

expenditures, and how far this income went in meeting standards

defined in welfare regulations. Families' ideas on coping with

financial inadequacies and spending plans will be explored. The

study enlists the cooperation of selected AFDC families in record

keeping and short interviews.

Objectives

Given the target population for investigation, the objectives

of this study are as follows:
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1. To explore a data gathering method for income and

expenditures of low income families.

2. To identify the various sources of this income,

3. To identify the mean income of the AFDC-families in

this study.

4. To identify for these families the mean expenditures in

the areas of food, housing, utilities, clothing, personal

incidentals, household supplies and miscellaneous, and

to compare those means with the amounts of financial

need defined in the welfare standard.

S. To study the level of total expenditures as compared with

financial need as defined by the welfare standard.

6. To gain some insight into how these families cope with

limited resources.

7, To gain some insight into the role of planning in their

approach to financial management.

Assumptions of the Study

The following assumptions are made in this study:

1. The interviewer will provide adequate directions for the

cooperating family to understand its role in the study.

2. The forms used for reporting demographic, income and
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expenditure data will provide an all-inclusive means of

gathering information.

3. The AFDC families will report accurately their income

and expenditures on the forms provided.

4. The data gathered from the interview questions will

provide information on how AFDC recipients cope with

financial inadequacies and manage money.

Limitations

The population from which this sample is drawn may present

certain limitations.

Being a pilot study, the size of groups in the sample is limited.

The selection of families is on a completely, voluntary basis as

stringent regulations exist regarding use of welfare information.

The Oregon Revised Statutes state:

No person shall, except for purposes directly connected
with the administration of aid to dependent children and
in accordance with the rules and regulations of the
Public Welfare Division, solicit, disclose, receive, make
use of, or authorize, knowingly permit, participate in,
or acquiesce in the use of, any list of or names of, or
any information concerning, persons applying for or
receiving such aid, directly or indirectly derived from
the records, papers, files of communications of the
Public Welfare Division or acquired in the course of the
performance of official duties (11:73).

The approach to these families was carefully planned by the

welfare worker and the interviewer so that the family would agree to
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participate in the study. However, White finds that there is apt to be

an initial lack of interest in new and unfamiliar programs (12:10).

It was stressed to the potential participants that any informa-

tion provided for the study would not jeopardize the family's position

with the Welfare Division. However, one might still anticipate

hesitancy on the part of some respondents.

Of cases in the 1971 study, over 50 percent of the mothers did

not complete high school and about 15 percent of the mothers had

an eighth grade education or less (1:Table 25). There may be a

frequency of educational-occupation failure, apathetic attitudes and

little value placed on academic matters (13:43). A negative attitude

may exist toward any study that is connected with an educational

institution.

"Money" in itself is an emotionally charged concept, and for

this reason special limitations in data gathering might arise. Though

it is in no way an objective of this study to place value judgment on

the management abilities of families, one might anticipate concern

by some participants. White suggests money is a "loaded" subject:

The (low income homemaker) doesn't "lose face" in asking
how to refinish furniture, but she hesitates to acknowledge
that she doesn't know how to manage money. In, our
society, family finances are highly personal matters.
People sometimes are fearful that a study, of these funda-
mental problems will reveal situations that are "none of
the business" (of others) (12:10).
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Definitions of Terms

Aid to Families With Dependent Children (as defined in Oregon
Revised Statutes 418. 035).

1. "Dependent child" means a needy child:

a. Who has been deprived of parental support or care by
reason of the death, continued absence from the home
or physical or mental incapacity of a parent; and

b. Whose relatives are not able to provide adequate care
and support for such child without public assistance,

and

c. Who is living with his father, mother, grandfather,
grandmother, brother, sister, stepfather, stepmother,
uncle, aunt, first cousin, nephew or niece in a place
of residence maintained by, one or more of such
relatives as his or their own home; and either . .

d. Who is under the age of 18 years; or. .

e. Who is under the age of 21 years and a student
regularly attending a school, college or university
or regularly attending a course of vocational or
technical training designed to fit him for gainful
employment approved by the Public Welfare Division.

2. "Aid" means money payments, with respect to, or in behalf
of, a dependent child or children, and includes:

a. Money payment to meet the needs of:

a. The relative with whom such child is living;
and.

b. The spouse of such relative if living with him
and if such relative is the child's parent and
the child is a dependent child by reason or the
physical or mental incapacity of a parent, or
if a dependent child . . . during any period
with respect to which aid may be provided for
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children by reason of the unemployment of
parents.

b. Payments made to a representative payee or guardian
pursuant. . . (11:70).

Family or Household. The needy child and his relative or other

guardian as outlined under "dependent child" above.

Expenditures. Purchase costs for all commodities and services

with prices as actually charged including sales and excise taxes.

Credit payments will be noted under the category of expense.

Food. Meals at home or in restaurants, snacks, and other

consumed foods and beverages.

Housing. Rent, house payment, repairs, home insurance,

taxes and other house related costs.

Utilities. Electricity, gas, oil, etc. for heating, lighting

and operation of household appliances. Water and

garbage.

Clothing. Garments and accessories; shoe repairs, dry

cleaning or laundry fees.

Personal Incidentals. Toilet soap, shaving and sanitary

supplies, hair cuts, dental needs, cosmetics, other

personal grooming items.

Household Supplies. Cleaning, laundry, housekeeping and

paper supplies.
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Miscellaneous.

House furnishings. Furniture, equipment, appliances,

household textiles..

Medical. Medical insurance, dental services, medi-

cal supplies.

Transportation. Auto supplies, gas, oil, car service,

car payments, and public transportation for work,

recreation, shopping, school or other.

Other. Reading material, recreation, education,

stationary supplies, life insurance, union dues,

gifts, telephone, tobacco, etc.

Welfare Grant. Maintenance income to eligible clients. The amount

is determined by 1) the income, resources, and maintenance

available to such child and relative from whatever source

derived, 2) any expenses reasonably attributable to the earn-

ing of any such income, 3) the necessary expenditures of the

child or relative and 4) the conditions existing in each case

(11:70). In Oregon this grant is based on 80 percent of the

standard; this is the rateable reduction for AFDC,

Food Stamp Bonus. The difference between the family's cash

expenditure for food stamps and face value of the stamps

received,
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Non-Assistance Income. Money obtained from sources other than

Welfare or Food Stamp Program.

Income. Financial resources available for spending by individuals in

a family. Resources include the welfare grant, non-assistance

monies and the food stamp bonus.

Assistance Standards. Financial need for basic maintenance in the

areas of food, clothing, personal incidentals, household sup-

plies and shelter according to standards set by legislative

action.

Food Stamp Program. The United States Department of Agriculture's

food subsidy program that can be used by low income households

including all public assistance households. Eligible households

buy the food stamps at a discount. Purchases of any food item

(except those marked imported, alcoholic beverages, tobacco,

and non-food items) can be made using the stamps in lieu of

cash at approved retail stores.
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II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Expenditure Survey of AFDC Recipients

Brode conducted a study in April 1960 comparing expenditures

of 18 Knoxville families receiving Aid to Dependent Children with the

Tennessee Department of Public Welfare's Monetary Standards

representing a minimum level of living (14). The study, obtained other

information on money management practices. Families in the study

had received assistance at least six months, were composed of one

adult with two or three children under the age of 15 and were

independent households.

Only two of the eighteen families regularly received money

income other than their welfare grant. The income of the three-

person families averaged 66 percent of their need according to wel-

fare standards and that of the four-person families averaged 57 per-

cent. Only one of the eighteen families had income to meet 100 per-

cent of need as defined by the standards.

In comparing amounts spent per consumption group with the

assistance standards, food expenditures were less than half of the

standard. Expenditure for clothing averaged 40 percent of the

standard. Few families recorded expenses for personal incidentals,

medical incidentals and household, operation. Half of the families
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exceeded the standards in housing costs.

Families said if they were given an additional ten dollars per

month they would spend it for clothes. Food was a close second

with furnishings, fuel and medical care also mentioned, A $100

windfall would be used for clothes and furnishings. Some also men-

tioned paying bills and buying food. Planning for expenditures on

both a monthly and a seasonal basis was reported by the majority of

families. Most said they planned amounts to spend for clothing

and food rather than buying on impulse. Saving for financial emer-

gencies was reported by five of the eighteen and most families used

credit for clothes and furnishings.

Brode noted a relationship between the high cost of housing

and inadequacies in other consumption groups (14:30).

AFDC Programs

Selected categories of needy people in the United States are

provided with income for the necessities of life and to assist with

economic security. This public assistance income maintenance

program is part of the social security system. Title IV-A of the

Social Security Act provides for federal matching grants to states

for families with dependent children in accordance with federally

approved state plans (15:1).

The states individually determine standards of need and
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standards of payment; however, the assistance is for needy people

and a family's other income and resources are considered in deter-

mining need. Standards are reflections of the states' fiscal capacity

and prevalent social attitudes. In June 1972, federally matched

assistance in the United States included 10. 9 million dependent

children and their parents or other caretakers (including 7.9 million

children in 3.0 million families) in AFDC programs (15:2).

States are not required to participate in this program but those

that do have certain regulations to follow and other optional decisions.

For instance 30 jurisdictions do not provide AFDC if the father is in

the home but unemployed (15:2); Oregon does, however.

The federal share of the assistance payment is dependent on

what the state spends; there is no federal limitation. The actual

amount varies with the statutory formula of each state which is

related to the per capita income of the state and to other options the

state selects. For instance, the full monthly standard for a family

of four ranges from $132. 00 in Puerto Rico to $400, 00 in Alaska

(15:3).

