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Expenditures df iirban and rural :
vconsumers, 1972-73 to 1985 .

JoHN M ROGERS

Social and economic comparisons of urban and rural pru-
lations have long been of interest to public pohcymakers
The migration of families between urban and rural areas, the
financial problems of the American farmer, and the inci-
dence of poverty by type of area are but a few of the urban
versus rural topics that have received much attentlon ! This

report focuses on another, socioeconomic aspect of the urban. - ;
P Ny ¢ dspect of the: 'shows estimates for 1985, the most recent period for which

- data are available from the current survey, and for 1972-73,

- and rural populations, namely, how the expenditure patterns
of the two populations compare.? Expenditures, income,
and family characteristics are compared for 1985, and
changes in expenditure levels and- expendlture shares be-
tween 1972-73 and- 1985 are discussed using data from the
Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Expendlture (CE)
Survey.

Method of the -expenditure survey. Both urban and rural
consumer units were sampled when the current, ongomg CE
Survey began in 1980.3 However, because of Federal bud-
get reductions, the rural portion of the sample was dropped
in 1981-83. In January 1984, the Bureau reintroduced the
rural portion of the population in the survey sample. Now
that data for both the urban and rural populations,are, again
available, it is possible to compare the expenditures, in-
come, and family characteristics of- the two population
- groups. It also affords the opportunity of comparing recent
urban versus rural data with earlier data.

The CE Survey consists of two separate components, each

with its own questionnaire and sample: 1) a quarterly Inter- -

view survey in which expenditures and income of consumer
units are obtained in five interviews conducted every 3
months and, 2) a Diary or recordkeeping survey completed
by consumer units for two consecutive 1-week periods. The
Interview survey is-designed to obtain data on the types of
expenditures which respondents can recall for a period of 3
months or longer. It general, these include relatively large
expenditures, ks;uch as automobile purchases, and those that
occur on-a regular basis, such as rent or utility payments.
Including “global estimateS” of spending for food, abom;95
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percent of expenditures are covered in the Interview survey.
The Diary survey obtains data on small, frequently pur-
chased items which normally are difficult for respondents to
recall, such as detailed food expenses. Data cited in this
report are from the Interview survey. Differences in expend-
itures and expenditure shares discussed here are based on
population estimates rather than sample estimates.

Urban vefsds rurai,/ 1985. Income and demographic data - .

_ collected in the expenditure survey show differences be-

tween the urban and rural populations that help explain some
of the dlfferences in expenditures of the two groups. Table 1

the: reference penod of the last expendlture survey prior to

: ;the start of the current, continuing survey. Percent changes

in expendltures between the two periods are presented and
a column showmg changes in the BLS Consumer Price Index
for All Urban Consumers (CPL-U) also is included so that
changes in expenditures-and prices can be compared. Com-
parisons for 1985 are discussed below while changes from
197273 to 1985 are examined in the following sections.

* Rural consumer units -accounted for about 16 percent of
the total in 1985. However, the portion of the consumer
units classified as rural varied substantially by region of the
country. Almost 22 percent of the units in the South were
rural, compared with only 9 percent of the units in the West.
About 19 percent of units in the Midwest region and 12-

* percent in the Northeast were in rural areas. The data also

show that urban consumer units averaged higher incomes in
1985 than d1d their rural counterparts. Urban consumer units
had shghtly fewer: members and were headed by persons
about 2 years younger than heads of rural units. The num- -
bers of earners, children under age 18, and persons over 65
were about the same for the two groups. Rural consumer
units owned more vehicles per unit and were more likely to-
own their own homes. Total expenditures accounted for a
larger proportion of total income of rural units than of urban
units.

- Expenditure levels of the two population groups.showed
substantial differences across expenditure components. As

- might be expected from their higher average incomes, urban_
“consumer units had higher levels of total expenditures—

they spent about $3,600 more on average than did rural units
in 1985. Higher food, housing, and apparel expenditures

