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The Consumer Expenditure Survey (CES) was a
major component of the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics (BLS) program to update the Consumer Price
Index (CPI). 1Its primary purpose was to collect
relative annual mean expenditures for all compo-
nents of consumption to be used as the basis for
creating the cost weights of the revised Consu-
mer Price Index (CPIR). Additionally, the sur-
vey provided data for publication of mean expen-
ditures at various geographic and demographic
levels.

The CES consisted of two separate types of ques-
tionnaires, a diary and an interview, adminis-
tered to independent samples of housing units.
The diary survey was used primarily to obtain
data on frequently purchased items; the inter-
view survey for less frequently purchased items.

I. Sample Design and Procedures

The specific PSU (Primary sampling unit) design
for the CES was a modified CPS design of 216
PSU's, 30 self-representing (SR) SMSA's and 186
non-self-representing (NSR) PSU's. The original
plan was to complete the survey in one year;
however, due to a reduction in funds, the data

~~—eollection was divided into two one-year phases.

One half of the selected housing units in SR
areas were interviewed each year; all the hous-
ing units in half of the NSR PSU's were inter-
viewed each year.

The eligible population was composed of all civi-
lian noninstitutional persons and certain persons
residing in group quarters. A systematic unclus-
tered sample of approximately 15,000 housing
units was selected for each year of the diary
survey. A similar sample of about 13,000 housing
units was selected for the interview survey.

Each housing unit in the diary sample was re-
quested to complete two one-week diaries and was
assigned an initial week of interview so as to
distribute data collection over the period July
1972 to June 1974. For the interview survey, the
sample housing units were interviewed during the
first quarter of 1972 or 1973 and for four suc-
ceeding quarters for a total of five interviews
per household.

Approximately eleven to thirteen. percent of the
housing units designated for the interview sur-
vey were vacant, non-existent or ineligible;
another ten percent refused or were unable to

be contacted. For the diary survey, about
thirteen to fifteen percent of the units were
ineligible. Seventeen percent refused to coop-
erate during the first year and nine percent
the second year. Therefore, diaries were com-
pleted at about 10,000 units the first year and
12,000 the second. During the last quarter of
the interview survey, about 10,000 units were
interviewed each year.

A sampling weight was determined for each consu-
mer unit (CU)l/ responding in the fifth quarter
of the interview survey and each consumer unit
completing at least one week of the diary. The
weight included factors for noninterview adjust-
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ment, a ratio adjustment for NSR PSU's by color-
residence, a ratio adjustment to population con-
trols by age-sex-race, and a CU adjustment based
upon multiple-CU household composition. These
procedures provided estimates consistent with the
number of households estimated by the March Cur-
rent Population Survey (CPS).

Data collection and processing of the data to
this stage was completed by the Bureau of the
Census. After the data tapes were transmitted to
BLS, additional processing included editing, allo-
cation, imputation, annualization, and sales tax
adjustments. Two separate data bases were creat-

ed - one for CPIR and another for publication.
The results presented in this paper are for the

most part based upon the data base developed for
the CPIR. Therefore, levels of mean expenditures
presented here are given in terms of the CPIR
classification scheme and may not agree exactly
with those developed by BLS for other purposes.
Moreover, data from the diary survey for infre-
quently purchased items will not be published by
BLS and are used in this paper only for analy-
tical purposes. :

II. Sampling Errors

Estimates of sampling errors have been simulated
by using the random group and collapsed strata
methods. Basically, each designated housing unit
has been systematically assigned to one of t ran-
dom groups in the order of selection. The assign-
ment is independent between SR and NSR PSU's, but
is across PSU's within type. For the diary, there
are 10 random groups; for the quarterly, fifteen.
In addition, the SR PSU's are grouped into 15
clusters and the NSR PSU's for the first year
into 43 clusters. For both years combined there
are 93 NSR clusters. The NSR clusters have been
formed by grouping together two or three PSU's of
similar size and characteristics.

Using the notation: c¢ = cluster, g = random
group, t = number of random groups, Xcg = expen-
ditures in cth cluster, gth random group,
X=1I1l xcg = total expenditures (either SR or
NSR)? gthe random group estimates of variance
are given by:

22 -1 2 _ 2
0)2( = (—t-—l-) E {té xcg [éxcg] }

This is an estimate of the within - PSU compo-
nent of variance and has been computed for both
the SR and NSR PSU's (o3g and o3gpy). Although
this method of variance estimation tends to
slightly overstate the variance, it does include
the effects of both the weighting and systematic
sampling procedures.