In Oregon, September 1972 statistics indicate 25, 312 families

with 83, 341 recipients including 57, 699 children received AFDC

payments. This totaled $4, 539, 050 which averages $179. 32 per

month per family and $54. 46 per recipient (16:Table 7). Families

provided with help through this program consist of dependent children
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and a single parent, families in which the male head of household

is incapacitated, and two-parent families with an unemployed father

(15:17). The Public Welfare Division provides financial assistance

for maintenance needs, medical assistance for acute and chronic

health situations and various other services (6:17). About 15, 000

of these families receive social services provided by the Children's

Service Division in addition to the services of the Public Welfare

Division. Information, advice, and material assistance are given in

relation to day care, family planning, child rearing, money manage-

ment, career planning and work readiness (6:5).

Of families in the 1971 Oregon AFDC study, 61. 5 percent of the

families had one or two children, and half of the AFDC cases had

received welfare 11 months or less (2).

Survey Methods

In the Tennessee survey of expenditures of 18 selected families,

data was obtained from welfare case records, from income and

expenditure records kept by each family for one month and from

personal interviews (14:7). Obtained from each family's case record

was the home address, ages and education of children and length of

time the family had received assistance. Also information was

secured on the needs and resources of the family. The families

recorded data on income and expenses in a record book especially
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prepared for the survey. The person itemized all expenditures

except large grocery purchases, The inside cover of the book had

a reminder list to assist the recall of the day's purchases. The

interview schedule contained questions about planning before shopping,

budgeting, saving, credit, and the use of additional income (14:8).

Hall suggests the personal interview as a good technique for

collecting data in that it permits the study of people with low educa-

tional attainment for whom the written questionnaire may be unsuitable

(8:8).

The Consumer Expenditure Survey by the United States Depart-

ment of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics includes a very compre-

hensive compilation of expenditure data and personal data (17).

The Consumer Expenditure Study's Weekly Expenditure Diary

is -a seventeen page booklet with instructions on the inside cover. It

is suggested that participants enter purchases as soon as arriving

home and enter bills such as rent as soon as paid. A line is provided

for the date and time the interviewer will return, and a place for the

interviewer's name and phone number in case of questions. A check-

list of items for which money might be spent is on the next page as a

reminder of items purchased during the week, The list serves as

a table of contents so the family can find entry pages quickly (18:2).
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Typical entry pages are arranged in this way:

FRESH FRUITS AND VEGETABLES

Size or Price per
No. of Weight Item or Total

Date Items (Description) Items per Item Pound Price

(18: 6)

AUTO SUPPLIES, GAS, OIL, CAR SERVICE
Sales Tax
Included?

Date Items (Description) Quantity Total Price Yes No

The Annual Price Survey-Family Budget Costs is published in

New York City yearly indicating current budget costs for families

with a moderate living standard. The data permits calculation of

expenses for families of various sizes and age ranges. The standard

is a tool in determining adequacy of public assistance grants within

the city (19:iii). Bernard Shiffman, executive vice president of the

Budget Standard Service, states that many agencies providing health

and welfare assistance charge according to a family's ability to pay.

Thus, a standard is necessary for deciding on the disposable income
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families have available. This survey is a tool that aids in achieving

a standard (20:i).

Income Sources

Income sources for AFDC recipients are varied but the grant

is the fundamental source. Cost standards are the basis for figuring

grants. The tables for the standards note the number in the house-

hold, the number in the grant and the age of the children. Recipients

of Aid to the Blind receive 100 percent of the standard, those under

Old Age Assistance and Aid to the Disabled, 94 percent, Aid to

Dependent Children, 80 percent, and General Assistance, 70 per-

cent (21). The chart, "How Welfare Figures Your Budget, " shows

special allowances, home allowances and employment allowances

that alter the actual amount of the grant (22).

Unless a special hardship exists, the grants are paid in equal

installments--at the first and the middle of the month. Non-assistance

income sources compiled in the 1971 AFDC study are monthly earn-

ings from employment, earnings or incentive payments from WIN,

contributions from an absent father, social security benefits,

unemployment compensation, contributions from other persons in the

home, and income in kind to which a money value is given (1. Table

32). In figuring the welfare grant for AFDC, non-assistance income

not attributed to employment costs is subtracted from the amount of
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need listed. When employment is a source of income, recipients

keep the first $30 they earn. From the balance they may subtract

deductible costs such as uniforms, transportation, and taxes and

keep one-third of the balance,

In the Tennessee study, five of the eighteen families had money

income other than their grant. These sources included child support

payments and gifts. Two of the eighteen families received income

in kind in the form of fuel, lights and shelter (14).

According to a commentary in Business Week, Martha Griffiths,

United States Representative from Michigan and chairman of the

Joint Economic Committee's subcommittee on fiscal policy, made

public in April 1973 a study which indicated some families can get

more out of federal, state and local benefit programs than they could

earn from a job. This study, conducted with the aid of the General

Accounting Office, reported that 11 percent of the 1, 758 homes sur-

veyed received money or in kind benefits from at least five programs

(23:51).

Expenditure

Allocation of an AFDC family's finances is completely at its

own discretion. The author is unable to find any data available in

Oregon that pertains to how welfare recipients actually spend their

money.
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The 1971 Oregon AFDC study indicated disposition of the

monthly non-assistance income. The income was categorized as

1) costs attributed to employment (income tax, transportation to work,

uniforms, etc. ), 2) money assigned to support of dependents outside

the AFDC assistance group, 3) allocations for cost of child care

while parent worked, 4) other expenses not included in the assistance

budget, 5) money set aside for future identifiable needs of dependent

children, 6) additional disregarded income and 7) the net remaining

income considered in the AFDC budget (1:Table 33).

The Tennessee study indicated that the three-person families

spent their $77. 16 cost standard in the following way: 42 percent for

food, 39 percent for housing (rent, lights, fuel), 6.1 percent for "non-

essentials", 6.2 percent for clothing, 1.3 percent for medical

incidentals and 0.7 percent for household operation. Personal

incidentals were very minute. There was no accounting of 3.7 per-

cent of the monies (14).

Hall found that credit was used extensively among the low

income for four or five major purposes and believed it should be

taken into account when making spending plans and considering

expenses (8:79). However only about 20 percent of the 111 families

in her study were receiving welfare.

Four-person urban family budgets at three different levels of

living and geographic comparative indexes are published by the
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United States Department of Labor's Bureau of Labor Statistics. The

family, as in the Consumer Price Index, is a precisely defined

family: 38 year-old husband employed full time, a non-working

wife, a 13 year old boy and a girl of eight. After 15 years of mar-

riage, the family is established and the husband is an experienced

worker (24:1). At the lower level of living, the food budget was

34 percent of the consumption budget, medical care 10 percent, 26

percent for housing, 15 percent for clothing, personal care and

transportation and the remaining 19 percent covered gifts, contribu-

tions, occupational expenses, life insurance, and social security and

personal income taxes (24:2). New information on actual spending

patterns will be available after the 1972-73 Survey of Consumer

Expenditures.

Food Stamp Program

The Food Stamp Program enables low income people to buy

more food of a greater variety. Based on income, family size and

other factors, participants exchange a sum of money and receive

stamps of a greater value. The stamps can be used like money in

approved stores. The 1971 amendments to the Food Stamp Act of

1964 made major changes, Now there are national eligibility

standards and required work registration for all able-bodied house-

hold members (25).
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To apply, families must complete an application form and be

interviewed. Evidence must be given on 1) where they live, 2) the

number in the family, 3) the amount of income and 4) payments fox

rent, medical bills, child care, education and miscellaneous other

items. Some expenses can be deducted from gross income when

figuring the monthly income for food stamp eligibility. Examples of

deductions are income taxes, rent or utilities above 30 percent of

income after mandatory deductions, medical costs over $10. 00 a

month, child care when it is necessary to work, and tuition or

mandatory school fees (26).

Each household can have up to $1, 500 in resources (excluding

home ownership); if one or more members is age 60 or over

resources may, total $3, 000. If program participants feel they have

received an unfair decision or have been denied benefits, they may

take their case to a higher authority by requesting a fair hearing (27).
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III. PROCEDURES

Exploratory in nature, this study aims to identify factors about

which hypotheses may be generated concerning how AFDC recipients

spend their money. The study seeks to document low income families'

thoughts on spending plans and other expenditure concerns.

Source of Data

Data for this study were collected from income-expenditure

records kept for a one month period by the selected AFDC families.

from interview questions relating to a case study, and from questions

designed to obtain demographic information from families. These

data were obtained in June 1973 with the pre-test conducted during

one week in May 1973.

Selection of Sample

The sample group was selected on the basis of the following

criteria:

Each family is receiving AFDC assistance,

Each family must be composed of one adult with one or more

children.

Each must be a single family household (not share living

arrangements with other families or persons).
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The Welfare Division obtained permission from each family to

be included in the study. Participation was voluntary. Welfare

workers identified clients meeting the above criteria and having the

potential for cooperating. The welfare worker discussed with the

client his role in record keeping and assured the family that the

information would in no way jeopardize the family's position with

welfare. Each family was assigned a number and no names were

connected with the data collected.