“accounted for much of the difference. However, despite
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ation, health care, tobacco, and life and other per-

lower average incomes, rural consumer units spent more for

sonal insurance than did urban units. L e
Results show that, in 1985, urban consumer units spent

more for housing than did their rural counterparts, and the

amount spent accounted for a larger share of total expendi-

tures than that of rural units. Expenditure shares, the percent

of total expenditures spent on each component, are shown in
table 2. Urban consumer units spent an average of $7,005,

or 31 percent of their total expenditures, on“hous:‘i‘ng com-
-pared to an average of $5,064, or 26 percent of the ‘total,
spent by rural units. A higher percentage of rural consumer

units were homeowners and rural homeowners ‘were more
" likely to have paid off their mortgages—38 percent having
done so versus 21 percent of urban units: Despite lower total

housing expenditures, rural units spent almost as'much on-

fuels and utilities as urban units, $1,579 compared to
$1,661. These costs accounted for a larger share of rural
consumers’ housing costs than of urban consumers’—31
percent versus 24 percent. The higher share spent by rural
consumer units may be partially explained by the fact that

. renter families frequehtly do not pay directly for fuels and

utilities—payments are included in the rent—and a higher:
proportion of urban families are renter families. n
Rural consumers spent a larger share of their total ‘unit
expenditures on transportation, 25 percent versus 20 percent
spent by urban consumers, due largely to higher expendi-
tures for vehicles and gasoline. This is as expected, because
rural consumers own more vehicles than do urban con-
sumers—2.4 per consumer unit compared to 1.8 owned by
urban consumers.’ Also, rural consumers probably drive
longer distances than do urban consumers. : ’
Rural consumers also spent more per unit on health care
than did urban consumers—$1,168 versus $1 ,011. This ac-
counted for about 6 percent of rural consumers’ total unit
expenditures versus 4 percent of urban consumers’ total.
Higher health care expenditures by rural consumers can be
attributed to their being older, on average, than urban con-
sumers.. Alsd, data from the survey show that: rural con-
sumer units more frequently paid the full cost of their health
insurance policies while employers more frequently paid the
costs. of policies for urban consumers. s

‘Table 1. Trends lhwsfélected characteristics and average annual expenditures of urban and rural consumer units and in the

CPI-U, 1972-73 to 1985

Consumer unit characteristics:
Income before taxes! ......... e .
Porsonsinconsumer unit ... oL L
Age.of reference.person . ..., ..., as i e ey ma e s
Housing tenure (percent); .~ o
- Homeowner Cia :

Renter.......vuiiiiniis i, PR

- Average annual expenditures .., ... .. ...

Food .., .05l v, e

-Alooholic beverages . ... . Tayiea i

Housing ... .50 i
Shefter-v:iv. ot ‘

Owned dwellings . .........

Rented dwellings ... , .

Otherlodging ... . ...

- Fuels and utilities. . .’ "

Household operations. ... ... .

Apparel and services
Transportation ..
Vehicles ........;,
Gasoline and motor oli
. Other vehicle expenses
- Public transportation -

. Cash contributions .. ..+ .
“Personl instirance and:pensions ... ..
- Life-and other personal insurance

- Number of consumer-units ((NOUSANGS) . . .. ... ... s ivaresns s ii s L

B e N T S 0 A NI

Housefumishings and equipment . ......................ceeeeseus i R

...................................

. Retirement, pensions, and Soclal Securty ..., ... yuvsiviesrn.os i e

Urban R Rural Py
I Soes - | Porcent: g 5 | Percent | percent
1972’-1:!_ | 1986 | nange | 1972-73 1985 | change ~change2
58048 |- 76524 | 208 [ 12272 | 15,040 226 e
§26,241 f° 1125 ) $10,039 " |-$19,708° | 983 -

25 o s L 28 - -

484 o = e] o B08 [0 a8s 0 = -

89 [ =k e 9=
LI ol R S S -

$22810 | 1421 | $ 7,760 | s18907 | 1474 -

1675 84731 1078- [ 1513 | 296 | 980 | 1338
89 207 | 2337 49 | . 2151 3388 8.5
28381 7,005 1655 1,902 5064 | 1862 e
1507 | 4,083 1709 890 2,602 1924 -
7461 2352 | 2153 585 | . 1,830 2207 -
g1 | 1308 1009 ) 281 | .omag | wisae | ozas
1°r- 423 | 2815 86 282 | 1698 2119
581 1661-1-.1850- 1 - 588 | - 1,670 1695 | 2187 -
188 [ 366 | 185.2" 85 [ . 242 | 1847 | 1438 .
4N 8% | 1178 341 17 6410 880 | 745
732 1224 | 672 529 839 586 653
1,762 4508 | 1568 1,706 4784 11810 -] 1633
700 1 1969 | 1777 T4 2418 | 2241 167.3
404 1,010 150,0 446 1,167 | : 1594 2247
540 1,227 1272 . 482 1127 {.-1338° 1320
110 302 [ 1745 3 92 | 1968 | 1705
432 1,011 1340 448 1 1,188 | 1607 1984
989 | 1122 |- 1884 209 895 | 1993 | 964
106 209 (972 80 1421718 1256
80 I 1457} 180.0': 40 1201 +-:200.0 =
126 - 323 | 1563 76 208 173.7 1834
181 210 80,3 118 41| 1042 1430
100 360 [ . 260.0- 74 . 27 1 -.188.2. -
a72. 857 | 1304 203 842 | 850 -
818 2,067 - 182.7 633 1,786 1713 -
367 | 270 |- =26.4 283 .-320, 131 -
451 ) 797 (2084 350 1,435 | 8100 -