To estimate the total variance for the NSR PSU's,
collapsed stratum estimates have been made as
follows. Let: i = PSU, ¢ = cluster, k = number
of PSU's in cluster, XNsr = N§R § Xoi = total
c

NSR expenditure, P,; = proportion population of
stratum represented by PSU i is to the total
population of the cth cluster, then
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'ne total variance of expenditures at the U.S.
level is then estimated by

52 = &2 a2
gc=o0 +0
X(SR) X(NSR)
and the between PSU component of variances ag by

22 _ A2 22
0o = O -0
B X (NSR) X (NSRW) -

Since the variances of primary concern are those
for mean expenditures, a ratio of two random
varibles, the variances of consumer units and the
covariances between expenditures and consumer
units have been computed using similar procedures.
The relvariance of the ratio X = X/Y is then esti-
mated by v§.= v% + v% A

At the U.S. level, the relative proportions of
total variance of consumer unit wks (142,341,000Q)
due to SR, NSRW, and between PSU variance are 14,
29, and 57 percent respectively. The largest
component of variance is the between, which is a
function of the number of PSU's (93).

The average relative between PSU contribution to
the variance of mean expenditures for the twenty
food EC's is 30 percent, which is about half of
the same proportion for the variance of consumer
unit weeks. In other words, the effect of having
a relatively small number of PSU's is subordinate
to the sample size in determining the variance of
mean expenditures.

Comparisons of Expenditures Between the
pDiary and the Interview

Although the purpose of the diary was to obtain
expenditure data for food and other frequently
purchased items, respondents were requested to
enter all purchases including clothing, house-=
hold textiles, furniture, appliances, etc.

III.

Therefore, one of the research topics has been
the comparison of mean expenditure levels for
infrequently purchased items between the diary
and the interview surveys. The completion of
this task has not been straight forward. Nu-
merous definitional differences?/ exist between
the two sources, and the coding schemes for the
two surveys are not comparable. Some of these
problems have been overcome by using the CPIR
data base, but others have required massive re-
coding.Table 1 presents corresponding mean ex-
penditures from the two surveys with their vari-
ances as computed from the CPIR data base along
with the absolute differences (A) and a measure
of significance testing (A/oA). The variance of
the difference ci (o< Diary + 02 Interview) was
computed assuming total independence between the
two estimates and therefore may be a slight over-
estimate. Again, it should be noted that the
data presented in these tables was prepared for
research purposes only and may not correspond ex-
actly to the final BLS published data. 3

Comparisons between the two sources (i.e., diary
and interview) should not be based upon statis-
tical significance alone; for between estimates
not significantly different, the one with the
lower coefficient of variation (CV) can be con-
sidered more reliable. Also, comparisons for
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EC's 33, 55, and 64 are relatively meaningless
since the interview did not cover many of the
items in these EC's.

Of the 47 EC's for which comparisons have been
made on 1972-73 data, only nine EC's have non-
significant differences between the diary and in-
terview means. These are: 23-maintenance and
repair services, 25-other fuels, 26-gas and elec-
tricity, 29-furniture, 39-girl's apparel, 50-in-
surance, 56-professional services, 57-hospital
and other medical care services and 60-sporting
goods and equipment. In all cases the coeffi-
cient of variation for the diary estimate is
larger than that of the interview.

For the non-food at home EC's (19-68), the CV for
the diary is less than that for the interview in

the following EC's: 19-food away from home, 20-

alcoholic beverages, 33-housekeeping supplies and
64-toilet goods and personal care appliances.

The diary has been used as publication source for
these expenditures along with those for the fol-

lowing EC's: .

EC Rel Mean Exp Cvp/CVo
25-other fuels D=Q 1.3
27-other utilities D>Q 1.7
47-gasoline D<Q 1.2
63-tobacco D<Q 1.0
65-personal care serv D<Q 1.7

However, for integration, the interview survey
has been used as the source of mean expenditure
for these EC's.

On the other hand, the CPIR cost-weights for
the following non-food EC's are based upon the
mean expenditures from the diary:

EC Rel Mean Exp CVD/CVQ
33 4/ D>Q . .4
47 D<Q 1.2
55 4/ D>Q 1.2
59 4/ (part) D>Q 1.2
61 4/ (part) D>Q 2.3
64 4/ D>Q .6

The quarterly has been used for the remaining
EC's including 27, which has a higher diary
mean expenditure than quarterly. Therefore,
for only EC 47 might the diary have been a
better source.