Data Collection

The interviewer made home visits to collect data. Appoint-

ments were made by phone when possible. The first visit provided

both a get-acquainted time and further orientation into the procedures

of the study. The interviewer left her telephone number with

families in case concerns arose. She contacted families at some

point during the month for the purpose of answering questions and

inquiring about how records were progressing. During the conclud-

ing visit following the last day of the month, the interviewer used

the schedule of questions after discussing the brief case study.

Demographic Data

Information from individual families included number of
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children and age of each, age of adult, and highest grade the adult

completed in school.

Income Expenditure Records

Each family recorded the amount of income, the source of that

income, and its expenditures (commodity, service or other purchase

and the specific cost) in the record book especially designed for this

study. Sections of the book itemized expenditures within the following

categories: food, housing, utilities, clothing, personal incidentals,

household supplies, transportation, house furnishings, medical and

other. The adult in the family was responsible for keeping the

records and was encouraged to promptly copy the exact amounts of

expenses from receipts to assure accuracy.

Interview Schedule

A schedule of questions referring to a case study was used in

interviewing the families in the sample. The case study technique

was used instead of direct questioning to impersonalize the respond-

ants' answers. Questions concerned spending plans and other

expenditure concerns.

Treatment of Data

Demographic data were tabulated to give a description of sample.
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Means were figured for each of the following: adult's age in each size

family group and for the sample; adult's highest grade completed in

school for each size family group and for the sample; age of first

child for each size family group; age of second child for families

with two and three children; and age of third child for families with

three children.

In analyzing income, various sources were listed with the

frequency mentioned. Means for income from the welfare grant,

food stamp bonus, non-assistance income and total income were

figured for each size family and for the sample.

Expenditures for each consumption group were tabulated along

with the percent of the family's total monthly income that this

expenditure represents. Computations were made of the mean

expenditure and mean percent the expenditure was of the total income

for each consumption group for the different size families and for the

total sample.

The degree to which income meets needs was analyzed by a

comparison of reported total income with the approximate amount of

need as specified by welfare standards. It is realized that the

standard after rateable reduction for AFDC in Oregon is 80 percent

of defined need. It is on this 80 percent figure that grants are based.

However, the bonus from the food stamp program and non-assistance

income may raise the amount of need met.
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The approximate amounts of need were obtained from the

bulletin on Revised Welfare Cost Standards (2). For the purpose of

this study, approximate figures were acceptable although families

may have had individual factors, such as special diets, that would

raise or lower the standard.

The various consumption categories were analyzed for the

amount of need in relation to standards for each group, the allowance

following a rateable reduction to the 80 percent of standard level,

actual expenditures within consumption groups and for the percent

that expenditures were of the reduced standard. Means for each of

the preceding were calculated for each size family group and for the

sample.

Data collected in response to questions on spending plans

and coping with financial inadequacies was listed with the number of

times each response was given.
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IV. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Thirteen single adult families with one or more children

participated in this study. All were receiving an AFDC grant and

did not share housing with other individuals or groups,

For the AFDC family, the number of children in a family and

the ages of those children are especially important since these factors

determine the amount of need according to welfare standards and the

size of the AFDC grant. These same factors have an added impor-

tance for this study in that they may affect the amount of expenditures.

Of the 13 families, four had one child, four had two children,

four had three children and one had four children for a total of 28

youngsters in the sample.

The age range of children in the one, child families was from

two months to six years with the mean age being two and one-half

years (Table 1). Families with two children had an age range of

five to 18 years for the oldest child and two to 15 years for the

youngest child. The mean age of the oldest was 10.8 years and the

youngest was seven and one-half years.

The age range of the oldest youngster in three-child families

was from 11 to 18 years with a mean age of 14.8 years. The middle

child's age ranged from eight to 16 years and an average age was

12.8 years. The youngest child ranged from five to 13 years of age
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and averaged 7.3 years. Ages in the family with four children were

nine, seven, five, and four.

Table 1. Number and ages of children.

Ages of children (years)
Family
number 1st 2nd 3rd 4th

1

2

3

4

3

1

2 mo.

6

Mean

5

6

7

8

Mean

9

10

11

12

Mean

13

2.5

8

17

13

5

10.8

11

17

13

18

14.8

9

5

15

8

2

7.5

8

16

11

16

12.8

7

5

13

6

5

7.3

5 4

The following information, though not a central focus of this

study, will help the reader visualize the sample. The adult in each

of the 13 families was female and ranged in age from 22 to 49 years.
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Table 2 reveals that 54 percent of these women were 22 to 29 years,

31 percent were 30 to 39 years and 15 percent were 40 to 49 years.

The mean age was 31.5 years.

Table 2. Number and percentage of women in various age groups.

(N = 13)

Age range Number Percent

22 to 29 7 54

30 to 39 4 31

40 to 49 2 15

The mean age of the adult in the one-child families was 23.8,

the two-child families was 37.5 years, the three-child families was

33.8 years and four-child family head was 29 years of age (Table 3).
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Table 3. Age of adult and highest grade completed.

Family number Age Grade

One-Child Families

12

13

12

12

12.3

1

2

3

4

Mean

23

24

22

26

23.8

Two-Child Families

5 34 12

6 49 12

7 45 12

22 12

Mean 37,5 12

Three-Child Families

9 29 13

10 37 12

11 32 9

12 37 12

Mean 33.8 11.5

Four-Child Family

13 29 12

Mean of Sample 31.5 11.9
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V. FINDINGS AND DATA ANALYSIS

Discussion in this chapter is divided into six sections: data

gathering method, sources and amount of income, amount and type

of expenditures, income versus needs, standards and reported

expenditures by consumption groups and insight into financial manage-

ment.

Data Gathering Method

The method of gathering data includes obtaining a sample,

visiting with families, use of income-expenditure record books, use

of an interview schedule and use of a brief form for demographic

data.

Sample

The Public Welfare Division provided names of 26 families

meeting the criteria of the sample along with their respective

addresses and phones (if present). All 26 families had been informed

of the study by the welfare worker and had agreed to participate.

The interviewer attempted in late May to contact all families.

Eighteen agreed to keep financial records for a month; three made

appointments with the interviewer but were never home at the

appointed time; and five families were never contacted though the
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interviewer made repeated attempts at varying times of day. Three

of the eighteen that consented to keep the records were not at home

when the interviewer made the first appointment; they had to be con-

tacted a second time. It was found that a phone conversation the day

of the interview at which appointment time was agreed, upon did not

guarantee the adult in the family would be home at the appointed time.

Of the 18 families that agreed to participate, 13 followed through

with the record keeping and completed the final interview. A phone

call during the month indicated four families would not be completing

the record keeping. Reasons were as follows: one adult became ill

and was hospitalized, one moved with no forwarding address, one

married in the middle of June, and one went on vacation and would

not return until mid=July. The fifth family not completing the pro-

cedure made a final appointment but was not at home at the specified

time. Six phone calls and four home contacts during a five day

period still failed to make contact with the family.

Of the 26 families that agreed with the assistance worker to

participate, 69 percent indicated to the interviewer they would keep

the records and 50 percent followed through by completing the entire

month's procedures. It was anticipated that a high attrition rate

might occur in such a study.
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Visiting With Families

It is felt that good rapport with the family is crucial and must

be developed during the first telephone conversation and within the

first minutes of meeting. The interviewer must reiterate the wel-

fare worker's statement of the objectives of the study, the use of the

data and the value of the family's participation in the study. One

woman stated how useless she felt and if this would help someone

she would really like to participate. The interviewer must be

informal, sincere, friendly and non-judgmental.

Length of visits ranged from approximately 20 minutes to 70

minutes with a mean of approximately 30 minutes. Probably half

of this time was spent discussing the actual study. Conversations

during the rest of the visit included such diverse topics as money,

housing, gerbils, cats, boy friends, motor cycles, and the Rose

Festival. The interviewer felt she would have been welcome to

spend more time than was actually spent during visits. The pressure

of time, though necessary on occasion, can be detrimental to good

rapport. Women seemed to enjoy conversing and were insistent on

sharing tea, coffee or cola. The interviewer was invited back to

several of the homes "whenever in the neighborhood. "

Interviews were conducted in the living room or kitchen. If

the adult was involved in other activities, the interviewer encouraged
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the woman to continue her work so as not to interrupt the normal

household proceedings. For example, one woman continued putting

up her hair in curlers, one woman assisted her child with making

cookies, and one woman fed the baby.

Children were often present during interviews. Talking with

the youngster and being non-reactionary to their behavior seemed to

further the development of rapport with the entire family.

The time of interview ranged from 9 a. m. to 8 p. m. but

frequently was between 10 a.m. and 3 p. m. The interviewer learned

after the first contact which adult slept until noon, who took her

phone off the hook in the evening and other individual characteristics.

This was important to note for future contacts.

The degree of cooperation received in this study, seemed to be

directly related to the following: truly enjoying interviewing the

family, helping them feel at ease, helping them realize their impor-

tance to the study and making the interview time and process as

convenient as possible for the family.

Income and Expenditure Records

A record booklet was specially designed for recording income

and expenditures (Appendix A). A family was given four booklets,

one for each week of the month. Although the format was identical,

the booklet for each week was a different hue of a high intensity.
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Psychedelic green, orange, purple and yellow were used. The vivid

colors received repeated comment from participants; the booklets

could not be easily missed. One mother had problems keeping it

from a young child who also found it eye-catching.

Pictorial illustrations as well as a written list of items to be

included within each consumption category were placed at the top of

each page. Itwas felt that pictures add to the interest as well as

assisted those with limited reading ability. The pictures were just

one example of informality and a personal touch, both assets in

obtaining cooperation.