.1 Income.valugs are derived from-“complete income:reportars” only. The distinction between
complete’ and incomplete Income. reporters ie: based:in general an-whether the respol

- provided:values of major-sources-of income; such ‘a8 wages and:salaries; seff-employment
income, and Soclal Security income. - * - T '

2 Prs for some components ara ot conceptually comparable tothe CE data and.are not shown.
For some components, there may not bé a direct Gorrespondence between the CE and cpi, and for
those components the chiange for the mostcomparable component, or a weighted averagechange -,
of more than ohe componiat, is shown. S
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iture shares of urban:and: rural consumer.units; Intérview. Survey, 197273, 1980, and 19851, .
‘,* Urban . Rural
R 1972-73 1980 1985 | 1972-73 | 1960 1985 |
Total éxpenditures: . - e : . R
Average (in dollars) L $9,420 $16,723 | $22,810 | '$ 7,760 $13 663 | $19,197 -
Pescent oHotal ooy e et & 100.0 100.0 100.0 100:0° {1000 *[ 1000~ -
Food' i i vt 178 190 152 195 204 156
. Foott athome @ 143 10.3 [ 166 15 *
Food away. .. @ 47 50 @) 38 42 *
Alcohalic beverages 9 1.7 AR 6 1.4 1.4 -
HOUSING .7 1.4 s s evcsne e os s i 280 293 307 245 252 64 | o F
[ SRR SR S P S TN 160 163 179 |-~ 115 118 136 *
. Owned. dwellings . oo 79 95 103 72 84 95 [t
Rented dwelhngs ........ i e 69 53 57 3.2 24 o8|t
OB IOAGING v s 2 i e i ; 12 15 1.9 1 12 121 *
Fuels and.utilities .. : . 62 7.4 73 .18 84 82~ :
Household opérations . ..o .. 15 16 15 14 12 18
Housefurnishings and eqmpmem ....... 44 43 39 44 32 33 *
servie 78 5.4 ko B 45 44 |
187 204 198 | © 220 247 250 1 *
75, 70 86 |= - 98 94 1267 %
43 71 44| - .87 94 60 |, . *
............................. 57 5.1 54 62 . 5.7 159 - *
Pubnctransponanon e e e et i e s 12 13 13 4 5 o5 *
“+Healthcare : s 46 4403 5 a4l 58 5210640 *
Entenamment 41 43" 49 39 43 ‘47 =
?Pafsonal care 11 9: 9 1.0 8 il
5 7 6 5 8 & -
....... 1.3 1.2 14 105y SR B
A AL AP Pt b4 1.0- 9 15 13 1.3 *
e S L U SR I B (N 15 16 10- 15 ER R
© Cash COMADINONS -+ .. 24 cv s vv il O N e PO 39 29 38 38 25| e st
Personalinsurance and penslons S e e e e RN 8T 7.2 9.1 8.2 70 9.1 -
Life-and ofher:parsonal insurance .. ... 39 157} 1.2 38 <181 17 *
Raurement,peusrons,ands«xaISewmy.......,..,..........,.;t. .48 57 7,9 .45 &2 1 75 -
¥ Expendnure smres are the percent of total expenditures spént on each compone e : level Those components for which the dmerence was s:gmﬁcant are marked byan astensk
- 2 A chissquare test of the srgnmcanoe of the difference between preponmns was used to test’ “3Data not avanlabka
whelherlhe dnﬁerenee between uxban and rural shares in 1985 Was stgmﬂcant atthe. 5-psroent o