IV. Diary reporting by day of week

In the past, diary surveys have exhibited dif-
ferentials in levels of expenditure reporting
between weeks and days within a week. The 1972
diary survey is no different. Table 2 shows
mean expenditures by week for the diary published
EC's and indicates the relative differences (A/0a).
When only completed diaries are considered for
the 27 EC's shown, 21 have greater means the
first week than the second week based on 95 per-
cent confidence intervals. Over all diaries, 16
EC's have greater means for week one than week
two.




Of 1809 CPI items examined, mean expenditures for
only 97 differ significantly between week one and
week two. Of these 97 items, differences for 58
are associated with the published diary EC's and
55 the EC's used for CPIR. Not all of these dif-
ferences result from higher first week mean ex-
penditures. Twenty-one of the 97 items have
higher second week means. However, among the
items in the diary published EC's, there are only
three with higher second week means. As to the
reliability of first versus second week mean ex-
penditures, the lower CV's are evenly divided be-
tween weeks over all items.
An examination of EC mean expenditures by day
of reporting over the l4-day period (See Table 3)
shows that the mean expenditure for day one is
greater than every other day for all EC's except
' EC 3-Beef, EC 7-Fish and Seafood, and EC 20-Al-
coholic beverages. (It should be noted that a
one cent difference may be "significant"; how-
ever, the variance on the variance of very small
mean expenditures could more than account for
this and make such tests meaningless.) The dif-
ferences between the second day of each week are
very small - only three are greater than ten
cents. Between days seven and fourteen, the last
day of each week, only eleven EC's show differ-
ences but none of the food EC's differ by more
than one cent making the differences not really
meaningful. This implies that the last day of
week two is not different from the last day of
week one.

If the first day is ignored, most differences are
small or within sampling error. The difference
between day one and the other days could be due
to: telescoping, failure to understand or follow
instructions, or completion of all or part of the
diary by the respondent using recall methods.
Diaries completed either totally or partially by
the interviewer using recall methods have lower
mean expenditures than those completed by the re-
spondent. This is not an unusual phenomenon.
Most interviewers entered recall expenditures in

day one and, therefore, to the extent the inter-
viewers did not answer the completion code cor-
rectly, the day one mean expenditures for "com-
pleted" diaries are biased.

If the first day of each week is dropped and the
mean expenditures of the remaining six days com-
pared between weeks, there are only a few EC's
with significant differences, even these have
small differences. Therefore, it seems reason-
able to attribute most of the difference between
weeks to the same cause(s) as the first day

bias.

V. Implications for CCES

The Bureau of Labor Statistics plans to initiate,
some time in 1979, a Continuing Consumer Expen-
diture Survey (CCES). As presently formulated,
this will be an ongoing effort consisting of both
a diary and an interview survey in independent
samples of approximately 4,800 interviewed house-
holds per year within the 86 urban CPI PSU's and
an additional 16 PSU's selected to represent the
rural U.S. population. The interview question-
naire will be modified to correspond closely with
the CPIR item structure, and both the diary and
the interview will be modified to include some
point-of-purchase (POPS) information. Currently,
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" range of the food EC's are:

BLS conducts a separate survey to obtain POPS
data for use in selecting the outlets for CPI
pricing.

Our ultimate goal is to initiate a set of sur-
veys that will provide the data necessary to
update both CPI outlets and cost weights as
needed, with as much reliability as cost effec-
tively possible. Evaluation of the 1972-73 CES
at BLS has been directed towards this end.

Using the sample sizes planned for the CCES and
the CES variances, estimates of variance have
been projected for the CCES. These indicate BLS
should be able to publish from the diary survey
quarterly mean expenditures at the EC level for
those EC's presently published from the diary.
Other EC's not currently published from the diary
but which are projected to have CV's within the
54-Prescription
drugs and 59-Reading materials. After four years,
under relatively stable economic conditions, es-
timates of mean expenditures for the food EC's
could be made at the market basket level. There-
fore, at any time after four years, BLS would
have the data necessary to update the cost weights
of the CPI. ’

An indicated below, detailed analysis of the
relative effects of the decreased sample sizes
(5848 SR in 1972 to 2560 in CCES; 4831 NSR in
1972 to 2245 in CCES) and different number of NSR
PSU's (93 in 1972 and 74 in CCES) shows the NSR
sample size is far more important than the number
of NSR PSU's.