Some pages of the booklet, such as those listing costs for

medical, personal incidentals and transportation, received very

little use. Such categories of expenditures could be combined on one

page to make the booklet smaller.

Although the interviewer's name and phone number was in the

booklet in case of questions, no calls were received during the month,

It seemed the directions at the first interview, which were also in

writing, were adequate. The final page of the booklet, "Items I

Don't Know Where to Put", was used by one-third of the women and

probably answered possible questions that may have arisen.

Five of the women, plus the two women participating in the

pre-test, requested a summary of how the entire group spent their

money. Several women commented on how interesting they found the
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record keeping. Although they knew about how much went for dif-

ferent expenses, they were amazed at how small items added up.

Some said they could have written down at the first of the month

precisely how their money would be spent; money for discretionary

spending was simply not available.

Interview Schedule

A brief case study (Appendix B) about a hypothetical family

with one adult and three children that were receiving an AFDC grant,

was one with which all participants could readily identify. The case

study removed the "too-personal" feeling though many women

replied to the questions on spending and budgeting, "Well, I would.. ,"

Several women requested information on how others in the

sample responded as they felt the questions were definitely pertinent.

Demographic Data

A brief form for the adult's age, highest grade completed in

school and children's ages was filled out by the adult at the final

interview. All were very willing to complete the form.

Sources and Amount of Income

All 13 families received income from a welfare grant and 12

of the families supplemented this with food stamps. Six families
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received income from non-assistance sources. Babysitting was

listed by two families. Other sources, each listed once, included

children's income through odd jobs at car repair firm, loan from a

friend, yard work, housework, bottle pick up and sale, and child

support. Only one family reported free services as a supplement to

their income. In this case it was services of a child guidance clinic.

Since the size of the welfare grant is determined by the number

of people in the grant and the age of children, one finds marked

variations in income levels among families in this study. Therefore,

compilation and analysis of data will be by family size and is sum-

marized in Table 4.

The mean income from the welfare grant for families with one

child was $152 and the mean bonus from food stamps was $48. Non-

assistance income averaged $11. The grant, food stamp bonus and

non-assistance income provided the family with a mean financial

income of $211. Government programs--welfare and food stamp- -

provided the families with one child a mean income of 95 percent of

their total income and non-assistance sources provided 5 percent of

their total income.

Families with two children received a mean grant of $190 and

a mean food stamp bonus of $49. This figure was influenced by the

fact one family did not participate in the Food Stamp Program. The

mean non-assistance income totaled $33. A family receiving child



Table 4. Amounts and percentages of family income by sources.

Total income Non- Percent of income from
Family AFDC Food stamp from govern- assistance Total AFDC and Non-assistance
number grant bonus ment sources income income Food Stamps sources

One child families
1 $153.00 $46.00 $199.00 $ 0.00 $199.00 100 0

2 155.00 50.00 205.00 0.00 205.00 100 0

3 153.00 41.00 194.00 3.00 197.00 99 2

4 147.00 54.00 201.00 40.00 241.00 83 17

Mean 152.00 48.00 200.00 11.00 211.00 95 5

Two child families
5 82.00 71.00 153.00 110.00 263.00 58 42
6 279.00 0.00 279.00 0.00 279.00 100 0

7 216.00 52.00 268.00 0.00 268.00 100 0

8 181.00 72.00 253.00 20.00 273.00 93 7

Mean 190.00 49.00 238.00 33.00 271.00 88 12

Three child families
9 231.00 81.00 312.00 30.00 342.00 91 9

10 279.00 53.00 332.00 0.00 332.00 100 0

11 243.00 44.00 287.00 9.00 296.00 97 3

12 256.00 76.00 332.00 0.00 332.00 100 0

Mean 252.00 64.00 316.00 10.00 326.00 97 3

Four child family
13 225.00 68.00 293.00 0.00 293.00 100 0

Mean of sample
200.00 54.00 256.00 16.00 271.00 94 6

*Percentages may not total 100 percent due to rounding to nearest tenth.
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support of $110 skews this figure. The mean financial income

totaled $271. The AFDC grant and food stamp bonus provided a mean

of 88 percent of the income while the mean non-assistance income

came to 12 percent of the family's income.

A mean grant of $252 was listed by the families with three

children. Their mean food stamp bonus came to $64 and mean non-

assistance income added $10. These sources total a mean of $326 in

financial income. The grant and food stamp bonus combined to

provide 97 percent of the gross income with mean non-assistance

sources providing three percent of the total resources.

The family with four youngsters received a grant of $225, a

food stamp bonus of $68, and no non-assistance income. Their

total financial income resources were $293. The money from the

grant and Food Stamp Program provided 100 percent of their total

income.

For all families in the study, the mean AFDC grant was $200,

mean food stamp bonus was $54 and mean non-assistance income

was $16. The mean total financial resources were $271. Resources

from government programs, AFDC and Food Stamp Program,

provided 94 percent of the income and non-assistance sources

provided six percent of their total incomes.

Non-assistance income was received by six of the 13 families

or 46 percent of the sample. This is 13 percent higher than the 33
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percent of cases receiving non-assistance income in the 1971 Oregon

study of AFDC characteristics (1:Table 32). However, the mean

non-assistance income in that study was $47.01 per case and the

mean non-assistance income from records in this study was $16;

though more people received non-assistance resources in this study

the amount per family was smaller.

Only one family, numbered six in the tables, did not purchase

food stamps. In analyzing total incomes of families with two children,

it is apparent family six has more total income than any other of

that same make-up. By referring to Table 1 on age of children it is

noted that the children in family six are ages 17 and 15, a marked

age increase over other children in that family size group. Family

six would have a defined need which is greater than any other two-

child family; this would account for the size of AFDC grant. Food

stamp usage would have raised their total resources even more.

Amount and Type of Expenditure

Records were kept of expenditures for food, housing, utilities,

clothing, personal incidentals, household supplies, house furnishings,

medical, transportation and other. For purposes of analysis, a

residual category indicates the amount of total income not spent or

the amount spent beyond the resources available which is indicated

by the amount shown in parentheses.
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Mean expenditures reported by families with one child are

noted in Table 5. No expenditures were made for house furnishings.

The three categories of food, housing and utilities required 78 per-

cent of the income.

Table 5. Average expenditures by category and as a percentage
of income, families with one child.

Consumption
category

Mean
expenditure

Mean percent of
total income

Food $66.66 31.7

Housing 85.13 40.4

Utilities 12.17 5. 8

Clothing 3.19 1.5

Personal Incidentals 0.63 0.3

Household Supplies 3.45 1. 6

House Furnishings 0.00 0.0

Medical 4.00 1.9

Transportation 1.00 0.5

Other 21.91 10.4

Residual 13.47 6,4

Means for expenditures reported by families with two children

are noted in Table 6. Food, housing and shelter demanded even a

higher percentage of the two-child family's income, 84 percent,

The utility costs were markedly higher for the two-child family than

the one-child family. This figure may be influenced by the fact some

bills such as garbage and water are due bimonthly. Some families
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indicated to the interviewer that utility, bills did not get paid or were

not paid in full. Two-child families reported no medical expenses.

Table 6 Average expenditures by category and as a percentage
of income, families with two children.

Consumption
category

Mean
expenditures

Mean percent of
total income

Food $ 86.55 32.0

Housing 108.00 39.9

Utilities 31.68 11.7

Clothing 2.55 0.9

Personal Incidentals 0.34 0.1

Household Supplies 2.08 0.8

House Furnishings 5.75 2.1

Medical 0.00 0.0

Transportation 8.75 3.2

Other 20.15 7.4

Residual 4.90 1.8

The mean expenditures of the four families with three children

and the percent of total income that went for each consumption

category is found in Table 7. The families spent a mean of 80

percent of their total income on food, housing and utilities.
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Table 7. Average expenditures by category and as a percentage
of income, families with three children.

Consumption
category

Mean
expenditures

Mean percent of
total income

Food $116. 28 35. 7

Housing 106. 25 32. 6

Utilities 36. 31 11. 2

Clothing 7. 87 2. 4

Personal Incidentals 5. 06 1. 6

Household Supplies 3. 46 1. 1

House Furnishings 7. 87 2. 4

Medical 2. 80 0. 9

Transportation 6. 45 2. 0

Other 21.93 6. 7

Residual 8.96 2.8
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The expenditures of the family with four children and the

percentages of total income spent for each consumption category are

noted in Table 8. This family reported spending $5. 07 more than

its income. Almost 85 percent of total income was spent on food,

housing and utilities.

Table 8. Average expenditures by category, and as a percentage
of income, families with four children.

Consumption
category

Mean
expenditures

Mean percent of
total income

Food $133.82 45.6

Housing 75.60 25.8

Utilities 39.75 13.5

Clothing 8.65 3.0

Personal Incidentals 1.67 O. 6

Household Supplies 2.80 1.0

House Furnishings 1.33 0.5

Medical 1.79 0.6

Transportation 1.00 0.3

Other 31. 66 10.8

Residual ( 5.07) ( 1.7)

Table 9 compares the mean percent of total income spent per

consumption category according to family size. In analyzing the

percentages of total income which were allocated to different con-

sumption categories, a definite tendency is noted. As family size

increases, the percentage of income used for food increases and
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the percentage of income used for housing decreases. The family

with four children exceeded all others in the study in the percentage

spent for food. Their housing expenditure was more than 10 percent

less than any other size family.