Changes from 1972-73 101985, There was lrttle change

between 1972-73 and 1985 in the proportion of the total
population that was rural. The average size of the consumer
unit and the -average age of the consumer unit head -de-
creased shghtly for both urban: and rural consumers over the
period. - ~ ;i :

Increased'?xpendrtures for housmg and transportatron'

1ng between

consumer unrts (See table 1) Expendrtures for some other -

components increased a faster rate, but housing and trans-
portation accounted for mu“h‘of the increase because they

were & larger share of consumers total spendmg and they_’

TS, Gasohne prlce mcreases’

,rncrea«ses in expendltures in the'»

1970’s were offset by subsequent pnce decreases and by
conservation measures. Prices for motor. fuel, motor: oil,

"coolant, and other products rose 241 percent between 1973
and 1981 as measured by the cpl, then dropped about 9
‘percent between 1981 and 1985; the net change from 1973

to 1985 was 211 percent. Also, average fuel consumption

“per automoblle dropped by 24 percent from 1973.t0 1984
- while the average mileage per gallon for automobrles im-
proved 28 percent over that period.*. s :

- Expenditures ‘on some componerrts such as vehrcles'

":‘mentloned previously, rose at drfferent rates for urban

consumers than they did for rural consumers. Expendrtures

for alcoholic beverages rose at a faster rate for rural "
~ consumer units than for urban units between 197273 and .

11985 However, this . component is- hrstoncally ‘un-

‘derreported so that c
- rather. than actual increases anne Expe drtures for other=
ng the transportanon sub-' ‘ ' ‘
‘ehlcles mcreased at a fasteri a

hanges may reﬂectebetter reportrng'

fees, funerals ‘cen tery lots union dues
‘.penses, and ﬁnance charg _si:other than for mortgages‘and"
-vehicles). ‘ '

cupatwnal ex-‘;
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Changes in“expenditure shares. - Changes in the shares of

total expenditures spent on dlfferent components are usedto

show:--how. consumers’ expendrture patterns change over
time. Increases or decreases inshares show changes in the
way consumer units allocate their expendltures on individ-

ual components relative to the change in total expenditures.

Changes in shares can take place gradually over a period of
years as consumers alter their expenditures in response to
.changes in tastes, preferences, or lifestyle; or in response to
“sudden economic changes. For example, the share of the
food dollar spent on food at home has been declining over
time and can be attributed in part to the increase in the
number of two-earner households. Families have had to
‘adjust their schedules, to meet job requirements, which has
" resulted in multiple-earner families taking more meals out-
side the home. An example of a more sudden change was
the sharp increase in expenditures on gasoline in the 1970’s

as a result of the 1973-74 oil embargo that depleted supplies .

and forced up prices.
Data in table 2 show how expendlture shares for urban
~and rural consumer units changed between 1972-73 and

1985. Shares are also shown for 1980 'because for some:

components such as food and gasoline, the shares over the
entire period from 1972-73 to 1985 were not steadily in-
creasing or decreasing. Food expenditure shares for urban
“and rural consumer units each increased about 1 percentage

‘point between 1972~73 and 1980. Subsquently, food ex-
‘penditure increases slowed relative to increases in-expendi-

tures for other goods and services, and this is reflected in the
drop in food expenditure shares between 1980 and 1985:

- Food expendtture shares
(percent of total expenditures)

Urban - Rural

- 1972-73 1986 1985, 1972 73 1980 1985

-Food, total. ....... 17.8 ~19.0- 15'.2[ 19.5 - 20.4- 15:6
Food athome .. * 143 10.3 *. 16.6 11.5
Food away..... % - 4,‘7 5.0 *. 38 42

. *Data not available:

Food expendlture shares dropped for both urban and rural
consumer units, but more for riral units than urban. In
1972-73, food accounted for a larger share of rural con-
sumers’ total unit. expendltures than of urban consumers’—
20 percent versus 18 percent—but, by 1985 this dlfference

had almost dlsappeared The decline in_food expendrture

shares from 1980 to 1985 was accounted for entirely by the
drop in the food at home component, as expenditure shares
,for food away from home actually increased slightly over
‘the perlod Asa result food away from home accounted for
an increasing portlon of overall food expendltures The drop

in expendlture shares for food at home corresponds to the

slower price rise of food at home 1tems relative to the price
mcrea,ses of all goods and serv

Items cpi-v.