For the_CCES diary the estimate of _mean expendi-
tures (X) will be of the form X = h PpX, where

h indicates market basket and Py is the propor-
tion the market basket population is of the total

U.S. Remembering the relationships from Section
1I,
2 - p2 : 2 y2Z -
Vg = P4V, + (1 - P)c V&
X' XSR XNSR
v vZ  +vi - 2v
Xsr = "Xsr Ysr XYgR
and 2v

! = v2 -
V§NSR Vusr + Vensr X¥nsh
where P is the proportion of total U.S. popula-
tion in SR PSU's, the relvariance of X can be
expressed as

v% =z P2 [78r + VRAsr + VB]
L S
where V2 indicates unit relvariance, n, is the

sample size in the hth market basket and I, is
the number of PSU's in the hth market basket.

_, SR _, NSR . _ NSR

- 2

VE=VERI PR+ Visew I PA*VE [ Ph
L) i) ™

For the 1972 diary,

v2

_ 2
= 5848 Vggs Visrw

72 - 2
viz = 4831 Vigpus

Vg = 93 V%, and for the proposed CCES

NSR )
Py =

z .00016478,
by

SR
£ PZ = .00008167,
oy



NSR

I PR = .00532058; therefore,
Lh
= 2 2
vZ = Vip (.4776) + VN§RW (.7961) + V3(.4748)
Cces 72 2 72

and unless the between PSU relvariance is very
large, the within PSU component is far more sig-
nificant in determining the reliability for CCES.

The diary data has also been @xamined by week to
determine what kind of reliability would be
achieved if consumer units were requested to com-
plete a one week or a three week diary. For the
29 currently published EC's, the average increase
in unit relvariances for SR and NSRW from using
only one week would be 65 and 72 percent, respec-
tively. If there were no correlation between
weeks, a two week diary would have the same ef-
fect as doubling the sample size and the in~
crease in unit relvariances from using only one
week rather than two would be 100 percent in-
stead of 65 or 72 percent. However, thé between
PSU variance remains. about the same so that the
projected CV's are only 22 percent higher. Only
EC 25 has a projected CV greater than téen per-
cent based upon one week's data.

The question of primary concern is to determine
the optimum number of weeks of diary keeping in
terms of both cost and reliability. The variance
of a mean expenditure from a "w" week diary can
be expressed as:

Var E; = var [?:1 §=1 Xij)

2 Wiw
(wn,) 2 (wn,) + 202 Dw [(w—l)p1 + (w-2)p,]
) (wnw)2
B (“gw) {1+ 2 [w-Dey + (w-2)p,]}

For equal reliability from a "w" and "w'" week
diary (w>w') assuming equal means and equal
response levels for each week,

Vg, wng 1+ 2 [e-l)oy + w-200,])
vZ T oo 2 : }

Xt w {1 + 5 [(w-1)p; + (w'-2)py]}
or

n, w {1+ 2 [w-1p, + (w-2)p,]}

Dyt w {1L+& [w-1p; + (w'-2)p21}

The variable cost for the diary operation Ct,,
consists of an initial cost Cfny, and a vari-
able cost associated with each completed diary
and return visit Cywn,,

th = Cg ny + Cy wny,

For equivalent cost to obtain equal reliability,

Cew _ Cf Dw + Cy Wny
Cty' CE Dy *+ Cy Winy

- cerew)  w' {1 [(w-1)p1+(w-2)p2])
€' ¢ 1420 [(w'-1)py+(w'=2)p2])
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For the comparison of a three week tc a two
week diary,

Ce3  (Ce+3cy) 201+ % (20 + 0}
Cty (Ce + 2Cy) 3{1 + 0}

For a two week to a one week diary,

Ct) _ (Cg + 2Cy) {1+ Py}

Cty  (cg +Cy) 2

Assuming a thirty percent cost differential be-
tween first and succeeding visits, fourteen of
the 29 diary published EC's have week-to-week
correlations (Table 4) large enough to warrant
a one week diary. Twelve of these fourteen
EC's are food EC's. The smallest correlation
among the food EC's is .23 and among the pub-
lished EC's, -.12 for EC 25-Other home heat-
ing fuels. Only five of the 29 EC's have low
enough correlations to warrant a three week
diary. .