The expenditure data evidences the high cost of food and shelter

with 82.5 percent of income going to these categories. The combina-

tion of the mean percentages of income spent for clothing, personal

incidentals, household supplies, home furnishings, medical and

transportation totals 7.9 percent. This is 0.3 percent less than the

mean of 8.2 percent of income used for "other" items such as

cigarettes, entertainment, pet foods and telephone. Even though

these "other" costs are not considered in welfare standards, they

are a viable expense according to the expenditure records obtained

for this study. Expenditures by individual families have been com-

piled by dollar amounts and percentages in Appendix Tables 1 and 2

(Appendix C). It may be noted that expenditures for four of the 13

families exceeded their incomes. Only two women owned auto-

mobilesone woman from the two-child group and one from the

three-child group, The ownership of a car made their transportation

costs much greater than that of the other 11 families.

Income Versus Needs

Currently payments to AFDC families in Oregon, after the



Table 9. Expenditure percentages by category and family size.

Mean percent expenditure was of total income by family size
Consumption

category
All

familiesOne-child Two-child Three- child Four- child

Food 31.7 32.0 35.7 45.6 34.4

Housing 40.4 39.9 32.6 25.8 37.0

Utilities 5.8 11.7 11.2 13.5 10.2

Clothing 1.5 0. 9 2.4 3.0 1.8

Personal Incidentals 0.3 0.1 1.6 0. 6 0.7

Houshold Supplies 1. 6 0.8 1.1 1.0 1.1

House Furnishings 0.0 2.1 2.4 0.5 1. 6

Medical 1. 9 0.0 0. 9 0. 6 0.8

Transportation 0.5 3.2 2.0 0.3 1, 9

Other 10.4 7.4 6.7 10.8 8.2

Residual 6.4 1.8 2.8 (1.7) 3.0
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rateable reduction, are 80 percent of the standard. Without any

other sources of income a family is relegated to a level of living

judged to be 20 percent deficient. Families who use the food stamp

bonus are able to meet a greater percentage of the calculated need.

The degree to which income meets needs was measured by a

comparison of reported total income (welfare grant, food stamp

bonus, and non-assistance income) with the approximate amount of

need as specified by the welfare standard.

The mean approximate amount of need according to standards

was $219.47 for the families with one child, $271. 83 for the families

with two children, $332. 73 for families with three children and

$357.81 for the family with four children. The mean amount of need

for all 13 families was $281.07 (Table 10).

Total income for families with one child provided a mean of

95.9 percent of need, families with two children received a mean of

99.6 percent of need, families with three children obtained a mean of

97. 8 percent of need and the family with four youngsters received

81.9 percent of need. The mean percent of need met by total income

for all families in the study was 96,3. It must be emphasized that

this is 3.7 percent less than the defined needs for basic maintenance.

Individual family figures indicate four families received income

in excess of 100 percent of approximate need. A comparison with



Table 10. Needs as set by welfare standards and as met by total income.

Approximate amount Total Total
Family N of need according to grant income

number welfare standards

Percent of need
met by total income

Families with one child
1

2

$219. 47
219.47

$153. 00
155.00

$199.00
205.00

90. 7
93.4

3 219.47 153. 00 197. 00 89. 8
4 219.47 147. 00 241.00 109. 8

Mean 219.47 152. 00 210. 50 95. 9

Families with two children
5 259. 84 82. 00 263. 00 101. 2
6 295. 59 279.00 279.00 94. 4
7 283. 40 216. 00 268. 00 94. 6
8 248. 47 181.00 273. 00 109.9

Mean 271. 83 190. 00 270. 75 99.6
Families with three children

9 311.60 231.00 342. 00 109. 8
10 359. 54 279. 00 332. 00 92. 3
11 323. 79 243. 00 296.00 91.4
12 335.98 256. 00 332.00 98. 8

Mean 332.73 252.00 325. 50 97. 8

Family with four children
13 357. 81 225. 00 293. 00 81. 9

Mean for sample 281.07 200. 00 270. 77 96.3
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Table 4 indicates these same four families had considerable income

from non-assistance sources.

Consumption Groups: Standards and Re orted

Welfare standards of need are expressed for food, shelter,

clothing, personal incidentals and household supplies. The amount

of need as defined in welfare standards will be noted along with the

family's actual allowance (80 percent of the standard). The amount

actually spent for each category is compared with the allowance.

Food

The mean approximate amount of food dollar need for the

sample was $98. 63 per month. The reduction to the 80 percent level

gave the families a mean allowance of $79. 17 a month. Families

actually spent $93. 14 a month for food which was 118 percent of the

allowance.

Families with one child had a mean need of $63.35, $50. 68

mean allowance and $64. 41 mean actual expenditure, The families

spent a mean of 131 percent of the allowance,

Families with two children averaged a need of $96. 40 and

received an allowance of $78. 19. The families spent 111 percent of

this allowance or $86. 55 on the average for food.

A mean need of $127.78 was figured for the family with three
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Table 11. Standard, AFDC allowance and actual expenditures for
food by families.

Family 100 percent of AFDC Expendi- Percent expenditure
number standard standards ture is of reduced standard

Families with one child
1 $63.35
2 63.35
3 63.35
4 63.35

Mean 63.35

$50.68
50.68
50.68
50.68

50.68

$48.89
69.30
73.45
74.00

66.41

97
137
145
146

131

Families with two children
5 89.55 75. 14 85.47 114
6 111. 39 89. 10 65.81 74
7 104.84 83.86 102.00 122
8 80. 81 64, 64 92.93 144

Mean 96.40 78. 19 86.55 111

Families with three children
9 115.77 92.61 134.30 145

10 144. 16 115.32 127.71 111
11 122, 32 97.85 107.53 110
12 128.87 103.09 95.57 93

Mean 127.78 102.22 116.82 114

Families with four children
13 131.07 104. 86 133. 82 128

Mean for sample

98.63 79.17 93. 14 118
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children. Their allowance, $102. 22, was not adequate to cover

actual expenses. They spent on the average of $116.28 or 114 per-

cent of the allowance,

Means for the family with four children were $131.07 need and

a $104. 86 allowance, They used $133. 82 for food which is 128 per-

cent of their allowance.

Table 11 indicates three families, each in different size

families, spent less than 100 percent of their allowance while four

families spent in excess of 140 percent of their allowance. Means

for all family size groups were in excess of the AFDC allowance.

It must be remembered that these figures include the extra resources

gained by the families who purchased food stamps. The one family

not purchasing food stamps, family six, reported the lowest expendi-

ture as a percent of the reduced standard.

Shelter

The cost standard for shelter included expenses for both hous-

ing and utilities. The mean cost standard for shelter was $96 a

month with the rateable reduction giving an allowance of $79. The

sample spent a mean of $126 which is 163 percent of the allowance

(Table 12).

The mean for one-child households was a need of $90 and an

allowance of $72. The mean amount spent for shelter was $97
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Table 12. Standard, AFDC allowance and actual expenditures for
shelter by families.*

Family Cost Reduced Expendi- Percent expenditure is
number standard standard ture of reduced standard

Families with one child
1 $90.00 $ 72.00 $ 92.00 127
2 90.00 72.00 103.00 143

3 90.00 72.00 82.00 114
4 90.00 72.00 113.00 156

Mean 90,00 72.00 97,00 135

Families with two children
5 95.00 76.00 145.00 191
6 95.00 76.00 162.00 213
7 95.00 76.00 100.00 132
8 95.00 76.00 152.00 199

Mean 95.00 76.00 140.00 184

Families with three children
9 100.00 80.00 148,00 185

10 100.00 80.00 166.00 208
11 100.00 80.00 74.00 93
12 100.00 80.00 182.00 228

Mean 100.00 80.00 143.00 178

Family with four children
13 113.00 90.00 115.00 128

Mean of families

96.00 77.00 126.00 163

Figures rounded to the nearest dollar.
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or 135 percent of the allowance.

The families with two children had a defined need of $95 and

an allowance of $76. The actual mean expenditure was $140 which

is 184 percent of the allowance.

The amount of need for the three child families was set at

$100 with an allowance of $80. Actual expenditures averaged $143

or 178 percent of the allowance.

The family with four youngsters had a defined need of $113 and

an allowance of $90. They used $115 for shelter which is 128 per-

cent of the allowance.

One of the 13 families spent under 100 percent of the allowance.

Three families spent in excess of 200 percent of the allowance; two

of these three families were in the three-child group. The lowest

percentage was spent by the four-child family. There appeared to

be no relationship between size of family and amount spent for

shelter as a percentage of allowance,

Clothing

Mean clothing cost standard for the sample was $36.64 a

month; the rateable reduction left a mean of $26, 90. Families

spent a mean of $4. 85 a month or 18 percent of the allowance (Table

13).

Families with one child had a mean considered need of
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Table 13. Standard, AFDC allowance and actual expenditures for
clothing by families.

Family Cost Reduced Expendi- Percent expenditure is
number standard standard ture of reduced standard

Families with one child
1 $19.83 $15.87 $ 5.50 35
2 19. 83 15. 87 0. 00 0

3 19.83 15.87 7.25 46
4 19.83 15. 87 0. 00 0

Mean 19.83 15.87 3. 19 20

Families with two children
5 30.85
6 36, 36
7 35. 26

24.69
29. 10
28. 22

1.44
7. 00
0. 00

6

24
0

8 27.54 22.04 1.77 8

Mean 32, 50 26.01 2. 55 10

Families with three children
9 41. 87 33.51 3, 00 9

10 48.48 38.80 0.00 0

11 42.97 34.39 22.46 65
12 44. 07 35. 81 6. 00 17

Mean 44.35 35.63 7. 87 22

Family with four children
13 49.58 39.68 8.65 22

Mean of all families
36.64 26.90 4.85 18
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$19. 83 and an allowance of $15. 87. The households spent on the

average of $3, 19 or 20 percent of their allowance.