4“4

From. 1980 to 1985,
food a home prices. as measured by the CPLU rose only~ .-
18 percent compared to a 31-percent mcrease m the All-

“Housing - expenditure shares  increased steadlly from
1972-73 to0 1985 for: both urban and rural consumer units;
the share that urban units spent on housing rose about 3
percentage points, from 28 percent in 1972-73 to 31 percent

~in 1985, while rural units’ share rose about 2 percentage

points, from 25 percent to 27 percent over the period. The
percentage of units that were homeowners rose about 3
percentage points for both urban and rural consumers.

- Transportation expenditure shares rose over the period
1972-73 to 1985, but more for rural than for urban"con-
sumer units. Shares rose from 22 to 25 percent for rural units
compared to an increase from 19 to 20 percent for their
urban. counterparts. The sharp increase in gasoline prices
contributed to a rise in gasoline expenditure shares from
1972-73 to 1980. However, the subsequent decline in
prices, coupled with conservation measures, resulted in
gasoline shares dropping to about the same level as in 1972—
73 by 1985. Increases. in expenditures -on ‘vehicles-were
responsible for the larger increases in the overall transporta-
tion component for' rural consumers than for ‘urban con-

- sumers. Vehicle shares dropped slightly from 1972=73 to

1980 for both urban’ and rural consumer units. Howéver,
they then rose sharply from 1980 to- 1985 and more ‘rapidly
for rural than for urban units. Other transportation corpo-
nents accounted for about the same share of total: expendl-

‘tures in 1985 as-in 1972-73.

Expendlture shares for retirement, pens1ons and Socnal
Secunty also increased from 1972-73 to 1985. Shares rose

~about 3 percentage points for both urban and rural consumer

units, with much of the. increase occurring between, 1980
and 1985. Over that period, the annual maximum taxable
earnings for Social Security rose from $25,900 to $39, 600

- ‘and the employee contnbutlon rate rose from 6.13 percent

to 7.05 percent.>

THIS REPORT SHOWS that there are drfferences in the way: that

urban and rural consumers allocate their expenditire- bud-

gets. Also, the differences in expenditure shares between

the two groups are not static, but rather fluctuate in response

to socioeconomic changes ‘As more data become available,
analysts will have the opportunity to compare ‘and follow
changes in expenditure patterns of the' two .groups. The data

provided by the Consumer Expenditure ‘Survey can be of

help in developing economic programs specific to each of

: the two dxfferent populatlon -groups:

————FOOTNOTES— :

. 1See Kathleen K. Scholl “Incoine and P(ﬁny Rates: Farm dnd Non-

farm Residence,”. Family Economics Review;; no. 1, 1983; pp.-16-19;.and

Kathleen K. Scholl, “Economic Outlook for Farm Fanuhes 1986,”inU.S.
Department of Agriculture, Ourlook 86 Proceedmgs Agncultural Out-

look Conference, Dec: 4;1985;-pp. 279—88

2 Urban, as:defined in this survey, mcludes the rural populatxon within

metropohtan areas.

3 A consumer unit comprises: 1) all members of a partx:ular household

! related by blood, mamage adoptlon, or other legal arrangements; 2) a



person living alone or sharing a household with others or living as a roomer
in‘a private home or lodging house or in permanent living quarters inahotel
or motel but who is. financially independent; or- 3) two or more persons
living together who pool their income to make joint expenditure decisions.
For the purposes of this report, consumers and consumer upits may be used

- interchangeably

4 Data on fuel con‘sumptioh are from Statistical Abstract bf the United

" States, 1987 (Bureau of the Census, 1987), p. 590, table 1032, “Domestic

Motor. Fuel Consumption, By Type of Vehicle: 1970-to 1984.”

5 Data are from Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1 987, p. 348,
table 586, “Social Security (0ASDHI)—Contribution Rates: 1970 to 1990.”

Glass container wage gains trail
those in other glassware plants

A Bureau of Labor Statistics study of the pressed or blown
glass and glassware industry in June 1986 found that wages
in glass container manufacturing averaged $9.89 an hour—a
29-percent increase over the $7.66 average reported in May
1980.! Average straight-time earnings of workers in other
types of glassware plants (for example, those making table-
ware) rose 48 pefcent—from $6.40 an hour to $9.47.2 Be-

cause of smaller pay gains over the 6-year period, glass "