For the CPIR, only EC's 55, 61 and 64 have cor-
relations low enough to warrant a three-week
diary. As for the published EC's, the number
of EC's with week-to-week correlations greater
than or less than .39 is about evenly split.
The weighted average correlation of CPIR diary
EC's is .40, which only indicatés a one-week
diary if the relative costs of the first visit
versus succeeding visits are about equal.

Also, as the level of aggregation decreases to
item strata and item, the correlations decrease,
indicating a two-week diary is probably optimum
for CPI needs.

Although the analysis is not complete and indeed,
it has barely started with respect to the inter-
view survey, the diary appears to have succeeded
in improving the reliability of frequently pur-
chased items. The small number of NSR PSU's
does not appear to be the major factor in deter-
mining the reliability; however, despite the
small sample size it is expected that CCES will
provide four year cumulative data for CPI com-
parable to the 1972-73 survey. A completely
definitive statement on the adequacy of the
sample for CPI cost weights cannot be made un-
til the effect of the variance of the cost
weights on the index can be examined.

1/ A consumer unit is a single financially
Ihdependent consumer or a family of two or more
persons living together, pooling incomes and
drawing from a common fund for major expendi-
tures.

2/ The diary does not include expenditures
for items purchased while away from home on
vacation.

3/ The interview clothing expenditures do
not include expenses for items purchased as
gifts.

4/ The quarterly does not cover many of the
items in these EC's.