The mean need for families with two children was $32. 50

which is reduced to a mean allowance of $26.01. A mean of $2. 55

was spent on clothing; this was ten percent of the reduced standard.

Three-children families had a $44.35 mean need and a $35. 63

allowance. Their average expenditure for clothing was $7.87 or 22

percent of the reduced standard.

A $49. 58 need and $39.68 allowance was calculated for the

family with four youngsters. They spent $8. 65 or 22 percent of the

allowance.

Records indicated expenditures varied from zero to $22. 46

which was 65.3 percent of the family's allowance. No family spent

as much as the considered need by the welfare standard. Mean per-

centages the expenditure was of the allowance was consistent for the

one, two and four child families--between 20 and 22 percent.

Personal Incidentals

Mean personal incidental standard for the 13 families, was

$19. 71. The 80 percent reduction left a mean of $15. 56 per month.

Actual expenditures averaged $1.98 which was 13 percent of the

allowance (Table 14).

Families with one child had a considered need of $ll. 89 which
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Table 14. Standard. AFDC allowance and actual expenditures for
personal incidentals by families.

Family Cost Reduced Expendi- Percent expenditure is
number standard standard ture of reduced standard

Families with one child
1 $11.89
2 11. 89
3 11.89
4 11.89

Mean 11.89

$ 9. 51
9, 51
9. 51
9.51

9.51

$ O. 43
0. 69
1.40
0.00

0.63

5

7

15
0

7

Families with two children
5 15. 13 12. 10 0.35 3

6 27.03 21.62 0.00 0

7 21. 62 17. 29 1. 00 6

8 14.05 11. 24 0. 00 0

Mean 19.46 15.56 0.34 2

Families with three children
9 18.37 14.69 1.55 1

10 38.92 28.54 3.75 13

11 23.78 19.02 13.94 73
12 29.19 23.35 1.00 4

Mean 27.57 21.40 5,.06 24

Family with four children
13 20. 53 16. 42 1.67 10

Mean of all families
19.71 15. 56 1.98 13
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was reduced to $9. 51 for the AFDC family. These families had a

mean expenditure of $0.63 or seven percent of the reduced standard.

Two-children families had a need according to standards of

$19. 46 a month with a reduced allowance of $15. 56. These house-

holds spent a mean of $0.34 or two percent of the reduced standard.

Monthly need for a family with three youngsters was considered

to be $27. 57. The reduction to the 80 percent level provided an

allowance of $21. 40. Families spent 24 percent of this or $5. 06.

The family with four youngsters had a considered need of

$20. 53 monthly and received an allowance of $16. 42. The families'

expenditures for personal incidentals was $1.67 or ten percent

of the reduced standard.

Reported expenditures for all families ranged from none to

$13.94 which was 73 percent of the family's allowance for personal

incidentals. Although the cost standard and allowance increased

with family size, there is no relationship between percent expendi-

ture was of the reduced standard and family size.

Household Supplies

The mean monthly need for household supplies was $12. 89 for

all 13 families, The mean reduced standard was $10.32. Actual

expenses were reported at 21 percent of this reduced standard.

Families recorded a mean of $2. 15 (Table 15).
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Table 15, Standard, AFDC allowance and actual expenditures for
household supplies by families.

Family Cost Reduced Expendi- Percent expenditure is
number standard standard ture of reduced standard

Families with one child
1 $ 7. 57 $ 6.06 $ 1. 85 31
2 7. 57 6. 06 0, 60 10

3 7.57 6.06 0.95 16
4 7.57 6.06 10.00 165

Mean 7.57 6.06 3.35 55

Families with two children
5 10,81 8.65 0.44 5

6 16. 23 12.99 0. 00 0

7 14.06 11.25 4.00 36
8 9.73 7.79 3.88 50

Mean 12.70 10. 17 2, 08 21

Families with three children
9 14.05 11.24 2.50 22

10 21.64 17.32 6.38 37
11 16.22 12.98 1.97 15

12 18.39 14.72 3.00 20

Mean 17. 58 14. 07 3. 46 25

Family with four children
13 16. 21 12.97 2. 80 22

Mean of all families
12.89 10,32 2. 15 21
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The families with one child had a considered need of $7. 57

which was reduced to an allowance of $6,06. The families spent a

mean of 55 percent of this reduced standard or $3.35 a month.

The defined need for families with two children was $12. 70.

With a $10. 17 allowance, their average monthly expenditure for

household supplies was reported at $2.08 or 21 percent of the

reduced standard.

Families with three young people had a defined need of $17. 58

which was reduced to $14. 07 for the AFDC recipient. An expenditure

of 25 percent or $3. 46 was reported.

The family with four children had a defined need of $16. 21.

The reduced standard was $12.97 but the family only spent $2. 80

or 22 percent of this.

The range of expenditures for household supplies was from no

expense to $10 or a range of zero to 165 percent of the reduced

standard. The mean percent expenditures were of the allowance

was in the 20 to 25 percent range for families with two, three and

four children; it was nearly double this percentage for the one child

family.

Insight Into Financial Management

Recommendations for handling various financial situations were

made by women at the concluding interview. A brief case study
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(Appendix B) about a hypothetical one-parent family receiving AFDC

was read to the woman participating in the study. She was asked to

respond to follow-up questions on various financial concerns as if

she were giving advice to the hypothetical family. It was emphasized

to the woman that situations could be handled in various ways; there

was no one correct answer.

In response to meeting seasonal expenses, as those which

might arise at Christmas, eight women suggested saving a specified

amount each month. Four stated that purchases should be made

throughout the year, and three suggested getting a job. Each of the

following were recommended once; save green stamps, let a bill go

and use that money and rotate bill payments, i, e, car insurance one

month, double payments on a television every other month, Christmas

one month, etc.

When bills add up to more than the income, three women sug-

gested paying a little on each bill but not letting any, go completely.

Each of the following suggestions were given twice; go to creditors

and explain, get a job and borrow from relatives. The situation

might also be handled by refinancing payments, contacting the utility

company to check about paying every two weeks, putting off some

bills, paying the important bills first, seeing if one can do services

for some bills (i.e. hair for someone), getting the family members

working, or looking for ways to lower bills such as "getting on
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housing" which refers to housing subsidy programs. These sugges-

tions were each made one time. One woman said sometimes nothing

can be done, and one woman stated she did not know what to do when

bills were greater than income,

Twelve of the thirteen women felt planning how money would be

spent during a month was a good idea; one stated planning was not

helpful.

Suggestions for making a budget or spending plan were varied.

Three women thought paying bills before anything else would be help-

ful and three suggested thinking about expenses that could be

nated such as a car or phone. Two women recommended thinking

of needs and buying just needs. Other responses were mentioned

one time: At the first of the month write down bills and expenses,

put money in a checking account and write checks only for bills, take

half of the food stamps when shopping and know what expenses must

come out of each allotment check. Other suggestions included putting

limits on oneself as it gives will power, paying most important bills

first, dividing money leftover after bills into weekly allowances

and after getting one's check put the money in sealed envelopes

with the name of expense on it.

One recommendation was to figure out the bills, subtract the

income, check the amount of shortage and look for odd jobs to help

make up the shortage. One woman responded that a budget should
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not be used; paying bills as they come was better.

Budgets or spending plans should be in writing according to

69 percent of the group, and eight percent thought they should be

"if possible. " The remaining 23 percent said it was not necessary

to have the plan in print.

School age children or older should be included in the financial

planning according to 62 percent; 15 percent thought they should

be if possible and 23 percent responded that children should not be

included.

The response to a question asking if budgets should state how

every penny will be spent received equal yes and no answers, 38.5

percent for each. "If possible" was selected by 23 percent.

The sample felt that spending plans should include money for

unexpected expenses. The responses to both "yes" and "if possible"

were each 38.5 percent of the group. A "no" response was given by

23 percent.

Suggestions on sources of information for making dollars go

farther received varied responses. Welfare and "I do not know"

were each mentioned four times. The Multnomah County Food Stamp

Education Committee's monthly publication, Meal Master, was

mentioned twice as was the Oregon State University Extension Ser-

vice. Receiving one response each were relatives, a. priest,

neighbors or friends, experience, KOIN Kitchen and FISH.
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The role of the family was again emphasized in the responses

of where one could go for help when encountering financial problems.

Six stated their family would be the source of assistance. Welfare

or Children's Services and "no idea" were each mentioned five times.

Two people suggested going to friends for help. Recommendations

of going to an ex-husband and to church organizations were each

mentioned once. Consumer Credit Counseling was mentioned but

discounted by the woman who indicated that more income than a

welfare grant would be necessary, to use the service.

In analyzing responses to these financial questions, it appears

that families are aware of the importance of planning for use of

money as a means of obtaining items that have financial costs. To

meet seasonal expenses, the greatest response was to saving some

money along, each month. Ideas on making a spending plan often

reflected some degree of thought prior to when money would be spent.

However, many responses gave evidence to the difficulty of realistic

planning when financial resources are extremely limited. In response

to the question on making a spending plan one woman suggested pay-

ing the most important bills first. She was indeed planning use of

money but also was cognizant of the fact that her resources probably

would not pay all bills.