container workers saw their pay advantage over workers in
the. other glassware pIanté narrow from 20 percent in 1980
to 4 percent in 1986. S .
Between ;,1980; and 1986, glass containers have met with
strong competition from metal cans and plastic bottles, con-
tributing to 6 straight years of declining shipments of glass
containers.* The industry has reacted, in part, through
smaller wage settlements, closing marginal plants, and
downsizing staff at the remaining locations. The Bureau’s
1986 survey estimates that there were 91 glass container
plants employing about 39,000 production workers-—an av-
erage plant size of 425 workers; the 1980 survey reported
104 plants with 54,500 production workers-—an average
plant size of about 525 workers.® The sharp employment
declines have more than offset lowered container output,
substantially raising the industry’s productivity (output per
hour) to an average annual rate of 4.8 percent between 1980
and 1985 (the latest year available). ; e
The narrowing pay gap affected a large majority of the
production occupations covered in the 1980 and 1986 sur-
veys. Table 1 presents average hourly earnings of surveyed
jobs common to both industries. It shows that by 1986, little
or no pay advantage was reported in glass container firms
for batch mixers, mold polishers, final inspectors, selectors,
pipefitters, assemblers,. janitors, and material handling la-
borers. In fact, furnace operators had an 8-percent disadvan-
tage relative to the same occupation in other glassware fac-
tories, whereas they had an 11-percent advantage in 1980.
In contrast, forming-machine upkeepers and watchmen, re-
spectively, the highest and lowest paying jobs studied for
glass container workers, maintained a substantial pay ad-

Table 1. Average hourly earnings' in glass container and
other pressed or blown glassware manufacturing, selected
| occupations, June 1986 and May 1980 -
June 1986 - May 1980
“Con- ‘ Con-
Bopertingit and : othe tainers ot tainers
al " as - her as
occupation ‘:'::’ glass- | percent (il::-s glass- | percent
tainers |, Ware of other tainers | Ware of other
: industry | glass- industry | glass-
ware ware I
average average
All production o
workers2 . ..... $989 | $947 104 $766 | $640 120
- Batch house
. and fumaces: .
Batch'mixers . ... 9.21 AL 101 -~ 725 6.34 114
Batch-and-furace )
operators ... .. . 10:12 8,68 117 7.46 6.19 121
Cullet handlers. .. . 8.16 8.60 107 7.09 6.05 17
Fumace operators 9.70 10.53 92 754 679 | 111
Machine forming: '
Forming-machine -
operators .. ... 12.35 10.79 114 1002 | 804 125
Forming-machine ' . B :
| upkeepers . . . . . 13.43 9.85 136 10.85 7.85 138
: Mold polishers ... 9.90 9.86 100 7.19 5.83 123
Annealing: N ) '
Lehrtenders .. ... 9.79 8.71 112 7.33 624 | 17
Decorating:
Decorating-machine| ) :
operators .. ... - 964 8.43 1 14 7.25 5.83 124
- Mold shop: :
++Mold makers, . . )
: metal ........ 1. 1264 12.08 105 - 9.93 8.95 1
Selecting and
inspecting: ; - i
Inspectors, final . .|~ 9.19 9.08 | 101 7.10 615 | 115
Selectors ... .... 875 880 | 99 674 | 578 117
Maintenance:
Electricians ... ... 12,50 11.72 107 9.93 8.18 121
Machinists ...... 12.69 12.09 105 10.06 8.62 17
Mechanics ... ... 12.40 11,55 107 9.90 8.12 122
Pipefitters . ... 11.90 11.79 101 9.52 817 17
Miscellaneous: ke
Assemblers, carton 8.94 8.90 100 6.87 5.86 17
Janitors . ....... 8.74 8.63 101 6.58 590 112
Laborers, material
handling ...... 9.14 9.07 101 6.99 562 124
Power truckers .. . 9.49 9.03 105 7.22 6.23 116
Watchmen.-. ... .. 8.50 6.25 136 6.76 6.25 129
1 Eamings data exclude premium pay for overtime and for work on weekends, holidays, and
|ate shifts. Incentive payments, such as those resulting.from piecework or production bonus
systems, and cost-of-living pay increases (but not bonuses) were included as part of the work-
ers' regular pay. Excluded are performance bonuses and lump-sum payments, as well as
profit-sharing payments, attendance bonuses, Christmas or yearend bonuses, and other non-
production bonuses.
2 |ncludes data for workers in occupations in addition to those shown separately.

vantage (36 percent) over the 6-year period.