ANNUAL MEAN EXPENDITURES - 1972 - 73

TABLE 1
Diary Quarterly A A
EC X oX Ccv X oX cv CPI D-Q 1) ol
19 Food away from home 452.50 6.50 .0144 427.73 6.76 .0158 D 24.77 9.38 2.64
20 Alcoholic beverages 111.26 2.34 .0210 82.49 1.89 .0229 D 28.77 3.01 9.55
21 Pure Rent (Renters) 536.52 12.15 .0226 622.85 9.80 .0157 Q -86.33 15.61 -5.53
23 Maint. & Repair Service 90.39 9.59 .1061 88.69 2.72 .0307 Q 1.70 9.96 .17
24 Maint. & Repair Comm. 85.63 4.50 .0526 33.06 1.00 .0302 Q 52.57 4.61 11.41
25 Fuels . 66.64 2.82 .0423 73.41 2.44 .0332 Q -6.76 3.73 -1.81
26 Gas & Electricity 272.37 4.39 .0l61 274.27 3.42 .0125 Q -1.90 5.57 -.34
27 Other Utilities &
public services 268.12 4.82 .0180 239.23 2.49 .0l104 Q 28.89 5.43 5.32
28 Textile house fur-
nishings 66.90 2.35 .0351 54.41 1.05 .0193 Q 12.49 2.58 4.85
29 Furniture 135.22 12.99 .0961 135.41 3.18 .0235 Q -.20 13.37 -.01
30 Household appliance 84.01 5.89 .0701 100.41 1.63 .0162 Q -16.40 6.12 -2.68
31 TV, radio & sound equip 71.57 4.85 .0678 103.36 1.64 .0159 Q -31.79 5.12 -6.21
32 Other household equip. 182.38 6.11 .0335 60.03 1.35 .0225 Q 122.35 6.26 19.54
33 Housekeeping supplies 134.96 1.69 .0125 43.33 1.30 .0300 D 91.63 2.13 43.09
34 Housekeeping services 143.81 4.34 .0302 128.27 2.84 .0221 Q 15.54 5.19 2.99
36 Men's apparel 103.91 3.78 .0364 146.32 1.81 .0124 Q -42.40 4.19 -10.11
37 Boy's apparel 24.64 1.20 .0487 36.67 .66 .0180 Q -12.03 1.37 -8.78
38 Women's apparel 193.54 6.17 .0319 213.02 2.77 .0013 Q -19.49 6.77 ~-2.88
39 Girl's apparel 41.88 1.76 .0420 44.23 .88 .0199 Q -2.35 1.97 -1.19
40 Foot wear 93.70 2.32 .0248 81.86 .73 .0089 Q 11.84 2.44 4.86
41 Infants & Toddlers
apparel 16.41 .59 .0360 12.92 .35 .0271 Q 3.50 .69 5.07
42 Sewing material & notionl7.11 .55 .0321 20.95 .43 .0205 Q ~-3.84 .70 -5.50
43 Jewelry & luggage 38.04 1.91 .0502 44.15 1.55 .0351 Q -6.11 2.47 -2.48
44 Apparel Services 40.04 1.01 .0252 61.83 .85 .0137 Q -21.78 1.32 -16.51
45 Purchase of new cars,
trucks, etc. 286.03 23.09 .0807 446.81 10.27 .0230 Q -160.78 25.27 ~-3.97
46 Purchase of old cars,
trucks, etc. 93.59 21.07 .2251 269.63 6.07 .0225 Q -176.04 21.93 -8.03
47 Gasoline, motor oil
coolant, etc. 357.98 4.61 .0129 399.99 4.26 .0107 D -42.00 6.27 -6.70
48 Parts & equipment 65.48 3.12 .0476 71.98 .93 .0129 Q -6.50 3.25 -1.99
49 Maintenance & repairs 127.59 4.03 .0316 138.74 1.98 .0143 Q -11.14 4.49 -2.48
50 Insurance 203.48 7.77 .0382 196.63 1.94 .0099 Q 6.84 8.01 .85
52 Vehicle rental, regis.
& fees 43.55 1.91 .0439 64.24 1.19 .0185 Q -20.69 2.25 -9.19
53 Public transportation 72.00 4.44 .0617 98.61 3.15 .0319 Q -26.60 5.44 -4.89
on prescription drug
> 2 megical sﬁpplies 61.58 1.86 .0302 16.50 .43 .0261 D 45.07 1.91 23.64
56 Professional services 198.36 7.22 .0364 188.99 3.40 .0180 Q 9.37 7.98 1.17
ital & Other medi-
> ::ipc:re services 38.21 5.45 .1426 32.77 2.41 .0735 Q 5.44 5.96 .91
58 Health Insurance 55.40 3.00 .0542 155.07 ‘2.71 .0175 Q -99.68° 4.04 -24.66
59 Reading Materials 59.39 1.03 .0173 43.79 .62 .0142 D,Q 15.60 1.21 12.::
60 Sporting Goods & Equip. 70.68 11.21 .1586 78.82 4.04 .0513 Q -8.14 11.92 -.
i & other
o zﬁzZthz:z::i 12.24 6.70 .0557 52.32 1.26 .0241 D,Q 67.93 6.82 9.97
ission fees & other
° :ﬁiertainment services 197.28 5.83 .0296 167.58 3.66 .0218 Q 29.70 6.89 4.31
63 Tobacco products 111.84 1.50 .0134 125.92 1.61 .0128 Q -14.08 2.20 -6.39
o z:;ie:pggiés & personal 76.56 1.07 .0140 8.26 .18 .0218 D 68.30 1.09 62.89
65 Personal care services 68.49 1.38 .0201 91.86 1.08 .0118 Q -23.37 1.76 =13.31
66 School books & supplies 12.10 1.05 .0868 18.41 .66 .0359 Q -6.31 1.20 -5.24
67 Tuition & school fees 67.84 5.51 .0812 93.18 2.90 .0311 Q -25.34 6.23 -4.07
, bank, acc'
° gig:ial andlotherg 95.29 19.00 .1994 20.43 .86 .0421 Q 74.86 19.02  3.94