The concept of coping was evident in many responses to these

financial questions. Answers to questions on bills adding up to more
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than income indicated the family would seek means to get by this

week with little thought of future management concerns. Borrowing,

refinancing, or not paying some bills would put burden on the next

pay period. Possibly this evidences a present-oriented approach to

living.

The number of women that had no idea where to turn for help

with financial problems or with consumer buying should alarm the

public relations staffs of the many community resources that are

available in Portland. The presence of resources and traditional

means of informing people of their services must not necessarily

be equivalent with the low income publics acceptance of these ser-

vices as viable resources.

Although no questions related to attitudes were designed, the

author observed among the participants various attitudes regarding

money, Some women were bitter stating that they could not manage.

Other people had positive attitudes and were grateful for what they

did have.
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VI. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

This pilot study attempted to gain information relevant to

expenditures of selected cases receiving Aid to Families with

Dependent Children in Portland, Oregon, June 1973. Thirteen of the

families identified by welfare workers completed the study by keeping

income and expenditure records for one month and by participating

in a brief interview.

Each family, was receiving AFDC assistance, was composed of

one adult with one or more children and was a single family house-

hold. All adults were women, averaged 31.5 years old and received

a mean of 11.9 years of formal education. Four families had one

child with a mean age of two and one-half years; four families had

two children with mean ages of 10.8 years and 7.5 years; four

families had three children with mean ages of 14.8 years, 12.8 years

and 7.3 years and one family had four children with ages nine,

seven, five and four.

One of the concerns of this study was to explore a technique

for gathering data on how families receiving assistance spend their

money. By means of record booklets and personal interviews,

records of actual expenditures and other information were obtained.
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It is believed the interviewer's personal rapport with families was

important in receiving cooperation. The specially designed record

booklets for eachweek of the month in eye-catching psychedelic colors,

were important in obtaining the desired information. They contained

specific directions for recording income and expenses, and unprofes-

sionally drawn illustrations along with written listings of items to be

included on each page.

Questions referring to a case study were used in interviewing

families concerning spending plans and other expenditure concerns.

It was felt this technique impersonalized respondents answers.

All 13 families received income from the welfare grant and

12 families supplemented this with food stamps. The food stamp

bonus which increases purchasing ability and can be spent like money

was considered income in this study. Six families received income

from non-assistance sources including babysitting, odd jobs, loan

from a friend, yard work, house work, child support and bottle pick

up and sale. One family used free services of a child guidance

clinic. For all 13 families in the study, the mean AFDC grant was

$200, mean food stamp bonus was $54 and mean non-assistance

income was $16. The mean total financial income resources were

$271. Resources from government programswelfare and food

stamp programs--provided 94 percent of the families' incomes

and non-assistance sources provided six percent of their total incomes.
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The average percent of total income spent per consumption

category by all families was as follows: food--34.4 percent; housing--

37 percent; utilities-10.2 percent; clothing-1.8 percent; personal

incidentals-0.7 percent; household supplies -1.1 percent; house

furnishings--1.6 percent; medical - -0. 8 percent; transportation--

1.9 percent; other 8.2 percent. An average of three percent of the

total income was not accounted for in the records. The high costs of

food and shelter are obvious as a mean 82.6 percent of income was

spent within these categories. As family size increased the percent-

age of total income used for food increased and the percentage used

for housing decreased.

An approximate amount of need according to welfare standards

averaged $281.07. The mean income for the sample of $270.77

meant 9 6 . 3 percent of need was met by income. Families with

income exceeding 100 percent of defined need had substantial income

from non-assistance sources.

The consumption categories for which standards have been

defined by welfare were compared with the actual expenditure within

the consumption category, Families spent in excess of the defined

need and allowances for food and shelter. Food expenditures came

to a mean of 118 percent of the allowance and shelter expenditures

totaled a mean of 163 percent of the allowance. Clothing, personal

incidentals and household supply mean expenditures were markedly
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below the AFDC standard. Clothing totaled 18 percent of the allow-

ance, personal incidentals came to 12.7 percent of the allowance and

household supplies were 21 percent of the reduced standard. There

seemed to be no direct relationships between family size and percent

of the reduced standard actually spent.

Recommendations for handling various financial situations were

made at the concluding interview. Seasonal expenses, such as those

which might occur at Christmas, might be met by saving a specified

amount each month according to eight women. When bills add up to

more than income, it was suggested that one pay a little on each one

but not let any go completely. Explaining to creditors, getting a

job and borrowing from relatives each received more than one

response.

Twelve of the thirteen women felt planning how money would be

spent during a month was a good idea; one stated planning was not

helpful.

Suggestions for making a budget or spending plan included pay-

ing bills before anything else and thinking about expenses that could

be eliminated. Two women recommended thinking of needs and buy-

ing just needs.

Budgets or spending plans should be in writing according to

69 percent of the group. Sixty-two percent of the sample indicated

that school age children or older should be included in financial
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planning. A question asking if budgets should state how every penny

will be spent brought 38.5 percent "yes" and 38.5 percent "no"

answers. The sample felt spending plans should include money for

unexpected expenses. "Yes" and "if possible" were each checked

by 38.5 percent of the group.

Suggestions mentioned most frequently regarding sources of

information for making dollars go farther included Welfare, the

Multnomah County Food Stamp Education Committee's Meal Master,

and the Oregon State University Extension Service. Four participants

stated they would not know where to go.

The role of the family was emphasized in response to the

question on where one could go for help when encountering financial

problems. Six stated their relatives would be a source of assistance.

Welfare or Children's Service workers and "no idea" were each

mentioned five times.

The use of plans and their role in helping families achieve

desired financial ends was apparent although families were cognizant

that limited financial resources makes realistic planning difficult.

Responses emphasized families' limited knowledge of community

resources available for assisting people with financial problems

and with consumer buying decisions.
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Conclusions

Carefully established contacts with low income families can

result in their making available income and expenditure data. While

the welfare grant provides a major source of income it is inadequate

for the families' basic needs. A family must utilize other resources.

Shelter and food absorbed an overwhelming portion of monies to the

extent that there was little room for choice in other expenditure

categories.

When one looks at expenditures as a composite in relation to

needs as set by welfare standards (see Table 10) it appears that needs

are largely met. However, when the standard is compared to the

actual expenditures for an individual category then the discrepancies

become more pronounced. It is only because families spend almost

nothing for clothing, personal incidentals and household supplies that

the inordinate demands in the food and shelter category can be met,

Families are aware of the importance of planning as a means

of meeting financial wants but are also realistic with respect to what

is possible in light of limited resource situations,

Suggestions for Further Research

There is a noteable lack of research on financial expenditures

by families on public assistance. If educators, social workers,
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legislators, and the public are to meet needs of the family on

assistance, more knowledge is necessary to understand their con-

sumer expenditure habits. From interest shown by women in this

study in obtaining a summary of data collected, it is the author's

belief that research on expenditures would also be of value and inter-

est to the family on assistance.

This was a pilot study, and it is recommended that replication

be made with other samples within the AFDC population. The

selection of sample should take into account factors which would

increase the reliability and validity of the study, The data gathering

method might be used with various other low income groups such as

recipients of Aid to the Disabled, Aid to the Blind or General

Welfare. It is believed the method could be slightly altered for

research with various minority groups.

Shelter costs made high demands and were a drain on financial

resources of families in this study. It is believed that research

should be conducted to identify cost factors associated with this

consumption category. An interesting replication of this study might

result from a sample composed of public housing, residents or

families with rent subsidies. Any variations in resource allocations

may provide insight into expenditure decisions when shelter was not

as demanding on income,

Investigation into the use of food stamps and use of cash in
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purchasing food would be of special value to the educator working

with families that use food stamps and to the committees on food

stamp education throughout several Oregon counties. Furthermore,

the public, observing one family's use of food stamps in a grocery

store, often generalizes to the entire population. Research in this

area would help educators define objectives for assisting people in

their use of stamps and would clarify for the public how the average

food stamp recipient is using his stamps.

The observed variations in attitudes among the participants

leads to a recommendation for further research. Deeper understand-

ing of attitudes about money and what influences these attitudes would

be of value to the educator or welfare worker involved in teaching

money management.

The author also believes library research might be conducted

to summarize the various programs and services that are available

to low income families as non-money resources. Such information

would be greatly appreciated by all who try to find what are the

services provided by the myraid of programs available today and

how to actually receive a particular service.
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APPENDIX A

RECORD BOOKLET



SPEND"

MolveY

THIS
WEEK



OUR ItVcorrE

THIS WEEK

WHERE IT'S FROM AMOUNT

Did You buy Food Stamps this Week? Yes

If so, how much did you pay for them?

What is the value of the stamps received?

No

Did you use free or low cost services of any agency? (such
as the County Hospital or Legal Aid) Yes No

If so: AGENCY TYPE OF SERVICE

81
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POW YOUR
RECORD BOOK i/VoRls

1. This record book should include all items and services you

and any member of your family spend money for this week

of

2. To help you in filling out this book, the next page has a list

of major expense headings followed by specific things you

might buy. The same major headings will be at the top of

pages in this book. Please list things you buy on the page

under the proper heading.

3. Items in large food purchases do not have to be written out

separately. Do subtract the cost of non-food items(like soap

or toilet paper) from your grocery bill before putting the

food cost in this book.

4. Include credit payments under the heading of the item or

service you bought and are paying for now.