In addition to similar pay levels, the glassware industries
also shared a broad mix ofskill requirements which - pro-
vided for substantial differerﬁes in‘pay between the highest
and lowest paid occupational groups studied. For example,
the top earners in glass container firms (forming-machine
upkeepers at $13.43 an hour) averaged 58 percent more than

the lowest paid (watchmen at $8.50 an hour). In other glass-

ware plants, the corresponding differential chfs even

48




MONTHLY LABOR REVIEW March 1988 . Research Summarzes k'

' spread between hourly pay levels for
chrmsts ($12.09) and watchmen ($6 25).

time-rated counterparts.. - - .

Nearly all establishments in the survey operated underj .
labor-management contracts covering all or a majority of
their production workers. The American Flint Glass Work-:
ers Union of North- America (AFL-CIO) usually represented
workers in the mold-making departments in both industries.
‘and other production workers in the pressed or blown glass-
ware (except containers) mdustry The Glass, Pottery, Plas-

tics, and Allied Workers International Union typrcally had

contracts ‘covering productlon workers outside the mold-j
makmg departments of glass container plants. Bargamlng is -

generally conducted on a company-by-company basis..

Virtually all establishments in the 1986 survey provrdedj
paid holidays, usually 12 per year, and pald vacations,’ typ-
ically 1 to 6 weeks per yeaydependlng on years of service..
Other widespread provisions for paid time off included sick-'
ness and accident i insurance or sick leave, or both funeral
leave; and jury-duty leave. Retirement pensron plans and.

various insurance plans-—mcludmg hfe, accidental death

and dismemberment, hospitalization, surgical, basic and-’
major medical, and dental coverage—also were available to
a large majority of the weorkers. Employers typlcally pard S

the entire cost of these. beneﬁts

- For each of the two- mdustnes separate reports for reglons%; ,
of industry concentration are available from the Bureau of :
Labor Statlstrcs or any of its reglonal ofﬁces A comprehen— '

nths of the workers in the two- industries ;
were paid timé rates; usually under formal systenis provid-
ing single rates for specified occupations. Forming-machine
operators. and upkeepers two exceptions, were commonly
paid on an incentive basis; in glass containers, they typically
averaged 15 to. 20 percent more in hourly earnings than their
- benefits, nationwide and by -region.:

“throygh 6

.2277 (Bureau of Labor Statistics; 1987), p 139,

“sive report, Industry Wage Survey: Pressed or Blown Glass

and Glassware, June 1986, Bulletin 2286, may be pur-

chased from ‘the Bureau of Labor Statistics, Publication
Sales Center, P.0. Box 2145, Chicago, I 60690, or the
: Supenntendent of Documents U.S. Government Prmtlng

Office, Washington, Dc 20402. The bulletin provides addi-
tional information on ‘occupational pay, by region - and by
sizé of “establishment, and on the incidence of employee

-FOOTNOTES —

1 For an account of the 1980 study, see “Contamer plant workérs ‘win *

‘largest gains in glassware : manufacturing,” Monthly Labor Review., D=
© cember 1981, pp. 54-55. S

_Earnings data exclude prermum pay for ovértime and for work on. week-‘

; endsJ holidays, and late shifts: Incentive payments; such as those resultmg
from piecework ‘or production bonus systems, and cost-ofs sliving pay in-

creases (but.not bonuses) were inchided as: partof the workers’ ‘regular pay-

i Excluded are performance: bonuses and. lump—sum payments. of the:type

negot'
payme

ted in the auto and aerospace industries, as well as profit-sharing-
y attendance ‘bonuses; Chnstmas or yearend bonuses and other

e nonprodnctton bontises.

27The wage and salary component of the Bureau’s Employment Cost-’

Index for. durable goods manufactunng rose 40 percent between the second
quarter of 1980 and June:1986..

3 The gap narrowed in part because contairier employees gave up.a

: 31-cent-per-hour scheduléd i Ancrease in 1985 when their eniployers were

encing financial: problems Still,: even if‘one counts the 31 cents

- which Was later restored by several companies m’August 1986 the gap was

less than half that Teported i in. 1980

4For 4 discussion of the rigid conta.mers mdustnes, see: 1987 U.s.
Industrial: Qutlook (Intematlonal Trade Adrmmstratron 1987) ch. 6-1
6., -

“S.A tinimum size for survey estabhshments was 100 workers in both the‘

1980 and 1986 studies.

Producthty Measures for Selected Industrtes, I 958-85; Bulletm .