L9o



TABLE 2 - Comparison of Weekly Mean Expenditures for cOmpletedl/ Diaries - 1972
EC X; X5 A-X‘l =X, [ A/cA EC X1 X2 A.=f1 -X3 oA A/oA
01 .75 .70 .05 .025 2.02* 15 .83 .76 .07 .027 2.56%*
02 2.34 2.15 .19 .052 3.67* 16 .69 .62 .07 .022  3.17*
03 3.97 3.64 .33 .178 1.85 17 1.98 1.78 .20 .054 3.67*
04 2.23 2.07 .16 .069 2.32% ) 18 2.21 2.08 .13 .050 2.61*
05 1.16 1.09 .07 .039 1.81 19 9.26 8.93 .33 .277 1.19
06 1.08 .96 S W12 .038 3.16%* 20 2.35 2.17 .18 .110 1.63
07 .72 .67 .05 +039 1.30 27 6.14 5.25 .89 275  3.24%*
08 .60 .53 .07 .017 4.07% 33 3.14 2.84 .30 .096  3.12%*
09 2.03 1.90 .13 .052 2.50* 47 7.64 6.94 .70 ©.218  3.21%
10 1.50 1.37 .13 .039 3.37* 55 1.34 1.32 .02 .099 .20
11 1.02 .88 .14 .046 3.04* 63 2.36 2.21 .15 .070 2.15*
12 1.12 1.02 .10 .031 3.21* 64 1.85 1.67 .18 .061 2,94*
13 .83 .75 .08 .029 2,.79% 65 1.60 1.43 .17 .068  2.49%*
14 .89 .81 .08 .026 3.07*
*Significant difference (95%)
1/ Diaries with total or partial recall completion codes
or without a completion code are excluded
TABLE 3 Mean Expenditures by Day of Reporting Period - 1972 Diary
Day of Reporting Period
EC 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
01 .15 .11 .11 .11 .10 .08 .08 .12 .10 .10 .12 .10 .08 .08
02 .43 .33 .35 .36 .33 .27 .28 .36 .32 .30 .34 .31 .24 .27
03 .72 .65 .67 .51 .58 .43 .42 .68 .55 .53 .57 .50 .38 .44
04 .47 .30 .33 .29 .32 .27 .25 .34 .34 .30 .32 .29 .22 .25
05 .23 .16 .17 .16 .17 .14 .13 .17 .16 .16 .17 .19 .12 .13
06 .24 .15 .15 .14 .16 .12 .11 .19 .15 .13 .16 .13 .09 .12
07 .13 .12 .11 .09 .10 .09 .08 .12 .08 .09 .12 .11 .07 .08
08 .13 .09 .09 .08 .08 .06 .06 .10 .07 .08 .08 .08 .06 .06
09 .42 .28 .29 .29 .27 .24 .25 .33 .27 .27 .29 .26 .23 .25
10 .30 .22 .22 .23 .21 .16 .16 .23 .20 .20 .23 .19 .16 .17
11 .22 .17 .14 .13 .15 .10 .10 .15 .14 .12 .14 .12 .09 .10
12 .24 .16 .17 .16 .15 .13 .12 .17 .16 .14 .16 .15 .11 .12
13 .16 .12 .13 W11 .13 .09 .10 .13 .11 .11 .12 .11 .08 .09
14 .17 .14 .13 .12 .13 .10 .10 .14 .13 .11 .14 .12 .08 .10
15 .16 .12 .12 .12 .12 .09 .09 .12 .11 .11 .12 .11 .09 .10
16 .13 .10 .11 .10 .09 .08 .08 .10 .09 .09 .11 .09 .07 .08
17 .43 .29 .27 .29 .26 .22 .21 .29 .27 .24 .30 .26 .19 .22
18 .41 .36 .31 .32 .31 .26 .25 .34 .34 .28 .34 .29 .23 .25
19 1.49 1.40 1.34 1.39 1.33 1.18 1.12 1.39 1.25 1.31 1.32 1.25 1.19 1.23
20 .42 .33 .36 .39 .36 .26 .24 .33 .34 .30 .35 .31 .27 .27
27 1.86 .80 .73 .80 .61 .56 .76 .93 .64 .72 .71 .61 .63 1.02
33 .64 .45 .46 .45 .38 .38 .37 .49 .45 .40 .40 .41 .32 .37
47 1.63 1.19 1.02 .1.06 1.02 .86 .86 1.23 .98 .98 .95 .96 .87 .97
55 .29 .16 .21 .20 .21 .14 .13 .23 .22 .18 .18 .22 .15 .13
63 .49 .35 .36 .35 .30 .26 .25 .39 .33 .30 .32 .31 .28 .28
64 .37 .29 .24 .28 .25 .21 .20 .27 .24 .23 .24 .24 .20 .24
65 .37 .27 .23 .22 .18 .16 .17 .22 .23 .22 .24 .18 .14 .19
Table 4 Week-to-Week Correlation, 1972 Diary, EC Level
EC [ EC [
ol .5348 16 .2431
02 .6428 17 .4155
03 .2365 18 .4856
04 .2450 19 .5431
05 .4867 20 .6611
06 .4268 25 -.1233
07 .3130 26 .0398
08 .4039 27 .1390
09 .5602 33 .3283
10 .5888 47 .2988
11 .2660 55 .1259
12 .5056 63 .5715
13 .3012 64 .1446
14 .3337 65 .4300
15 .2294
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