5. Please write down costs as soon as you get home from the store

or as soon as you pay bills. You will remember costs more

easily.

6. Do ask your children to tell you what they buy so the record

will be for all your family.

7. I will be back on at to pick

up your record. If you have questions about the record

before then please call me. Name

Phone



- 2 -

EXPENSE REMINDER LIST

Did you or your children spend for these items this week?

(
Type of Item

4

5

FOOD

Milk, cheese, ice cream
Meat, fish, eggs, chicken
Fruit, vegetables
Bread, cakes, rolls
Canned, frozen or packaged food
Beer, wine, liquor, soft drinks

HOUSING
hent
House payment
Home repairs
Home insurance

6 UTILITIES

Electricity, gas, oil
Water
Garbage

7 CLOTHING

Clothes
Shoe repairs
Dry cleaning or laundry fees
Shoes, nylons
Accessories

8 PERSONAL INCIDENTALS

Toilet soap
Shaving or sanitary items
Hair cuts
Tooth paste
Make-up and grooming items

83

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
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3

Page Type of Item

9

10

11

HOUSEHOLD SUPPLIES

Paper products
Dish detergent
Laundry supplies
Cleaning supplies

HOUSE FURNISHINGS

Furniture
Appliances
Curtains
Fabric towels

MEDICAL

Health insurance
Dental care
Medicines
Medical supplies

Yes No

12 TRANSPORTATION Yes No

Car suppliesgas, oil, service
1Bus costs

13 OTHER

Dog or cat food
Books or magazines
Recreation
Gifts
Telephone
Cigarettes
Life Insurance

Yes No

14 ITEMS I DON'T KNOW WHERE TO PUTt Yes No
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Milk, Meat, Fruit,
Vegetables, Bread,
Beverages, Other !Foods

RIEMEMBERs Subtract
non-food costs from
your grocery billl

ATE ITEM COST



- 5 -

1--I0VCI NC
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Rent
House Payment
Home Repairs
Home Insurance

DATE ITEM COST
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UTILI TIES

Electricity
Gas, Oil
Water
Garbage

DATE ITEM COST
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C, LOTI-IING

88

Clothes
Shoe Repair
Dry Cleaning
Laundry Fees
Shoes, Nylons
Accessories

DATE ITEM COST
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JPERsorvAL_

89

Toilet Soap
Shaving and

Sanitary Items
Hair outs
Tooth Paste
Make-up

Inic,IDENTFIL.S

DATE ITEM COST



DATE
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Paper Products, Dish Detergent
- 9 - Laundry Supplies, Cleaning

Supplies

HOU5E I-IOL-0

a u ppL 1 5
ITEM COST



".:-.--*---7--

%.-,......--...-.........,
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Furniture, Curtains
- 10 - Appliances, Fabric

Towels

1--lousV

FOR r1) 15 14 rVel 5

DATE ITEM COST

1
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Health Insurance, Dental Care,
Medicines, Medical Supplies

MaDICAL



- 12 -
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Car Supplies--gas, oil, service
Bus Costs
Car Payment

TRAITSP0KTAT10111

DATE ITEM COST
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ITEM

Dog or Cat Food
Books, Magazine
Recreation
Gifts
Telephone
Cigarettes
Life Insurance

COST
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- 14 -

ITEntis T Doniir
'<Not() WHERE Purr

DATE ITEM COST
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APPENDIX B

CASE STUDY AND INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
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CASE STUDY AND INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

This short story, is about a family in southeast Portland, I'd
like you to make suggestions for the mother, Mrs. Summers, about
spending of money. Mrs. Summers has three children and is
separated from her husband. She lives in a rented apartment. The
AFDC payment and a small amount of money from the children's
father are her total income.

The situations I am going to ask you about may be met in
several different ways and I'm interested, in learning what your
approach would be.

1. Mrs. Summers has some expenses that come seasonally
rather than monthly. For instance, her car insurance must
be paid every four months. Special holiday expenses come
once a year. Mrs, Summers would really like to do some-
thing special for her family next Christmas. What might she
do so she would haVe the desired money at Christmas?

2. Mrs. Summers realizes bills that have to be paid add up to
more than her income. How might she handle this situation?

3. Mrs. Summers ran out of money before the end of the month.
Would it have helped if, at the first of the month, Mrs.
Summers had thought about how she would be spending her
money?

Yes No

4. Soon after Mrs. Summers was separated from her husband,
she was faced with taking care of her family on a very limited
income. Assume she shares her money concerns with you and
asks you for suggestions on making a budget or plan for spend-
ing. What ideas would you give her?

5. Please answer these questions "yes", "no" or "if possible".

Yes No If Possible

a. Does the budget or spending plan
need to be in writing?
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Yes No If Possible

b. Would you advise Mrs. Summers
to include the children-- school
age or older--in the planning?

c. Should the budget or spending
plan state how every penny is
spent?

d. It is difficult to know all the
expenses that might come up
during a month. Should Mrs,
Summer's budget or spending
plan include money for such
expenses?

6. If Mrs. Summers would like ideas on how she can "'Stretch
her Dollars" where might she go for help?

7. If Mrs. Summers has other money problems where might
she go for help?
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APPENDIX C

EXPENDITURE TABLES BY FAMILIES



Appendix Table 1. Family's Expenditures by consumption category.

Family
Number Food Housing Utilities Clothing

Personal Household House
Incidentals Supplies Furnishings Medical

Trans-
portation Other Residual

One-Child Families

1 $ 48. 89 $ 85 $ 6. 66 $ 5. 50 $ . 43 $ 1. 85 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $32. 81 $17. 86
2 69,30 103 0 0 .69 .60 0 0 0 13.00 18. 41
3 73. 45 68 14. 50 7.25 1. 40 . 95 0 16 0 17, 83 ( 1. 88)
4 74.00 85 27. 50 0 0 10.00 0 0 4.00 21.00 19. 50

Mean 66. 66 85 12. 17 3. 19 .63 3. 35 0 4 1.00 21.90 13. 47

Two-Child Families

5 85. 47 115 30.35 1. 44 . 35 . 44 0 0 0 18. 29 11. 66
6 65.81 115 46, 88 7.00 0 0 0 0 5, 00 43.29 ( 3.98)
7 102.00 80 20.00 0 1.00 4.00 23.00 0 30.00 3.00 5, 00
8 92.93 122 29. 50 1.77 0 3.88 0 0 0 16.02 6.90

Mean 86. 55 108 31.68 2. 55 . 34 2, 08 5. 75 0 8. 75 20. 15 4. 90

Three -Child Families

9 134.30 135 13.25 3.00 1. 55 2. 50 . 50 11, 20 0 28.04 12.66
10 127.71 100 66. 00 0 3.75 6.38 0 0 24.50 9.05 (14.44)
11 107. 53 60 14.00 22. 46 13. 94 1. 97 30. 97 0 1.30 34.63 9. 18
12 95. 57 130 52.00 6.00 1.00 3, 00 0 0 0 16.00 28.43

Mean 116.28 106 36.31 7. 87 5.06 3.46 7. 87 2. 80 6. 45 21.93 8. 96

Four-Child Family

13 133. 82 76 39.75 8.65 1.67 2, 80 1. 33 1. 79 1.00 31, 66 ( 5.07)

Mean of 13 Families

93.21 100 27.72 4.85 1.98 2.95 4.29 2.23 5.06 22.12 8.02



Appendix Table 2. Expenditures as a percent of total income by consumption category.

Family
Number Food Housing Utilities Clothing

Personal Household House
Incidentals Supplies Furnishings Medical

Trans-
portation Other Residual

One-Child Families

1 24,6 42.7 3.4 2.8 .2 .9 0 0 0 18.0 9,0
2 33.8 50.0 0 0 .3 .3 0 0 0 6_4 9.0
3 37. 2 34. 2 7. 4 3. 7 . 7 . 5 0 8. 1 0 9. 1 (1, 0)
4 30,7 35.2 11,4 0 0 4.2 0 0 1,7 8,7 8,1

Mean 31.7 40.4 5.8 1. 5 . 3 1.6 0 1. 9 . 5 10.4 6, 4

Two-Child Families

5 32.4 43.7 11.5 .6 .1 .2 0 0 0 7.0 4.5
6 23.6 41,2 16.8 2.5 0 0 0 0 1.8 15,5 (1.4)
7 37.8 29.9 7. 5 0 . 4 1. 5 8.6 0 11, 2 . 1 1.9
8 34.0 44.3 10.8 .6 0 1.4 0 0 0 5.9 2.5

Mean 32.0 39.9 11.7 .9 . 1 . 8 2, 1 0 3. 2 7. 4 1. 8

Three-Child Families

9 39.3 39. 5 3.9 .9 . 5 .7 . 1 3. 3 0 8. 2 3. 7
10 38. 5 30. 1 19.9 0 1. 1 L 9 10. 5 0 7. 4 2.7 (4. 4)
11 36.3 20,3 4.7 7.6 4,7 .7 0 0 .4 11,7 3.1
12 28. 8 39, 2 15.6 1. 8 . 3 . 9 0 0 0 4. 8 8.7

Mean 35. 7 32.6 11.2 2. 4 1.6 1. 1 2. 4 . 9 2.0 6. 7 2, 8

Four-Child Family

13 45.6 25. 8 13. 5 3.0 ,6 1.0 .5 .6 .3 10. 8 (1. 7)

Mean of all Families

34. 4 37.0 10.2 1. 8 7 1. 1 1.6 . 8 1. 9 8. 2 3. 0


